Don Hubin

SELECTED READINGSON THE NATURE OF ANIMALS

Genesis 1

1
In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.

2
Now the earth was ¥ formless and empty, darkness was over the surface of the deep, and
the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters.

3
And God said, "Let there be light," and there was light.

4
God saw that the light was good, and he separated the light from the darkness.

5
God cdled the light "day," and the darkness he called "night." And there was evening,
and there was morning--the first day.

6
And God said, "Let there be an expanse between the waters to separate water from
water."

7
So God made the expanse and separated the water under the expanse from the water
aboveit. And it was s0.

8
God called the expanse "sky." And there was evening, and there was morning--the second
day.

9
And God said, "Let the water under the sky be gathered to one place, and let dry ground
appear.” And it was so.

10
God called the dry ground "land,” and the gathered waters he caled "seas." And God saw
that it was good.

11
Then God said, "Let the land produce vegetation: seed-bearing plants and trees on the
land that bear fruit with seed in it, according to their various kinds." And it was so.

12
The land produced vegetation: plants bearing seed according to their kinds and trees
bearing fruit with seed in it according to their kinds. And God saw that it was good.

13
And there was evening, and there was morning--the third day.

14
And God said, "Let there be lights in the expanse of the sky to separate the day from the
night, and let them serve as signs to mark seasons and days and years,

15
and let them be lights in the expanse of the sky to give light on the earth.” And it was so.

16
God made two grest lights--the greater light to govern the day and the lesser light to
govern the night. He al'so made the stars.

17

18

God set them in the expanse of the sky to give light on the earth,
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to govern the day and the night, and to separate light from darkness. And God saw that it
was good.

And there was evening, and there was morning--the fourth day.

And God said, "Let the water teem with living creatures, and let birds fly above the earth
across the expanse of the sky."

So God created the great creatures of the sea and every living and moving thing with
which the water teems, according to their kinds, and every winged bird according to its
kind. And God saw that it was good.

God blessed them and said, "Be fruitful and increase in number and fill the water in the
seas, and let the birds increase on the earth.”

And there was evening, and there was morning--the fifth day.

And God said, "Let the land produce living creatures according to their kinds: livestock,
creatures that move aong the ground, and wild animals, each according to its kind." And
it was so.

God made the wild animals according to their kinds, the livestock according to their
kinds, and al the creatures that move aong the ground according to their kinds. And God
saw that it was good.

Then God said, "L et us make man in our image, in our likeness, and let them rule over
the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the livestock, over dl the earth, ' and
over dl the creatures that move aong the ground.”

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male and
female he created them.

God blessed them and said to them, "Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and
subdue it. Rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air and over every living
creature that moves on the ground.”

Then God said, "'l give you every seed-bearing plant on the face of the whole earth and
every tree that has fruit with seed in it. They will be yours for food.

And to al the beasts of the earth and all the birds of the air and all the creatures that move
on the ground--everything that has the breeth of lifeinit--1 give every green plant for
food." And it was s0.

God saw dl that he had made, and it was very good. And there was evening, and there
was morning--the sixth day.

[2] Or possibly became
[26] Hebrew; Syriac all the wild animals

Genesis 9
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1
Then God blessed Noah and his sons, saying to them, "Be fruitful and increase in number
and fill the earth.

2
The fear and dread of you will fall upon al the beasts of the earth and all the birds of the
air, upon every creature that moves along the ground, and upon all the fish of the sea;
they are given into your hands.

3

Everything that lives and moves will be food for you. Just as | gave you the green plants,
| now give you everything.

Arigtotle: De Anima (Of the Soul), Book 11, Chapter 111, 414a(28)-4158(10)

Chapter 3

Of the psychic powers above enumerated some kinds of living things, as we have said, possess
al, some less than al, others one only. Those we have mentioned are the nutritive, the appetitive,
the sensory, the locomotive, and the power of thinking. Plants have none but the firgt, the
nutritive, while another order of living things has this plus the sensory. If any order of living

things has the sensory, it [414b] must aso have the appetitive; for appetite is the genus of which
desire, passion, and wish are the species; now al animals have one sense at least, viz. touch, and
whatever has a sense has the capacity for pleasure and pain and therefore has pleasant and painful
objects present to it, and wherever these are present, there is desire, for desire isjust appetition of
what is pleasant. Further, al animals have the sense for food (for touch is the sense for food); the
food of al living things consists of what is dry, moist, hot, cold, and these are the qualities
apprehended by touch; al other sensible qualities are apprehended by touch only indirectly.
Sounds, colours, and odours contribute nothing to nutriment; flavours fall within the field of
tangible qualities. Hunger and thirst are forms of desire, hunger a desire for what is dry and hot,
thirst a desire for what is cold and moist; flavour is a sort of seasoning added to both. We must
later clear up these points, but at present it may be enough to say that all animals that possess the
sense of touch have aso appetition. The case of imagination is obscure; we must examine it later.
Certain kinds of animals possessin addition the power of locomotion, and still another order of
animate beings, i.e. man and possibly another order like man or superior to him, the power of
thinking, i.e. mind. It is now evident that a single definition can be given of soul only in the same
sense as one can be given of figure. For, asin that case there is no figure distinguishable and apart
from triangle, &c., so here there is no soul apart from the forms of soul just enumerated. It is true
that a highly generd definition can be given for figure which will fit al figures without

expressing the peculiar nature of any figure. So here in the case of soul and its specific forms.
Hence it is absurd in this and similar cases to demand an absolutely generd definition which will
fail to express the peculiar nature of anything that is, or again, omitting this, to look for separate
definitions corresponding to each infima species. The cases of figure and soul are exactly paralld;
for the particulars subsumed under the common name in both cases -- figures and living beings --
constitute a series, each successive term of which potentially contains its predecessor, e.g. the
sguare the triangle, the sensory power the self -nutritive. Hence we must ask in the case of each
order of living things, What isits soul, i.e. What is the soul of plant, animal, man? Why the terms
arerelated in this serial way must form the [415a] subject of later examination. But the facts are
that the power of perception is never found apart from the power of self-nutrition, while in plants
the latter is found isolated from the former. Again, no senseis found apart from that of touch,
while touch is found by itself; many animals have neither sight, hearing, nor smell. Again, among
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living things that possess sense some have the power of locomation, some not. Lastly, certain
living beings -- asmal minority -- possess calculation and thought, for (among morta beings)
those which possess caculation have al the other powers above mentioned, while the converse
does not hold -- indeed some live by imagination alone, while others have not even imagination.
The mind that knows with immediate intuition presents a different problem.

It is evident that the way to give the most adequate definition of soul isto seek in the case of each
of its forms for the most appropriate definition.

Arigtotle: Of the Parts of Animals, Book 1, Chapter 1, 641a(35)-641b(10).

What has been said suggests the question, whether it is the whole soul or only some part of it, the
consideration of which comes within the province of natural science. Now if it be of the whole
soul that this should treet, then there is no place for any other philosophy beside it. For asit
belongsin all cases to one and the same science to deal with correlated subjects-one and the same
science, for instance, deals with sensation and with the objects of sense-and as therefore the
intelligent soul and the objects of intellect, being correlated, must belong to one and the same
science, it follows that natura science will have to include the whole universe in its province. But
perhaps it is not the whole soul, nor al its parts collectively, that congtitutes the source of motion;
but there may be one part, identical with that in plants, which is the source of growth, another,
namely the sensory part, which is the source of change of quality, while still another, and this not
the intellectual part, is the source of locomotion. | say not the intellectual part; for other animals
than man have the power of locomotion, but in none but him is there intellect.

Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles, Book 111, Part 11, Chapter 112

That Rational Creatures are governed by Providence for their own sakes, and other
Creaturesin referenceto them

THE very condition of intellectual nature, whereby it is mistress of its own acts, requires the care
of Providence, providing for it for its own sake: while the condition of other creatures, that have
no dominion over their own act, indicates that care is taken of them not for themselves, but for
their subordination to other beings. For what is worked by ancther isin the rank of an instrument:
while what works by itself isin the rank of a prime agent. Now an instrument is not sought for its
own sake, but for the use of the prime agent: hence al diligence of workmanship applied to
instruments must have its end and final point of reference in the prime agent. On the other hand
all care taken about a prime agent, as such, is for its own sake.

2. What has dominion over its own act, is free in acting. For he is free, who is a cause to himself
of what he does: whereas a power driven by another under necessity to work is subject to davery.
Thus the intellectud nature alone is free, while every other creature is naturally subject to davery.
But under every government the freemen are provided for for their own sakes, while of daves this
care is taken that they have being for the use of the free.

3. In asystem making for an end, any parts of the system that cannot gain the end of themselves
must be subordinate to other parts that do gain the end and stand in immediate relation to it. Thus
the end of an army is victory, which the soldiers gain by their proper act of fighting: the soldiers
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alone are in request in the army for their own sakes; all others in other employments in the army,
such as grooms or armourers, are in request for the sake of the soldiers. But the fina end of the
universe being God, the intellectud nature alone attains Him in Himsalf by knowing Him and
loving Him (Chap. XXV). Intelligent nature therefore aone in the universe isin request for its
own sake, while al other creatures are in request for the sake of it.*

6. Everything is naturally made to behave as it actually does behave in the course of nature. Now
we find in the actual course of nature that an intelligent subsistent being converts al other things
to his own use, either to the perfection of hisintellect, by contemplating truth in them, or to the
execution of works of his power and development of his science, as an artist develops the
conception of hisart in bodily materia; or again to the sustenance of his body, united as that isto
an intellectual soul.

Nor isit contrary to the conclusion of the aforesaid reasons, that all the parts of the universe are
subordinate to the perfection of the whole. For that subordination means that one serves another:
thus there is no inconsistency in saying that unintelligent natures serve the intelligent, and at the
same time serve the perfection of the universe: for if those things were wanting which subsistent
intelligence requires for its perfection, the universe would not be complete.

By saying that subsistent intelligences are guided by divine providence for their own sakes, we do
not mean to deny that they are further referable to God and to the perfection of the universe. They
are cared for for their own sakes, and other things for their sake, in this sense, that the good things
which are given them by divine providence are not given them for the profit of any other
creature* while the gifts given to other creatures by divine ordinance make for the use of
intellectual creatures.

Hence it is said: Look not on sun and moon and stars besides, to be led astray with delusion and
to worship what the Lord thy God hath created for the service of al nations under heaven (Deut.
iv, 19): Thou hast subjected al things under his feet, sheep and all oxen and the beasts of the field
(Ps. viii, 8).

Hereby is excluded the error of those who lay it down that it isasin for man to kill dumb

animals. for by the natural order of divine providence they are referred to the use of man: hence
without injustice man uses them either by killing them or in any other way: wherefore God said to
Noe: As green herbs have | given you al flesh (Gen. ix, 3). Wherever in Holy Scripture there are
found prohibitions of cruelty to dumb animals, as in the prohibition of killing the mother-bird

with the young (Deut. xxii, 6, 7), the object of such prohibition is either to turn man's mind away
from practising crudlty on his fellow-men, lest from practising cruelties on dumb animals one
should go on further to do the like to men, or because harm done to animals turns to the tempora
loss of man, either of the author of the harm or of some other; or for some ulterior meaning, as the
Apostle (1 Cor. ix, 9) expounds the precept of not muzzling the treading ox.

