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{v}

GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO THE SERIES

Man has no deeper or w�der �nterest than theology; none deeper, for
however much he may change, he never loses h�s love of the many
quest�ons �t covers; and none w�der, for under whatever law he may
l�ve he never escapes from �ts spac�ous shade; nor does he ever f�nd
that �t speaks to h�m �n va�n or uses a vo�ce that fa�ls to reach h�m.
Once the present wr�ter was talk�ng w�th a fr�end who has equal fame
as a statesman and a man of letters, and he sa�d, 'Every day I l�ve,



Pol�t�cs, wh�ch are affa�rs of Man and T�me, �nterest me less, wh�le
Theology, wh�ch �s an affa�r of God and Etern�ty, �nterests me more.'
As w�th h�m, so w�th many, though the many feel that the�r �nterest �s
�n theology and not �n dogma. Dogma, they know, �s but a ser�es of
resolut�ons framed by a counc�l or parl�ament, wh�ch they do not
respect any the more because the parl�ament was composed of
eccles�ast�cally-m�nded persons; wh�le the theology wh�ch so
�nterests them �s a d�scourse touch�ng God, though the Be�ng so
named �s the God man conce�ved as not only related to h�mself and
h�s world but also as r�s�ng ever h�gher w�th the not�ons of the self
and the world. W�se books, not �n dogma but �n theology, may
therefore be descr�bed as the supreme {v�} need of our day, for only
such can save us from much fanat�c�sm and secure us �n the full
possess�on of a sober and sane reason.

Theology �s less a s�ngle sc�ence than an encyclopaed�a of sc�ences;
�ndeed all the sc�ences wh�ch have to do w�th man have a better r�ght
to be called theolog�cal than anthropolog�cal, though the man �t
stud�es �s not s�mply an �nd�v�dual but a race. Its way of v�ew�ng man
�s �ndeed character�st�c; from th�s have come some of �ts br�ghter
�deals and some of �ts darkest dreams. The �deals are all e�ther
eth�cal or soc�al, and would make of earth a heaven, creat�ng
fratern�ty amongst men and form�ng all states �nto a goodly
s�sterhood; the dreams may be represented by doctr�nes wh�ch
concern s�n on the one s�de and the w�ll of God on the other. But
even th�s w�ll cannot make s�n lum�nous, for were �t made rad�ant
w�th grace, �t would cease to be s�n.

These books then,—wh�ch have all to be wr�tten by men who have
l�ved �n the full blaze of modern l�ght,—though w�thout hav�ng e�ther
the�r eyes burned out or the�r souls scorched �nto �nsens�b�l�ty,—are
�ntended to present God �n relat�on to Man and Man �n relat�on to
God. It �s �ntended that they beg�n, not �n date of publ�cat�on, but �n
order of thought, w�th a Theolog�cal Encyclopaed�a wh�ch shall show
the c�rcle of sc�ences co-ord�nated under the term Theology, though
all w�ll be v�ewed as related to �ts central or ma�n �dea. Th�s relat�on
of God to human knowledge w�ll then be looked at through m�nd as a



commun�on of De�ty w�th human�ty, or God �n fellowsh�p {v��} w�th
concrete man. On th�s bas�s the �dea of Revelat�on w�ll be dealt w�th.
Then, so far as h�story and ph�lology are concerned, the two Sacred
Books, wh�ch are here most s�gn�f�cant, w�ll be v�ewed as the scholar,
who �s also a d�v�ne, v�ews them; �n other words, the Old and New
Testaments, regarded as human documents, w�ll be cr�t�c�sed as a
l�terature wh�ch expresses relat�ons to both the present and the
future; that �s, to the men and races who made the books, as well as
to the races and men the books made. The B�ble w�ll thus be stud�ed
�n the Sem�t�c fam�ly wh�ch gave �t be�ng, and also �n the Indo-
European fam�l�es wh�ch gave to �t the qual�ty of the l�fe to wh�ch they
have atta�ned. But Theology has to do w�th more than sacred
l�terature; �t has also to do w�th the thoughts and l�fe �ts h�story
occas�oned. Therefore the Church has to be stud�ed and presented
as an �nst�tut�on wh�ch God founded and man adm�n�sters. But �t �s
poss�ble to know th�s Church only through the thoughts �t th�nks, the
doctr�nes �t holds, the characters and the persons �t forms, the
people who are �ts sa�nts and embody �ts �deals of sanct�ty, the acts �t
does, wh�ch are �ts sacraments, and the laws �t follows and enforces,
wh�ch are �ts pol�ty, and the young �t educates and the nat�ons �t
d�rects and controls. These are the po�nts to be presented �n the
volumes wh�ch follow, wh�ch are all to be occup�ed w�th theology or
the knowledge of God and H�s ways.

A. M. F. 'O.'

{�x}

PREFACE

These Lectures were del�vered �n Cambr�dge dur�ng the Lent Term of
last year, on the �nv�tat�on of a Comm�ttee pres�ded over by the
Master of Magdalene, before an aud�ence of from three hundred to
four hundred Un�vers�ty men, ch�efly Under-graduates. They were



not then, and they are not now, �ntended for ph�losophers or even for
beg�nners �n the systemat�c study of ph�losophy, but as a�ds to
educated men des�rous of th�nk�ng out for themselves a reasonable
bas�s for personal Rel�g�on.

The Lectures—espec�ally the f�rst three—deal w�th quest�ons on
wh�ch I have already wr�tten. I am �ndebted to the Publ�sher of
Content�o Ver�tat�s and the other contr�butors to that volume for
ra�s�ng no object�on to my publ�sh�ng Lectures wh�ch m�ght poss�bly
be regarded as �n part a condensat�on, �n part an expans�on of my
Essay on 'The ult�mate bas�s of The�sm.' I have dealt more
systemat�cally w�th many of the problems here d�scussed �n an
Essay upon 'Personal�ty �n God and Man' contr�buted to Personal
Ideal�sm (ed�ted by Henry {x} Sturt) and �n my 'Theory of Good and
Ev�l.' Some of the doctr�nal quest�ons touched on �n Lecture VI. have
been more fully dealt w�th �n my volume of Un�vers�ty Sermons,
Doctr�ne and Development.

Quest�ons wh�ch were asked at the t�me and commun�cat�ons wh�ch
have s�nce reached me have made me feel, more even than I d�d
when I was wr�t�ng the Lectures, how �nadequate �s the treatment
here g�ven to many great problems. On some matters much fuller
explanat�on and d�scuss�on w�ll naturally be requ�red to conv�nce
persons prev�ously unfam�l�ar w�th Metaphys�c: on others �t �s the
more advanced student of Ph�losophy who w�ll compla�n that I have
only touched upon the fr�nge of a vast subject. But I have felt that I
could not ser�ously expand any part of the Lectures w�thout chang�ng
the whole character of the book, and I have been compelled �n
general to meet the demand for further explanat�on only by the
above general reference to my other books, by the add�t�on of a few
notes, and by append�ng to each chapter some suggest�ons for more
extended read�ng. These m�ght of course have been �ndef�n�tely
enlarged, but a long l�st of books �s apt to defeat �ts own purpose:
people w�th a l�m�ted t�me at the�r d�sposal want to know wh�ch book
to make a beg�nn�ng upon.



The Lectures are therefore publ�shed for the most {x�} part just as
they were del�vered, �n the hope that they may suggest l�nes of
thought wh�ch may be �ntellectually and pract�cally useful. I trust that
any ph�losopher who may w�sh to take ser�ous not�ce of my v�ews—
espec�ally the metaphys�cal v�ews expressed �n the f�rst few chapters
—w�ll be good enough to remember that the express�on of them �s
avowedly �ncomplete and elementary, and cannot fa�rly be cr�t�c�zed
�n much deta�l w�thout reference to my other wr�t�ngs.

I am much �ndebted for several useful suggest�ons and for valuable
ass�stance �n rev�s�ng the proofs to one of the hearers of the
Lectures, Mr. A. G. W�dgery, Scholar of St. Cather�ne's College,
Cambr�dge, now Lecturer �n Un�vers�ty College, Br�stol.

H. RASHDALL.

NEW COLLEGE, OXFORD,
  Jan. 6, 1909.
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PHILOSOPHY AND RELIGION

LECTURE I

MIND AND MATTER

I have been �nv�ted to speak to you about the relat�ons between
Rel�g�on and Ph�losophy. To do that �n a log�cal and thoroughgo�ng
way �t would be necessary to d�scuss elaborately the mean�ng f�rst of
Rel�g�on and then of Ph�losophy. Such a d�scuss�on would occupy at
least a lecture, and I am unw�ll�ng to spend one out of s�x scanty
hours �n formal prel�m�nar�es. I shall assume, therefore, that we all
know �n some general way the mean�ng of Rel�g�on. It �s not
necessary for our present purpose to d�scuss such quest�ons as the
def�n�t�on of Rel�g�on for purposes of soc�olog�cal �nvest�gat�on, or the
poss�b�l�ty of a Rel�g�on w�thout a bel�ef �n God, or the l�ke. I shall
assume that, whatever else may be �ncluded �n the term Rel�g�on,
Chr�st�an�ty may at least be �ncluded �n �t; and that what you are
pract�cally most �nterested �n �s the bear�ng of Ph�losophy upon the
Chr�st�an �deas concern�ng the {2} be�ng and nature of God, the hope
of Immortal�ty, the mean�ng and poss�b�l�ty of Revelat�on. When we
turn to Ph�losophy, I cannot perhaps assume w�th equal conf�dence
that all of you know what �t �s. But then learn�ng what Ph�losophy �s—
espec�ally that most fundamental part of Ph�losophy wh�ch �s called
Metaphys�cs—�s l�ke learn�ng to sw�m: you never d�scover how to do



�t unt�l you f�nd yourself cons�derably out of your depth. You must
str�ke out boldly, and at last you d�scover what you are after. I shall
presuppose that �n a general way you do all know that Ph�losophy �s
an enqu�ry �nto the ult�mate nature of the Un�verse at large, as
opposed to the d�scuss�on of those part�cular aspects or departments
of �t wh�ch are dealt w�th by the spec�al Sc�ences. What you want to
know, I take �t, �s—what rat�onal enqu�ry, pushed as far as �t w�ll go,
has to say about those ult�mate problems of wh�ch the great
h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons l�kew�se profess to offer solut�ons. The nature
and scope of Ph�losophy �s best understood by examples: and
therefore I hope you w�ll excuse me �f w�thout further preface I
plunge �n med�as res. I shall endeavour to presuppose no prev�ous
acqua�ntance w�th techn�cal Ph�losophy, and I w�ll ask those who
have already made some ser�ous study of Ph�losophy k�ndly to
remember that I am try�ng to make myself �ntell�g�ble to those who
have not. I shall {3} not advance anyth�ng wh�ch I should not be
prepared to defend even before an aud�ence of metaphys�cal
experts. But I cannot undertake �n so short a course of lectures to
meet all the object�ons wh�ch w�ll, I know, be ar�s�ng �n the m�nds of
any metaphys�cally tra�ned hearers who may honour me w�th the�r
presence, many of wh�ch may probably occur to persons not so
tra�ned. And I further trust the Metaphys�c�ans among you w�ll forg�ve
me �f, �n order to be �ntell�g�ble to all, I somet�mes speak w�th a l�ttle
less than the akr�be�a at wh�ch I m�ght feel bound to a�m �f I were
read�ng a paper before an avowedly ph�losoph�cal Soc�ety.
Reservat�ons, qual�f�cat�ons, and elaborate d�st�nct�ons must be
om�tted, �f I am to succeed �n say�ng anyth�ng clearly �n the course of
s�x lectures.

Moreover, I would remark that, though I do not bel�eve that an
�ntent�on to ed�fy �s any excuse for sl�pshod thought or �ntellectual
d�shonesty, I am speak�ng now ma�nly from the po�nt of v�ew of those
who are enqu�r�ng �nto metaphys�cal truth for the gu�dance of the�r
own rel�g�ous and pract�cal l�fe, rather than from the po�nt of v�ew of
pure speculat�on. I do not, for my own part, bel�eve �n any solut�on of
the rel�g�ous problem wh�ch evades the ult�mate problems of all
thought. The Ph�losophy of Rel�g�on �s for me not so much a spec�al



and sharply d�st�ngu�shed branch or department of {4} Ph�losophy as
a part�cular aspect of Ph�losophy �n general. But many quest�ons
wh�ch may be of much �mportance from the po�nt of v�ew of a
complete theory of the Un�verse can be ent�rely, or almost ent�rely,
put on one s�de when the quest�on �s, 'What may I reasonably
bel�eve about those ult�mate quest�ons wh�ch have a d�rect and
�mmed�ate bear�ng upon my rel�g�ous and moral l�fe; what may I
bel�eve about God and Duty, about the world and �ts ult�mate
mean�ng, about the soul and �ts dest�ny?' For such purposes
solut�ons stopp�ng short of what w�ll fully sat�sfy the leg�t�mate
demands of the professed Metaphys�c�an may be all that �s
necessary, or at least all that �s poss�ble for those who are not
�ntend�ng to make a ser�ous and elaborate study of Metaphys�c. I
have no sympathy w�th the attempt to base Rel�g�on upon anyth�ng
but honest enqu�ry �nto truth: and yet the professed Ph�losophers are
just those who w�ll most read�ly recogn�ze that there are—�f not what
are techn�cally called degrees of truth—st�ll d�fferent levels of
thought, d�fferent degrees of adequacy and systemat�c
completeness, even w�th�n the l�m�ts of thoroughly ph�losoph�cal
th�nk�ng. I shall assume that you are not content to rema�n at the
level of ord�nary unreflect�ng Common-sense or of merely trad�t�onal
Rel�g�on—that you do want (so far as t�me and opportun�ty serve) to
get to the bottom of th�ngs, {5} but that you w�ll be content �n such a
course as the present �f I can suggest to you, or help you to form for
yourselves, an outl�ne—what Plato would call the hypotypôs�s of a
theory of the Un�verse wh�ch may st�ll fall very far short of a f�n�shed
and fully art�culated metaphys�cal system.

I suppose that to nearly everybody who sets h�mself down to th�nk
ser�ously about the r�ddle of the Un�verse there very soon occurs the
quest�on whether Mater�al�sm may not conta�n the solut�on of all
d�ff�cult�es. I th�nk, therefore, our present �nvest�gat�on had better
beg�n w�th an enqu�ry whether Mater�al�sm can poss�bly be true. I say
'can be true' rather than '�s true,' because, though dogmat�c
Mater�al�sts are rare, the typ�cal Agnost�c �s one who �s at least
�ncl�ned to adm�t the poss�b�l�ty of Mater�al�sm, even when he does
not, at the bottom of h�s m�nd, pract�cally assume �ts truth. The man



who �s prepared to exclude even th�s one theory of the Un�verse from
the category of poss�ble but unprovable theor�es �s not, properly
speak�ng, an Agnost�c. To know that Mater�al�sm at least �s not true �s
to know someth�ng, and someth�ng very �mportant, about the
ult�mate nature of th�ngs. I shall not attempt here any very prec�se
def�n�t�on of what �s meant by Mater�al�sm. Str�ctly speak�ng, �t ought
to mean the v�ew that noth�ng really ex�sts but matter. But the
ex�stence, �n some sense or {6} other, of our sensat�ons and
thoughts and emot�ons �s so obv�ous to Common-sense that such a
creed can hardly be expl�c�tly ma�nta�ned: �t �s a creed wh�ch �s
refuted �n the very act of enunc�at�ng �t. For pract�cal purposes,
therefore, Mater�al�sm may be sa�d to be the v�ew that the ult�mate
bas�s of all ex�stence �s matter; and that thought, feel�ng, emot�on—
consc�ousness of every k�nd—�s merely an effect, a by-product or
concom�tant, of certa�n mater�al processes.

Now �f we are to hold that matter �s the only th�ng wh�ch ex�sts, or �s
the ult�mate source of all that ex�sts, we ought to be able to say what
matter �s. To the unreflect�ng m�nd matter seems to be the th�ng that
we are most certa�n of, the one th�ng that we know all about.
Thought, feel�ng, w�ll, �t may be suggested, are �n some sense
appearances wh�ch (though we can't help hav�ng them) m�ght, from
the po�nt of v�ew of super�or �ns�ght, turn out to be mere delus�ons, or
at best ent�rely un�mportant and �ncons�derable ent�t�es. Th�s att�tude
of m�nd has been amus�ngly sat�r�sed by the t�tle of one of Mr.
Bradley's ph�losoph�cal essays—'on the supposed uselessness of
the Soul.'[1] In th�s state of m�nd matter presents �tself as the one
sol�d real�ty—as someth�ng unden�able, someth�ng perfectly
�ntell�g�ble, someth�ng, too, wh�ch �s pre-em�nently {7} �mportant and
respectable; wh�le th�nk�ng and feel�ng and w�ll�ng, joy and sorrow,
hope and asp�rat�on, goodness and badness, �f they cannot exactly
be got r�d of altogether, are, as �t were, negl�g�ble quant�t�es, wh�ch
must not be allowed to d�sturb or �nterfere w�th the ser�ous bus�ness
of the Un�verse.

From th�s po�nt of v�ew matter �s supposed to be the one real�ty w�th
wh�ch we are �n �mmed�ate contact, wh�ch we see and touch and



taste and handle every hour of our l�ves. It may, therefore, sound a
rather startl�ng paradox to say that matter—matter �n the sense of
the Mater�al�st—�s someth�ng wh�ch nobody has ever seen, touched,
or handled. Yet that �s the l�teral and unden�able fact. Nobody has
ever seen or touched or otherw�se come �n contact w�th a p�ece of
matter. For �n the exper�ence wh�ch the pla�n man calls see�ng or
touch�ng there �s always present another th�ng. Even �f we suppose
that he �s Just�f�ed �n say�ng 'I touch matter,' there �s always present
the 'I' as well as the matter.[2] It �s always and �nev�tably matter +
m�nd that he knows. Nobody ever can get away from th�s 'I,' nobody
can ever see or feel what matter �s l�ke apart from the 'I' wh�ch knows
{8} �t. He may, �ndeed, �nfer that th�s matter ex�sts apart from the 'I'
wh�ch knows �t. He may �nfer that �t ex�sts, and may even go as far
as to assume that, apart from h�s see�ng or touch�ng, or anybody
else's see�ng or touch�ng, matter possesses all those qual�t�es wh�ch
�t possesses for h�s own consc�ousness. But th�s �s �nference, and
not �mmed�ate knowledge. And the val�d�ty or reasonableness of the
�nference may be d�sputed. How far �t �s reasonable or leg�t�mate to
attr�bute to matter as �t �s �n �tself the qual�t�es wh�ch �t has for us
must depend upon the nature of those qual�t�es. Let us then go on to
ask whether the qual�t�es wh�ch const�tute matter as we know �t are
qual�t�es wh�ch we can reasonably or even �ntell�g�bly attr�bute to a
supposed matter-�n-�tself, to matter cons�dered as someth�ng
capable of ex�st�ng by �tself altogether apart from any k�nd of
consc�ous exper�ence.