Descartes, Discourse on Method, Part V (selections)

| had explained al these matters in some detail in the Treatise which | formerly intended to
publish. And afterwards | had shown there, what must be the fabric of the nerves and muscles of
the human body in order that the animal spirits therein contained should have the power to move
the members, just as the heads of animals, alittle while after decapitation, are still observed to
move and bite the earth, notwithstanding that they are no longer animate; what changes are
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necessary in the brain to cause wakefulness, deep and dreams; how light, sounds, smdlls, tastes,
heat and all other qualities pertaining to external objects are able to imprint on it various ideas by
the intervention of the senses; how hunger, thirst and other internal affections can aso convey
their impressions upon it; what should be regarded as the "common sense" by which these ideas
are received, and what is meant by the memory which retains them, by the fancy which can
change them in diverse ways and out of them constitute new ideas, and which, by the same
means, distributing the animal spirits through the muscles, can cause the members of such a body
to move in as many diverse ways, and in amanner as suitable to the objects which present
themsealves to its senses and to its internal passions, as can happen in our own case apart from the
direction of our free will. And thiswill not seem strange { 116} to those, who, knowing how

many different automata or moving machines can be made by the industry of man, without
employing in so doing more than a very few parts in comparison with the great multitude of
bones, muscles, nerves, arteries, veins, or other parts that are found in the body of each animal.
From this aspect the body is regarded as a machine which, having been made by the hands of
God, isincomparably better arranged, and possesses in itseff movements which are much more
admirable, than any of those which can be invented by man. Here | specialy stopped to show that
if there had been such machines, possessing the organs and outward form of a monkey or some
other animal without reason, we should not have had any means of ascertaining that they were not
of the same nature as those animals. On the other hand, if there were machines which bore a
resemblance to our body and imitated our actions as far as it was morally possible to do so, we
should always have two very certain tests by which to recognize that, for al that, they were not
real men. Thefirst is, that they could never use speech or other signs as we do when placing our
thoughts on record for the benefit of others. For we can easily understand a machine's being
congtituted so that it can utter words, and even emit some responses to action on it of a corporeal
kind, which brings about a change in its organs; for instance, if it is touched in a particular part it
may ask what we wish to say toit; if in another part it may exclaim that it is being hurt, and so
on. But it never happens that it arranges its speech in various ways, in order to reply appropriately
to everything that may be said in its presence, as even the lowest type of man can do. And the
second differenceis, that athough machines can perform certain things as well as or perhaps
better than any of us can do, they infalibly fan short in others, by the which means we may
discover that they did not act from knowledge, but only from the disposition of their organs. For
while reason is a universal instrument which can serve for al contingencies, these organs have
need of some special adaptation for every particular action. From thisit follows that it is morally
impossible that there should be sufficient diversity in any machine to alow it to act in dl the
events of life in the same way as our reason causes us to act.

By these two methods we may also recognize the difference that exists between men and brutes.
For it is avery remarkable fact that there are none so depraved and stupid, without even excepting
idiots, that they cannot arrange different words together, {117} forming of them a statement by
which they make known their thoughts; while, on the other hand, there is no other animd,

however perfect and fortunately circumstanced it may be, which can do the same. It is not the
want of organs that brings this to pass, for it is evident that ma.-Pies and parrots are able to utter
words just like ourselves, and yet they cannot speak as we do, that is, so as to give evidence that
they think of what they say. On the other hand, men who, being born deaf and dumb, are in the
same degree, or even more than the brutes, destitute of the organs which serve the others for
talking, are in the habit of themsalves investing certain signs by which they make themselves
understood by those who, being usualy in their company, have leisure to learn their language.

And this does not merely show that the brutes have less reason than men, but that they have none
a al, snceitisclear that very little is required in order to be able to talk. And when we notice
the inequality that exists between animals of the same species, as well as between men, and
observe that some are more capable of receiving instruction than others, it is not credible that a
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monkey or a parrot, selected as the most perfect of its species, should not in these matters equal
the stupidest child to be found, or at least a child whose mind is clouded, unlessin the case of the
brute the soul were of an entirely different nature from ours. And we ought not to confound
speech with natural movements which betray passions and may be imitated by machines as well
as be manifested by animals; nor must we think, as did some of the ancients, that brutes talk,
athough we do not understand their language. For if this were true, since they have many organs
which are dlied to our own, they could communicate their thoughts to us just as easily as to those
of their own race. It is also a very remarkable fact that although there are many animals which
exhibit more dexterity than we do in some of their actions, we at the same time observe that they
do not manifest any dexterity at al in many others. Hence the fact that they do better than we do,
does not prove that they are endowed with mind, for in this case they would have more reason
than any of us, and would surpass us in all other things. It rather shows that they have no reason
at dl, and that it is nature which acts in them according to the disposition of their organs, just as a
clock, which is only composed of wheels and weightsis able to tell the hours and measure the
time more correctly than we can do with all our wisdom.

| had described after this the rational soul and shown that it { 118} could not bein any way

derived from the power of matter, like the other things of which | had spoken, but that it must be
expresdy created. | showed, too, that it is not sufficient that it should be lodged in the human

body like apilot in his ship, unless perhaps for the moving of its members, but that it is necessary
that it should also be joined and united more closely to the body in order to have sensations and
appetites similar to our own, and thus to form a true man. In conclusion, | have here enlarged a
little on the subject of the soul, because it is one of the greatest importance. For next to the error
of those who deny God, which | think | have already sufficiently refuted, there is none which is
more effectua in leading feeble spirits from the straight path of virtue, than to imagine that the
soul of the brute is of the same nature as our own, and that in consegquence, after this life we have
nothing to fear or to hope for, any more than the flies and ants. As a matter of fact, when one
comes to know how greatly they differ, we understand much better the reasons which go to prove
that our soul isin its nature entirely independent of body, and in consequence that it is not liable

to die with it. And then, inasmuch as we observe no other causes capable of destroying it, we are
naturally inclined to judge that it isimmortd.

Voltaire, Philosophical Dictionary, “Animals’
ANIMALS

What a pitiful, what a sorry thing to have said that animals are machines bereft of understanding
and feeling, which perform their operations always in the same way, which learn nothing, perfect
nothing, etc. !

What! that bird which makes its nest in a semi-circle when it is attaching it to awall, which builds
it in aquarter circlewhen it isin an angle, and in a circle upon atree; that bird acts always in the
same way? That hunting-dog which you have disciplined for three months, does it not know more
at the end of this time than it knew before your lessons? Does the canary to which you teach a
tune repest it at once? do you not spend a considerable time in teaching it? have you not seen that
it has made a mistake and that it corrects itself?
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Isit because | speak to you, that you judge that | have fegling, memory, ideas? Well, | do not
speak to you; you see me going home looking disconsolate, seeking a paper anxioudy, opening
the desk where | remember having shut it, finding it, reading it joyfully. You judge that | have
experienced the feeling of distress and that of pleasure, that | have memory and understanding.

Bring the same judgment to bear on this dog which has lost its master, which has sought him on
every road with sorrowful cries, which enters the house agitated, uneasy, which goes down the
sairs, up the stairs, from room to room, which at last findsin his study the master it loves, and
which shows him its joy by its cries of delight, by its leaps, by its caresses.

Barbarians seize this dog, which in friendship surpasses man so prodigioudy; they nall it on a
table, and they dissect it dlive in order to show the mesenteric veins. You discover in it al the
same organs of fedling that are in yoursdlf. Answer me, machinist, has nature arranged all the
means of fedling in thisanimal, so that it may not feel? has it nervesin order to be impassible?
Do not suppose this impertinent contradiction in nature.

But the schoolmasters ask what the soul of animalsis? | do not understand this question. A tree
has the faculty of receiving inits fibresits sap which circulates, of unfolding the buds of its
leaves and its fruit; will you ask what the soul of thistree is? it has received these gifts; the
animal has received those of feeling, of memory, of a certain number of ideas. Who has bestowed
these gifts? who has given these faculties? He who has made the grass of the fields to grow, and
who makes the earth gravitate toward the sun.

"Animals souls are substantial forms," said Aristotle, and after Aristotle, the Arab school, and
after the Arab school, the angelical school, and after the angelical school, the Sorbonne, and after
the Sorbonne, nobody at all.

"Animals souls are material," cry other philosophers. These have not been in any better fortune
than the others. In vain have they been asked what a material soul is; they have to admit that it is
matter which has sensation: but what has given it this sensation? It is amateria soul, that isto say
that it is matter which gives sensation to matter; they cannot issue from this circle.

Listen to other brutes reasoning about the brutes; their soul is a spiritual soul which dies with the
body; but what proof have you of it? what idea have you of this spiritual soul, which, in truth, has
feding, memory, and its measure of ideas and ingenuity; but which will never be able to know
what a child of six knows? On what ground do you imagine that this being, which is not body,
dies with the body? The greatest fools are those who have advanced that this soul is neither body
nor spirit. There is afine system. By spirit we can understand only some unknown thing which is
not body. Thus these gentlemen's system comes back to this, that the animals soul is a substance
which is neither body nor something which is not body.

Whence can come so many contradictory errors? From the habit men have aways had of
examining what athing is, before knowing if it exists. The clapper, the valve of abellows, is
caled in French the "soul" of abellows. What isthis soul? It isaname that | have given to this
valve which fdls, lets air enter, rises again, and thrusts it through a pipe, when | make the bellows
move.

There is not there a distinct soul in the machine: but what makes animals bellows move? | have
aready told you, what makes the stars move. The philosopher who said, "Deus est anima
brutorum,” was right; but he should go further.
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Hume, Treatise of Human Under standing, Book |, Section 16 (“Of the Reason of Animals’)
SECT. XVI

Of the reason of animals

Next to the ridicule of denying an evident truth, is that of taking much painsto defend it; and no
truth appears to me more evident, than that beasts are endowd with thought and reason as well as
men. The arguments are in this case so obvious, that they never escape the most stupid and
ignorant.

We are conscious, that we ourselves, in adapting means to ends, are guided by reason and design,
and that 'tis not ignorantly nor casually we perform those actions, which tend to self-preservation,
to the obtaining pleasure, and avoiding pain. When therefore we see other creatures, in millions of
instances, perform like actions, and direct them to the ends, al our principles of reason and
probability carry us with an invincible force to believe the existence of alike cause. 'Tis needless
in my opinion to illustrate this argument by the enumeration of particulars. The smallest attention
will supply us with more than are requisite. The resemblance betwixt the actions of animals and
those of men is so entire in this respect, that the very first action of the first animal we shall
please to pitch on, will afford us an incontestable argument for the present doctrine.

This doctrine is as useful asit is obvious, and furnishes us with akind of touchstone, by which we
may try every system in this species of philosophy. 'Tis from the resemblance of the external
actions of animals to those we ourselves perform, that we judge their interna likewise to

resemble ours; and the same principle of reasoning, carryd one step farther, will make us
conclude that since our interna actions resemble each other, the causes, from which they are
derivd, must adso be resembling. When any hypothesis, therefore, is advancd to explain a mental
operation, which is common to men and beasts, we must apply the same hypothesis to both; and

as every true hypothesis will abide thistria, so | may venture to affirm, that no false one will ever
be able to endure it. The common defect of those systems, which philosophers have employd to
account for the actions of the mind, is, that they suppose such a subtility and refinement of
thought, as not only exceeds the capacity of mere animals, but even of children and the common
people in our own species, who are notwithstanding susceptible of the same emotions and
affections as persons of the most accomplishd genius and understanding. Such a subtility is a dear
proof of the falsehood, as the contrary smplicity of the truth, of any system.

Let us therefore put our present system concerning the nature of the understanding to this decisive
trial, and see whether it will equally account for the reasonings of beasts as for these of the human
Species.

Here we must make a distinction betwixt those actions of animals, which are of a vulgar nature,
and seem to be on alevel with their common capacities, and those more extraordinary instances
of sagacity, which they sometimes discover for their own preservation, and the propagation of
their species. A dog, that avoids fire and precipices, that shuns strangers, and caresses his master,
affords us an instance of the first kind. A bird, that chooses with such care and nicety the place
and materials of her nest, and sits upon her eggs for adue time, and in suitable season, with al
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the precaution that a chymist is capable of in the most delicate projection, furnishes us with a
lively instance of the second.

Asto the former actions, | assert they proceed from areasoning, that is not in itself different, nor
founded on different principles, from that which appears in human nature. 'Tis necessary in the
first place, that there be some impression immediately present to their memory or senses, in order
to be the foundation of their judgment. From the tone of voice the dog infers his masters anger,
and foresees his own punishment. From a certain sensation affecting his smell, he judges his
game not to be far distant from him.

Secondly, The inference he draws from the present impression is built on experience, and on his
observation of the conjunction of objects in past instances. As you vary this experience, he varies
his reasoning. Make a besating follow upon one sign or motion for some time, and afterwards
upon another; and he will successively draw different conclusions, according to his most recent
experience.

Now let any philosopher make atria, and endeavour to explain that act of the mind, which we
cdl belief, and give an account of the principles, from which it is derivd, independent of the
influence of custom on the imagination. and let his hypothesis be equally applicable to beasts as
to the human species; and after he has done this, | promise to embrace his opinion. But at the
same time | demand as an equitable condition, that if my system be the only one, which can
answer to al these terms, it may be receivd as entirely satisfactory and convincing. And that 'tis
the only one, is evident amost without any reasoning. Beasts certainly never perceive any real
connexion among objects. ‘Tis therefore by experience they infer one from another. They can
never by any arguments form a genera conclusion, that those objects, of which they have had no
experience, resemble those of which they have. 'Tis therefore by means of custom aone, that
experience operates upon them. All this was sufficiently evident with respect to man. But with
respect to beasts there cannot be the least suspicion of mistake; which must be ownd to be a
strong confirmation, or rather an invincible proof of my system.

Nothing shews more the force of habit in reconciling us to any phaenomenoun, than this, that men
are not astonish'd at the operations of their own reason, at the same time, that they admire the
ingtinct of animals, and find a difficulty in explaining it, merely because it cannot be reducd tothe
very same principles. To consider the matter aright, reason is nothing but a wonderful and
unintelligible instinct in our souls, which carries us dong a certain train of ideas, and endows
them with particular qudities, according to their particular Situations and relations. Thisinstinct,
tistrue, arises from past observation and experience; but can any one give the ultimate reason,
why past experience and observation produces such an effect, any more than why nature aone
shoud produce it? Nature may certainly produce whatever can arise from habit: Nay, habit is
nothing but one of the principles of nature, and derives dl its force from that origin.

Darwin, Descent of Man, Chapters 3 and 4
CHAPTER 111.
COMPARISON OF THE MENTAL POWERS OF MAN AND THE LOWER ANIMALS.

Thedifferencein mental power between the highest ape and the lowest savage, immense-Certain
instincts in common--The emotions--Curiosity-- I mitation--Attention--Memory--1magination--
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Reason--Progressive improvement --Tools and weapons used by animals--Abstraction, Self-
consciousness-- Language--Sense of beauty--Belief in God, spiritual agencies, superstitions.

We have seen in the last two chapters that man bearsin his bodily structure clear traces of his
descent from some lower form; but it may be urged that, as man differs so grestly in his mental
power from al other animals, there must be some error in this conclusion....

My object in this chapter is to shew that there is no fundamental difference between man and the
higher mammalsin their menta faculties. Each division of the subject might have been extended
into a separate essay, but must here be treated briefly. As no classification of the mental powers
has been universaly accepted, | shall arrange my remarks in the order most convenient for my
purpose; and will select those facts which have struck me most, with the hope that they may
produce some effect on the reader ....

...[T]he lower animals, like man, manifestly feel pleasure and pain, happiness and misery.
Happinessis never better exhibited than by young animals, such as puppies, kittens, lambs, etc.,
when playing together, like our own children. Even insects play together, as has been described
by that excellent observer, P. Huber ..., who saw ants chasing and pretending to bite each other,
like SO many puppies.

The fact that the lower animals are excited by the same emotions as ourselves is so well
established, that it will not be necessary to weary the reader by many details. Terror actsin the
same manner on them as on us, causing the muscles to tremble, the heart to palpitate, the
sphincters to be relaxed, and the hair to stand on end. Suspicion, the offspring of fear, is
eminently characteristic of most wild animals. Itis, | think, impossible to read the account given
by Sir E. Tennent, of the behaviour of the female elephants, used as decoys, without admitting
that they intentionally practise deceit, and well know what they are about. Courage and timidiity
are extremely variable qualitiesin the individuals of the same species, asis plainly seen in our
dogs. Some dogs and horses are ill-tempered, and easily turn sulky; others are good-tempered;
and these qualities are certainly inherited. Every one knows how liable animals are to furious
rage, and how plainly they shew it. Many, and probably true, anecdotes have been published on
the long-delayed and artful revenge of various animals. The accurate Rengger, and Brehm
...state that the American and African monkeys which they kept tame, certainly revenged
themsdlves. Sir Andrew Smith, a zoologist whose scrupul ous accuracy was known to many
persons, told me the following story of which he was himself an eye- witness; at the Cape of
Good Hope an officer had often plagued a certain baboon, and the animal, seeing him
approaching one Sunday for parade, poured water into a hole and hastily made some thick mud,
which he skilfully dashed over the officer as he passed by, to the amusement of many bystanders.
For long afterwards the baboon rejoiced and triumphed whenever he saw his victim.

The love of adog for his master is notorious; as an old writer quaintly says ..."A dog isthe only
thing on this earth that luvs you more than he luvs himsdf."

In the agony of death a dog has been known to caress his master, and every one has heard of the
dog suffering under vivisection, who licked the hand of the operator; this man, unless the
operation was fully justified by an increase of our knowledge, or unless he had a heart of stone,
must have felt remorse to the last hour of hislife.

AsWhewel ... haswell asked, "who that reads the touching instances of maternal affection,
related so often of the women of al nations, and of the females of al animals, can doubt that the
principle of action is the same in the two cases?' We see maternal affection exhibited in the most
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trifling detail s, thus Rengger observed an American monkey (a Cebus) carefully driving away the
flieswhich plagued her infant; and Duvauce saw a Hylobates washing the faces of her young
onesinastream. Sointenseisthe grief of female monkeys for the loss of their young, that it
invariably caused the death of certain kinds kept under confinement by Brehm in N. Africa
Orphan monkeys were always adopted and carefully guarded by the other monkeys, both males
and females. One female baboon had so capacious a heart that she not only adopted young
monkeys of other species, but stole young dogs and cats, which she continually carried about.

Her kindness, however, did not go so far asto share her food with her adopted offspring, at which
Brehm was surprised, as his monkeys aways divided everything quite fairly with their own

young ones. An adopted kitten scratched this affectionate baboon, who certainly had afine
intellect, for she was much astonished at being scratched, and immediately examined the kitten's
feet, and without more ado bit off the claws. ..., disputes the possibility of this act as described by
Brehm, for the sake of discrediting my work. Therefore | tried, and found that | could readily
seize with my own teeth the sharp little claws of akitten nearly five weeks old.) Inthe
Zoologica Gardens, | heard from the keeper that an old baboon (C. chacma) had adopted a
Rhesus monkey; but when a young drill and mandrill were placed in the cage, she seemed to
perceive that these monkeys, though distinct species, were her nearer relatives, for she at once
regjected the Rhesus and adopted both of them. The young Rhesus, as | saw, was greatly
discontented at being thus rejected, and it would, like a naughty child, annoy and attack the young
drill and mandrill whenever it could do so with safety; this conduct exciting great indignation in

the old baboon. Monkeys will aso, according to Brehm, defend their master when attacked by
any one, as well as dogs to whom they are attached, from the attacks of other dogs. But we here
trench on the subjects of sympathy and fidelity, to which | shal recur. Some of Brehm's monkeys
took much delight in teasing a certain old dog whom they didliked, as well as other animals, in
various ingenious ways.

Most of the more complex emotions are common to the higher animals and ourselves. Every one
has seen how jealous adog is of his master's affection, if lavished on any other creature; and |
have observed the same fact with monkeys. This shews that animals not only love, but have
desireto beloved. Animals manifestly fed emulation. They love approbation or praise; and a
dog carrying a basket for his master exhibits in a high degree self-complacency or pride. There
can, | think, be no doubt that a dog feels shame, as distinct from fear, and something very like
modesty when begging too often for food. A great dog scorns the snarling of alittle dog, and this
may be called magnanimity. Several observers have stated that monkeys certainly dislike being
laughed at; and they sometimes invent imaginary offences. In the Zoological Gardens | saw a
baboon who aways got into a furious rage when his keeper took out a letter or book and read it
aoud to him; and his rage was so violent that, as | witnessed on one occasion, he bit his own leg
till the blood flowed. Dogs shew what may be fairly called a sense of humour, as distinct from
mere play; if abit of stick or other such object be thrown to one, he will often carry it away for a
short distance; and then squatting down with it on the ground close before him, will wait until his
master comes quite close to take it away. The dog will then seize it and rush away in triumph,
repeeting the same manoeuvre, and evidently enjoying the practical joke.

We will now turn to the more intellectual emotions and faculties, which are very important, as
forming the basis for the development of the higher mental powers. Animals manifestly enjoy
excitement, and suffer from ennui, as may be seen with dogs, and, according to Rengger, with
monkeys. All animals feel WONDER, and many exhibit CURIOSITY. They sometimes suffer
from this latter quality, as when the hunter plays antics and thus attracts them; | have witnessed
this with deer, and o it is with the wary chamois, and with some kinds of wild-ducks. Brehm
gives a curious account of the ingtinctive dread, which his monkeys exhibited, for snakes; but
their curiosity was so great that they could not desist from occasionally satiating their horror in a
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most human fashion, by lifting up the lid of the box in which the snakes were kept. | was so
much surprised at his account, that | took a stuffed and coiled-up snake into the monkey-house at
the Zoological Gardens, and the excitement thus caused was one of the most curious spectacles
which | ever beheld. Three species of Cercopithecus were the most alarmed; they dashed about
their cages, and uttered sharp signal cries of danger, which were understood by the other
monkeys. A few young monkeys and one old Anubis baboon aone took no notice of the snake. |
then placed the stuffed specimen on the ground in one of the larger compartments. After atime
al the monkeys collected round it in alarge circle, and staring intently, presented a most
ludicrous appearance. They became extremely nervous; so that when a wooden ball, with which
they were familiar as a plaything, was accidentally moved in the straw, under which it was partly
hidden, they dl instantly started away. These monkeys behaved very differently when a dead
fish,amouse ..., aliving turtle, and other new objects were placed in their cages; for though at
first frightened, they soon approached, handled and examined them. | then placed alive snakein
a paper bag, with the mouth loosely closed, in one of the larger compartments. One of the
monkeys immediately approached, cautioudy opened the bag alittle, peeped in, and instantly
dashed away. Then | witnessed what Brehm has described, for monkey after monkey, with head
raised high and turned on one side, could not resist taking a momentary peep into the upright bag,
at the dreadful object lying quietly at the bottom. It would amost appear as if monkeys had some
notion of zoologica afinities, for those kept by Brehm exhibited a strange, though mistaken,
ingtinctive dread of innocent lizards and frogs. An orang, aso, has been known to be much
adarmed at thefirst sight of aturtle. ...

The principle of IMITATION is strong in man, and especialy, as | have mysalf observed, with
savages. In certain morbid states of the brain this tendency is exaggerated to an extraordinary
degree: some hemiplegic patients and others, at the commencement of inflammatory softening of
the brain, unconscioudy imitate every word which is uttered, whether in their own or in aforeign
language, and every gesture or action which is performed near them. ... Desor ... has remarked
that no animal voluntarily imitates an action performed by man, until in the ascending scale we
come to monkeys, which are well known to be ridiculous mockers. Animals, however,

sometimes imitate each other's actions. thus two species of wolves, which had been reared by
dogs, learned to bark, as does sometimes the jackal ... But whether this can be called voluntary
imitation is another question. Birds imitate the songs of their parents, and sometimes of other
birds; and parrots are notorious imitators of any sound which they often hear. Dureau de laMalle
gives an account ... of adog reared by a cat, who learnt to imitate the well- known action of a cat
licking her paws, and thus washing her ears and face; this was also witnessed by the celebrated
naturaist Audouin. | have received severa confirmatory accounts; in one of these, a dog had not
been suckled by a cat, but had been brought up with one, together with kittens, and had thus
acquired the above habit, which he ever afterwards practised during his life of thirteen years.
Dureau de laMall€'s dog likewise learnt from the kittens to play with aball by rolling it about
with his fore paws, and springing on it. A correspondent assures me that a cat in his house used
to put her pawsinto jugs of milk having too narrow a mouth for her head. A kitten of this cat
soon learned the same trick, and practised it ever afterwards, whenever there was an opportunity.