In matter, as we know �t, there are two elements. There are certa�n
sensat�ons, or certa�n qual�t�es wh�ch we come to know by sensat�on,
and there are certa�n relat�ons. Now, w�th regard to the sensat�ons, a
very l�ttle reflect�on w�ll, I th�nk, show us that �t �s absolutely
mean�ngless to say that matter has the qual�t�es �mpl�ed by these
sensat�ons, even when they are not felt, and would st�ll possess
them, even suppos�ng �t never had been and never would be felt by
any one whatever. In a world �n wh�ch {9} there were no eyes and no
m�nds, what would be the mean�ng of say�ng that th�ngs were red or
blue? In a world �n wh�ch there were no ears and no m�nds, there
would clearly be no such th�ng as sound. Th�s �s exactly the po�nt at



wh�ch Locke's analys�s stopped. He adm�tted that the 'secondary
qual�t�es'—colours, sounds, tastes—of objects were really not �n the
th�ngs themselves but �n the m�nd wh�ch perce�ves them. What
ex�sted �n the th�ngs was merely a power of produc�ng these
sensat�ons �n us, the qual�ty �n the th�ng be�ng not �n the least l�ke the
sensat�ons wh�ch �t produces �n us: he adm�tted that th�s power of
produc�ng a sensat�on was someth�ng d�fferent from, and totally
unl�ke, the sensat�on �tself. But when he came to the pr�mary
qual�t�es—sol�d�ty, shape, magn�tude and the l�ke—he supposed that
the qual�t�es �n the th�ng were exactly the same as they are for our
m�nds. If all m�nd were to d�sappear from the Un�verse, there would
henceforth be no red and blue, no hot and cold; but th�ngs would st�ll
be b�g or small, round or square, sol�d or flu�d. Yet, even w�th these
'pr�mary qual�t�es' the reference to m�nd �s really there just as much
as �n the case of the secondary qual�t�es; only the fact �s not qu�te so
obv�ous. And one reason for th�s �s that these pr�mary qual�t�es
�nvolve, much more glar�ngly and unm�stakably than the secondary,
someth�ng wh�ch �s not mere sensat�on—someth�ng wh�ch {10}
�mpl�es thought and not mere sense. What do we mean by sol�d�ty,
for �nstance? We mean partly that we get certa�n sensat�ons from
touch�ng the object—sensat�ons of touch and sensat�ons of what �s
called the muscular sense, sensat�ons of muscular exert�on and of
pressure res�sted. Now, so far as that �s what sol�d�ty means, �t �s
clear that the qual�ty �n quest�on �nvolves as d�rect a reference to our
subject�ve feel�ngs as the secondary qual�t�es of colour and sound.
But someth�ng more than th�s �s �mpl�ed �n our �dea of sol�d�ty. We
th�nk of external objects as occupy�ng space. And spac�al�ty cannot
be analysed away �nto mere feel�ngs of ours. The feel�ngs of touch
wh�ch we der�ve from an object come to us one after the other. No
mental reflect�on upon sensat�ons wh�ch come one after the other �n
t�me could ever g�ve us the �dea of space, �f they were not spac�ally
related from the f�rst. It �s of the essence of spac�al�ty that the parts of
the object shall be thought of as ex�st�ng s�de by s�de, outs�de one
another. But th�s s�de-by-s�deness, th�s outs�deness, �s after all a way
�n wh�ch the th�ngs present themselves to a m�nd. Space �s made up
of relat�ons; and what �s the mean�ng of relat�ons apart from a m�nd
wh�ch relates, or for wh�ch the th�ngs are related? If spac�al�ty were a



qual�ty of the th�ng �n �tself, �t would ex�st no matter what became of
other th�ngs. It would be qu�te poss�ble, therefore, {11} that the top of
th�s table should ex�st w�thout the bottom: yet everybody surely
would adm�t the mean�nglessness of talk�ng about a p�ece of matter
(no matter how small, be �t an atom or the smallest electron
conce�ved by the most recent phys�cal speculat�on) wh�ch had a top
w�thout a bottom, or a r�ght-hand s�de w�thout a left. Th�s space-
occupy�ng qual�ty wh�ch �s the most fundamental element �n our
ord�nary concept�on of matter �s wholly made up of the relat�on of
one part of �t to another. Now can a relat�on ex�st except for a m�nd?
As �t seems to me, the suggest�on �s mean�ngless. Relatedness only
has a mean�ng when thought of �n connect�on w�th a m�nd wh�ch �s
capable of grasp�ng or hold�ng together both terms of the relat�on.
The relat�on between po�nt A and po�nt B �s not �n po�nt A or �n po�nt
B taken by themselves. It �s all �n the 'between': 'betweenness' from
�ts very nature cannot ex�st �n any one po�nt of space or �n several
�solated po�nts of space or th�ngs �n space; �t must ex�st only �n some
one ex�stent wh�ch holds together and connects those po�nts. And
noth�ng, as far as we can understand, can do that except a m�nd.
Apart from m�nd there can be no relatedness: apart from relatedness
no space: apart from space no matter. It follows that apart from m�nd
there can be no matter.

It w�ll probably be known to all of you that the {12} f�rst person to
make th�s momentous �nference was B�shop Berkeley. There was,
�ndeed, an obscure med�eval schoolman, hardly recogn�zed by the
h�stor�ans of Ph�losophy, one N�cholas of Autrecourt, Dean of Metz,
[3] who ant�c�pated h�m �n the fourteenth century, and other better-
known schoolmen who approx�mated to the pos�t�on; and there are,
of course, elements �n the teach�ng of Plato and even of Ar�stotle, or
poss�ble �nterpretat�ons of Plato and Ar�stotle, wh�ch po�nt �n the
same d�rect�on. But full-blown Ideal�sm, �n the sense wh�ch �nvolves
a den�al of the �ndependent ex�stence of matter, �s always assoc�ated
w�th the name of B�shop Berkeley.

I can best make my mean�ng pla�n to you by quot�ng a passage or
two from h�s Pr�nc�ples of Human Knowledge, �n wh�ch he extends to



the pr�mary qual�t�es of matter the analys�s wh�ch Locke had already
appl�ed to the secondary.

'But, though �t were poss�ble that sol�d, f�gured, moveable
substances may ex�st w�thout the m�nd, correspond�ng to the �deas
we have of bod�es, yet how �s �t poss�ble for us to know th�s? E�ther
we must know �t by Sense or by Reason.—As for our senses, by
them we have the knowledge only of our sensat�ons, �deas, or those
th�ngs that are �mmed�ately perce�ved by sense, call them what you
w�ll; but they do not �nform us that th�ngs ex�st {13} w�thout the m�nd,
or unperce�ved, l�ke to those wh�ch are perce�ved. Th�s the
Mater�al�sts themselves acknowledge.—It rema�ns therefore that �f
we have any knowledge at all of external th�ngs, �t must be by
Reason �nferr�ng the�r ex�stence from what �s �mmed�ately perce�ved
by sense. But what reason can �nduce us to bel�eve the ex�stence of
bod�es w�thout the m�nd, from what we perce�ve, s�nce the very
patrons of Matter themselves do not pretend there �s any necessary
connex�on betw�xt them and our �deas? I say �t �s granted on all
hands—and what happens �n dreams, frenz�es, and the l�ke, puts �t
beyond d�spute—that �t �s poss�ble we m�ght be affected w�th all the
�deas we have now, though there were no bod�es ex�st�ng w�thout
resembl�ng them. Hence, �t �s ev�dent the suppos�t�on of external
bod�es �s not necessary for the produc�ng our �deas; s�nce �t �s
granted they are produced somet�mes, and m�ght poss�bly be
produced always �n the same order we see them �n at present,
w�thout the�r concurrence.

* * * * * *

'In short, �f there were external bod�es, �t �s �mposs�ble we should
ever come to know �t; and �f there were not, we m�ght have the very
same reasons to th�nk there were that we have now. Suppose—what
no one can deny poss�ble—an �ntell�gence w�thout the help of
external bod�es, to be affected w�th the same tra�n of sensat�ons or
�deas that you are, �mpr�nted �n the same order and w�th l�ke
v�v�dness �n h�s m�nd. I ask whether that �ntell�gence hath not all the
reason to bel�eve the ex�stence of corporeal substances,



represented by h�s �deas, and exc�t�ng them �n h�s m�nd, that you can
poss�bly have for bel�ev�ng the same th�ng? Of th�s there can be no
{14} quest�on—wh�ch one cons�derat�on were enough to make any
reasonable person suspect the strength of whatever arguments he
may th�nk h�mself to have, for the ex�stence of bod�es w�thout the
m�nd.'[4]

Do you say that �n that case the tables and cha�rs must be supposed
to d�sappear the moment we all leave the room? It �s true that we do
commonly th�nk of the tables and cha�rs as rema�n�ng, even when
there �s no one there to see or touch them. But that only means,
Berkeley expla�ns, that �f we or any one else were to come back �nto
the room, we should perce�ve them. Moreover, even �n th�nk�ng of
them as th�ngs wh�ch m�ght be perce�ved under certa�n cond�t�ons,
they have entered our m�nds and so procla�med the�r �deal or m�nd-
�mply�ng character. To prove that th�ngs ex�st w�thout the m�nd we
should have to conce�ve of th�ngs as unconce�ved or unthought of.
And that �s a feat wh�ch no one has ever yet succeeded �n
accompl�sh�ng.

Here �s Berkeley's own answer to the object�on:

'But, say you, surely there �s noth�ng eas�er than for me to �mag�ne
trees, for �nstance, �n a park, or books ex�st�ng �n a closet, and
nobody by to perce�ve them. I answer, you may so, there �s no
d�ff�culty �n �t; but what �s all th�s, I beseech you, more than fram�ng �n
your m�nd certa�n �deas wh�ch you call books and trees, and {15} at
the same t�me om�tt�ng to frame the �dea of any one that may
perce�ve them? But do not you yourself perce�ve or th�nk of them all
the wh�le? Th�s therefore �s noth�ng to the purpose: �t only shews you
have the power of �mag�n�ng or form�ng �deas �n your m�nd; but �t
does not shew that you can conce�ve �t poss�ble the objects of your
thought may ex�st w�thout the m�nd. To make out th�s, �t �s necessary
that you conce�ve them ex�st�ng unconce�ved or unthought of, wh�ch
�s a man�fest repugnancy. When we do our utmost to conce�ve the
ex�stence of external bod�es, we are all the wh�le only contemplat�ng



our own �deas. But the m�nd, tak�ng no not�ce of �tself, �s deluded to
th�nk �t can and does conce�ve bod�es ex�st�ng unthought of or
w�thout the m�nd, though at the same t�me they are apprehended by,
or ex�st �n, �tself. A l�ttle attent�on w�ll d�scover to any one the truth
and ev�dence of what �s here sa�d, and make �t unnecessary to �ns�st
on any other proofs aga�nst the ex�stence of mater�al substance.'[5]

Berkeley no doubt d�d not adequately apprec�ate the �mportance of
the d�st�nct�on between mere sensat�ons and mental relat�ons. In the
paragraph wh�ch I have read to you he tends to expla�n space away
�nto mere subject�ve feel�ngs: �n th�s respect and �n many others he
has been corrected by Kant and the post-Kant�an Ideal�sts.
Doubtless we cannot analyse away our concept�on of space or of
substance �nto mere feel�ngs. But relat�ons �mply m�nd no less than
sensat�ons. Th�ngs are no mere {16} bundles of sensat�ons; we do
th�nk of them as objects or substances possess�ng attr�butes. Indeed
to call them (w�th Berkeley), 'bundles of sensat�ons' �mpl�es that the
bundle �s as �mportant an element �n th�nghood as the sensat�ons
themselves. The bundle �mpl�es what Kant would call the �ntellectual
'categor�es' of Substance, Quant�ty, Qual�ty, and the l�ke. We do th�nk
objects: but an object �s st�ll an object of thought. We can attach no
�ntell�g�ble mean�ng to the term 'object' wh�ch does not �mply a
subject.

If there �s noth�ng �n matter, as we know �t, wh�ch does not obv�ously
�mply m�nd, �f the very �dea of matter �s un�ntell�g�ble apart from m�nd,
�t �s clear that matter can never have ex�sted w�thout m�nd.

What then, �t may be asked, of the th�ngs wh�ch no human eye has
ever seen or even thought of? Are we to suppose that a new planet
comes �nto ex�stence for the f�rst t�me when f�rst �t sa�ls �nto the
telescope of the astronomer, and that Sc�ence �s wrong �n �nferr�ng
that �t ex�sted not only before that part�cular astronomer saw �t, but
before there were any astronomers or other human or even an�mal
�ntell�gences upon th�s planet to observe �t? D�d the world of Geology
come �nto ex�stence for the f�rst t�me when some e�ghteenth-century
geolog�st f�rst suspected that the world was more than s�x thousand



years old? Are all those ages of past {17} h�story, when the earth and
the sun were but nebulae, a mere �mag�nat�on, or d�d that nebulous
mass come �nto ex�stence thousands or m�ll�ons of years afterwards
when Kant or Laplace f�rst conce�ved that �t had ex�sted? The
suppos�t�on �s clearly self-contrad�ctory and �mposs�ble. If Sc�ence be
not a mass of �llus�on, th�s planet ex�sted m�ll�ons of years before any
human—or, so far as we know, any an�mal m�nds—ex�sted to th�nk
�ts ex�stence. And yet I have endeavoured to show the absurd�ty of
suppos�ng that matter can ex�st except for a m�nd. It �s clear, then,
that �t cannot be merely for such m�nds as ours that the world has
always ex�sted. Our m�nds come and go. They have a beg�nn�ng;
they go to sleep; they may, for aught that we can �mmed�ately know,
come to an end. At no t�me does any one of them, at no t�me do all
of them together, apprehend all that there �s to be known. We do not
create a Un�verse; we d�scover �t p�ece by p�ece, and after all very
�mperfectly. Matter cannot �ntell�g�bly be supposed to ex�st apart from
M�nd: and yet �t clearly does not ex�st merely for our m�nds. Each of
us knows only one l�ttle b�t of the Un�verse: all of us together do not
know the whole. If the whole �s to ex�st at all, there must be some
one m�nd wh�ch knows the whole. The m�nd wh�ch �s necessary to
the very ex�stence of the Un�verse �s the m�nd that we call God.

{18}

In th�s way we are, as �t seems to me, led up by a tra�n of reason�ng
wh�ch �s pos�t�vely �rres�st�ble to the �dea that, so far from matter
be�ng the only ex�stence, �t has no ex�stence of �ts own apart from
some m�nd wh�ch knows �t—�n wh�ch and for wh�ch �t ex�sts. The
ex�stence of a M�nd possess�ng un�versal knowledge �s necessary as
the presuppos�t�on both of there be�ng any world to know, and also of
there be�ng any lesser m�nds to know �t. It �s, �ndeed, poss�ble to
bel�eve �n the eternal ex�stence of l�m�ted m�nds, wh�le deny�ng the
ex�stence of the one Omn�sc�ent M�nd. That �s a hypothes�s on wh�ch
I w�ll say a word hereafter.[6] It �s enough here to say that �t �s one
wh�ch �s not requ�red to expla�n the world as we know �t. The obv�ous
pr�ma fac�e v�ew of the matter �s that the m�nds wh�ch apparently
have a beg�nn�ng, wh�ch develope slowly and gradually and �n close



connex�on w�th certa�n phys�cal processes, owe the�r or�g�n to
whatever �s the ult�mate source or ground of the phys�cal processes
themselves. The order or systemat�c �nterconnex�on of all the
observable phenomena �n the Un�verse suggests that the ult�mate
Real�ty must be one Be�ng of some k�nd; the argument wh�ch I have
suggested leads us to regard that one Real�ty as a sp�r�tual Real�ty.
We are not yet ent�tled to speak of th�s phys�cal Un�verse as caused
{19} by God: that �s a quest�on wh�ch I hope to d�scuss �n our next
lecture. All that I want to establ�sh now �s that we cannot expla�n the
world w�thout the suppos�t�on of one un�versal M�nd �n wh�ch and for
wh�ch all so-called mater�al th�ngs ex�st, and always have ex�sted.

So far I have endeavoured to establ�sh the ex�stence of God by a
l�ne of thought wh�ch also leads to the pos�t�on that matter has no
�ndependent ex�stence apart from consc�ous m�nd, that at bottom
noth�ng ex�sts except m�nds and the�r exper�ences. Now I know that
th�s �s a l�ne of thought wh�ch, to those who are unfam�l�ar w�th �t,
seems so paradox�cal and extravagant that, even when a man does
not see h�s way to reply to �t, �t w�ll seldom produce �mmed�ate or
permanent conv�ct�on the f�rst t�me he becomes acqua�nted w�th �t. It
�s for the most part only by a cons�derable course of hab�tuat�on,
extend�ng over some years, that a man succeeds �n th�nk�ng h�mself
�nto the �deal�st�c v�ew of the Un�verse. And after all, there are many
m�nds—some of them, I must adm�t, not want�ng �n ph�losoph�cal
power—who never succeed �n accompl�sh�ng that feat at all.
Therefore, wh�le I feel bound to assert that the clearest and most
�rrefragable argument for the ex�stence of God �s that wh�ch �s
suppl�ed by the �deal�st�c l�ne of thought, I should be sorry to have to
adm�t that a man {20} cannot be a The�st, or that he cannot be a
The�st on reasonable grounds, w�thout f�rst be�ng an Ideal�st. From
my own po�nt of v�ew most of the other reasons for bel�ev�ng �n the
ex�stence of God resolve themselves �nto �deal�st�c arguments
�mperfectly thought out. But they may be very good arguments, as
far as they go, even when they are not thought out to what seem to
me the�r log�cal consequences. One of these l�nes of thought I shall
hope to develope �n my next lecture; but meanwh�le let me attempt to
reduce the argument aga�nst Mater�al�sm to a form �n wh�ch �t w�ll



perhaps appeal to Common-sense w�thout much profound
metaphys�cal reflect�on.

At the level of ord�nary common-sense thought there appear to be
two k�nds of Real�ty—m�nd and matter. And yet our exper�ence of the
un�ty of Nature, of the �nt�mate connex�on between human and
an�mal m�nds and the�r organ�sms (organ�sms governed by a s�ngle
�ntell�g�ble and �nterconnected system of laws) �s such that we can
hardly help regard�ng them as man�festat�ons or products or effects
or aspects of some one Real�ty. There �s, almost obv�ously, some
k�nd of Un�ty underly�ng all the d�vers�ty of th�ngs. Our world does not
ar�se by the com�ng together of two qu�te �ndependent Real�t�es—
m�nd and matter—governed by no law or by unconnected and
�ndependent systems of law. {21} All th�ngs, all phenomena, all
events form parts of a s�ngle �nter-related, �ntell�g�ble whole: that �s
the presuppos�t�on not only of Ph�losophy but of Sc�ence. Or �f any
one chooses to say that �t �s a presuppos�t�on and so an
unwarrantable p�ece of dogmat�sm, I w�ll say that �t �s the hypothes�s
to wh�ch all our knowledge po�nts. It �s at all events the one common
meet�ng-po�nt of nearly all ser�ous th�nkers. The quest�on rema�ns,
'What �s the nature of th�s one Real�ty?' Now, �f th�s ult�mate Real�ty
be not m�nd, �t must be one of two th�ngs. It must be matter, or �t
must be a th�rd th�ng wh�ch �s ne�ther m�nd nor matter, but someth�ng
qu�te d�fferent from e�ther. Now many who w�ll not follow the �deal�st�c
l�ne of thought the whole way—so far as to recogn�ze that the
ult�mate Real�ty �s M�nd—w�ll at least adm�t that Ideal�sts have
successfully shown the �mposs�b�l�ty of suppos�ng that the ult�mate
Real�ty can be matter. For all the propert�es of matter are propert�es
wh�ch �mply some relat�on to our sens�b�l�ty or our thought. Moreover,
there �s such a complete heterogene�ty between consc�ousness and
unconsc�ous matter, cons�dered as someth�ng capable of ex�st�ng
w�thout m�nd, that �t seems utterly �mposs�ble and unth�nkable that
m�nd should be s�mply the product or attr�bute of matter. That the
ult�mate Real�ty cannot be what we mean by matter has been
adm�tted by the most natural�st�c, {22} and, �n the ord�nary sense,
ant�-rel�g�ous th�nkers—Sp�noza, for �nstance, and Haeckel, and
Herbert Spencer. The quest�on rema�ns, 'Wh�ch �s the eas�er, the



more probable, the more reasonable theory—that the ult�mate
Real�ty should be M�nd, or that �t should be someth�ng so utterly
un�ntell�g�ble and �nconce�vable to us as a tert�um qu�d—a
myster�ous Unknown and Unknowable—wh�ch �s ne�ther m�nd nor
matter?' For my own part, I see no reason to suppose that our
�nab�l�ty to th�nk of anyth�ng wh�ch �s ne�ther matter nor m�nd but
qu�te unl�ke e�ther �s a mere �mperfect�on of human thought. It seems
more reasonable to assume that our �nab�l�ty to th�nk of such a
myster�ous X �s due to there be�ng no such th�ng.[7]

Our only way of judg�ng of the Unknown �s by the analogy of the
known. It �s more probable, surely, that the world known to us should
exh�b�t someth�ng of the character�st�cs of the Real�ty from wh�ch �t �s
der�ved, or of wh�ch �t forms a man�festat�on, than that �t should
exh�b�t none of these character�st�cs. No doubt, �f we were to argue
from some small part of our exper�ence, or from the deta�led
character�st�cs of one part of our exper�ence to what �s beyond our
exper�ence; �f, for �nstance {23} (I am here reply�ng to an object�on of
Höffd�ng's), a bl�nd man were to argue that the world must be
colourless because he sees no colour, or �f any of us were to aff�rm
that �n other planets there can be no colours but what we see, no
sensat�ons but what we feel, no mental powers but what we
possess, the �nference would be precar�ous enough. The
Anthropomorph�st �n the str�ct sense—the man who th�nks that God
or the gods must have human bod�es—no doubt renders h�mself
l�able to the g�be that, �f oxen could th�nk, they would �mag�ne the
gods to be l�ke oxen, and so on. But the cases are not parallel. We
have no d�ff�culty �n th�nk�ng that �n other worlds there may be
colours wh�ch we have never seen, or whole groups of sensat�on
d�fferent from our own: we cannot th�nk that any ex�stence should be
ne�ther m�nd nor matter, but utterly unl�ke e�ther. We are not argu�ng
from the mere absence of some spec�al exper�ence, but from the
whole character of all the thought and exper�ence that we actually
possess, of all that we are and the whole Un�verse w�th wh�ch we are
�n contact. The character�st�c of the whole world wh�ch we know �s
that �t cons�sts of m�nd and matter �n close connex�on—we may
wa�ve for a moment the nature of that connex�on. Is �t more probable



that the ult�mate Real�ty wh�ch l�es beyond our reach should be
someth�ng wh�ch possesses the character�st�cs of m�nd, or that �t
should {24} be totally unl�ke e�ther m�nd or matter? Do you �ns�st that
we log�cally ought to say �t m�ght conta�n the character�st�cs of both
m�nd and matter? There �s only one way �n wh�ch such a
comb�nat�on seems clearly th�nkable by us, �.e. when we represent
matter as e�ther �n the �deal�st�c sense the thought or exper�ence of
m�nd, or (after the fash�on of ord�nary real�st�c The�sm) as created or
produced by m�nd. But �f you �ns�st on someth�ng more than th�s, �f
you want to th�nk of the qual�t�es of matter as �n some other way
�ncluded �n the nature of the ult�mate Real�ty as well as those of
m�nd, at all events we could st�ll urge that we shall get nearer to the
truth by th�nk�ng of th�s ult�mate Real�ty �n �ts m�nd-aspect than by
th�nk�ng of �t �n �ts matter-aspect.

I do not bel�eve that the human m�nd �s really equal to the task of
th�nk�ng of a Real�ty wh�ch �s one and yet �s ne�ther m�nd nor matter
but someth�ng wh�ch comb�nes the nature of both. Pract�cally, where
such a creed �s professed, the man e�ther th�nks of an unconsc�ous
Real�ty �n some way generat�ng or evolv�ng m�nd, and so falls back
�nto the Mater�al�sm wh�ch he has verbally d�scla�med; or he th�nks of
a m�nd produc�ng or caus�ng or generat�ng a matter wh�ch when
produced �s someth�ng d�fferent from �tself. Th�s last �s of course
ord�nary The�sm �n the form �n wh�ch �t �s commonly {25} held by
those who are not Ideal�sts. From a pract�cal and rel�g�ous po�nt of
v�ew there �s noth�ng to be sa�d aga�nst such a v�ew. St�ll �t �nvolves a
Dual�sm, the ph�losoph�cal d�ff�cult�es of wh�ch I have attempted to
suggest to you. I confess that for my own part the only way �n wh�ch I
can conce�ve of a s�ngle ult�mate Real�ty wh�ch comb�nes the
attr�butes of what we call m�nd w�th those of what we know as matter
�s by th�nk�ng of a M�nd consc�ous of a world or nature wh�ch has no
ex�stence except �n and for that M�nd and whatever less complete
consc�ousnesses that may be. I trust that those who have fa�led to
follow my sketch of the arguments wh�ch lead to th�s �deal�st�c
conclus�on may at least be led by �t to see the d�ff�cult�es e�ther of
Mater�al�sm or of that k�nd of agnost�c Panthe�sm wh�ch, wh�le
adm�tt�ng �n words that the ult�mate Real�ty �s not matter, refuses to



�nvest �t w�th the attr�butes of m�nd. The argument may be reduced to
�ts s�mplest form by say�ng we bel�eve that the ult�mate Real�ty �s
M�nd because m�nd w�ll expla�n matter, wh�le matter w�ll not expla�n
m�nd: wh�le the �dea of a Someth�ng wh�ch �s ne�ther �n m�nd nor
matter �s both un�ntell�g�ble and gratu�tous.

And th�s l�ne of thought may be supplemented by another. Whatever
may be thought of the ex�stence of matter apart from m�nd, every
one w�ll {26} adm�t that matter possesses no value or worth apart
from m�nd. When we br�ng �nto account our moral judgements or
judgements of value, we have no d�ff�culty �n recogn�z�ng m�nd as the
h�ghest or best k�nd of ex�stence known to us. There �s, surely, a
certa�n �ntr�ns�c probab�l�ty �n suppos�ng that the Real�ty from wh�ch
all be�ng �s der�ved must possess at least as much worth or value as
the der�ved be�ng; and that �n th�nk�ng of that Real�ty by the analogy
of the h�ghest k�nd of ex�stence known to us we shall come nearer to
a true thought of �t than by any other way of th�nk�ng poss�ble to us.
Th�s �s a l�ne of argument wh�ch I hope to develope further when I
come to exam�ne the bear�ng upon the rel�g�ous problem of what �s
as real a part of our exper�ence as any other—our moral exper�ence.

I w�ll rem�nd you �n conclus�on, that our argument for the ex�stence of
God �s at present �ncomplete. I have tr�ed to lead you to the �dea that
the ult�mate Real�ty �s sp�r�tual, that �t �s a M�nd wh�ch knows, or �s
consc�ous of, matter. I have tr�ed to lead you w�th the Ideal�st to th�nk
of the phys�cal Un�verse as hav�ng no ex�stence except �n the m�nd
of God, or at all events (for those who fa�l to follow the �deal�st�c l�ne
of thought) to bel�eve that the Un�verse does not ex�st w�thout such a
M�nd. What further relat�on ex�sts between phys�cal nature and th�s
Un�versal Sp�r�t, I shall hope �n the next lecture {27} to cons�der; and
�n so do�ng to suggest a l�ne of argument wh�ch w�ll �ndependently
lead to the same result, and wh�ch does not necessar�ly presuppose
the acceptance of the �deal�st�c creed.

LITERATURE



The reader who w�shes to have the �deal�st�c argument sketched �n
the forego�ng chapter developed more fully should read Berkeley's
Pr�nc�ples of Human Knowledge. For the correct�on of Berkeley's
sensat�onal�st�c m�stakes the best course �s to read Kant's Cr�t�que of
Pure Reason or the shorter Prolegomena to any future Metaphys�c
or any of the numerous expos�t�ons or commentar�es upon Kant.
(One of the best �s the 'Reproduct�on' pref�xed to Dr. Hutch�son
St�rl�ng's Text-book to Kant.) The non-metaphys�cal reader should,
however, be �nformed that Kant �s very hard read�ng, and �s scarcely
�ntell�g�ble w�thout some sl�ght knowledge of the prev�ous h�story of
Ph�losophy, espec�ally of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, wh�le some
acqua�ntance w�th elementary Log�c �s also des�rable. He w�ll f�nd the
argument for non-sensat�onal�st�c Ideal�sm re-stated �n a post-
Kant�an but much eas�er form �n Ferr�er's Inst�tutes of Metaphys�c.
The argument for a the�st�c Ideal�sm �s powerfully stated (though �t �s
not easy read�ng) �n the late Prof. T. H. Green's Prolegomena to
Eth�cs, Book I. In v�ew of recent real�st�c rev�vals I may add that the
earl�er chapters of Mr. Bradley's Appearance and Real�ty st�ll seem
to me to conta�n an unanswerable defence of Ideal�sm as aga�nst
Mater�al�sm or any form of Real�sm, though h�s Ideal�sm �s not of the
the�st�c type defended �n the above lecture. The �deal�st�c argument
�s stated �n a way wh�ch makes strongly for The�sm by Professor
Ward �n Natural�sm and Agnost�c�sm—a work wh�ch would perhaps
be the best sequel to these lectures for any reader {28} who does
not want to undertake a whole course of ph�losoph�cal read�ng:
readers ent�rely unacqua�nted w�th Phys�cal Sc�ence m�ght do well to
beg�n w�th Part II. A more elementary and very clear defence of
The�sm from the �deal�st�c po�nt of v�ew �s to be found �n Dr.
Ill�ngworth's Personal�ty Human and D�v�ne. Representat�ves of non-
�deal�st�c The�sm w�ll be ment�oned at the end of the next lecture.

[1] M�nd, vol. �v. (U.S.), 1885.

[2] I do not mean of course that �n the earl�est stages of
consc�ousness th�s d�st�nct�on �s actually made; but, �f there are
stages of consc�ousness �n wh�ch the 'I' �s not real�zed, the �dea of



matter or even of an 'object' or 'not-self' ex�st�ng apart from
consc�ousness must be supposed to be equally absent.

[3] I have dealt at length w�th th�s forgotten th�nker �n a Pres�dent�al
Address to the Ar�stotel�an Soc�ety, pr�nted �n the�r Proceed�ngs for
1907.

[4] Pr�nc�ples of Human Knowledge, pt. �., Sect�ons 18, 20.

[5] Pr�nc�ples of Human Knowledge, pt. 1., Sect�on 23.

[6] See Lecture IV., pp. 96-101, 123-6.

[7] I have attempted to meet th�s l�ne of argument somewhat more
adequately, �n the form �n wh�ch �t has recently been taken up by
Professor Höffd�ng �n h�s Ph�losophy of Rel�g�on, �n a rev�ew �n the
Rev�ew of Theology and Ph�losophy for November, 1907 (vol. ���.).

{29}

LECTURE II

THE UNIVERSAL CAUSE

In my last lecture I endeavoured to show that matter, so far from
const�tut�ng the ult�mate Real�ty, cannot reasonably be thought of as
ex�st�ng at all w�thout m�nd; and that we cannot expla�n the world
w�thout assum�ng the ex�stence of a M�nd �n wh�ch and for wh�ch
everyth�ng that �s not m�nd has �ts be�ng. But we are st�ll very far from
hav�ng fully cleared up the relat�on between the d�v�ne M�nd and that
Nature wh�ch ex�sts �n �t and for �t: wh�le we have hardly dealt at all
w�th the relat�on between the un�versal M�nd and those lesser m�nds
wh�ch we have treated—so far w�thout much argument—as �n some
way der�ved from, or dependent upon, that M�nd. So far as our
prev�ous l�ne of argument goes, we m�ght have to look upon the



world as the thought of God, but not as caused by H�m or due to H�s
w�ll. We m�ght speak of God as 'mak�ng Nature,' but only �n the
sense �n wh�ch you or I make Nature when we th�nk �t or exper�ence
�t. {30} 'The world �s as necessary to God as God �s to the world,' we
are often told—for �nstance by my own revered teacher, the late
Professor Green. How unsat�sfactory th�s pos�t�on �s from a rel�g�ous
po�nt of v�ew I need hardly �ns�st. For all that such a theory has to
say to the contrary, we m�ght have to suppose that, though God �s
perfectly good, the world wh�ch He �s compelled to th�nk �s very bad,
and go�ng from bad to worse. To th�nk of God merely as the M�nd
wh�ch eternally contemplates Nature, w�thout hav�ng any power
whatever of determ�n�ng what sort of Nature �t �s to be, suppl�es no
ground for hope or asp�rat�on—st�ll less for worsh�p, adorat�on,
�m�tat�on. I suggested the poss�b�l�ty that from such a po�nt of v�ew
God m�ght be thought of as good, and the world as bad. But that �s
really to concede too much. A be�ng w�thout a w�ll could as l�ttle be
bad as he could be good: he would be s�mply a be�ng w�thout a
character. From an �ntellectual po�nt such a way of look�ng at the
Un�verse m�ght be more �ntell�gent or �ntell�g�ble than that of pure
Mater�al�sm or pure Agnost�c�sm; but morally and rel�g�ously I don't
know that, when �ts consequences are fully real�zed, �t �s any great
�mprovement upon e�ther of them.[1] {31} Moreover, even
�ntellectually �t fa�ls to sat�sfy the demand wh�ch most reflect�ng
people feel, that the world shall be regarded as a Un�ty of some k�nd.
If God �s thought of as l�nked by some �nexpl�cable fate to a Nature
over wh�ch He has no sort of control—not so much control as a mere
human be�ng who can produce l�m�ted changes �n the world,—we
can hardly be sa�d to have reduced the world to a Un�ty. The old
Dual�sm has broken out aga�n: after all we st�ll have God and the
world confront�ng one another; ne�ther of them �s �n any way
expla�ned by the other. St�ll less could such a world be supposed to
have a purpose or rat�onal end. For our own mere �ntellectual
sat�sfact�on as well as for the sat�sfact�on of our rel�g�ous needs we
must go on to ask whether we are not just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng of God as
the Cause or Creator of the world, as well as the Th�nker of �t.



Th�s enqu�ry �ntroduces us to the whole problem of Causal�ty. The
sketch wh�ch I gave you last t�me of B�shop Berkeley's argument was
a very �mperfect one. B�shop Berkeley was from one po�nt of v�ew a
great ph�losoph�c �conoclast, though he destroyed only that he m�ght
bu�ld up. He destroyed the superst�t�on of a self-ex�st�ng matter: {32}
he also waged war aga�nst what I w�ll venture to call the k�ndred
superst�t�on of a myster�ous causal nexus between the phys�cal
antecedent and the phys�cal consequent. On th�s s�de h�s work was
carr�ed on by Hume. Berkeley resolved our knowledge �nto a
success�on of '�deas.' He d�d, no doubt, fall �nto the m�stake of
treat�ng our knowledge as �f �t were a mere success�on of feel�ngs:
he �gnored far too much—though he d�d not do so completely—that
other element �n our knowledge, the element of �ntellectual relat�on,
of wh�ch I sa�d someth�ng last t�me. Here, no doubt, Berkeley has
been corrected by Kant; and, so far, pract�cally all modern Ideal�sts
w�ll own the�r �ndebtedness to Kant. Even �n the apprehens�on of a
success�on of �deas, �n the mere recogn�t�on that th�s feel�ng comes
after that, there �s an element wh�ch cannot be expla�ned by mere
feel�ng. The apprehens�on that th�s feel�ng came after that feel�ng �s
not �tself a feel�ng. But can I detect any relat�on between these
exper�ences of m�ne except that of success�on? We commonly
speak of f�re as the cause of the melt�ng of the wax, but what do we
really know about the matter? Surely on reflect�on we must adm�t
that we know noth�ng but th�s—that, so far as our exper�ence goes,
the appl�cat�on of f�re �s always followed by the melt�ng of the wax.
Where th�s �s the case we do, from the po�nt of v�ew of {33} ord�nary
l�fe, speak of the one phenomenon as the cause of the other. Where
we don't d�scover such an �nvar�able success�on, we don't th�nk of
the one event as the cause of the other.

I shall be told, perhaps, that on th�s v�ew of the nature of Causal�ty
we ought to speak of n�ght as the cause of day. So perhaps we
should, �f the result to wh�ch we are led by a more l�m�ted exper�ence
were not corrected by the results of a larger exper�ence. To say
noth�ng of the valuable correct�on afforded by the polar w�nter and
the polar summer, we have learned by a more comprehens�ve
exper�ence to replace the law that day follows n�ght by the w�der



general�sat�on that the v�s�b�l�ty of objects �s �nvar�ably co�nc�dent
upon the presence of some lum�nous body and not upon a prev�ous
state of darkness. But between cases of what we call mere
success�on and what �s commonly called causal sequence the
d�fference l�es merely �n the observed fact that �n some cases the
sequence var�es, wh�le �n others no except�on has ever been
d�scovered. No matter how frequently we observe that a sensat�on of
red follows the �mpact upon the aural nerve of a shock der�ved from
a wave of ether of such and such a length, we see no reason why �t
should do so. We may, no doubt, make a st�ll w�der general�zat�on,
and say that every event �n Nature �s �nvar�ably preceded by some
def�n�te complex of cond�t�ons, {34} and so arr�ve at a general law of
the Un�form�ty of Nature. And such a law �s undoubtedly the express
or �mpl�ed bas�s of all �nference �n the Phys�cal Sc�ences. When we
have once accepted that law (as the whole mass of our exper�ence
�n the purely phys�cal reg�on �ncl�nes us to do), then a s�ngle �nstance
of A B C be�ng followed by D (when we are qu�te sure that we have
�ncluded all the antecedents wh�ch we do not know from other
exper�ence to be �rrelevant) w�ll warrant our conclud�ng that we have
d�scovered a law of nature. On the next occas�on of A B C's
occurrence we conf�dently pred�ct that D w�ll follow. But, however
often we have observed such a sequence, and however many
s�m�lar sequences we may have observed, we are no nearer to
know�ng why D should follow ABC: we can only know that �t always
does: and on the strength of that knowledge we �nfer, w�th a
probab�l�ty wh�ch we do no doubt for pract�cal purposes treat as a
certa�nty, that �t always w�ll. But on reflect�on we can see no reason
why a wave of ether of a certa�n length should produce red rather
than blue, a colour rather than a sound. There, as always, we
d�scover noth�ng but success�on, not necessary connex�on.