The parents of many animals, trusting to the principle of imitation in their young, and more
especidly to their instinctive or inherited tendencies, may be said to educate them. We see this
when acat brings a live mouse to her kittens; and Dureau de la Malle has given a curious account
(in the paper above quoted) of his observations on hawks which taught their young dexterity, as
well as judgment of distances, by first dropping through the air dead mice and sparrows, which
the young generally failed to catch, and then bringing them live birds and letting them loose.
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Hardly any faculty is more important for the intellectual progress of man than ATTENTION.
Animals clearly manifest this power, as when a cat watches by a hole and prepares to spring on
its prey. Wild animals sometimes become so absorbed when thus engaged, that they may be
easly agpproached. Mr. Bartlett has given me a curious proof how variable this faculty isin
monkeys. A man who trains monkeysto act in plays, used to purchase common kinds from the
Zoological Society at the price of five pounds for each; but he offered to give double the price, if
he might keep three or four of them for afew days, in order to select one. When asked how he
could possibly learn so soon, whether a particular monkey would turn out a good actor, he
answered that it al depended on their power of attention. If when he was talking and explaining
anything to a monkey, its attention was easily distracted, as by afly on the wall or other trifling
object, the case was hopeless. If he tried by punishment to make an inattentive monkey act, it
turned sulky. On the other hand, a monkey which carefully attended to him could always be
trained.

It is almost superfluous to state that animals have excellent MEMORIES for persons and places.
A baboon at the Cape of Good Hope, as | have been informed by Sir Andrew Smith, recognised
him with joy after an absence of nine months. | had a dog who was savage and averseto dl
strangers, and | purposely tried his memory after an absence of five years and two days. | went
near the stable where he lived, and shouted to him in my old manner; he shewed no joy, but
instantly followed me out walking, and obeyed me, exactly asif | had parted with him only half
an hour before. A train of old associations, dormant during five years, had thus been
instantaneoudy awakened in his mind. Even ants, as P. Huber ... has clearly shewn, recognised
their felow-ants belonging to the same community after a separation of four months. Animals
can certainly by some means judge of the intervals of time between recurrent events.

The IMAGINATION is one of the highest prerogatives of man. By this faculty he unites former
images and ideas, independently of the will, and thus creates brilliant and novel results. A poet,
as Jean Paul Richter remarks ..., "who must reflect whether he shall make a character say yes or
no--to the devil with him; heisonly astupid corpse.” Dreaming gives us the best notion of this
power; as Jean Paul again says, "The dream is an involuntary art of poetry." The vaue of the
products of our imagination depends of course on the number, accuracy, and clearness of our
impressions, on our judgment and taste in selecting or rejecting the involuntary combinations, and
to a certain extent on our power of voluntarily combining them. As dogs, cats, horses, and
probably all the higher animals, even birds ... have vivid dreams, and thisis shewn by their
movements and the sounds uttered, we must admit that they possess some power of imagination.
There must be something special, which causes dogs to howl in the night, and especialy during
moonlight, in that remarkable and melancholy manner caled baying. All dogs do not do so; and,
according to Houzeau ..., they do not then look at the moon, but at some fixed point near the
horizon. Houzeau thinks that their imaginations are disturbed by the vague outlines of the
surrounding objects, and conjure up before them fantastic images: if this be o, their fedlings may
amogt be called superdtitious.

Of al the faculties of the human mind, it will, | presume, be admitted that REASON stands at the
summit. Only afew persons now dispute that animals possess some power of reasoning.
Animals may constantly be seen to pause, deliberate, and resolve. It isasignificant fact, that the
more the habits of any particular animal are studied by a naturalist, the more he attributes to
reason and the less to unlearnt instincts. ... In future chapters we shall see that some animals
extremely low in the scale apparently display a certain amount of reason. No doubt it is often
difficult to distinguish between the power of reason and that of ingtinct. For instance, Dr. Hayes,
in hiswork on "The Open Polar Sea,' repeatedly remarks that his dogs, instead of continuing to
draw the dedges in a compact body, diverged and separated when they came to thin ice, so that
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their weight might be more evenly distributed. This was often the first warning which the
travellers received that the ice was becoming thin and dangerous. Now, did the dogs act thus
from the experience of each individua, or from the example of the older and wiser dogs, or from
an inherited habit, that is from instinct? This instinct, may possibly have arisen since the time,
long ago, when dogs were first employed by the natives in drawing their dedges; or the Arctic
wolves, the parent-stock of the Esquimaux dog, may have acquired an instinct impelling them not
to attack their prey in aclose pack, when on thinice.

We can only judge by the circumstances under which actions are performed, whether they are due
to ingtinct, or to reason, or to the mere association of ideas. this latter principle, however, is
intimately connected with reason. A curious case has been given by Prof. Mobius ..., of apike,
separated by a plate of glass from an adjoining aguarium stocked with fish, and who often dashed
himself with such violence against the glass in trying to catch the other fishes, that he was
sometimes completely stunned. The pike went on thus for three months, but at last learnt caution,
and ceased to do so. The plate of glass was then removed, but the pike would not attack these
particular fishes, though he would devour others which were afterwards introduced; so strongly
was the idea of a violent shock associated in his feeble mind with the attempt on his former
neighbours. If a savage, who had never seen alarge plate-glass window, were to dash himself
even once againgt it, he would for along time afterwards associate a shock with a window-frame;
but very differently from the pike, he would probably reflect on the nature of the impediment, and
be cautious under analogous circumstances. Now with monkeys, as we shall presently see, a
painful or merely a disagreeable impression, from an action once performed, is sometimes
sufficient to prevent the animal from repeating it. |f we attribute this difference between the
monkey and the pike solely to the association of ideas being so much stronger and more persistent
in the one than the other, though the pike often received much the more severe injury, can we
maintain in the case of man that a smilar difference implies the possession of a fundamentally
different mind?

Houzeau relates ... that, whilst crossng awide and arid plain in Texas, his two dogs suffered
greatly from thirst, and that between thirty and forty times they rushed down the hollows to
search for water. These hollows were not valleys, and there were no trees in them, or any other
difference in the vegetation, and as they were absolutely dry there could have been no smell of
damp earth. The dogs behaved as if they knew that adip in the ground offered them the best
chance of finding water, and Houzeau has often witnessed the same behaviour in other animals.

| have seen, as | daresay have others, that when a small object is thrown on the ground beyond the
reach of one of the elephants in the Zoologica Gardens, he blows through his trunk on the ground
beyond the object, so that the current reflected on al sides may drive the object within his reach.
Again awell-known ethnologist, Mr. Westropp, informs me that he observed in Vienna a bear
deliberately making with his paw a current in some water, which was close to the bars of his cage,
so asto draw a piece of floating bread within his reach. These actions of the elephant and bear
can hardly be attributed to instinct or inherited habit, as they would be of little useto an anima in

a state of nature. Now, what is the difference between such actions, when performed by an
uncultivated man, and by one of the higher animals?

The savage and the dog have often found water at alow level, and the coincidence under such
circumstances has become associated in their minds. A cultivated man would perhaps make some
general proposition on the subject; but from al that we know of savagesit is extremely doubtful
whether they would do so, and a dog certainly would not. But a savage, as well as a dog, would
search in the same way, though frequently disappointed; and in both it seems to be equally an act
of reason, whether or not any general proposition on the subject is conscioudy placed before the
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mind. ... The same would apply to the elephant and the bear making currents in the air or water.
The savage would certainly neither know nor care by what law the desired movements were
effected; yet his act would be guided by a rude process of reasoning, as surely aswould a
philosopher in his longest chain of deductions. There would no doubt be this difference between
him and one of the higher animals, that he would take notice of much dighter circumstances and
conditions, and would observe any connection between them after much less experience, and this
would be of paramount importance. | kept a daily record of the actions of one of my infants, and
when he was about eleven months old, and before he could speak a single word, | was continualy
struck with the greater quickness, with which all sorts of objects and sounds were associated
together in his mind, compared with that of the most intelligent dogs | ever knew. But the higher
animals differ in exactly the same way in this power of association from those low in the scale,
such as the pike, aswell asin that of drawing inferences and of observation.

The promptings of reason, after very short experience, are well shewn by the following actions of
American monkeys, which stand low in their order. Rengger, amost careful observer, states that
when he first gave eggs to his monkeys in Paraguay, they smashed them, and thus lost much of
their contents; afterwards they gently hit one end against some hard body, and picked off the bits
of shell with their fingers. After cutting themselves only ONCE with any sharp tool, they would
not touch it again, or would handle it with the greatest caution. Lumps of sugar were often given
them wrapped up in paper; and Rengger sometimes put a live wasp in the paper, so that in hastily
unfolding it they got stung; after this had ONCE happened, they aways first held the packet to
their earsto detect any movement within. ...

The following cases relate to dogs. Mr. Colquhoun ... winged two wild-ducks, which fell on the
further side of a stream; his retriever tried to bring over both at once, but could not succeed; she
then, though never before known to ruffle a feather, deliberately killed one, brought over the
other, and returned for the dead bird. Col. Hutchinson relates that two partridges were shot at
once, one being killed, the other wounded; the latter ran away, and was caught by the retriever,
who on her return came across the dead bird; "she stopped, evidently greatly puzzled, and after
one or two trids, finding she could not take it up without permitting the escape of the winged

bird, she considered a moment, then deliberately murdered it by giving it a severe crunch, and
afterwards brought away both together. This was the only known instance of her ever having
wilfully injured any game." Here we have reason though not quite perfect, for the retriever might
have brought the wounded bird first and then returned for the dead one, asin the case of the two
wild-ducks. | give the above cases, as resting on the evidence of two independent witnesses, and
because in both instances the retrievers, after deliberation, broke through a habit which is
inherited by them (that of not killing the game retrieved), and because they shew how strong their
reasoning faculty must have been to overcome a fixed habit.

I will conclude by quoting aremark by the illustrious Humboldt. ... "The muleteersin S.
Americasay, 'l will not give you the mule whose step is easiest, but la mas racional ,--the one that
reasons best™; and; as, he adds, "this popular expression, dictated by long experience, combats
the system of animated machines, better perhaps than al the arguments of speculative
philosophy.” Nevertheless some writers even yet deny that the higher animal's possess a trace of
reason; and they endeavour to explain away, by what appears to be mere verbiage, ... in speaking
of the supposed impassable barrier between the minds of man and the lower animals, says, "The
distinctions, indeed, which have been drawn, seem to us to rest upon no better foundation than a
great many other metaphysical distinctions; that is, the assumption that because you can give two
things different names, they must therefore have different natures. It is difficult to understand
how anybody who has ever kept a dog, or seen an elephant, can have any doubt asto an animal's
power of performing the essential processes of reasoning.") al such facts as those above given.
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It has, | think, now been shewn that man and the higher animals, especialy the Primates, have
some few ingtincts in common. All have the same senses, intuitions, and sensations--Smilar
passions, affections, and emotions, even the more complex ones, such as jealousy, suspicion,
emulation, gratitude, and magnanimity; they practise deceit and are revengeful; they are
sometimes susceptible to ridicule, and even have a sense of humour; they feel wonder and
curiosity; they possess the same faculties of imitation, attention, deliberation, choice, memory,
imagination, the association of ideas, and reason, though in very different degrees. The
individuals of the same species graduate in intellect from absolute imbecility to high excellence.
They are dso liable to insanity, though far less often than in the case of man. ... Nevertheless,
many authors have inssted that man is divided by an insuperable barrier from al the lower
animalsin his mental faculties. | formerly made a collection of above a score of such aphorisms,
but they are dmost worthless, as their wide difference and number prove the difficulty, if not the
impossibility, of the attempt. It has been asserted that man aone is capable of progressive
improvement; that he alone makes use of tools or fire, domesticates other animals, or possesses
property; that no animal has the power of abstraction, or of forming general concepts, is self-
conscious and comprehends itsdlf; that no anima employs language; that man aone has a sense
of beauty, isliable to caprice, has the fedling of gratitude, mystery, etc.; believesin God, or is
endowed with a conscience. | will hazard afew remarks on the more important and interesting of
these points.

Archbishop Sumner formerly maintained ... that man done is capable of progressive
improvement. That he is capable of incomparably greater and more rapid improvement than is
any other animal, admits of no dispute; and thisis mainly due to his power of speaking and
handing down his acquired knowledge. With animals, looking first to the individual, every one
who has had any experience in setting traps, knows that young animals can he caught much more
easily than old ones; and they can be much more easily approached by an enemy. Even with
respect to old animals, it isimpossible to catch many in the same place and in the same kind of
trap, or to destroy them by the same kind of poison; yet it isimprobable that al should have
partaken of the poison, and impossible that al should have been caught in atrap. They must
learn caution by seeing their brethren caught or poisoned. In North America, where the fur-
bearing animals have long been pursued, they exhibit, according to the unanimous testimony of

all observers, an dmost incredible amount of sagacity, caution and cunning; but trapping has been
there so long carried on, that inheritance may possibly have comeinto play. | have received
severa accounts that when telegraphs are first set up in any district, many birds kill themselves
by flying against the wires, but that in the course of a very few years they learn to avoid this
danger, by seeing, as it would appear, their comrades killed. ...

If we look to successive generations, or to the race, there is no doubt that birds and other animals
gradually both acquire and lose caution in relation to man or other enemies ...; and this caution is
certainly in chief part an inherited habit or instinct, but in part the result of individua experience.
A good observer, Leroy ..., states, that in districts where foxes are much hunted, the young, on
first leaving their burrows, are incontestably much more wary than the old ones in districts where
they are not much disturbed.

Our domestic dogs are descended from wolves and jackals ..., and though they may not have
gained in cunning, and may have lost in wariness and suspicion, yet they have progressed in
certain mora qualities, such asin affection, trust- worthiness, temper, and probably in genera
intelligence. The common rat has conquered and beaten severa other species throughout Europe,
in parts of North America, New Zealand, and recently in Formosa, as well as on the mainland of
China. Mr. Swinhoe ..., who describes these two latter cases, attributes the victory of the
common rat over the large Mus coninga to its superior cunning; and this latter quality may
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probably be attributed to the habitua exercise of all its faculties in avoiding extirpation by man,
aswell asto nearly al the less cunning or weak-minded rats having been continuoudy destroyed
by him. Itis, however, possible that the success of the common rat may be dueto its having
possessed greater cunning than its fellow- species, before it became associated with man. To
maintain, independently of any direct evidence, that no animal during the course of ages has
progressed in intellect or other mental faculties, is to beg the question of the evolution of species.
We have seen that, according to Lartet, existing mammals belonging to several orders have larger
brains than their ancient tertiary prototypes.

It has often been said that no animal uses any tool; but the chimpanzee in a state of nature cracks
anative fruit, somewhat like awalnut, with astone. ... Rengger ... easily taught an American
monkey thus to break open hard pam-nuts; and afterwards of its own accord, it used stones to
open other kinds of nuts, as well as boxes. It thus also removed the soft rind of fruit that had a
disagreeable flavour. Another monkey was taught to open the lid of a large box with a stick, and
afterwards it used the stick as alever to move heavy bodies; and | have myself seen ayoung
orang put a stick into a crevice, dip his hand to the other end, and use it in the proper manner as a
lever. The tamed elephantsin India are well known to break off branches of trees and use them to
drive away the flies; and this same act has been observed in an elephant in a state of nature. ... |
have seen a young orang, when she thought she was going to be whipped, cover and protect
herself with a blanket or straw. In these several cases stones and sticks were employed as
implements; but they are likewise used as weapons. Brehm ... states, on the authority of the
wdll-known traveller Schimper, that in Abyssinia when the baboons belonging to one species (C.
gelada) descend in troops from the mountains to plunder the fields, they sometimes encounter
troops of another species (C. hamadryas), and then afight ensues. The Geladas roll down great
stones, which the Hamadryas try to avoid, and then both species, making a great uproar, rush
furioudy against each other. Brehm, when accompanying the Duke of Coburg-Gotha, aided in an
attack with fire-arms on a troop of baboons in the pass of Mensain Abyssinia The baboonsin
return rolled so many stones down the mountain, some as large as a man's head, that the attackers
had to beat a hasty retreat; and the pass was actually closed for atime against the caravan. It
deserves notice that these baboons thus acted in concert. Mr. Wallace ... on three occasions saw
female orangs, accompanied by their young, "breaking off branches and the great spiny fruit of
the Durian tree, with every appearance of rage; causing such a shower of missiles as effectually
kept us from approaching too near the tree.” As| have repeatedly seen, a chimpanzee will throw
any object at hand at a person who offends him; and the before-mentioned baboon at the Cape of
Good Hope prepared mud for the purpose.

In the Zoologica Gardens, a monkey, which had weak teeth, used to break open nuts with a
stone; and | was assured by the keepers that after using the stone, he hid it in the straw, and would
not let any other monkey touch it. Here, then, we have the idea of property; but thisideais
common to every dog with a bone, and to most or all birds with their nests.

The Duke of Argyll ... remarks, that the fashioning of an implement for a specia purposeis
absolutely peculiar to man; and he considers that this forms an immeasurable gulf between him
and the brutes. Thisis no doubt a very important distinction; but there appears to me much truth
in Sir J. Lubbock's suggestion ..., that when primeva man first used flint-stones for any purpose,
he would have accidentally splintered them, and would then have used the sharp fragments.
From this step it would be a small one to break the flints on purpose, and not a very wide step to
fashion them rudely. This latter advance, however, may have taken long ages, if we may judge
by the immense interval of time which eapsed before the men of the neolithic period took to
grinding and polishing their stonetools. In breaking the flints, as Sir J. Lubbock likewise
remarks, sparks would have been emitted, and in grinding them heat would have been evolved:
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thus the two usual methods of "obtaining fire may have originated.” The nature of fire would
have been known in the many volcanic regions where lava occasionaly flows through forests.
The anthropomorphous apes, guided probably by ingtinct, build for themsalves temporary
platforms; but as many instincts are largely controlled by reason, the smpler ones, such asthis of
building a platform, might readily passinto a voluntary and conscious act. The orang is known to
cover itself at night with the leaves of the Pandanus; and Brehm states that one of his baboons
used to protect itself from the heat of the sun by throwing a straw-mat over its head. 1n these
severd habits, we probably see the first steps towards some of the smpler arts, such as rude
architecture and dress, as they arose amongst the early progenitors of man.

ABSTRACTION, GENERAL CONCEPTIONS, SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS, MENTAL
INDIVIDUALITY.

It would be very difficult for any one with even much more knowledge than | possess, to
determine how far animals exhibit any traces of these high mental powers. This difficulty arises
from the impossibility of judging what passes through the mind of an animal; and again, the fact
that writers differ to a great extent in the meaning which they attribute to the above terms, causes
afurther difficulty. If one may judge from various articles which have been published lately, the
greatest stress seems to be laid on the supposed entire absence in animals of the power of
abstraction, or of forming general concepts. But when a dog sees another dog at a distance, it is
often clear that he perceives that it is adog in the abstract; for when he gets nearer his whole
manner suddenly changes, if the other dog be afriend. A recent writer remarks, that in al such
cases it is a pure assumption to assert that the mental act is not essentially of the same naturein
the animal asin man. If ether refers what he perceives with his senses to a mental concept, then
so do both. ... When | say to my terrier, in an eager voice (and | have made the trial many
times), "Hi, hi, whereisit?' she at once takes it as a sign that something is to be hunted, and
generally first looks quickly al around, and then rushes into the nearest thicket, to scent for any
game, but finding nothing, she looks up into any neighbouring tree for a squirrel. Now do not
these actions clearly shew that she had in her mind a general idea or concept that some animal is
to be discovered and hunted?

It may be freely admitted that no animd is self-conscious, if by thisterm it isimplied, that he
reflects on such points, as whence he comes or whither he will go, or what islife and death, and
so forth. But how can we feel sure that an old dog with an excellent memory and some power of
imagination, as shewn by his dreams, never reflects on his past pleasures or painsin the chase?
And thiswould be aform of self-consciousness. On the other hand, as Buchner ... has remarked,
how little can the hard- worked wife of a degraded Australian savage, who uses very few abstract
words, and cannot count above four, exert her self-consciousness, or reflect on the nature of her
own existence. It is generaly admitted, that the higher animals possess memory, attention,
association, and even some imagination and reason. If these powers, which differ much in
different animals, are capable of improvement, there seems no great improbability in more
complex faculties, such as the higher forms of abstraction, and self- consciousness, etc., having
been evolved through the development and combination of the smpler ones. It has beenurged
againgt the views here maintained that it isimpossible to say at what point in the ascending scale
animals become capable of abstraction, etc.; but who can say at what age this occurs in our young
children? We see at least that such powers are developed in children by imperceptible degrees.

That animals retain their mentd individuaity is unquestionable. When my voice awakened a
train of old associations in the mind of the before- mentioned dog, he must have retained his
menta individudity, dthough every atom of his brain had probably undergone change more than
once during the interval of five years. This dog might have brought forward the argument lately
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advanced to crush al evolutionists, and said, "1 abide amid al mental moods and al material
changes...The teaching that atoms leave their impressions as legacies to other atoms faling into
the places they have vacated is contradictory of the utterance of consciousness, and is therefore
fase; but it is the teaching necessitated by evolutionism, consequently the hypothesisis afase
one" ...

LANGUAGE.

This faculty has justly been considered as one of the chief distinctions between man and the lower
animals. But man, as a highly competent judge, Archbishop Whately remarks, "is not the only
animal that can make use of language to express what is passing in his mind, and can understand,
more or less, what is so expressed by another." ... In Paraguay the Cebus azarae when excited
utters at least six distinct sounds, which excite in other monkeys similar emotions. ... The
movements of the features and gestures of monkeys are understood by us, and they partly
understand ours, as Rengger and others declare. 1t is a more remarkable fact that the dog, since
being domesticated, has learnt to bark ... in at least four or five distinct tones. Although barking
isanew art, no doubt the wild parent-species of the dog expressed their feelings by cries of
various kinds. With the domesticated dog we have the bark of eagerness, as in the chase; that of
anger, aswell as growling; the yelp or howl of despair, as when shut up; the baying at night; the
bark of joy, as when starting on awalk with his master; and the very distinct one of demand or
supplication, as when wishing for a door or window to be opened. According to Houzeau, who
paid particular attention to the subject, the domestic fowl utters at least a dozen significant
sounds. ...

The habitual use of articulate language is, however, peculiar to man; but he uses, in common with
the lower animals, inarticulate cries to express his meaning, aided by gestures and the movements
of the muscles of theface. ... Thisespecially holds good with the more simple and vivid
fedlings, which are but little connected with our higher intelligence. Our cries of pain, fear,
surprise, anger, together with their appropriate actions, and the murmur of a mother to her
beloved child are more expressive than any words. That which distinguishes man from the lower
animalsis not the understanding of articulate sounds, for, as every one knows, dogs understand
many words and sentences. In this respect they are at the same stage of development as infants,
between the ages of ten and twelve months, who understand many words and short sentences, but
cannot yet utter asingle word. It is not the mere articulation which is our distinguishing

character, for parrots and other birds possess this power. Nor isit the mere capacity of
connecting definite sounds with definite idess; for it is certain that some parrots, which have been
taught to speak, connect unerringly words with things, and persons with events. ... The lower
animals differ from man solely in his dmost infinitely larger power of associating together the
most diversified sounds and ideas; and this obvioudly depends on the high development of his
mental powers....