These cases of unvar�ed success�on among phenomena, �t should
be observed, are qu�te d�fferent from cases of real necessary
connex�on. We don't want to exam�ne thousands of �nstances of two
{35} added to two to be qu�te sure that they always make four, nor �n
mak�ng the �nference do we appeal to any more general law of
Un�form�ty. We s�mply see that �t �s and always must be so. M�ll no



doubt tells us he has no d�ff�culty �n suppos�ng that �n the reg�on of
the f�xed stars two and two m�ght make f�ve, but nobody bel�eves
h�m. At all events few of us can pretend to such feats of �ntellectual
elast�c�ty. No amount of contrad�ctory test�mony from travellers to the
f�xed stars, no matter whether they were B�shops of the h�ghest
character or tra�ned as Professors of phys�cal Sc�ence, would �nduce
us to g�ve a moment's credence to such a story. We s�mply see that
two and two must make four, and that �t �s �nconce�vable they should
ever, however except�onally, make f�ve. It �s qu�te otherw�se w�th any
case of success�on among external phenomena, no matter how
unvar�ed. So long as we conf�ne ourselves to merely phys�cal
phenomena (I put as�de for the moment the case of consc�ous or
other l�v�ng be�ngs) nowhere can we d�scover anyth�ng but
success�on; nowhere do we d�scover Causal�ty �n the sense of a
necessary connex�on the reversal of wh�ch �s �nconce�vable.

Are we then to conclude that there �s no such th�ng as Causal�ty, that
�n search�ng for a cause of everyth�ng that happens, we are pursu�ng
a mere w�ll o' the w�sp, us�ng a mere vox n�h�l� wh�ch has {36} as l�ttle
mean�ng for the reflect�ng m�nd as fate or fortune? Surely, �n the very
act of mak�ng the d�st�nct�on between success�on and causal�ty, �n
the very act of deny�ng that we can d�scover any causal connex�on
between one phys�cal phenomenon and another, we �mply that we
have got the �dea of Causal�ty �n our m�nds; and that, however l�ttle
we may have d�scovered a genu�ne cause, we could not bel�eve that
anyth�ng could happen w�thout a cause.

For my own part, I f�nd �t qu�te poss�ble to bel�eve that a
phenomenon wh�ch has been followed by another phenomenon
9999 t�mes should on the 10,000th t�me be followed by some other
phenomenon. G�ve me the requ�s�te exper�ence, and bel�ef would
follow; g�ve me even any adequate ev�dence that another person has
had such an exper�ence (though I should be very part�cular about the
ev�dence), and I should f�nd no d�ff�culty �n bel�ev�ng �t. But to tell me
that the except�on to an observed law m�ght take place w�thout any
cause at all for the var�at�on would seem to be pure nonsense. Put
the matter �n another way. Let us suppose an empty world, �f one can



speak of such a th�ng w�thout contrad�ct�on—let us suppose that at
one t�me noth�ng whatever had ex�sted, ne�ther m�nd nor matter nor
any of that myster�ous ent�ty wh�ch some people f�nd �t poss�ble to
bel�eve �n wh�ch �s {37} ne�ther m�nd nor matter. Let us suppose
l�terally nobody and noth�ng to have ex�sted. Now could you under
these cond�t�ons rat�onally suppose that anyth�ng could have come
�nto ex�stence? Could you for one moment adm�t the poss�b�l�ty that
after countless aeons of noth�ngness a flash of l�ghtn�ng should
occur or an an�mal be born? Surely, on reflect�on those who are most
susp�c�ous of a pr�or� knowledge, who are most unw�ll�ng to carry
the�r speculat�ons beyond the l�m�ts of actual exper�ence, w�ll be
prepared to say, 'No, the th�ng �s utterly for ever �mposs�ble.' Ex n�h�lo
n�h�l f�t: for every event there must be a cause. Those who profess to
reject all other a pr�or� or self-ev�dent knowledge, show by the�r every
thought and every act that they never really doubt that much.

Now, �t would be just poss�ble to contend that we have got the bare
abstract concept or category of Causal�ty �n our m�nds, and yet that
there �s noth�ng w�th�n our exper�ence to g�ve �t any pos�t�ve content
—so that we should have to say, 'Every event must have a cause,
but we never know or can know what that cause �s. If we are to talk
about causes at all, we can only say "The Unknowable �s the cause
of all th�ngs."' Such a pos�t�on can be barely stated w�thout a
contrad�ct�on. But surely �t �s a very d�ff�cult one. Nature does not
generally supply us w�th categor�es of thought, wh�le �t g�ves us no
power {38} or opportun�ty of us�ng them. It would be l�ke hold�ng, for
�nstance, that we have �ndeed been endowed w�th the �dea of
number �n general, but that we cannot d�scover w�th�n our exper�ence
any numerable th�ngs; that we have got the �dea of 1, 2, 3, 4, etc.,
but have no capac�ty whatever for actually count�ng—for say�ng that
here are three apples, and there four marbles. And, psycholog�cally,
�t would be d�ff�cult to f�nd any parallel to anyth�ng of the k�nd. Nature
does not f�rst supply us w�th clearly def�ned categor�es of thought,
and then g�ve us a mater�al to exerc�se them upon. In general we
d�scover these abstract categor�es by us�ng them �n our actual
th�nk�ng. We count beads or men or horses before we evolve an
abstract �dea of number, or an abstract mult�pl�cat�on table. It �s very



d�ff�cult to see how th�s �dea of Cause could poss�bly have got �nto
our heads �f we had never �n the whole course of our exper�ence
come �nto any sort of contact w�th any actual concrete cause. Where
then, w�th�n our exper�ence, �f not �n the success�on of external
events, shall we look for a cause—for someth�ng to wh�ch we can
apply th�s category or abstract not�on of causal�ty? I answer 'We
must look w�th�n: �t �s �n our exper�ence of vol�t�on that we actually
f�nd someth�ng answer�ng to our �dea of causal connex�on.' And
here, I would �nv�te you not to th�nk so much of our consc�ousness of
actually {39} mov�ng our l�mbs. Here �t �s poss�ble to argue plaus�bly
that the exper�ence of exerc�s�ng causal�ty �s a delus�on. I �mag�ne
that, �f I w�ll to do so, I can move my arm; but I w�ll to stretch out my
arm, and lo! �t rema�ns glued to my s�de, for I have suddenly been
paralysed. Or I may be told that the consc�ousness of exert�ng power
�s a mere exper�ence of muscular contract�on, and the l�ke. I would
ask you to th�nk rather of your power of d�rect�ng the success�on of
your own thoughts. I am d�rectly consc�ous, for �nstance, that the
reason why I am now th�nk�ng of Causal�ty, and not (say) of Tar�ff
Reform, �s the fact that I have conce�ved the des�gn of del�ver�ng a
course of lectures on th�s subject; the success�on of �deas wh�ch flow
through my m�nd as I wr�te or speak �s only expl�cable by reference
to an end—an end wh�ch I am str�v�ng to br�ng �nto actual be�ng. In
such voluntar�ly concentrated purposeful success�ons of thought I
am �mmed�ately exerc�s�ng causal�ty: and th�s causal�ty does further
�nfluence the order of events �n phys�cal nature. My pen or my
tongue moves �n consequence of th�s str�v�ng of m�ne, though no
doubt for such efforts to take place other phys�cal cond�t�ons must be
presupposed, wh�ch are not wholly w�th�n my own control. I am the
cause, but not the whole or sole cause of these phys�cal
d�sturbances �n external nature: I am a cause but not an uncaused
cause. {40} My vol�t�on, though �t �s not the sole cause of the event
wh�ch I w�ll, �s enough to g�ve me a concept�on of a cause wh�ch �s
the sole cause of the events.



The attempt �s of course somet�mes made, as �t was made by Hume,
to expla�n away th�s �mmed�ate consc�ousness of vol�t�on, and to say
that all that I �mmed�ately know �s the success�on of my subject�ve
exper�ences. It may be contended that I don't know, any more than �n
the case of external phenomena, that because the thought of my
lecture comes f�rst and the thought of putt�ng my pen �nto the �nk to
wr�te �t comes afterwards, therefore the one thought causes the
other. Hence �t �s �mportant to po�nt out that I have a negat�ve
exper�ence w�th wh�ch to contrast the pos�t�ve exper�ence. I do not
always, even as regards my own �nward exper�ences, assume that
success�on �mpl�es Causal�ty. Suppos�ng, as I speak or wr�te, a
tw�nge of the gout suddenly �ntroduces �tself �nto the success�on of
my exper�ences: then I am consc�ous of no such �nner connex�on
between the new exper�ence and that wh�ch went before �t. Then I
am as d�st�nctly consc�ous of pass�v�ty—of not caus�ng the
success�on of events wh�ch take place �n my m�nd—as I am �n the
other case of act�vely caus�ng �t. If the consc�ousness of exerc�s�ng
act�v�ty �s a delus�on, why does not that delus�on occur �n the one
case as much as �n the other? I hold then that �n the consc�ousness
of {41} our own act�v�ty we get a real d�rect exper�ence of Causal�ty.
When Causal�ty �s �nterpreted to mean mere necessary connex�on—
l�ke the mathemat�cal connex�on between four and tw�ce two or the
log�cal connex�on between the prem�sses of a Syllog�sm and �ts
conclus�on,—�ts nature �s fundamentally m�srepresented. The
essence of Causal�ty �s not necessary connex�on but Act�v�ty. Such
act�v�ty we encounter �n our own exper�ence of vol�t�on and nowhere
else.[2]

Now, �f the only cause of wh�ch I am �mmed�ately consc�ous �s the
w�ll of a consc�ous rat�onal be�ng, �s �t not reasonable to �nfer that
some such agency �s at work �n the case of those phenomena wh�ch
we see no reason to attr�bute to the voluntary act�ons of men and
an�mals? It �s well known that pr�m�t�ve man took th�s step. Pr�m�t�ve
man had no not�on of the 'Un�form�ty of Nature': �t �s only very
gradually that c�v�l�zed man has d�scovered �t. But pr�m�t�ve man
never doubted for one �nstant the law of Causal�ty: he never doubted



that for any change, or at least for any change of the k�nd wh�ch
most frequently attracted h�s attent�on, there must {42} be a cause.
Everyth�ng that moved he supposed to be al�ve, or to be under the
�nfluence of some l�v�ng be�ng more or less l�ke h�mself. If the sea
raged, he supposed that the Sea-god was angry. If �t d�d not ra�n to-
day, when �t ra�ned yesterday, that was due to the favour of the Sky-
god, and so on. The world for h�m was full of sp�r�ts. The argument of
pr�m�t�ve man's unconsc�ous but thoroughly sound Metaphys�c �s well
expressed by the f�ne l�nes of Wordsworth �n the Excurs�on:

  Once more to d�stant ages of the world
  Let us revert, and place before our thoughts
  The face wh�ch rural sol�tude m�ght wear
  To the unenl�ghtened swa�ns of pagan Greece.
  —In that fa�r cl�me, the lonely herdsman, stretched
  On the soft grass through half a summer's day,
  W�th mus�c lulled h�s �ndolent repose:
  And, �n some f�t of wear�ness, �f he,
  When h�s own breath was s�lent, chanced to hear
  A d�stant stra�n, far sweeter than the sounds
  Wh�ch h�s poor sk�ll could make, h�s fancy fetched,
  Even from the blaz�ng char�ot of the sun,
  A beardless Youth, who touched a golden lute,
  And f�lled the �llum�ned groves w�th rav�shment.
  The n�ghtly hunter, l�ft�ng a br�ght eye
  Up towards the crescent moon, w�th grateful heart
  Called on the lovely wanderer who bestowed
  That t�mely l�ght, to share h�s joyous sport:
  And hence, a beam�ng Goddess w�th her Nymphs,
  Across the lawn and through the darksome grove,
  (Not unaccompan�ed w�th tuneful notes
  By echo mult�pl�ed from rock or cave),
{43}
  Swept �n the storm of chace; as moon and stars
  Glance rap�dly along the clouded heaven,
  When w�nds are blow�ng strong. The traveller slaked
  H�s th�rst from r�ll or gush�ng fount, and thanked



  The Na�ad. Sunbeams, upon d�stant h�lls
  Gl�d�ng apace, w�th shadows �n the�r tra�n,
  M�ght, w�th small help from fancy, be transformed
  Into fleet Oreads sport�ng v�s�bly.
  The Zephyrs fann�ng, as they passed, the�r w�ngs,
  Lacked not, for love, fa�r objects whom they wooed
  W�th gentle wh�sper. W�thered boughs grotesque,
  Str�pped of the�r leaves and tw�gs by hoary age,
  From depth of shaggy covert peep�ng forth
  In the low vale, or on steep mounta�n s�de;
  And, somet�mes, �nterm�xed w�th st�rr�ng horns
  Of the l�ve deer, or goat's depend�ng beard,—
  These were the lurk�ng Satyrs, a w�ld brood
  Of gamesome De�t�es; or Pan h�mself,
  The s�mple shepherd's awe-�nsp�r�ng God![3]

Grow�ng exper�ence of the un�ty of Nature, of the �nterdependence of
all the var�ous forces and departments of Nature, have made such a
v�ew of �t �mposs�ble to c�v�l�zed and educated man. Pr�m�t�ve man
was qu�te r�ght �n argu�ng that, where he saw mot�on, there must be
consc�ousness l�ke h�s own. But we have been led by Sc�ence to
bel�eve that whatever �s the cause of any one phenomenon (at least
�n �nan�mate nature), must be the cause of all. The �nterconnex�on,
the regular�ty, the order observable �n phenomena are too great to be
the result of chance or of the undes�gned concurrence of a number
of {44} �ndependent agenc�es: and perhaps we may go on further to
argue that th�s one cause must be the ult�mate cause even of those
events wh�ch are d�rectly and �mmed�ately caused by our own w�lls.
But that �s a quest�on wh�ch I w�ll put as�de for the present. At least
for the events of phys�cal nature there must be one Cause. And �f the
only sort of cause we know �s a consc�ous and rat�onal be�ng, then
we have another most powerful reason for bel�ev�ng that the ult�mate
real�ty, from wh�ch all other real�ty �s der�ved, �s M�nd—a s�ngle
consc�ous M�nd wh�ch we may now further descr�be as not only
Thought or Intell�gence but also W�ll.[4]



Let me add th�s add�t�onal cons�derat�on �n support of the conclus�on
that the world �s not merely thought by God but �s also w�lled by God.
When we talk about thought w�thout w�ll, we are talk�ng about
someth�ng that we know absolutely noth�ng about. In all the
consc�ousness that we know of, �n every moment of our own
�mmed�ate wak�ng exper�ence, we f�nd thought, feel�ng, w�ll�ng. Even
�n the consc�ousness of an�mals there appears to be someth�ng
analogous to these three s�des or aspects of consc�ousness: but at
all events �n developed human consc�ousness we know of no such
th�ng as th�nk�ng w�thout w�ll�ng. All thought �nvolves attent�on, and to
attend �s to w�ll. If, therefore, on the grounds {45} suggested by the
Hegel�an or other post-Kant�an Ideal�sts, we have been led to th�nk
that the ult�mate Real�ty �s M�nd or Sp�r�t, we should naturally
conclude by analogy that �t must be W�ll as well as Thought and—I
may add, though �t hardly belongs to the present argument to �ns�st
upon that—Feel�ng. On the other hand �f, w�th men l�ke
Schopenhauer and Edouard von Hartmann,[5] we are conducted by
the appearances of des�gn �n Nature to the �dea that Nature �s
str�v�ng after someth�ng, that the ult�mate Real�ty �s W�ll, we must
supplement that l�ne of argument by �nferr�ng from the analogy of our
own Consc�ousness that W�ll w�thout Reason �s an un�ntell�g�ble and
mean�ngless abstract�on, and that (as �ndeed even Hartmann saw)
Schopenhauer's W�ll w�thout Reason was as �mposs�ble an
abstract�on as the apparently w�ll-less un�versal Th�nker of the
Hegel�an:[6] wh�le aga�nst Schopenhauer and h�s more reasonable
successor, Hartmann, I should �ns�st that an unconsc�ous W�ll �s as
un�ntell�g�ble a contrad�ct�on as an unconsc�ous Reason.
Schopenhauer and Hegel seem to have seen, each of them, exactly
{46} half of the truth: God �s not W�ll w�thout Reason or Reason
w�thout W�ll, but both Reason and W�ll.

And here I must try to meet an �nev�table object�on. I do not say that
these three act�v�t�es of the human �ntellect stand �n God s�de by s�de
w�th the same d�st�nctness and (�f I may say so) �rreduc�b�l�ty that
they do �n us. What feel�ng �s for a Be�ng who has no mater�al
organ�sm, we can form no d�st�nct concept�on. Our thought w�th �ts
clumsy processes of �nference from the known to the unknown must



be very unl�ke what thought �s �n a Be�ng to whom noth�ng �s
unknown. All our thought too �nvolves general�zat�on, and �n
un�versal concepts (as Mr. Bradley has shown us) much that was
present �n the l�v�ng exper�ence of actual percept�on �s necessar�ly
left out. Thought �s but a sort of reproduct�on—and a very �mperfect
reproduct�on—of actual, l�v�ng, sens�ble exper�ence. We cannot
suppose, then, that �n God there �s the same d�st�nct�on between
actual present exper�ence and the un�versal concepts employed �n
th�nk�ng wh�ch there �s �n us. And so, aga�n, w�ll�ng must be a very
d�fferent th�ng �n a be�ng who w�lls or creates the objects of h�s own
thought from what �t �s �n be�ngs who can only ach�eve the�r ends by
d�st�ngu�sh�ng �n the sharpest poss�ble manner between the �ndef�n�te
mult�pl�c�ty of th�ngs wh�ch they know but do not cause and the t�ny
fragment {47} of the Un�verse wh�ch by means of th�s knowledge
they can control. Nevertheless, though all our thoughts of God must
be �nadequate, �t �s by th�nk�ng of H�m as Thought, W�ll and Feel�ng
—emanc�pated from those l�m�tat�ons wh�ch are obv�ously due to
human cond�t�ons and are �nappl�cable to a Un�versal M�nd—that we
shall atta�n to the truest knowledge of God wh�ch l�es w�th�n our
capac�ty. Do you f�nd a d�ff�culty �n the �dea of part�al and �nadequate
knowledge? Just th�nk, then, of our knowledge of other people's
characters—of what goes on �n other people's m�nds. It �s only by the
analogy of our own �mmed�ate exper�ence that we can come to know
anyth�ng at all of what goes on �n other people's m�nds. And, after all,
such �ns�ght �nto other people's thoughts, emot�ons, mot�ves,
�ntent�ons, characters, rema�ns very �mperfect. The d�ff�culty �s
greatest when the m�nd wh�ch we seek to penetrate �s far above our
own. How l�ttle most of us know what �t would feel l�ke to be a
Shakespeare, a Mozart, or a Plato! And yet �t would be absurd to talk
as �f our knowledge of our fellows was no knowledge at all. It �s
suff�c�ent not merely to gu�de our own thoughts and act�ons, but to
make poss�ble sympathy, fr�endsh�p, love. Is �t not so w�th our
knowledge of God? The Gnost�c�sm wh�ch forgets the �mmens�ty of
the d�fference between the D�v�ne M�nd and the human �s not less
unreasonable—not {48} less opposed to the pr�nc�ples on wh�ch we
conduct our th�nk�ng �n every other department of l�fe—than the
Agnost�c�sm wh�ch rejects probab�l�t�es because we cannot have



�mmed�ate certa�nt�es, and �ns�sts on know�ng noth�ng because we
cannot know everyth�ng.

The argument wh�ch �nfers that God �s W�ll from the analogy of our
own consc�ousness �s one wh�ch �s �n �tself �ndependent of Ideal�sm.
It has been used by many ph�losophers who are Real�sts, such as
Re�d or Dr. Mart�neau, as well as by Ideal�sts l�ke Berkeley, or
Pfle�derer, or Lotze. It does not necessar�ly presuppose Ideal�sm; but
�t does, to my m�nd, f�t �n �nf�n�tely better w�th the �deal�st�c mode of
thought than w�th the real�st�c. If you hold that there �s no d�ff�culty �n
suppos�ng dead, �nert matter to ex�st w�thout any m�nd to th�nk �t or
know �t, but that only a M�nd can be supposed to cause change or
mot�on, you are assum�ng a hard and fast d�st�nct�on between matter
and force wh�ch the whole trend of modern Sc�ence �s tend�ng to
break down. It seems to �mply the old Greek concept�on of an �nert,
pass�ve, characterless hule wh�ch can only be acted upon from
w�thout. The modern Phys�c�st, I �mag�ne, knows noth�ng of an �nert
matter wh�ch can ne�ther attract nor repel, even �f he does not
def�n�tely embark on the more speculat�ve theory wh�ch actually
def�nes the atom or the electron {49} as a centre of force. Act�v�ty
belongs to the very essence of matter as understood by modern
Sc�ence. If matter can ex�st w�thout m�nd, there �s (from the sc�ent�f�c
po�nt of v�ew) some d�ff�culty �n contend�ng that �t cannot l�kew�se
move or act w�thout be�ng �nfluenced by an extraneous M�nd. If, on
the other hand, w�th the Ideal�st we treat the not�on of matter w�thout
m�nd as an un�ntell�g�ble abstract�on, that l�ne of thought would
prepare us to see �n force noth�ng but a mode of mental act�on. The
Ideal�st who has already �dent�f�ed matter w�th the object of thought
w�ll f�nd no d�ff�culty �n go�ng on to see �n force s�mply the act�v�ty or
express�on or object of W�ll. And �f he learns from the Phys�c�st that
we cannot �n the last resort—from the phys�cal po�nt of v�ew—
d�st�ngu�sh matter from force, that w�ll f�t �n very well w�th the
metaphys�cal pos�t�on wh�ch regards thought and w�ll as s�mply two
�nseparable aspects of the l�fe of m�nd.

And now I w�ll return once more for a moment to the �deal�st�c
argument. I have no doubt that many of you w�ll have felt a d�ff�culty



�n accept�ng the pos�t�on that the world w�th wh�ch we come �n
contact �s merely a state of our own or anybody else's
consc�ousness. It �s so obv�ous that �n our exper�ence we are �n
contact w�th a world wh�ch we do not create; wh�ch �s what �t �s
whether we l�ke �t or not; wh�ch opposes �tself at every turn to our
des�res and {50} �ncl�nat�ons. You may have been conv�nced that we
know noth�ng of any external world except the effects wh�ch �t
produces upon consc�ousness. But, you w�ll say to yourselves, there
must have been someth�ng to cause these effects. You are perfectly
r�ght �n so th�nk�ng. Certa�nly �n our exper�ence of the world we are �n
contact w�th a Real�ty wh�ch �s not any state of our own m�nd, a
Real�ty wh�ch we do not create but s�mply d�scover, a Real�ty from
wh�ch are der�ved the sensat�ons wh�ch we cannot help feel�ng, and
the objects wh�ch we cannot help th�nk�ng. So far you are qu�te r�ght.
But very often, when the Real�st �ns�sts that there must be someth�ng
to cause �n my m�nd th�s appearance, wh�ch I call my consc�ousness
of a table, he assumes all the wh�le that th�s someth�ng—the real
table, the table �n �tself—�s there, �ns�de or beh�nd the phenomenal
table that I actually see and feel; out there, �n space. But �f we were
r�ght �n our analys�s of space, �f we were r�ght �n argu�ng that space �s
made up of �ntellectual relat�ons[7] and that {51} �ntellectual relat�ons
can have no be�ng and no mean�ng except �n and for a m�nd wh�ch
apprehends them, then �t �s obv�ous that you must not th�nk of th�s
Real�ty wh�ch �s the cause of our exper�ence of external objects, as
be�ng there, as occupy�ng space, as be�ng 'external.' If space be a
form of our thought, or (�n Kant�an language) a form of our sens�b�l�ty,
then the Real�ty wh�ch �s to have an ex�stence �n �tself, cannot be �n
space. A real�ty wh�ch �s not �n space can no longer be thought of as
matter: whatever else matter (as commonly conce�ved) means, �t �s
certa�nly someth�ng wh�ch occup�es space. Now we know of no k�nd
of ex�stence wh�ch �s not �n space except M�nd. On the �deal�st�c v�ew
to wh�ch I have been endeavour�ng to lead you, we are, �ndeed,
just�f�ed �n say�ng that there �s a Real�ty wh�ch �s the underly�ng
cause or ground of our exper�ences, but that that Real�ty �s one
wh�ch we may descr�be as Thought no less than as W�ll.



It may �nterest some of you to know how near one who �s often
cons�dered the typ�cal representat�ve of natural�st�c, �f not
mater�al�st�c, modes of thought, ult�mately came to accept�ng th�s
�dent�f�cat�on. Let me read to you a passage from one of Mr.
Spencer's later works—the th�rd volume of h�s Soc�ology:—

'Th�s transf�gurat�on, wh�ch the �nqu�r�es of phys�c�sts cont�nually
�ncrease, �s a�ded by that other {52} transf�gurat�on result�ng from
metaphys�cal �nqu�r�es. Subject�ve analys�s compels us to adm�t that
our sc�ent�f�c �nterpretat�ons of the phenomena wh�ch objects
present, are expressed �n terms of our own var�ously-comb�ned
sensat�ons and �deas—are expressed, that �s, �n elements belong�ng
to consc�ousness, wh�ch are but symbols of the someth�ng beyond
consc�ousness. Though analys�s afterwards re�nstates our pr�m�t�ve
bel�efs, to the extent of show�ng that beh�nd every group of
phenomenal man�festat�ons there �s always a nexus, wh�ch �s the
real�ty that rema�ns f�xed am�d appearances wh�ch are var�able;[1]
yet we are shown that th�s nexus of real�ty �s for ever �naccess�ble to
consc�ousness. And when, once more, we remember that the
act�v�t�es const�tut�ng consc�ousness, be�ng r�gorously bounded,
cannot br�ng �n among themselves the act�v�t�es beyond the bounds,
wh�ch therefore seem unconsc�ous, though product�on of e�ther by
the other seems to �mply that they are of the same essent�al nature;
th�s necess�ty we are under to th�nk of the external energy �n terms of
the �nternal energy, g�ves rather a sp�r�tual�st�c than a mater�al�st�c
aspect to the Un�verse: further thought, however, obl�g�ng us to
recogn�ze the truth that a concept�on g�ven �n phenomenal
man�festat�ons of th�s ult�mate energy can �n no w�se show us what �t
�s.'[8]

Now, I th�nk th�s �s one of the passages wh�ch would just�fy Mr.
Bradley's well-known ep�gram, that Mr. Herbert Spencer has told us
more about the Unknowable than the rashest of theolog�ans has
ever ventured to tell us about God.

{53}



Even Kant, who �s largely respons�ble for the m�stakes about
Causal�ty aga�nst wh�ch th�s lecture has been a protest—I mean the
tendency to resolve �t �nto necessary connex�on—d�d �n the end
come to adm�t that �n the large resort we come �nto contact w�th
Causal�ty only �n our own W�lls. I owe the reference to Professor
Ward, and w�ll quote the paragraph �n wh�ch he �ntroduces �t:—

'Presentat�on, Feel�ng, Conat�on, are ever one �nseparable whole,
and advance cont�nuously to h�gher and h�gher forms. But for the
fact that psychology was �n the f�rst �nstance stud�ed, not for �ts own
sake, but �n subserv�ence to speculat�on, th�s card�nal �mportance of
act�v�ty would not have been so long overlooked. We should not
have heard so much of pass�ve sensat�ons and so l�ttle of act�ve
movements. It �s espec�ally �nterest�ng to f�nd that even Kant at
length—�n h�s latest work, the posthumous treat�se on the Connex�on
of Phys�cs and Metaphys�cs, only recently d�scovered and publ�shed
—came to see the fundamental character of voluntary movement. I
w�ll venture to quote one sentence: "We should not recogn�se the
mov�ng forces of matter, not even through exper�ence, �f we were not
consc�ous of our own act�v�ty �n ourselves exert�ng acts of repuls�on,
approx�mat�on, etc." But to Ma�ne de B�ran, often called the French
Kant, to Schopenhauer, and, f�nally, to our own Br�t�sh psycholog�sts,
Brown, Ham�lton, Ba�n, Spencer, �s espec�ally due the mer�t of see�ng
the paramount �mportance of the act�ve s�de of exper�ence. To th�s
then pr�mar�ly, and not to any merely {54} �ntellectual funct�on, we
may safely refer the category of causal�ty.'[9]

I may add that Professor Ward's Natural�sm and Agnost�c�sm, from
wh�ch I have quoted, const�tutes the most br�ll�ant and �mportant
modern defence of the doctr�ne wh�ch I have endeavoured very
�nadequately to set before you �n th�s lecture.

It �s a remarkable fact that the typ�cal exponent of popular so-called
'sc�ent�f�c' Agnost�c�sm, and the founder of that h�gher metaphys�cal
Agnost�c�sm wh�ch has played so large a part �n the h�story of
modern Ph�losophy, should before the�r deaths have both made



confess�ons wh�ch really amount to an abjurat�on of all Agnost�c�sm.
If the ult�mate Real�ty �s to be thought of as a rat�onal W�ll, analogous
to the w�ll wh�ch each of us �s consc�ous of h�mself hav�ng or be�ng,
he �s no longer the Unknown or the Unknowable, but the God of
Rel�g�on, who has revealed H�mself �n the consc�ousness of man,
'made �n the �mage of God.' What more about H�mself we may also
hold to be revealed �n the human sp�r�t, I hope to cons�der �n our next
lecture. But, meanwh�le, a word may be uttered �n answer to the
quest�on wh�ch may very probably be asked—Is God a Person? A
complete answer to the quest�on would �nvolve elaborate
d�scuss�ons, but for our present purpose the quest�on may be
answered very {55} br�efly. If we are just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng of God after
the analogy of a human soul—�f we are just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng of H�m as
a self-consc�ous Be�ng who th�nks, feels, and w�lls, and who �s,
moreover (�f I may a l�ttle ant�c�pate the subject of our next lecture) �n
relat�on w�th, capable of lov�ng and be�ng loved by other such be�ngs
—then �t seems most natural to speak of God's ex�stence as
personal. For to be a self-consc�ous be�ng—consc�ous of �tself and
other be�ngs, th�nk�ng, w�ll�ng, feel�ng, lov�ng—�s what we mean by
be�ng a person. If any one prefers to speak of God as 'super-
personal,' there �s no great object�on to so do�ng, prov�ded that
phrase �s not made (as �t often �s) an excuse for really th�nk�ng of
God after the analogy of some k�nd of ex�stence lower than that of
persons—as a force, an unconsc�ous substance, or merely a name
for the total�ty of th�ngs. But for myself, I prefer to say that our own
self-consc�ousness g�ves us only an �deal of the h�ghest type of
ex�stence wh�ch �t nevertheless very �mperfectly sat�sf�es, and
therefore I would rather th�nk God �s a Person �n a far truer, h�gher,
more complete sense than that �n wh�ch any human be�ng can be a
person. God alone fully real�zes the �deal of Personal�ty. The
essence of Personal�ty �s someth�ng pos�t�ve: �t s�gn�f�es to us the
h�ghest k�nd of be�ng w�th�n our knowledge—not (as �s too often
supposed) the mere l�m�tat�ons {56} and restra�nts wh�ch
character�ze human consc�ous l�fe as we know �t �n ourselves. If we
are just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng of God after the analogy of the h�ghest
ex�stence w�th�n our knowledge, we had better call H�m a Person.
The word �s no doubt �nadequate to the real�ty, as �s all the language



that we can employ about God; but �t �s at least more adequate than
the terms employed by those who scruple to speak of God as a
Person. It �s at least more adequate and more �ntell�gent than to
speak of H�m as a force, a substance, a 'someth�ng not ourselves
wh�ch makes for r�ghteousness.' Th�ngs do not 'make for
r�ghteousness'; and �n us�ng the term Person we shall at least make
�t clear that we do not th�nk of H�m as a 'th�ng,' or a collect�on of
th�ngs, or a vague substratum of th�ngs, or even a mere total�ty of
m�nds l�ke our own.[10]

LITERATURE

As has been expla�ned �n th�s Lecture, many �deal�st�c wr�ters who
�ns�st upon the necess�ty of God as a un�versal, know�ng M�nd to
expla�n both the ex�stence of the world and our knowledge of �t, are
more or less amb�guous about the quest�on whether the d�v�ne M�nd
�s to be thought of as w�ll�ng or caus�ng the world, though passages
occur �n the wr�t�ngs of most of them wh�ch tend �n th�s d�rect�on.
'God {57} must be thought of as creat�ng the objects of h�s own
thought' �s a perfectly orthodox Hegel�an formula. Among the
�deal�st�c wr�ters (bes�des Berkeley) who correct th�s—as �t seems to
me—one-s�ded tendency, and who accept on the whole the v�ew of
the d�v�ne Causal�ty taken �n th�s Lecture, may be ment�oned Lotze,
the 9th Book of whose M�crocosmus (translated by M�ss El�zabeth
Ham�lton and M�ss Constance Jones) or the th�rd Book of h�s Log�c
(translat�on ed. by Prof. Bosanquet), may very well be read by
themselves (h�s v�ews may also be stud�ed �n h�s short Ph�losophy of
Rel�g�on—two translat�ons, by the late Mrs. Conybeare and by
Professor Ladd); Pfle�derer, Ph�losophy and Development of
Rel�g�on, espec�ally chapter v.; and Professor Ward's Natural�sm and
Agnost�c�sm.

Among the non-�deal�st�c wr�ters who have based the�r argument for
the ex�stence of God ma�nly or largely upon the cons�derat�on that
Causal�ty �s un�ntell�g�ble apart from a rat�onal W�ll, may be
ment�oned—among older wr�ters Re�d, Essays on the Act�ve Powers



of Man, Essay I. (espec�ally chapter v.), and among more recent
ones Mart�neau, A Study of Rel�g�on. Fl�nt's The�sm may be
recommended as one of the best attempts to state the the�st�c case
w�th a m�n�mum of techn�cal Metaphys�c.

Two l�ttle books by Professor Andrew Seth (now Seth Pr�ngle-
Patt�son), though not pr�mar�ly occup�ed w�th the rel�g�ous problem,
may be ment�oned as very useful �ntroduct�ons to Ph�losophy—The
Scott�sh Ph�losophers and Hegel�an�sm and Personal�ty.

[1] Of course deeply rel�g�ous men l�ke Green who have held th�s
v�ew d�d not adm�t, or d�d not real�ze, such consequences. The
tendency here cr�t�c�zed �s undoubtedly der�ved from Hegel, but
passages suggest�ve of the oppos�te v�ew can be extracted from h�s
wr�t�ngs, e.g.: 'God, however, as subject�ve Power, �s not s�mply w�ll,
�ntent�on, etc., but rather �mmed�ate Cause' (Ph�losophy of Rel�g�on,
Eng. trans., ��. p. 129).

[2] The �dea of Causal�ty was by Kant �dent�f�ed w�th the �dea of
log�cal connex�on, �.e. the relat�on of the prem�sses of a syllog�sm to
�ts conclus�on; but th�s does not �nvolve t�me at all, and t�me �s
essent�al to the �dea of Causal�ty. For an adm�rable v�nd�cat�on of our
�mmed�ate consc�ousness of Causal�ty see Professor Stout's chapter
on 'The Concept of Mental Act�v�ty' �n Analyt�c Psychology (Book II.
chap. �.).

[3] Excurs�on, Book IV.

[4] For the further development of th�s argument see Lecture IV.

[5] See espec�ally the earl�er chapters of The Ph�losophy of the
Unconsc�ous (translated by W. C. Coupland).

[6] Of course passages can be quoted from Hegel h�mself wh�ch
suggest the �dea that God �s W�ll as well as Thought; I am speak�ng
of the general tendency of Hegel and many of h�s d�sc�ples. Some



recent Hegel�ans, such as Professor Boyce, seem to be less open to
th�s cr�t�c�sm, but there are d�ff�cult�es �n th�nk�ng of God as W�ll and
yet cont�nu�ng to speak of ult�mate Real�ty as out of T�me.

[7] It may be objected that th�s �s true only of 'conceptual space' (that
�s, the space of Geometry), but not of 'perceptual space,' �.e. space
as �t presents �tself �n a ch�ld's percept�on of an object. The
d�st�nct�on �s no doubt from many po�nts of v�ew �mportant, but we
must not speak of 'conceptual space' and 'perceptual space' as �f
they had noth�ng to do w�th one another. If the relat�ons of
conceptual space were not �n some sense conta�ned or �mpl�ed �n
our percept�ons, no amount of abstract�on or reflect�on could get the
relat�ons out of them.

[8] Soc�ology, vol. ���. p. 172.

[9] Natural�sm and Agnost�c�sm, vol. ��. pp. 191-2.

[10] For a further d�scuss�on of the subject the reader may be
referred to my essay on 'Personal�ty �n God and Man' �n Personal
Ideal�sm.

{58}

LECTURE III

GOD AND THE MORAL CONSCIOUSNESS

A course of purely metaphys�cal reason�ng has led us up to the �dea
of God—that �s to say, of a consc�ous and rat�onal M�nd and W�ll for
wh�ch the world ex�sts and by wh�ch that world and all other sp�r�ts
are caused to ex�st. I have passed over a host of d�ff�cult�es—the
relat�on of God to t�me, the quest�on whether or �n what sense the
world may be supposed to have a beg�nn�ng and an end, the
quest�on of the relat�on �n wh�ch God, the un�versal M�nd, stands to



other m�nds, the quest�on of Free-w�ll. These are d�ff�cult�es wh�ch
would �nvolve elaborate metaphys�cal d�scuss�ons: I shall return to
some of them �n a later lecture. It must suff�ce for the present to say
that more than one answer to many of these quest�ons m�ght
conce�vably be g�ven cons�stently w�th the v�ew of the d�v�ne nature
wh�ch I have contended for. All that I need �ns�st on for my present
purpose �s—

(1) That God �s personal �n the sense that He �s a {59} self-
consc�ous, th�nk�ng, w�ll�ng, feel�ng Be�ng, d�st�ngu�shable from each
and all less perfect m�nds.