As the voice was used more and more, the vocal organs would have been strengthened and
perfected through the principle of the inherited effects of use; and this would have reacted on the
power of speech. But the relation between the continued use of language and the development of
the brain, has no doubt been far more important. The mental powers in some early progenitor of
man must have been more highly developed than in any existing ape, before even the most
imperfect form of speech could have come into use; but we may confidently believe that the
continued use and advancement of this power would have reacted on the mind itsalf, by enabling
and encouraging it to carry on long trains of thought. A complex train of thought can no more be
carried on without the aid of words, whether spoken or silent, than along calculation without the
use of figures or algebra. It appears, aso, that even an ordinary train of thought almost requires,
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or is greatly facilitated by some form of language, for the dumb, deaf, and blind girl, Laura
Bridgman, was observed to use her fingers whilst dreaming. ... Nevertheless, along succession
of vivid and connected ideas may pass through the mind without the aid of any form of language,
as we may infer from the movements of dogs during their dreams. We have, aso, seen that
animals are able to reason to a certain extent, manifestly without the aid of language. The
intimate connection between the brain, asit is now developed in us, and the faculty of speech, is
well shewn by those curious cases of brain-disease in which speech is specialy affected, as when
the power to remember substantivesis lost, whilst other words can be correctly used, or where
substantives of a certain class, or al except the initial |etters of substantives and proper names are
forgotten.... Thereis no more improbability in the continued use of the menta and voca organs
leading to inherited changes in their structure and functions, than in the case of hand-writing,
which depends partly on the form of the hand and partly on the disposition of the mind; and
handwriting is certainly inherited....

Sveral writers, more especidly Prof. Max Muller ..., have lately insisted that the use of language
implies the power of forming general concepts; and that as no animals are supposed to possess
this power, an impassable barrier is formed between them and man. ..., in speaking of Bleek's
views. "Because on the grand scale language is the necessary auxiliary of thought, indispensable
to the development of the power of thinking, to the distinctness and variety and complexity of
cognitions to the full mastery of consciousness; therefore he would fain make thought absol utely
impossible without speech, identifying the faculty with itsinsrument. He might just as
reasonably assert that the human hand cannot act without atool. With such a doctrine to start
from, he cannot stop short of Max Muller's worst paradoxes, that an infant (in fans, not speaking)
is not a human being, and that deaf-mutes do not become possessed of reason until they learn to
twist their fingersinto imitation of spoken words.” Max Muller givesin italics (‘Lectures on Mr.
Darwin's Philosophy of Language,’ 1873, third lecture) this gphorism: "There is no thought
without words, as little as there are words without thought." What a strange definition must here
be given to the word thought!) With respect to animals, | have aready endeavoured to shew that
they have this power, at least in arude and incipient degree. Asfar as concerns infants of from
ten to eeven months old, and deaf-mutes, it seemsto me incredible, that they should be able to
connect certain sounds with certain general ideas as quickly as they do, unless such ideas were
aready formed in their minds. The same remark may be extended to the more intelligent
animals, as Mr. Ledlie Stephen observes ..., "A dog frames a general concept of cats or sheep,
and knows the corresponding words as well as a philosopher. And the capacity to understand is
as good a proof of vocd intelligence, though in an inferior degree, as the capacity to speak.”

Why the organs now used for speech should have been originaly perfected for this purpose,
rather than any other organs, it is not difficult to see. Ants have considerable powers of
intercommunication by means of their antennae, as shewn by Huber, who devotes awhole
chapter to their language. We might have used our fingers as efficient instruments, for a person
with practice can report to a deaf man every word of a speech rapidly delivered at a public
meeting; but the loss of our hands, whilst thus employed, would have been a serious
inconvenience. Asall the higher mammals possess voca organs, constructed on the same genera
plan as ours, and used as a means of communication, it was obviously probable that these same
organs would be still further developed if the power of communication had to be improved; and
this has been effected by the aid of adjoining and well adapted parts, namely the tongue and lips.
... Thefact of the higher apes not using their voca organs for speech, no doubt depends on their
intelligence not having been sufficiently advanced. The possession by them of organs, which
with long-continued practice might have been used for speech, although not thus used, is
paraleed by the case of many birds which possess organs fitted for singing, though they never
sing. Thus, the nightingale and crow have voca organs similarly constructed, these being used by
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the former for diversified song, and by the latter only for croaking. ... If it be asked why apes
have not had their intellects developed to the same degree as that of man, general causes only can
be assigned in answer, and it is unreasonable to expect any thing more definite, considering our

ignorance with respect to the successive stages of development through which each creature has
passed.

The formation of different languages and of distinct species, and the proofs that both have been
developed through a gradual process, are curioudly paraldl.... But we can trace the formation of
many words further back than that of species, for we can perceive how they actually arose from
the imitation of various sounds. We find in distinct languages striking homologies due to
community of descent, and analogies due to a similar process of formation. The manner in which
certain letters or sounds change when others change is very like correlated growth. We havein
both cases the reduplication of parts, the effects of long-continued use, and so forth. The frequent
presence of rudiments, both in languages and in species, is fill more remarkable. The letter min
the word am, means |; so that in the expression | am, a superfluous and useless rudiment has been
retained. In the spelling also of words, |etters often remain as the rudiments of ancient forms of
pronunciation. Languages, like organic beings, can be classed in groups under groups; and they
can be classed either naturally according to descent, or artificialy by other characters. Dominant
languages and diaects spread widely, and lead to the gradual extinction of other tongues. A
language, like a species, when once extinct, never, as Sir C. Lyell remarks, reappears. The same
language never has two birth-places. Distinct languages may be crossed or blended together. ...
We see variability in every tongue, and new words are continually cropping up; but asthereisa
limit to the powers of the memory, single words, like whole languages, gradually become extinct.
AsMax Muller... haswell remarked:--"A struggle for life is constantly going on amongst the
words and grammatical forms in each language. The better, the shorter, the easier forms are
constantly gaining the upper hand, and they owe their success to their own inherent virtue." To
these more important causes of the survival of certain words, mere novelty and fashion may be
added; for there isin the mind of man a strong love for dight changesin dl things. The surviva
or preservation of certain favoured words in the struggle for existence is natural selection.

The perfectly regular and wonderfully complex construction of the languages of many barbarous
nations has often been advanced as a proof, either of the divine origin of these languages, or of
the high art and former civilisation of their founders. Thus F. von Schlegd writes: "In those
languages which appear to be at the lowest grade of intellectual culture, we frequently observe a
very high and elaborate degree of art in their grammatical structure. Thisis especially the case
with the Basque and the Lapponian, and many of the American languages.” ... Butitis
assuredly an error to speak of any language as an art, in the sense of its having been elaborately
and methodically formed. Philologists now admit that conjugations, declensions, etc., arigindly
existed as distinct words, since joined together; and as such words express the most obvious
relations between objects and persons, it is not surprising that they should have been used by the
men of most races during the earliest ages. With respect to perfection, the following illustration
will best shew how easily we may err: a Crinoid sometimes consists of no less than 150,000
pieces of shdll ..., dl arranged with perfect symmetry in radiating lines; but a naturalist does not
consider an animal of this kind as more perfect than a bilateral one with comparatively few parts,
and with none of these parts aike, excepting on the opposite sides of the body. He justly
considers the differentiation and specialisation of organs as the test of perfection. So with
languages. the most symmetrical and complex ought not to be ranked above irregular,
abbreviated, and bastardised languages, which have borrowed expressive words and useful forms
of construction from various conguering, conquered, or immigrant races.
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From these few and imperfect remarks | conclude that the extremely complex and regular
congtruction of many barbarous languages, is no proof that they owe their origin to a special act
of creation. ... Nor, aswe have seen, does the faculty of articulate speech in itself offer any
insuperable objection to the belief that man has been developed from some lower form.

SENSE OF BEAUTY.

This sense has been declared to be peculiar to man. | refer here only to the pleasure given by
certain colours, forms, and sounds, and which may fairly be called a sense of the beautiful; with
cultivated men such sensations are, however, intimately associated with complex ideas and trains
of thought. When we behold amale bird elaborately displaying his graceful plumes or splendid
colours before the femae, whilst other birds, not thus decorated, make no such display, it is
impossible to doubt that she admires the beauty of her male partner. Aswomen everywhere deck
themselves with these plumes, the beauty of such ornaments cannot be disputed. Aswe shall see
later, the nests of humming-birds, and the playing passages of bower-birds are tastefully
ornamented with gaily- coloured objects; and this shews that they must receive some kind of
pleasure from the sight of such things. With the great majority of animals, however, the taste for
the beautiful is confined, as far as we can judge, to the attractions of the opposite sex. The sweet
strains poured forth by many male birds during the season of love, are certainly admired by the
females, of which fact evidence will hereafter be given. If female birds had been incapable of
appreciating the beautiful colours, the ornaments, and voices of their male partners, al the labour
and anxiety exhibited by the latter in displaying their charms before the females would have been
thrown away; and thisit isimpossible to admit. Why certain bright colours should excite

pleasure cannot, | presume, be explained, any more than why certain flavours and scents are
agreeable; but habit has something to do with the result, for that which is at first unpleasant to our
senses, ultimately becomes pleasant, and habits are inherited. With respect to sounds, Helmholtz
has explained to a certain extent on physiologica principles, why harmonies and certain cadences
are agreeable. But besides this, sounds frequently recurring at irregular intervals are highly
disagreeable, as every one will admit who has listened at night to the irregular flapping of arope
on board ship. The same principle seems to come into play with vision, as the eye prefers
symmetry or figures with some regular recurrence. Patterns of this kind are employed by even
the lowest savages as ornaments; and they have been developed through sexua selection for the
adornment of some male animals. Whether we can or not give any reason for the pleasure thus
derived from vision and hearing, yet man and many of the lower animals are aike pleased by the
same colours, graceful shading and forms, and the same sounds.

The taste for the beautiful, at least as far as female beauty is concerned, is not of a special nature
in the human mind; for it differs widely in the different races of man, and is not quite the same
even in the different nations of the same race. Judging from the hideous ornaments, and the
equally hideous music admired by most savages, it might be urged that their aesthetic faculty was
not so highly developed as in certain animals, for instance, asin birds. Obvioudy no animal

would be capable of admiring such scenes as the heavens at night, a beautiful landscape, or
refined music; but such high tastes are acquired through culture, and depend on complex
associations; they are not enjoyed by barbarians or by uneducated persons.

Many of the faculties, which have been of inestimable service to man for his progressive
advancement, such as the powers of the imagination, wonder, curiosity, an undefined sense of
beautty, atendency to imitation, and the love of excitement or novelty, could hardly fail to lead to
capricious changes of customs and fashions. | have alluded to this point, because a recent writer
... has oddly fixed on Caprice "as one of the most remarkable and typical differences between
savages and brutes." But not only can we partialy understand how it is that man is from various
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conflicting influences rendered capricious, but that the lower animals are, as we shall hereafter
see, likewise capricious in their affections, aversions, and sense of beauty. Thereis aso reason to
suspect that they love novelty, for its own sake.

CHAPTER IV.

COMPARISON OF THE MENTAL POWERS OF MAN AND THE LOWER ANIMALS--
continued.

SOCIABILITY.