(2) That all other m�nds are �n some sense brought �nto be�ng by the
d�v�ne M�nd, wh�le at the same t�me they have such a resemblance
to, or commun�ty of nature w�th, the�r source that they may be
regarded as not mere creat�ons but as �n some sense reproduct�ons,
more or less �mperfect, of that source, approx�mat�ng �n var�ous
degrees to that �deal of Personal�ty wh�ch �s real�sed perfectly �n God
alone. In proport�on as they approx�mate to that �deal, they are
causes of the�r own act�ons, and can cla�m for themselves the k�nd of
causal�ty wh�ch we attr�bute �n �ts perfect�on to God. I content myself
now w�th cla�m�ng for the developed, rat�onal human self a measure
of freedom to the extent wh�ch I have just def�ned—that �t �s the real
cause of �ts own act�ons. It �s capable of self-determ�nat�on. The
man's act�ons are determ�ned by h�s character. That �s qu�te
cons�stent w�th the adm�ss�on that God �s the ult�mate cause of a self
of such and such a character com�ng �nto ex�stence at such and
such a t�me.

(3) I w�ll not say that the concept�on of those who regard the human
m�nd as l�terally a part of the d�v�ne, so that the human
consc�ousness �s �n no sense outs�de of the d�v�ne, �s necessar�ly, for
those who hold �t, �ncons�stent w�th the concept�on of {60} personal�ty
both �n God and man: I w�ll only say that I do not myself understand
such an assert�on. I regard the human m�nd as der�ved from God,
but not as be�ng part of God. Further d�scuss�on of th�s quest�on I
reserve for my next lecture.



We have led up to the �dea of God's ex�stence. But so far we have
d�scovered noth�ng at all about H�s character or purposes. And �t �s
clear that w�thout some such knowledge the bel�ef �n God could be of
l�ttle or no value from any rel�g�ous or moral po�nt of v�ew. How are
we to learn anyth�ng about the character of God? I �mag�ne that at
the present day few people w�ll attempt to prove the goodness or
benevolence of God from an emp�r�cal exam�nat�on of the facts of
Nature or of H�story. There �s, no doubt, much �n H�story and �n
Nature to suggest the �dea of Benevolence, but there �s much to
suggest a d�rectly oppos�te conclus�on. Few of us at the present day
are l�kely to be much �mpressed by the argument wh�ch Paley bases
upon the ex�stence of the l�ttle apparatus �n the throat by wh�ch �t �s
benevolently arranged that, though constantly on the po�nt of be�ng
choked by our food, we hardly ever are choked. I cannot help
rem�nd�ng you of the character�st�c passage: 'Cons�der a c�ty-feast,'
he excla�ms, 'what manducat�on, what deglut�t�on, and yet not one
Alderman choked �n a century!' Such arguments look at the matter
from the po�nt {61} of v�ew of the Alderman: the po�nt of v�ew of the
turtle and the turkey �s ent�rely forgotten. I would not for a moment
speak d�srespectfully of the argument from des�gn. Darw�n�sm has
changed �ts form, but anybody who reads Edouard von Hartmann's
Ph�losophy of the Unconsc�ous �s not l�kely to r�se from �ts perusal
w�th the �dea that the ev�dences of des�gn have been destroyed by
Darw�n�sm, whatever he may th�nk of Hartmann's strange conclus�on
that the des�gn can be expla�ned by the operat�on of an unconsc�ous
M�nd or W�ll. The ph�losoph�cal argument of Mr. R. B. Haldane �n The
Pathway to Real�ty,[1] and the purely b�olog�cal argument of Dr. John
Haldane �n h�s two lectures on L�fe and Mechan�sm, and st�ll more
recently the br�ll�ant and very �mportant work of M. Bergson,
L'Évolut�on Creatr�ce have, as �t seems to me, abundantly shown
that �t �s as �mposs�ble as ever �t was to expla�n even the growth of a
plant w�thout suppos�ng that �n �t and all organ�c Nature there �s a
str�v�ng towards an end. But the argument from des�gn, though �t
test�f�es to purpose �n the Un�verse, tells us noth�ng about the nature
of that purpose. Purpose �s one th�ng; benevolent purpose �s
another. Nobody's est�mate of the comparat�ve amount of happ�ness
and m�sery �n the world �s worth much; but for my own part, �f I



trusted s�mply to emp�r�cal ev�dence, {62} I should not be d�sposed to
do more than sl�ghtly attenuate the pess�m�sm of the Pess�m�sts. At
all events, Nature �s far too 'red �n tooth and claw' to perm�t of our
bas�ng an argument for a benevolent de�ty upon a contemplat�on of
the facts of an�mal and human l�fe. There �s but one source from
wh�ch such an �dea can poss�bly be der�ved—from the ev�dence of
our own moral consc�ousness.

Our moral �deals are the work of Reason. That the happ�ness of
many ought to be preferred to the happ�ness of one, that pleasure �s
better than pa�n, that goodness �s of more value than pleasure, that
some pleasures are better than others—such judgements are as
much the work of our own Reason, they are as much self-ev�dent
truths, as the truth that two and two make four, or that A cannot be
both B and not B at the same t�me, or that two stra�ght l�nes cannot
enclose a space. We have every r�ght to assume that such truths
hold good for God as well as for man. If such Ideal�sm as I have
endeavoured to lead you to �s well founded, the m�nd wh�ch knows
comes from God, and therefore the knowledge wh�ch that m�nd
possesses must also be taken as an �mperfect or fragmentary
reproduct�on of God's knowledge. And the The�st who rejects
Ideal�sm but adm�ts the ex�stence of self-ev�dent truths w�ll be
equally just�f�ed �n assum�ng that, for God as well as for man, two
and two must make {63} four. We have just as much r�ght to assume
that our moral �deas—our �deas of value—must come from God too.
For God too, as for us, there must ex�st the �dea, the ult�mate
category of the good; and our judgements of value—judgements that
such and such an end �s good or worth str�v�ng for—�n so far as they
are true judgements, must be supposed to represent H�s
judgements. We are consc�ous, �n proport�on as we are rat�onal, of
pursu�ng ends wh�ch we judge to be good. If such judgements reveal
God's judgements, God must be supposed to a�m l�kew�se at an
�deal of good—the same �deal wh�ch �s revealed to us by our moral
judgements. In these judgements then we have a revelat�on, the only
poss�ble revelat�on, of the character of God. The argument wh�ch I
have suggested �s s�mply a somewhat exacter statement of the
popular �dea that Consc�ence �s the vo�ce of God.



Further to v�nd�cate the �dea of the ex�stence, author�ty, object�ve
val�d�ty of Consc�ence would lead us too far away �nto the reg�on of
Moral Ph�losophy for our present subject. I w�ll only attempt very
br�efly to guard aga�nst some poss�ble m�sunderstand�ngs, and to
meet some obv�ous object�ons:

(1) It need hardly be po�nted out that the assert�on of the ex�stence of
the Moral Consc�ousness �s not �n the sl�ghtest degree �ncons�stent
w�th recogn�s�ng �ts gradual growth and development. The {64} moral
faculty, l�ke every other faculty or aspect or act�v�ty of the human
soul, has grown gradually. No rat�onal man doubts the val�d�ty—no
Ideal�st doubts the a pr�or� character—of our mathemat�cal
judgements because probably monkeys and poss�bly pr�m�t�ve men
cannot count, and certa�nly cannot perform more than the very
s�mplest ar�thmet�cal operat�ons. St�ll less do we doubt the val�d�ty of
mathemat�cal reason�ng because not only ch�ldren and savages, but
somet�mes even d�st�ngu�shed class�cal scholars—a Macaulay, a
Matthew Arnold, a T. S. Evans,—were wholly �ncapable of
understand�ng very s�mple mathemat�cal arguments. Equally l�ttle do
we deny a real d�fference between harmony and d�scord because
people may be found who see no d�fference between 'God save the
K�ng' and 'Pop goes the Weasel.' Self-ev�dent truth does not mean
truth wh�ch �s ev�dent to everybody.

(2) It �s not doubted that the gradual evolut�on of our actual moral
�deas—our actual �deas about what �s r�ght or wrong �n part�cular
cases—has been largely �nfluenced by educat�on, env�ronment,
assoc�at�on, soc�al pressure, superst�t�on, perhaps natural select�on
—�n short, all the agenc�es by wh�ch natural�st�c Moral�sts try to
account for the ex�stence of Moral�ty. Even Eucl�d, or whatever h�s
modern subst�tute may be, has to be taught; but that does not show
that Geometry �s an arb�trary system {65} �nvented by the �ngen�ous
and �nterested dev�ces of those who want to get money by teach�ng
�t. Ar�thmet�c was �nvented largely as an �nstrument of commerce; but
�t could not have been �nvented �f there were really no such th�ngs as
number and quant�ty, or �f the human m�nd had no or�g�nal capac�ty
for recogn�z�ng them. Our sc�ent�f�c �deas, our pol�t�cal �deas, our



�deas upon a thousand subjects have been partly developed, partly
thwarted and d�storted �n the�r growth, by s�m�lar �nfluences. But,
however great the d�ff�culty of gett�ng r�d of these d�stort�ng
�nfluences and fac�ng such quest�ons �n a perfectly dry l�ght, nobody
suggests that object�ve truth on such matters �s non-ex�stent or for
ever unatta�nable. A cla�m for object�ve val�d�ty for the moral
judgement does not mean a cla�m for �nfall�b�l�ty on behalf of any
�nd�v�dual Consc�ence. We may make m�stakes �n Morals just as we
may make m�stakes �n Sc�ence, or even �n pure Mathemat�cs. If a
class of forty small boys are asked to do a sum, they w�ll probably
not all br�ng out the same answer: but nobody doubts that one
answer alone �s r�ght, though ar�thmet�cal capac�ty �s a var�able
quant�ty. What �s meant �s merely that, �f I am r�ght �n aff�rm�ng that
th�s �s good, you cannot be l�kew�se r�ght �n say�ng that �t �s bad: and
that we have some capac�ty—though doubtless a var�able capac�ty—
of judg�ng wh�ch �s the true {66} v�ew. Hence our moral judgements,
�n so far as they are true judgements, must be taken to be
reproduct�ons �n us of the thought of God. To show that an �dea has
been gradually developed, tells us noth�ng as to �ts truth or falsehood
—one way or the other.

(3) In compar�ng the self-ev�dence of moral to that of mathemat�cal
judgements, �t �s not suggested that our moral judgements �n deta�l
are as certa�n, as clear and sharply def�ned, as mathemat�cal
judgements, or that they can cla�m so un�versal a consensus among
the competent. What �s meant �s merely (a) that the not�on of good �n
general �s an ult�mate category of thought; that �t conta�ns a mean�ng
�ntell�g�ble not perhaps to every �nd�v�dual human soul, but to the
normal, developed, human consc�ousness; and (b) that the ult�mate
truth of morals, �f �t �s seen at all, must be seen �mmed�ately. An
ult�mate moral truth cannot be deduced from, or proved by, any other
truth. You cannot prove that pleasure �s better than pa�n, or that
v�rtue �s better than pleasure, to any one who judges d�fferently. It
does not follow that all men have an equally clear and del�cate moral
consc�ousness. The power of d�scr�m�nat�ng moral values d�ffers as
w�dely as the power of d�st�ngu�sh�ng mus�cal sounds, or of
apprec�at�ng what �s excellent �n mus�c. Some men may be almost or



altogether w�thout such a power of moral d�scr�m�nat�on, just as
some men are wholly {67} dest�tute of an ear for mus�c; wh�le the
h�gher degrees of moral apprec�at�on are the possess�on of the few
rather than of the many. Moral �ns�ght �s not possessed by all men �n
equal measure. Moral gen�us �s as rare as any other k�nd of gen�us.

(4) When we attr�bute Moral�ty to God, �t �s not meant that the
conduct wh�ch �s r�ght for men �n deta�l ought to be or could poss�bly
�n all cases be pract�sed by God. It �s a ch�ld�sh object�on (though �t �s
somet�mes made by modern ph�losophers who should know better)
to allege w�th Ar�stotle that God cannot be supposed to make or
keep contracts. And �n the same way, when we cla�m un�versal
val�d�ty for our moral judgements, we do not mean that the rules
su�table for human conduct would be the same for be�ngs d�fferently
organ�zed and const�tuted. Our rules of sexual Moral�ty are clearly
appl�cable only to sexually const�tuted be�ngs. What �s meant �n
assert�ng that these rules are un�versally and object�vely val�d �s that
these are the rules wh�ch every rat�onal �ntell�gence, �n proport�on as
�t �s rat�onal, w�ll recogn�ze as be�ng su�table, or conduc�ve to the
�deal l�fe, �n be�ngs const�tuted as we are. The truth that permanent
monogamous marr�age represents the true type of sexual relat�ons
for human be�ngs w�ll be none the less an object�vely val�d eth�cal
truth, because the lower an�mals are below �t, wh�le super�or be�ngs,
{68} �t may be, are above �t. Un�versal love �s none the less the
absolute moral �deal because �t would be absurd to say that beasts
of prey do wrong �n devour�ng other creatures, or because war �s
somet�mes necessary as a means to the end of love at our present
�mperfect stage of soc�al and �ntellectual development. The means to
the h�ghest good vary w�th c�rcumstances; the amount of good that �s
atta�nable �n such and such c�rcumstances var�es also; consequently
the r�ght course of conduct w�ll be d�fferent for be�ngs d�fferently
const�tuted or placed under d�fferent c�rcumstances: but the
pr�nc�ples wh�ch, �n the v�ew of a perfect �ntell�gence, would
determ�ne what �s the r�ght course for d�fferent be�ngs �n d�fferent
c�rcumstances w�ll be always the same. The ult�mate pr�nc�ples of
our moral judgement, e.g. that love �s better than hate, are just as
appl�cable to God as they are to us. Our concept�on of the h�ghest



good may be �nadequate; but we certa�nly shall not atta�n to greater
adequacy, or a nearer approach to ult�mate truth, by flatly
contrad�ct�ng our own moral judgements. It would be just as
reasonable to argue that because the law of grav�tat�on m�ght be
proved, from the po�nt of v�ew of the h�ghest knowledge, to be an
�nadequate statement of the truth, and all �nadequacy �nvolves some
error, therefore we had better assume that from the po�nt of v�ew of
God there �s no d�fference whatever {69} between attract�on and
repuls�on. All arguments for what �s called a 'super-moral' De�ty or a
'super-moral' Absolute are open to th�s fatal object�on: moral
judgements cannot poss�bly rest upon anyth�ng but the moral
consc�ousness, and yet these doctr�nes contrad�ct the moral
consc�ousness. The �dea of good �s der�ved from the moral
consc�ousness. When a man declares that from the po�nt of v�ew of
the Un�verse all th�ngs are very good, he gets the �dea of good from
h�s own moral consc�ousness, and �s assum�ng the object�ve val�d�ty
of �ts d�ctates. H�s judgement �s an eth�cal judgement as much as
m�ne when I say that to me some th�ngs �n th�s world appear very
bad. If he �s not ent�tled to assume the val�d�ty of h�s eth�cal
judgements, h�s propos�t�on �s false or mean�ngless. If he �s ent�tled
to assume the�r val�d�ty, why should he d�strust that same moral
consc�ousness when �t aff�rms (as �t undoubtedly does) that pa�n and
s�n are for ever bad, and not (as our 'super-moral' Rel�g�on�sts
suggest) add�t�onal art�st�c touches wh�ch only add to the aesthet�c
effect of the whole?

I shall now proceed to develop some of the consequences wh�ch (as
�t appears to me) flow from the doctr�ne that our bel�ef �n the
goodness of God �s an �nference from our own moral consc�ousness:

(1) It throws l�ght on the relat�ons between Rel�g�on and Moral�ty. The
champ�ons of eth�cal {70} educat�on as a subst�tute for Rel�g�on and
of eth�cal soc�et�es as a subst�tute for Churches are fond of assum�ng
that Rel�g�on �s not only unnecessary to, but actually destruct�ve of,
the �ntr�ns�c author�ty of the moral law. If we supposed w�th a few
theolog�ans �n the most degenerate per�ods of Theology (w�th
W�ll�am of Occam, some extreme Calv�n�sts, and a few e�ghteenth-



century d�v�nes l�ke Archdeacon Paley) that act�ons are r�ght or
wrong merely because w�lled by God—mean�ng by God s�mply a
powerful be�ng w�thout goodness or moral character, then
undoubtedly the Secular�sts would be r�ght. If a rel�g�ous Moral�ty
�mpl�es that V�rtue means merely (�n Paley's words) 'the do�ng good
to mank�nd �n obed�ence to the w�ll of God and for the sake of
everlast�ng happ�ness' (so that �f God were to w�ll murder and
adultery, those pract�ces would forthw�th become mer�tor�ous), then
undoubtedly �t would be better to teach Moral�ty w�thout Rel�g�on than
w�th �t. But that �s a car�cature of the true teach�ng of Chr�st or of any
cons�derable Chr�st�an theolog�an. Undoubtedly we must assert what
�s called the '�ndependence' of the moral judgement. The judgement
'to love �s better than to hate' has a mean�ng complete �n �tself, wh�ch
conta�ns no reference whatever to any theolog�cal presuppos�t�on. It
�s a judgement wh�ch �s, and wh�ch can �ntell�g�bly be, made by
people of all rel�g�ons or of none. But {71} we may st�ll ra�se the
quest�on whether the val�d�ty of that judgement can be defended
w�thout theolog�cal �mpl�cat�ons. And I am prepared most d�st�nctly to
ma�nta�n that �t cannot. These moral judgements cla�m object�ve
val�d�ty. When we say 'th�s �s r�ght,' we do not mean merely 'I
approve th�s course of conduct,' 'th�s conduct g�ves me a thr�ll of
sat�sfact�on, a "feel�ng of approbat�on," a pleasure of the moral
sense.' If that were all that was meant, �t would be perfectly poss�ble
that another person m�ght feel an equally sat�sfactory glow of
approbat�on at conduct of a prec�sely oppos�te character w�thout
e�ther of them be�ng wrong. A bull-f�ght f�lls most Span�ards w�th
feel�ngs of l�vely approbat�on, and most Engl�shmen w�th feel�ngs of
acute d�sapprobat�on. If such moral judgements were mere feel�ngs,
ne�ther of them would be wrong. There could be no quest�on of
object�ve r�ghtness or wrongness. Mustard �s not object�vely n�ce or
object�vely nasty: �t �s s�mply n�ce to some people and nasty to
others. The mustard-lover has no r�ght to condemn the mustard-
hater, or the mustard-hater the mustard-lover. If Moral�ty were merely
a matter of feel�ng or emot�on, act�ons would not be object�vely r�ght
or object�vely wrong; but s�mply r�ght to some people, wrong to
others. Hume would be r�ght �n hold�ng the moral�ty of an act�on to
cons�st s�mply �n the pleasure �t g�ves to the person who {72}



contemplates �t. R�ghtness thus becomes s�mply a name for the fact
of soc�al approbat�on.[2] And yet surely the very heart of the
aff�rmat�on wh�ch the moral consc�ousness makes �n each of us �s
that r�ght and wrong are not matters of mere subject�ve feel�ng.
When I assert 'th�s �s r�ght,' I do not cla�m personal �nfall�b�l�ty. I may,
�ndeed, be wrong, as I may be wrong �n my pol�t�cal or sc�ent�f�c
theor�es. But I do mean that I th�nk I am r�ght; and that, �f I am r�ght,
you cannot also be r�ght when you aff�rm that th�s same act�on �s
wrong. Th�s object�ve val�d�ty �s the very core and centre of the �dea
of Duty or moral obl�gat�on. That �s why �t �s so �mportant to assert
that moral judgements are the work of Reason, not of a supposed
moral sense or any other k�nd of feel�ng. Feel�ngs may vary �n
d�fferent men w�thout any of them be�ng �n the wrong; red really �s
the same as green to a colour-bl�nd person. What we mean when we
talk about the ex�stence of Duty �s that th�ngs are r�ght or wrong, no
matter what you or I th�nk about them—that the laws of Moral�ty {73}
are qu�te as much �ndependent of my personal l�k�ngs and d�sl�k�ngs
as the phys�cal laws of Nature. That �s what �s meant by the
'object�v�ty' of the moral law.

Now, the quest�on ar�ses—'Can such an object�v�ty be asserted by
those who take a purely mater�al�st�c or natural�st�c v�ew of the
Un�verse?' Whatever our metaphys�cal theor�es about the nature of
Real�ty may be, we can �n pract�ce have no d�ff�culty �n the reg�on of
Phys�cal Sc�ence about recogn�z�ng an object�ve real�ty of some k�nd
wh�ch �s other than my mere th�nk�ng about �t. That f�re w�ll burn
whether I th�nk so or not �s pract�cally recogn�zed by persons of all
metaphys�cal persuas�ons. If I say 'I can cloy the hungry edge of
appet�te by bare �mag�nat�on of a feast,' I try the exper�ment, and I
fa�l. I �mag�ne the feast, but I am hungry st�ll: and �f I pers�st �n the
exper�ment, I d�e. But what do we mean when we say that th�ngs are
r�ght or wrong whether I th�nk them so or not, that the Moral Law
ex�sts outs�de me and �ndependently of my th�nk�ng about �t? Where
and how does th�s moral law ex�st? The phys�cal laws of Nature may
be supposed by the Mater�al�st or the Real�st somehow to ex�st �n
matter: to the Metaphys�c�an there may be d�ff�cult�es �n such a v�ew,
but the d�ff�cult�es are not obv�ous to common-sense. But surely



(whatever may be thought about phys�cal laws) the moral law, {74}
wh�ch expresses not any matter of phys�cal fact but what ought to be
thought of acts, cannot be supposed to ex�st �n a purely mater�al
Un�verse. An 'ought' can ex�st only �n and for a m�nd. In what m�nd,
then, does the moral law ex�st? As a matter of fact, d�fferent people's
moral judgements contrad�ct one another. And the consc�ousness of
no l�v�ng man can well be supposed to be a flawless reflect�on of the
absolute moral �deal. On a non-the�st�c v�ew of the Un�verse, then,
the moral law cannot well be thought of as hav�ng any actual
ex�stence. The object�ve val�d�ty of the moral law can �ndeed be and
no doubt �s asserted, bel�eved �n, acted upon w�thout reference to
any theolog�cal creed; but �t cannot be defended or fully just�f�ed
w�thout the pre-suppos�t�on of The�sm. What we mean by an
object�ve law �s that the moral law �s a part of the ult�mate nature of
th�ngs, on a level w�th the laws of phys�cal nature, and �t cannot be
that, unless we assume that law to be an express�on of the same
m�nd �n wh�ch phys�cal laws or�g�nate. The �dea of duty, when
analysed, �mpl�es the �dea of God. Whatever else Plato meant by the
'�dea of the good,' th�s at least was one of h�s mean�ngs—that the
moral law has �ts source �n the source of all Real�ty.

And therefore at bottom popular feel�ng �s r�ght �n hold�ng that
rel�g�ous bel�ef �s necessary to Moral�ty. Of course I do not mean to
say that, were {75} rel�g�ous bel�ef to d�sappear from the world,
Moral�ty would d�sappear too. But I do th�nk Moral�ty would become
qu�te a d�fferent th�ng from what �t has been for the h�gher levels of
rel�g�ous thought and feel�ng. The best men would no doubt go on
act�ng up to the�r own h�ghest �deal just as �f �t d�d possess object�ve
val�d�ty, no matter how unable they m�ght be to reconc�le the�r
pract�cal w�th the�r speculat�ve bel�efs. But �t would not be so for the
many—or perhaps even for the few �n the�r moments of weakness
and temptat�on, when once the consequences of purely natural�st�c
Eth�cs were thoroughly adm�tted and real�zed. The only k�nd of
object�ve val�d�ty wh�ch can be recogn�zed on a purely natural�st�c
v�ew of Eth�cs �s conform�ty to publ�c op�n�on. The tendency of all
natural�st�c Eth�cs �s to make a God of publ�c op�n�on. And �f no other
de�ty were recogn�zed, such a God would assuredly not be w�thout



worsh�ppers. And yet the strongest temptat�on to most of us �s the
temptat�on to follow a debased publ�c op�n�on—the op�n�on of our
age, our class, our party. Apart from fa�th �n a perfectly r�ghteous
God whose commands are, however �mperfectly, revealed �n the
�nd�v�dual Consc�ence, we can f�nd no really val�d reason why the
�nd�v�dual should act on h�s own sense of what �s �ntr�ns�cally r�ght,
even when he f�nds h�mself an 'Athanas�us contra mundum,' and
when h�s own personal l�k�ngs and �ncl�nat�ons {76} and �nterests are
on the s�de of the world. Kant was at bottom r�ght, though perhaps
he d�d not g�ve the strongest reasons for h�s pos�t�on, �n mak�ng the
�dea of God a postulate of Moral�ty.

From a more d�rectly pract�cal po�nt of v�ew I need hardly po�nt out
how much eas�er �t �s to feel towards the moral law the reverence
that we ought to feel when we bel�eve that that law �s embod�ed �n a
personal W�ll. Not only �s rel�g�ous Moral�ty not opposed to the �dea
of duty for duty's sake: �t �s speculat�vely the only reasonable bas�s of
�t; pract�cally and emot�onally the great safeguard of �t. And whatever
may be thought of the poss�b�l�ty of a speculat�ve defence of such an
�dea w�thout The�sm, the pract�cal d�ff�culty of teach�ng �t—espec�ally
to ch�ldren, uneducated and unreflect�ve persons—seems to be qu�te
�nsuperable.[3] In more than one country �n wh�ch rel�g�ous educat�on
has been ban�shed from the pr�mary schools, grave observers
compla�n that the �dea of Duty seems to be suffer�ng an ecl�pse �n
the m�nds of the r�s�ng {77} generat�on; some of them add that �n
those lands cr�me �s stead�ly on the �ncrease. Catech�sms of c�v�l
duty and the l�ke have not h�therto proved very sat�sfactory
subst�tutes for the old teach�ng about the fear of God. Would that �t
were more frequently remembered on both s�des of our educat�onal
squabbles that the supreme object of all rel�g�ous educat�on should
be to �nst�l �nto ch�ldren's m�nds �n the closest poss�ble connex�on the
tw�n �deas of God and of Duty!

(2) I have tr�ed to show that the eth�cal �mportance of the �dea of God
�s pr�or to and �ndependent of any bel�ef �n the �dea of future rewards
and pun�shments or of a future l�fe, however conce�ved of. But when
the �dea of a r�ghteous God has once been accepted, the �dea of



Immortal�ty seems to me to follow from �t as a sort of corollary. If any
one on a calm rev�ew of the actual facts of the world's h�story can
suppose that such a world as ours could be the express�on of the w�ll
of a rat�onal and moral Be�ng w�thout the assumpt�on of a future l�fe
for wh�ch th�s �s a d�sc�pl�ne or educat�on or preparatory stage,
argument would be useless w�th h�m. Inveterate Opt�m�sm, l�ke
�nveterate Scept�c�sm, adm�ts of no refutat�on, but �n most m�nds
produces no conv�ct�on. For those who are conv�nced that the world
has a rat�onal end, and yet that l�fe as we see �t (taken by �tself)
cannot be that end, the hypothes�s {78} of Immortal�ty becomes a
necessary deduct�on from the�r bel�ef �n God.

I would not d�sparage the educat�ve effect of the bel�ef �n a future l�fe
even when expressed �n the crude and �nadequate metaphor of
reward and pun�shment. Few of us, I venture to th�nk, have reached
the moral level at wh�ch the bel�ef—not �n a v�nd�ct�ve, retr�but�ve,
unend�ng torment, but �n a d�sc�pl�nary or purgator�al educat�on of
souls prolonged after death—�s w�thout �ts value. At the same t�me �t
�s a mere car�cature of all h�gher rel�g�ous bel�efs when the rel�g�ous
mot�ve �s supposed to mean s�mply a fear of pun�shment and hope of
personal reward, even of the least sensuous or mater�al k�nd. Love
of goodness for �ts own sake �s for the The�st �dent�cal w�th the love
of God. Love of a Person �s a stronger force than devot�on to an
�dea; and an eth�cal concept�on of God carr�es w�th �t the �dea of
Immortal�ty.

  The wages of s�n �s death: �f the wages of V�rtue be dust,
    Would she have heart to endure for the l�fe of the worm
      and the fly?

  She des�res no �sles of the blest, no qu�et seats of the just,
    To rest �n a golden grove, or to bask �n a summer sky;
  G�ve her the wages of go�ng on, and not to d�e.[4]

Bel�ef �n human Immortal�ty �s, as I have suggested, the postulate
w�thout wh�ch most of us cannot {79} bel�eve �n God. Even for �ts
own sake �t �s of the h�ghest eth�cal value. The bel�ef �n Immortal�ty



g�ves a mean�ng to l�fe even when �t has lost all other mean�ng. 'It �s
rather,' �n the noble words of the late Professor S�dgw�ck, 'from a
d�s�nterested avers�on to an un�verse so �rrat�onally const�tuted that
the wages of v�rtue should be dust than from any pr�vate reckon�ng
about h�s own wages,' that the good man cl�ngs to the �dea of
Immortal�ty. And that �s not all. The value of all h�gher goods even �n
th�s l�fe, though �t does not depend wholly upon the�r durat�on, does
partly depend upon �t. It would be better to be pure and unself�sh for
a day than to be base and self�sh for a century. And yet we do not
hes�tate to commend the value of �ntellectual and of all k�nds of
h�gher enjoyments on account of the�r greater durab�l�ty. Why, then,
should we shr�nk from adm�tt�ng that the value of character really �s
�ncreased when �t �s regarded as surv�v�ng bod�ly death? D�sbel�ef �n
Immortal�ty would, I bel�eve, �n the long run and for the vast major�ty
of men, carry w�th �t an enormous enhancement of the value of the
carnal and sensual over the sp�r�tual and �ntellectual element �n l�fe.

(3) A th�rd consequence wh�ch follows from our determ�n�ng to
accept the moral consc�ousness as conta�n�ng the supreme
revelat�on of God �s th�s. From the po�nt of v�ew of the moral
consc�ousness {80} we cannot say that the Un�verse �s wholly good.
We have only one means of judg�ng whether th�ngs are good or bad:
the �dea of value �s wholly der�ved from our own eth�cal judgements
or judgements of value. If we d�strust these judgements, there �s no
h�gher court to wh�ch we can appeal. And �f we d�strust our most
ult�mate judgements of value, I do not know why we should trust any
judgements whatever. Even �f we grant that from some very
transcendental metaphys�cal he�ght—the he�ght, for �nstance, of Mr.
Bradley's Ph�losophy—�t may be contended that none of our
judgements are wholly true or fully adequate to express the true
nature of Real�ty, we at all events cannot get nearer to Real�ty than
we are conducted by the judgements wh�ch present themselves to
us as �mmed�ate and self-ev�dent. Now, �f we do apply these
judgements of value to the Un�verse as we know �t, can we say that
everyth�ng �n �t seems to be very good? For my own part, I
unhes�tat�ngly say, 'Pa�n �s an ev�l, and s�n �s a worse ev�l, and
noth�ng on earth can ever make them good.' How then are we to



account for such ev�ls �n a Un�verse wh�ch we bel�eve to express the
thought and w�ll of a perfectly r�ghteous Be�ng? In only one way that I
know of—by suppos�ng they are means to a greater good. That �s
really the substance and substratum of all the Theod�c�es of all the
Ph�losophers and all the {81} Theolog�ans except those who frankly
trample on or throw over the Moral Consc�ousness, and declare that,
for those who see truly, pa�n and s�n are only add�t�onal sources of
aesthet�c �nterest �n a great world-drama produced for h�s own
enterta�nment by a De�ty not anthropomorph�c enough to love but st�ll
anthropomorph�c enough to be amused.

I shall be told no doubt that th�s �s l�m�t�ng God. A human be�ng may,
�t w�ll be urged, w�thout loss of goodness, do th�ngs �n themselves
ev�l, as a means to a greater good: as a surgeon, he may cause
excruc�at�ng pa�n; as a statesman or a sold�er, he may doom
thousands to a cruel death; as a w�se adm�n�strator of the poor law,
he may refuse to rel�eve much suffer�ng, �n order that he may not
cause more suffer�ng. But th�s �s because h�s power �s l�m�ted; he
has to work upon a world wh�ch has a nature of �ts own �ndependent
of h�s vol�t�on. To apply the same explanat�on to the ev�l wh�ch God
causes, �s to make H�m f�n�te �nstead of Inf�n�te, l�m�ted �n power
�nstead of Omn�potent. Now �n a sense I adm�t that th�s �s so. I am
not wedded to the words 'Inf�n�te' or 'Omn�potent.' But I would protest
aga�nst a pers�stent m�srepresentat�on of the po�nt of v�ew wh�ch I
defend. It �s suggested that the l�m�t to the power of God must
necessar�ly spr�ng from the ex�stence of some other th�ng or be�ng
outs�de of H�m, not created by H�m or under H�s {82} control. I must
protest that that �s not so. Everybody adm�ts that God cannot change
the past; few Ph�losophers cons�der �t necessary to ma�nta�n that
God could construct tr�angles w�th the�r angles not together equal to
two r�ght angles, or th�nk �t any derogat�on from h�s Omn�potence to
say that He could not make the sum of two and two to be other than
four. Few Theolog�ans push the�r �dea of Freew�ll so far as to �ns�st
that God could w�ll H�mself to be unjust or unlov�ng, or that, be�ng
just and lov�ng, he could do unjust or unlov�ng acts. There are
necess�t�es to wh�ch even God must subm�t. But they are not
�mposed upon H�m from w�thout: they are parts of H�s own essent�al



nature. The l�m�tat�on by wh�ch God cannot atta�n H�s ends w�thout
caus�ng some ev�l �s a l�m�tat�on of exactly the same nature. If you
say that �t �s no l�m�tat�on of God not to be able to change the past,
for the th�ng �s really unmean�ng, then I subm�t that �n the same way
�t may be no l�m�tat�on that He should not be able to evolve h�ghly
organ�zed be�ngs w�thout a struggle for ex�stence, or to tra�n human
be�ngs �n unself�shness w�thout allow�ng the ex�stence both of s�n
and of pa�n. From the po�nt of v�ew of perfect knowledge, these
th�ngs m�ght turn out to be just as unmean�ng as for God to change
the past. The popular �dea of Omn�potence �s one wh�ch really does
not bear look�ng �nto. If we supposed the world {83} to conta�n no ev�l
at all, st�ll there would be �n �t a def�n�te amount of good. Tw�ce such
a world would be tw�ce as good. Why �s there not tw�ce that amount
of good? A be�ng who del�berately created only a good world of
l�m�ted quant�ty—a def�n�te number of sp�r�ts (for �nstance) enjoy�ng
so much pleasure and so much v�rtue—when he could have created
tw�ce that number of sp�r�ts, and consequently tw�ce that amount of
good, would not be perfectly good or lov�ng. And so on ad �nf�n�tum,
no matter how much good you suppose h�m to have created. The
only sense wh�ch we can �ntell�g�bly g�ve to the �dea of a d�v�ne
Omn�potence �s th�s—that God possesses all the power there �s, that
He can do all th�ngs that are �n the�r own nature poss�ble.[5]

But there �s a more form�dable object�on wh�ch I have yet to meet. It
has been urged by certa�n Ph�losophers of great em�nence that, �f we
suppose God not to be unl�m�ted �n power, we have no guarantee
that the world �s even good on the whole; we should not be
author�zed to �nfer anyth�ng as to a future l�fe or the ult�mate dest�ny
of Human�ty from the fact of God's goodness. A l�m�ted God m�ght be
a defeated God. I adm�t the d�ff�culty. Th�s �s the 'greatest wave' of all
�n the the�st�c {84} argument. In reply, I would s�mply appeal to the
reasons wh�ch I have g�ven for suppos�ng that the world �s really
w�lled by God. A rat�onal be�ng does not w�ll ev�l except as a means
to a greater good. If God be rat�onal, we have a r�ght to suppose that
the world must conta�n more good than ev�l, or �t would not be w�lled
at all. A be�ng who was obl�ged to create a world wh�ch d�d not seem
to h�m good would be a bl�nd force, as force �s understood by the



pure Mater�al�st, not a rat�onal W�ll. That much we have a r�ght to
cla�m as a matter of str�ct Log�c; and that would to my own m�nd be a
suff�c�ent reason for assum�ng that, at least for the h�gher order of
sp�r�ts, such a l�fe as ours must be �ntended as the preface to a
better l�fe than th�s. But I should go further. To me �t appears that
such ev�ls as s�n and pa�n are so enormously worse than the mere
absence of good, that I could not regard as rat�onal a Un�verse �n
wh�ch the good d�d not very greatly predom�nate over the ev�l. More
than that I do not th�nk we are ent�tled to say. And yet Just�ce �s so
great a good that �t �s rat�onal to hope that for every �nd�v�dual
consc�ous be�ng—at least each �nd�v�dual capable of any h�gh
degree of good—there must be a predom�nance of good on the
whole. Be�ngs of very small capac�ty m�ght conce�vably be created
ch�efly or ent�rely as a means to a vastly greater good than any that
they {85} themselves enjoy: the h�gher a sp�r�t �s �n the scale of
be�ng, the more d�ff�cult �t becomes to suppose that �t has been
brought �nto ex�stence merely as a means to another's good, or that
�t w�ll not ult�mately enjoy a good wh�ch w�ll make �t on the whole
good that �t should have been born.