Animals of many kinds are social; we find even distinct species living together; for example,
some American monkeys,; and united flocks of rooks, jackdaws, and starlings. Man shews the
same feding in his strong love for the dog, which the dog returns with interest. Every one must
have noticed how miserable horses, dogs, sheep, etc., are when separated from their companions,
and what strong mutual affection the two former kinds, at least, shew on their reunion. Itis
curious to speculate on the feelings of a dog, who will rest peacefully for hours in aroom with his
measter or any of the family, without the least notice being taken of him; but if |eft for a short time
by himsdlf, barks or howls dismally. We will confine our attention to the higher socid animals;
and pass over insects, athough some of these are socid, and aid one another in many important
ways. The most common mutual service in the higher animalsis to warn one another of danger
by means of the united senses of al. Every sportsman knows, as Dr. Jaeger remarks ..., how
difficult it isto approach animasin a herd or troop. Wild horses and cattle do not, | believe,
make any danger-signal; but the attitude of any one of them who first discovers an enemy, warns
the others. Rabbits stamp loudly on the ground with their hind-feet asasignal: sheep and
chamois do the same with their forefeet, uttering likewise awhistle. Many birds, and some
mammals, post sentinels, which in the case of seals are said ... generdly to be the females. The
leader of atroop of monkeys acts as the sentinel, and utters cries expressive both of danger and of
safety. ... Socia animals perform many little services for each other: horses nibble, and cows
lick each other, on any spot which itches: monkeys search each other for external parasites; and
Brehm states that after a troop of the Cercopithecus griseo-viridis has rushed through a thorny
brake, each monkey stretches itself on a branch, and another monkey sitting by, "conscientioudy”
examines its fur, and extracts every thorn or burr.

Animals also render more important services to one another: thus wolves and some other beasts
of prey hunt in packs, and aid one another in attacking their victims. Pelicans fish in concert.

The Hamadryas baboons turn over stones to find insects, etc.; and when they come to alarge one,
as many as can stand round, turn it over together and share the booty. Socia animals mutualy
defend each other. Bull bisonsin N. America, when there is danger, drive the cows and calves
into the middle of the herd, whilst they defend the outside. ..

It is certain that associated animals have a feeling of love for each other, which is not felt by non-
socia adult animals. How far in most cases they actualy sympathise in the pains and pleasures
of others, is more doubtful, especialy with respect to pleasures. Mr. Buxton, however, who had
excellent means of observation ..., states that his macaws, which lived free in Norfolk, took "an
extravagant interest” in a pair with a nest; and whenever the female l€eft it, she was surrounded by
atroop "screaming horrible acclamations in her honour.” It is often difficult to judge whether
animals have any feeling for the sufferings of others of their kind. Who can say what cows fedl,
when they surround and stare intently on a dying or dead companion; apparently, however, as
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Houzeau remarks, they feel no pity. That animals sometimes are far from fegling any sympathy
istoo certain; for they will expel awounded animal from the herd, or gore or worry it to death.
Thisis amost the blackest fact in natural history, unless, indeed, the explanation which has been
suggested is true, that their instinct or reason leads them to expel an injured companion, lest
beasts of prey, including man, should be tempted to follow the troop. In this case their conduct is
not much worse than that of the North American Indians, who leave their feeble comrades to
perish on the plains; or the Fijians, who, when their parents get old, or fal ill, bury them alive. ...

Many animals, however, certainly sympathise with each other's distress or danger. Thisisthe
case even with birds. Captain Stansbury ... found on a salt lake in Utah an old and completely
blind pelican, which was very fat, and must have been well fed for along time by his
companions. Mr. Blyth, as he informs me, saw Indian crows feeding two or three of their
companions which were blind; and | have heard of an analogous case with the domestic cock.
We may, if we choose, call these actions instinctive; but such cases are much too rare for the
development of any specia instinct. ... | have myself seen a dog, who never passed a cat who
lay sick in a basket, and was a grest friend of his, without giving her afew licks with his tongue,
the surest sign of kind fedling in a dog.

It must be caled sympathy that |eads a courageous dog to fly at any one who strikes his master,
as he certainly will. | saw a person pretending to beat alady, who had a very timid little dog on
her lap, and the trial had never been made before; the little creature instantly jumped away, but
after the pretended beating was over, it was really pathetic to see how perseveringly hetried to
lick his mistress's face, and comfort her. Brehm ... states that when a baboon in confinement was
pursued to be punished, the otherstried to protect him. It must have been sympathy in the cases
above given which led the baboons and Cercopitheci to defend their young comrades from the
dogs and the eagle. | will give only one other instance of sympathetic and heroic conduct, in the
case of alittle American monkey. Several years ago a keeper at the Zoological Gardens shewed
me some deep and scarcely healed wounds on the nape of his own neck, inflicted on him, whilst
kneeling on the floor, by afierce baboon. The little American monkey, who was a warm friend
of this keeper, lived in the same large compartment, and was dreadfully afraid of the great
baboon. Nevertheless, as soon as he saw his friend in peril, he rushed to the rescue, and by
screams and bites so distracted the baboon that the man was able to escape, after, as the surgeon
thought, running grest risk of hislife.

Besides love and sympathy, animals exhibit other qualities connected with the socid instincts,
which in us would be called moral; and | agree with Agassiz ... that dogs possess something very
like a conscience.

Dogs possess some power of self-command, and this does not appear to be wholly the result of
fear. AsBraubach ... remarks, they will refrain from stealing food in the absence of their master.
They have long been accepted as the very type of fidelity and obedience. But the elephant is
likewise very faithful to his driver or keeper, and probably considers him as the leader of the

herd. Dr. Hooker informs me that an elephant, which he was riding in India, became so deeply
bogged that he remained stuck fast until the next day, when he was extricated by men with ropes.
Under such circumstances el ephants will seize with their trunks any object, dead or dive, to place
under their knees, to prevent their sinking deeper in the mud; and the driver was dreadfully afraid
lest the animal should have seized Dr. Hooker and crushed him to death. But the driver himsdlf,
as Dr. Hooker was assured, ran no risk. This forbearance under an emergency so dreadful for a
heavy animal, is awonderful proof of noble fiddity. ...



Nature of Animals page 26

All animals living in a body, which defend themselves or attack their enemies in concert, must
indeed be in some degree faithful to one another; and those that follow aleader must be in some
degree obedient. When the baboonsin Abyssinia ... plunder a garden, they silently follow their
leader; and if an imprudent young anima makes a noise, he receives a dap from the othersto
teach him silence and obedience. Mr. Galton, who has had excellent opportunities for observing
the half-wild cattle in S. Africa, says ..., that they cannot endure even a momentary separation
from the herd. They are essentidly davish, and accept the common determination, seeking no
better lot than to be led by any one ox who has enough self-reliance to accept the position. The
men who break in these animals for harness, watch assiduoudly for those who, by grazing apart,
shew a salf-rdliant disposition, and these they train as fore-oxen. Mr. Galton adds that such
animals are rare and valuable; and if many were born they would soon be diminated, aslions are
aways on the look-out for the individuas which wander from the herd....

MAN A SOCIAL ANIMAL.

Every one will admit that man isasocid being. We seethisin hisdidike of solitude, and in his
wish for society beyond that of his own family. Solitary confinement is one of the severest
punishments which can be inflicted. Some authors suppose that man primevaly lived in single
families; but a the present day, though single families, or only two or three together, roam the
solitudes of some savage lands, they adways, asfar as| can discover, hold friendly relationswith
other families inhabiting the same district. Such families occasionally meet in council, and unite
for their common defence. It is no argument against savage man being a socid animal, that the
tribes inhabiting adjacent districts are almost aways at war with each other; for the social
ingtincts never extend to dl the individuas of the same species. Judging from the analogy of the
majority of the Quadrumana, it is probable that the early ape-like progenitors of man were
likewise socid; but thisis not of much importance for us. Although man, as he now exists, has
few special ingtincts, having lost any which his early progenitors may have possessed, thisis no
reason why he should not have retained from an extremely remote period some degree of
ingtinctive love and sympathy for hisfellows. We areindeed al conscious that we do possess
such sympathetic feelings ...(23. Hume remarks ("An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of
Morals,' edit. of 1751, p. 132), "There seems a necessity for confessing that the happiness and
misery of others are not spectacles atogether indifferent to us, but that the view of the
former...communicates a secret joy; the appearance of the latter... throws a melancholy damp over
the imagination."); but our consciousness does not tell us whether they are ingtinctive, having
originated long ago in the same manner as with the lower animals, or whether they have been
acquired by each of us during our early years. Asmanisasocia animal, it isamost certain that
he would inherit a tendency to be faithful to his comrades, and obedient to the leader of histribe;
for these qualities are common to most social animals. He would consequently possess some
capacity for self-command. He would from an inherited tendency be willing to defend, in concert
with others, his fellow-men; and would be ready to aid them in any way, which did not too
greatly interfere with his own welfare or his own strong desires.

The social animas which stand at the bottom of the scale are guided almost exclusively, and
those which stand higher in the scale are largely guided, by specid ingtincts in the aid which they
give to the members of the same community; but they are likewise in part impelled by mutual
love and sympathy, assisted apparently by some amount of reason. Although man, asjust
remarked, has no specia ingtinctsto tell him how to aid his fellow- men, he till has the impulse,
and with hisimproved intellectua faculties would naturally be much guided in this respect by
reason and experience. Instinctive sympathy would aso cause him to value highly the
approbation of hisfellows; for, as Mr. Bain has clearly shewn ..., the love of praise and the
strong fedling of glory, and the still stronger horror of scorn and infamy, "are due to the workings
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of sympathy." Consegquently man would be influenced in the highest degree by the wishes,
approbation, and blame of his fellow-men, as expressed by their gestures and language. Thus the
socid instincts, which must have been acquired by man in a very rude state, and probably even by
his early ape-like progenitors, still give the impulse to some of his best actions; but his actions are
in a higher degree determined by the expressed wishes and judgment of his fellow-men, and
unfortunately very often by his own strong selfish desires. But as love, sympathy and self-
command become strengthened by habit, and as the power of reasoning becomes clearer, so that
man can vaue justly the judgments of his fellows, he will fed himsdf impelled, apart from any
transitory pleasure or pain, to certain lines of conduct. He might then declare--not that any
barbarian or uncultivated man could thus think--1 am the supreme judge of my own conduct, and
in the words of Kant, | will not in my own person violate the dignity of humanity.

CONCLUDING REMARKS.

It was assumed formerly by philosophers of the derivative ... school of moralsthat the foundation
of mordity lay in aform of Selfishness; but more recently the "Greatest happiness principle’ has
been brought prominently forward. It is, however, more correct to speak of the latter principle as
the standard, and not as the motive of conduct. Nevertheless, al the authors whose works | have
consulted, with afew exceptions ..., remarks: "To sum up, in contravention of the doctrine that
our conscious active impulses are always directed towards the production of agreeable sensations
in oursalves, | would maintain that we find everywhere in consciousness extra-regarding impulse,
directed towards something that is not pleasure; that in many cases the impulseis so far
incompatible with the sdlf-regarding that the two do not easily co-exist in the same moment of
consciousness.” A dim feeling that our impulses do not by any means aways arise from any
contemporaneous or anticipated pleasure, has, | cannot but think, been one chief cause of the
acceptance of the intuitive theory of morality, and of the rejection of the utilitarian or "Greatest
happiness' theory. With respect to the latter theory the standard and the motive of conduct have
no doubt often been confused, but they are redlly in some degree blended.), write as if there must
be a distinct motive for every action, and that this must be associated with some pleasure or
displeasure. But man seems often to act impulsively, that is from instinct or long habit, without
any consciousness of pleasure, in the same manner as does probably a bee or ant, when it blindly
follows itsingtincts. Under circumstances of extreme peril, as during afire, when aman
endeavours to save a fellow-creature without a moment's hesitation, he can hardly feel pleasure;
and till less has he time to reflect on the dissatisfaction which he might subsequently experience
if he did not make the attempt. Should he afterwards reflect over his own conduct, he would fedl
that there lies within him an impulsive power widely different from a search after pleasure or
happiness, and this seems to be the deeply planted socid instinct.

In the case of the lower animals it seems much more appropriate to speak of their socia ingtincts,
as having been devel oped for the general good rather than for the general happiness of the
species. The term, genera good, may be defined as the rearing of the greatest number of
individuas in full vigour and hedth, with al their faculties perfect, under the conditions to which
they are subjected. Asthe social ingtincts both of man and the lower animals have no doubt been
developed by nearly the same steps, it would be advisable, if found practicable, to use the same
definition in both cases, and to take as the standard of morality, the genera good or welfare of the
community, rather than the general happiness; but this definition would perhaps require some
limitation on account of politica ethics.

When aman risks his life to save that of afellow-creature, it seems also more correct to say that
he acts for the genera good, rather than for the genera happiness of mankind. No doubt the
welfare and the happiness of the individua usualy coincide; and a contented, happy tribe will
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flourish better than one that is discontented and unhappy. We have seen that even at an early
period in the history of man, the expressed wishes of the community will have naturally
influenced to a large extent the conduct of each member; and as al wish for happiness, the
"greatest happiness principle” will have become a most important secondary guide and object; the
socid instinct, however, together with sympathy (which leads to our regarding the approbation
and disapprobation of others), having served as the primary impulse and guide. Thus the
reproach is removed of laying the foundation of the noblest part of our nature in the base
principle of selfishness; unless, indeed, the satisfaction which every animd fedls, when it follows
its proper ingincts, and the dissatisfaction felt when prevented, be called sdlfish.

The wishes and opinions of the members of the same community, expressed at first orally, but
later by writing also, either form the sole guides of our conduct, or greatly reinforce the socid
instincts; such opinions, however, have sometimes a tendency directly opposed to these ingtincts.
This latter fact iswell exemplified by the LAW OF HONOUR, that is, the law of the opinion of
our equals, and not of al our countrymen. The breach of this law, even when the breach is
known to be strictly accordant with true morality, has caused many a man more agony than area
crime. We recognise the same influence in the burning sense of shame which most of us have
felt, even after the interval of years, when caling to mind some accidental breach of atrifling,
though fixed, rule of etiquette. The judgment of the community will generaly be guided by some
rude experience of what is best in the long run for al the members; but this judgment will not
rarely err from ignorance and weak powers of reasoning. Hence the strangest customs and
superdtitions, in complete opposition to the true welfare and happiness of mankind, have become
al-powerful throughout the world. We see this in the horror felt by a Hindoo who bresks his
caste, and in many other such cases. It would be difficult to distinguish between the remorse felt
by a Hindoo who has yielded to the temptation of esting unclean food, from that felt after
committing a theft; but the former would probably be the more severe.

How so many absurd rules of conduct, as well as so many absurd religious beliefs, have
originated, we do not know; nor how it is that they have become, in al quarters of the world, so
deeply impressed on the mind of men; but it is worthy of remark that a belief constantly
inculcated during the early years of life, whilst the brain isimpressible, appears to acquire almost
the nature of an ingtinct; and the very essence of an ingtinct isthat it is followed independently of
reason. Neither can we say why certain admirable virtues, such as the love of truth, are much
more highly appreciated by some savage tribes than by ...; nor, again, why smilar differences
prevail even amongst highly civilised nations. Knowing how firmly fixed many strange customs
and superstitions have become, we need feel no surprise that the self- regarding virtues, supported
asthey are by reason, should now appear to us so natura as to be thought innate, although they
were not valued by man in his early condition.

Not withstanding many sources of doubt, man can generally and readily distinguish between the
higher and lower moral rules. The higher are founded on the social ingtincts, and relate to the
welfare of others. They are supported by the approbation of our fellow-men and by reason. The
lower rules, though some of them when implying salf-sacrifice hardly deserve to be called lower,
relate chiefly to salf, and arise from public opinion, matured by experience and cultivation; for
they are not practised by rude tribes.

As man advancesin civilisation, and small tribes are united into larger communities, the smplest
reason would tell each individua that he ought to extend his socia instincts and sympathiesto al
the members of the same nation, though personaly unknown to him. This point being once
reached, there is only an artificial barrier to prevent his sympathies extending to the men of all
nations and races. If, indeed, such men are separated from him by great differences in appearance
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or habits, experience unfortunately shews us how long it is, before we look at them as our fellow-
creatures. Sympathy beyond the confines of man, that is, humanity to the lower animals, seems
to be one of the latest moral acquisitions. It is apparently unfelt by savages, except towards their
pets. How little the old Romans knew of it is shewn by their abhorrent gladiatorial exhibitions.
The very idea of humanity, asfar as| could observe, was new to most of the Gauchos of the
Pampas. This virtue, one of the noblest with which man is endowed, seemsto arise incidentally
from our sympathies becoming more tender and more widely diffused, until they are extended to
all sentient beings. As soon as this virtue is honoured and practised by some few men, it spreads
through instruction and example to the young, and eventually becomes incorporated in public
opinion.

The highest possible stage in moral culture is when we recognise that we ought to control our
thoughts, and "not even in inmost thought to think again the sins that made the past so pleasant to
us" ... Whatever makes any bad action familiar to the mind, renders its performance by so
much the easier. AsMarcus Aureliuslong ago said, "Such as are thy habitual thoughts, such also
will be the character of thy mind; for the soul is dyed by the thoughts...

Our great philosopher, Herbert Spencer, has recently explained his views on the moral sense. He
says ..., "l believe that the experiences of utility organised and consolidated through al past
generations of the human race, have been producing corresponding modifications, which, by
continued transmission and accumulation, have become in us certain faculties of mord intuition--
certain emotions responding to right and wrong conduct, which have no apparent basisin the
individual experiences of utility." There is not the least inherent improbability, as it seemsto me,

in virtuous tendencies being more or less strongly inherited; for, not to mention the various
dispositions and habits transmitted by many of our domestic animalsto their offspring, | have
heard of authentic casesin which adesire to steal and a tendency to lie appeared to run in families
of the upper ranks; and as stealing is arare crime in the wealthy classes, we can hardly account by
accidenta coincidence for the tendency occurring in two or three members of the same family. If
bad tendencies are transmitted, it is probable that good ones are likewise transmitted. That the
state of the body by affecting the brain, has great influence on the moral tendencies is known to
most of those who have suffered from chronic derangements of the digestion or liver. The same
fact is likewise shewn by the "perversion or destruction of the moral sense being often one of the
earliest symptoms of mental derangement” ...; and insanity is notorioudy often inherited. Except
through the principle of the transmission of mora tendencies, we cannot understand the
differences believed to exist in this respect between the various races of mankind.

Even the partial transmission of virtuous tendencies would be an immense assistance to the
primary impulse derived directly and indirectly from the socid instincts. Admitting for a moment
that virtuous tendencies are inherited, it appears probable, at least in such cases as chedtity,
temperance, humanity to animals, etc., that they become first impressed on the menta

organi zation through habit, ingtruction and example, continued during several generations in the
same family, and in a quite subordinate degree, or not at al, by the individuals possessing such
virtues having succeeded best in the struggle for life. My chief source of doubt with respect to
any such inheritance, is that senseless customs, superstitions, and tastes, such as the horror of a
Hindoo for unclean food, ought on the same principle to be transmitted. | have not met with any
evidence in support of the transmission of superstitious customs or senseless habits, athough in
itself it is perhaps not less probable than that animals should acquire inherited tastes for certain
kinds of food or fear of certain foes.

Findly the socid instincts, which no doubt were acquired by man as by the lower animals for the
good of the community, will from the first have given to him some wish to aid his fellows, some
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feding of sympathy, and have compelled him to regard their approbation and disapprobation.
Such impulses will have served him at a very early period as a rude rule of right and wrong. But
as man gradually advanced in intellectual power, and was enabled to trace the more remote
consequences of his actions; as he acquired sufficient knowledge to reject baneful customs and
superstitions; as he regarded more and more, not only the welfare, but the happiness of his fellow-
men; as from habit, following on beneficia experience, instruction and example, his sympathies
became more tender and widely diffused, extending to men of al races, to the imbecile, maimed,
and other useless members of society, and finaly to the lower animals--so would the standard of
his mordity rise higher and higher. And it is admitted by moraists of the derivative school and
by some intuitionigts, that the standard of mordlity has risen since an early period in the history of
man. ...

As a struggle may sometimes be seen going on between the various instincts of the lower
animals, it is not surprising that there should be a struggle in man between his socia ingtincts,

with their derived virtues, and his lower, though momentarily stronger impulses or desires. This,
as Mr. Galton ... has some good remarks on the contest in man's nature between right and
wrong.) has remarked, is all the less surprising, as man has emerged from a state of barbarism
within a comparatively recent period. After having yielded to some temptation we feel a sense of
dissatisfaction, shame, repentance, or remorse, analogous to the feelings caused by other powerful
instincts or desires, when left unsatisfied or baulked. We compare the weakened impression of a
past temptation with the ever present socia instincts, or with habits, gained in early youth and
strengthened during our whole lives, until they have become almost as strong asinstincts. 1f with
the temptation still before us we do not yield, it is because either the socia instinct or some
custom is at the moment predominant, or because we have learnt that it will appear to us hereafter
the stronger, when compared with the weakened impression of the temptation, and we realise that
its violation would cause us suffering. Looking to future generations, there is no cause to fear that
the socid ingtincts will grow weaker, and we may expect that virtuous habits will grow stronger,
becoming perhaps fixed by inheritance. In this case the struggle between our higher and lower
impulses will be less severe, and virtue will be triumphant.

SUMMARY OF THE LAST TWO CHAPTERS.

There can be no doubt that the difference between the mind of the lowest man and that of the
highest animal isimmense. An anthropomorphous ape, if he could take a dispassionate view of
his own case, would admit that though he could form an artful plan to plunder a garden--though
he could use stones for fighting or for breaking open nuts, yet that the thought of fashioning a
stone into a tool was quite beyond his scope. Still less, as he would admit, could he follow out a
train of metaphysical reasoning, or solve a mathematica problem, or reflect on God, or admire a
grand natural scene. Some apes, however, would probably declare that they could and did admire
the beauty of the coloured skin and fur of their partnersin marriage. They would admit, that
though they could make other apes understand by cries some of their perceptions and simpler
wants, the notion of expressing definite ideas by definite sounds had never crossed their minds.
They might insst that they were ready to aid their fellow-apes of the same troop in many ways, to
risk their lives for them, and to take charge of their orphans; but they would be forced to
acknowledge that disinterested love for al living creatures, the most noble attribute of man, was
quite beyond their comprehension.

Nevertheless the difference in mind between man and the higher animals, great asit is, certainly
is one of degree and not of kind. We have seen that the senses and intuitions, the various
emotions and faculties, such as love, memory, attention, curiosity, imitation, reason, etc., of
which man boasts, may be found in an incipient, or even sometimes in a well-developed
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condition, in the lower animals. They are also capable of some inherited improvement, as we see
in the domestic dog compared with the wolf or jackal. If it could be proved that certain high
mental powers, such as the formation of general concepts, self-consciousness, etc., were
absolutely peculiar to man, which seems extremely doubtful, it is not improbable that these
qudities are merely the incidental results of other highly-advanced intellectua faculties; and

these again mainly the result of the continued use of a perfect language. At what age does the
new-born infant possess the power of abstraction, or become self-conscious, and reflect on its
own existence? We cannot answer; nor can we answer in regard to the ascending organic scale.
The haf-art, half-ingtinct of language still bears the stamp of its gradud evolution. The

ennobling belief in God is not universa with man; and the belief in spirituad agencies naturdly
follows from other mental powers. The moral sense perhaps affords the best and highest
distinction between man and the lower animals; but | need say nothing on this head, as | have so
lately endeavoured to shew that the socia instincts,--the prime principle of man's moral
condtitution ...--with the aid of active intellectual powers and the effects of habit, naturaly lead
to the golden rule, "As ye would that men should do to you, do ye to them likewise;" and thislies
at the foundation of mordlity....