I could w�sh myself that, �n popular rel�g�ous teach�ng, there was a
franker concept�on of th�s pos�t�on—a pos�t�on wh�ch, as I have sa�d,
�s really �mpl�ed �n the Theod�c�es of all the D�v�nes. Popular unbel�ef
—and somet�mes the unbel�ef of more cult�vated persons—rests
ma�nly upon the ex�stence of ev�l. We should cut at the roots of �t by
teach�ng frankly that th�s �s the best of all poss�ble Un�verses, though
not the best of all �mag�nable Un�verses—such Un�verses as we can
construct �n our own �mag�nat�on by p�ctur�ng to ourselves all the
good that there �s �n the world w�thout any of the ev�l. We may st�ll
say, �f we please, that God �s �nf�n�te because He �s l�m�ted by
noth�ng outs�de H�s own nature, except what He has H�mself caused.
We can st�ll call H�m Omn�potent �n the sense that He possesses all
the power there �s. And �n many ways such a bel�ef �s far more
pract�cally consolatory and st�mulat�ng than a bel�ef �n a God who
can do all th�ngs by any means and who consequently does not
need our help. In our v�ew, we are engaged not �n a sham warfare
w�th an ev�l that �s really {86} good, but �n a real warfare w�th a real



ev�l, a struggle �n wh�ch we have the ult�mate power �n the Un�verse
on our s�de, but one �n wh�ch the v�ctory cannot be won w�thout our
help, a real struggle �n wh�ch we are called upon to be l�terally fellow-
workers w�th God.

LITERATURE

The subject �s more or less expl�c�tly dealt w�th �n most of the works
ment�oned at the end of the last two lectures, and also �n books on
Moral Ph�losophy too numerous to ment�on. Class�cal v�nd�cat�ons of
the author�ty of the Moral Consc�ousness are B�shop Butler's
Sermons, and Kant's Fundamental Pr�nc�ples of the Metaphys�c of
Morals and other eth�cal wr�t�ngs (translated by T. K. Abbott). I have
expressed my own v�ews on the subject w�th some fullness �n the
th�rd book of my Theory of Good and Ev�l.

[1] See espec�ally Book II. Lect. ���.

[2] 'We do not �nfer a character to be v�rtuous, because �t pleases:
but �n feel�ng that �t pleases after such a part�cular manner, we �n
effect feel that �t �s v�rtuous.' (Treat�se, Part I, Sect�on ��., ed. Green
and Grose, vol. ��. p. 247.) 'The d�st�nct�on of moral good and ev�l �s
founded �n the pleasure or pa�n, wh�ch results from the v�ew of any
sent�ment, or character; and as that pleasure or pa�n cannot be
unknown to the person who feels �t, �t follows that there �s just so
much v�rtue �n any character as every one places �n �t, and that 't�s
�mposs�ble �n th�s part�cular we can ever be m�staken.' (Ib�d. vol. ��. p.
311.)

[3] There are no doubt ways of mak�ng Moral�ty the law of the
Un�verse w�thout what most of us understand by The�sm, though not
w�thout Rel�g�on, and a Rel�g�on of a h�ghly metaphys�cal character;
but because such non-the�st�c modes of rel�g�ous thought ex�st �n
Buddh�sm, for �nstance, �t does not follow that they are reasonable,
and, at all events, they are hardly �ntell�g�ble to most Western m�nds.



Such non-the�st�c Rel�g�ons �mply a Metaphys�c qu�te as much as
Chr�st�an�ty or Buddh�sm. There have been Rel�g�ons w�thout the
�dea of a personal God, but never w�thout Metaphys�c, �.e. a theory
about the ult�mate nature of th�ngs.

[4] Tennyson's Wages.

[5] The doctr�ne of St. Thomas Aqu�nas �s 'Cum poss�t Deus omn�a
eff�cere quae esae possunt, non autem quae contrad�ct�onem
�mpl�cant, omn�potens mer�to d�c�tur.' (Summa Theol., Pars I. Q. xxv.
art. 8.)

{87}

LECTURE IV

DIFFICULTIES AND OBJECTIONS

In the present lecture I shall try to deal w�th some of the d�ff�cult�es
wh�ch w�ll probably have been ar�s�ng �n your m�nds �n the course of
the last three; and �n meet�ng them, to clear up to some extent
var�ous po�nts wh�ch have been left obscure.

(1) Creat�on. I have endeavoured to show that the world must be
thought of as ult�mately an exper�ence �n the m�nd of God, parts of
wh�ch are progress�vely commun�cated to lesser m�nds such as ours.
Th�s exper�ence—both the complete exper�ence wh�ch �s �n H�s own
m�nd and also the measure of �t wh�ch �s commun�cated to the lesser
m�nds—must be thought of as w�lled by God. At the same t�me I
suggested as an alternat�ve v�ew that, even �f we th�nk of th�ngs as
hav�ng an ex�stence wh�ch �s not s�mply �n and for m�nds, the th�ngs
must be caused to ex�st by a rat�onal W�ll. Now the world, as we
know �t, cons�sts of a number of changes tak�ng place �n t�me,
changes wh�ch are undoubtedly represented �n thought as changes
happen�ng to, or {88} acc�dents of, a permanent substance, whether



(w�th the Ideal�st) we suppose that th�s substance �s merely the
object of M�nd's contemplat�on, or whether (w�th the Real�st) we th�nk
of �t as hav�ng some sort of be�ng �ndependent of M�nd. But what of
the f�rst of these events—the beg�nn�ng of the whole ser�es? Are we
to th�nk of the ser�es of events �n t�me as hav�ng a beg�nn�ng and
poss�bly an end, or as be�ng w�thout beg�nn�ng or end? What �n fact
are we to make of the theolog�cal �dea of Creat�on, often further
def�ned as Creat�on out of noth�ng? It �s often suggested both by
Ideal�sts and by Real�sts that the �dea of a creat�on or absolute
beg�nn�ng of the world �s unth�nkable. Such a v�ew seems to me to
be a p�ece of unwarrantable a pr�or� dogmat�sm—qu�te as much so
as the closely connected �dea that the Un�form�ty of Nature �s an a
pr�or� necess�ty of thought. No doubt the not�on of an absolute
beg�nn�ng of all th�ngs �s unth�nkable enough: �f we th�nk of God as
creat�ng the world at a def�n�te po�nt of t�me, then we must suppose
God H�mself to have ex�sted before that creat�on. We cannot th�nk of
an event �n t�me w�thout th�nk�ng of a t�me before �t; and t�me cannot
be thought of as merely empty t�me. Events of some k�nd there must
necessar�ly have been, even though those events are thought of as
merely subject�ve exper�ences �nvolv�ng no relat�on to space. A
beg�nn�ng of ex�stence �s, {89} �ndeed, unth�nkable. But there �s no
d�ff�culty �n suppos�ng that th�s part�cular ser�es of phenomena wh�ch
const�tutes our phys�cal Un�verse may have had a beg�nn�ng �n t�me.
On the other hand there �s no pos�t�ve ev�dence, for those who
cannot regard the early chapters of Genes�s as represent�ng on such
a matter anyth�ng but a pr�m�t�ve legend ed�ted by a later Jew�sh
th�nker, that �t had such a beg�nn�ng. It �s no doubt more d�ff�cult to
represent to ourselves a beg�nn�ng of space; and the not�on of an
empty space, eternally thought but not eternally f�lled up by any
ser�es of phenomena of the space-occupy�ng k�nd, represents a
rather d�ff�cult, though not (as �t seems to me) an absolutely
�mposs�ble concept�on. The quest�on, therefore, whether there was a
beg�nn�ng of the ser�es of events wh�ch const�tute the h�story of our
phys�cal world must (so far as I can see) be left an open one.

Of course �f the argument of Lord Kelv�n be accepted, �f he �s just�f�ed
�n argu�ng on purely phys�cal grounds that the present d�str�but�on of



energy �n the Un�verse �s such that �t cannot have resulted from an
�nf�n�te ser�es of prev�ous phys�cal changes, �f Sc�ence can prove that
the ser�es �s a f�n�te one, the conclus�ons of Sc�ence must be
accepted.[1] Metaphys�c has noth�ng to say for or aga�nst such a
v�ew. That �s a quest�on of Phys�cs on wh�ch {90} of course I do not
venture to express any op�n�on whatever.

(2) The t�me-ser�es. I am �ncompetent to pronounce an op�n�on on
the val�d�ty of such arguments as Lord Kelv�n's. But, however we
dec�de th�s quest�on, there w�ll st�ll rema�n the further and harder
quest�on, 'Is the ser�es of all events or exper�ences, phys�cal or
psych�cal (not merely the part�cular ser�es wh�ch const�tutes our
phys�cal Un�verse), to be thought of as f�n�te or �nf�n�te? On the one
hand �t �nvolves a contrad�ct�on to talk of a t�me-ser�es wh�ch has a
beg�nn�ng: a t�me wh�ch has no t�me before �t �s not t�me at all; any
more than space w�th an end to �t would be space. On the other
hand, we f�nd equally, or almost equally, unth�nkable the hypothes�s
of an endless ser�es of events �n t�me: a ser�es of events, wh�ch no
poss�ble enumerat�on of �ts members w�ll make any smaller, presents
�tself to us as unth�nkable, d�rectly we regard �t as express�ng the
true nature of a pos�t�ve real�ty, and not as a mere result of
mathemat�cal abstract�on. Here then we are presented w�th an
ant�nomy—an apparent contrad�ct�on �n our thought—wh�ch we can
ne�ther avo�d nor overcome. It �s one of the class�cal ant�nom�es
recogn�zed by the Kant�an Ph�losophy—the only one, I may add,
wh�ch ne�ther Kant h�mself nor any of h�s successors has done
anyth�ng to attenuate or to remove. {91} Kant's own attempted
solut�on of �t �nvolved the �mposs�ble suppos�t�on that the past has no
ex�stence at all except �n so far as �t �s thought by some f�n�te m�nd �n
the present. The way out of th�s d�ff�culty wh�ch �s popular w�th post-
Kant�an Ideal�sts �s to say that God �s H�mself out of t�me, and
eternally sees the whole ser�es at once. But, �n the f�rst place, that
does not get over the d�ff�culty: even �f God does see the whole
ser�es at once, He must see �t e�ther as l�m�ted or as endless, and
the old ant�nomy breaks out aga�n when we attempt to th�nk e�ther
alternat�ve. And secondly, when you treat a temporal ser�es as one
wh�ch �s all really present together—of course �t may all be known



together as even we know the past and the future—but when you try
to th�nk of God as contemplat�ng the whole ser�es as really present
altogether, the ser�es �s no longer a t�me-ser�es. You have turned �t
�nto some other k�nd of ser�es—pract�cally (we may say) �nto a
spac�al ser�es. You have cut the knot, �nstead of unravell�ng �t. I have
no doubt that the ex�stence of th�s ant�nomy does po�nt to the fact
that there �s some way of th�nk�ng about t�me from wh�ch the d�ff�culty
d�sappears: but we are, so far as I can see, �ncompetent so to
resolve �t. Ph�losophers resent the �dea of an �nsoluble problem. By
all means let them go on try�ng to solve �t. I can only say that I f�nd
no d�ff�culty �n show�ng the fut�l�ty {92} of any solut�on of the t�me-
d�ff�culty wh�ch I have so far seen. For the present at least—I
strongly suspect for ever—we must acqu�esce on th�s matter �n a
reverent Agnost�c�sm. We can show the absurd�ty of regard�ng t�me
as merely subject�ve; we can show that �t belongs to the very
essence of the Un�verse we know; we can show that �t �s as
'object�ve' as anyth�ng else w�th�n our knowledge. But how to
reconc�le th�s object�v�ty w�th the d�ff�culty of th�nk�ng of an endless
success�on no Ph�losopher has done much to expla�n. For rel�g�ous
purposes �t seems enough to bel�eve that each member of the t�me-
ser�es—no matter how many such events there may be, no matter
whether the ser�es be endless or not—�s caused by God. The more
reflect�ng Theolog�ans have generally adm�tted that the act of d�v�ne
Conservat�on �s essent�ally the same as that of Creat�on. A God who
can be represented as 'uphold�ng all th�ngs by the power of h�s word'
�s a creat�ve De�ty whether the act of creat�on be �n t�me, or eternally
cont�nuous, or (�f there were any mean�ng �n that phrase) out of t�me
altogether.[2]

{93}

(3) The creat�on of sp�r�ts. It may seem to some of you that I may
have so far left out, or too eas�ly d�sposed of, an �mportant l�nk �n our
argument. I have g�ven reasons for th�nk�ng that the mater�al world
cannot be expla�ned w�thout the assumpt�on of a un�versal
Consc�ousness wh�ch both th�nks and w�lls �t. I have assumed rather
than proved that the lesser m�nds, �n wh�ch the d�v�ne exper�ence �s



part�ally reproduced, are also caused to ex�st and kept �n ex�stence
by the same d�v�ne W�ll. But how, �t may be sa�d, do we know that
those m�nds d�d not ex�st before the b�rth of the organ�sms w�th
wh�ch upon th�s planet they are connected? The cons�derat�ons
wh�ch forb�d our th�nk�ng of matter as someth�ng capable of ex�st�ng
by �tself do not apply to m�nds. A consc�ousness, unl�ke a th�ng,
ex�sts 'for �tself,' not merely 'for another': a m�nd �s not made what �t
�s by be�ng known or otherw�se exper�enced by another m�nd: �ts
very be�ng cons�sts �n be�ng �tself consc�ous: �t �s what �t �s for �tself. It
�s undoubtedly �mposs�ble pos�t�vely to d�sprove the hypothes�s of
eternally pre-ex�stent souls. Somet�mes that hypothes�s �s comb�ned
w�th The�sm. It {94} �s supposed that God �s the supreme and
�ncomparably the most powerful, but not the only, self-ex�stent and
eternal Sp�r�t. Th�s hypothes�s—somet�mes spoken of as Plural�sm[3]
—has many attract�ons: from the t�me of Or�gen onwards the �dea of
Pre-ex�stence has seemed to many to fac�l�tate the explanat�on of
ev�l by mak�ng �t poss�ble to regard the suffer�ngs of our present state
as a d�sc�pl�nary process for gett�ng r�d of an or�g�nal or a pre-natal
s�nfulness. It �s a theory not �ncapable of sat�sfy�ng the demands of
the rel�g�ous Consc�ousness, and may even form an element �n an
essent�ally Chr�st�an theory of the Un�verse: but to my m�nd �t �s
opposed to all the obv�ous �nd�cat�ons of exper�ence. The connex�on
between soul and body �s such that the laws of the soul's
development obv�ously form part of the same system w�th the laws of
phys�cal nature. If one part of that system �s referred to the d�v�ne
W�ll, so must the whole of �t be. The souls, when they have entered
an�mal bod�es, must be supposed to be subject to a system of laws
wh�ch �s of one p�ece w�th the system of phys�cal laws. If the phys�cal
part of the world-order �s referred to the d�v�ne W�ll, the psych�cal part
of �t must be equally referred to {95} that W�ll. The souls m�ght,
�ndeed, conce�vably have an �ndependent and or�g�nal nature of the�r
own capable of offer�ng res�stance to the d�v�ne �ntent�ons. But we
see, to say the least, no �nd�cat�ons of a struggle go�ng on between
an outs�de d�v�ne W�ll and �ndependent be�ngs not form�ng a part of
the d�v�ne scheme. At all events, the result of th�s struggle, �f struggle
there be, �s (so far as we can observe) a system, complete and
orderly, w�th�n the psych�cal sphere as much as w�th�n the purely



phys�cal sphere. And �n part�cular the body �s exactly f�tted to the
soul that �s to �nhab�t �t. We never f�nd the �ntellect of a Shakespeare
�n connex�on w�th the fac�al angle of a negro; bod�es wh�ch resemble
the bod�es of the�r parents are connected w�th souls between wh�ch
a s�m�lar resemblance can be traced. If the souls ex�sted before b�rth,
we must suppose those souls to be kept wa�t�ng �n a l�mbo of some
k�nd t�ll a body �s prepared su�table for the�r recept�on. We must
suppose that among the wa�t�ng souls, one �s from t�me to t�me
selected to be the offspr�ng of such and such a matr�mon�al un�on, so
as to present (as �t were) a colourable appearance of be�ng really the
fru�t of that un�on. Further, before b�rth the souls must be steeped �n
the waters of Lethe, or someth�ng of the k�nd, so as to r�d them of all
memory of the�r prev�ous exper�ences. Such a concept�on seems to
{96} me to belong to the reg�on of Mythology rather than of sober
ph�losoph�cal thought. I do not deny that Mythology may somet�mes
be a means of p�ctor�ally or symbol�cally env�sag�ng truths to wh�ch
Ph�losophy vaguely po�nts but wh�ch �t cannot express �n clearly
apprehens�ble deta�l. But such a Mythology as th�s seems to be
�ntellectually unmot�ved and unhelpful. It �s not wanted to expla�n the
facts: there �s noth�ng �n our exper�ence to suggest �t, and much
wh�ch �s pr�ma fac�e opposed to �t. It really removes no s�ngle
d�ff�culty: for one d�ff�culty wh�ch �t presents some appearance of
remov�ng, �t creates a dozen greater ones. It �s a hypothes�s wh�ch
we shall do well to d�sm�ss as ot�ose.



(4) Non-the�st�c Ideal�sm. Somewhat less unmot�ved, �f we look upon
�t from a merely �ntellectual po�nt of v�ew, �s the theory of pre-ex�stent
souls w�thout a personal God. Many, �f not most, of you probably
possess more or less acqua�ntance w�th the v�ews of my fr�end, Dr.
McTaggart. I cannot here undertake a full expos�t�on or cr�t�c�sm of
one of the ablest th�nkers of our day—one of the very few Engl�sh
th�nkers who �s the author of a truly or�g�nal metaphys�cal system. I
can only touch—and that most �nadequately—upon the part�cular
s�de of �t wh�ch d�rectly bears upon our present enqu�ry. Dr.
McTaggart �s an Ideal�st; he recogn�zes the {97} �mposs�b�l�ty of
matter w�thout m�nd. For h�m noth�ng ex�sts but sp�r�ts, but he does
not recogn�ze the necess�ty for any one all-embrac�ng or controll�ng
Sp�r�t: the only sp�r�ts �n h�s Un�verse are l�m�ted m�nds l�ke those of
men and an�mals. He d�ffers, then, from the Plural�st of the type just
ment�oned �n gett�ng r�d of the hypothes�s of a personal God s�de by
s�de w�th and yet controll�ng the uncreated sp�r�ts. And he d�ffers
further from all Plural�sts �n not treat�ng the separate sp�r�ts as so
many centres of consc�ousness qu�te �ndependent of, and poss�bly at
war w�th, all the rest: the sp�r�ts form part of an ordered system: the
world �s a un�ty, though that un�ty �s not the un�ty wh�ch belongs to
self-consc�ousness. He recogn�zes, �n the trad�t�onal language of
Ph�losophy, an Absolute, but th�s Absolute �s not a s�ngle sp�r�tual
Be�ng but a Soc�ety: or, �f �t �s to be called a s�ngle sp�r�tual Be�ng, �t
�s a Be�ng wh�ch ex�sts or man�fests �tself only �n a plural�ty of l�m�ted
consc�ousnesses.

Th�s scheme �s, I adm�t, more reasonable than Plural�sm. It does,
nom�nally at least, recogn�ze the world as an ordered system. It gets
r�d of the d�ff�culty of account�ng for the apparent order of the
Cosmos as the result of a struggle between �ndependent w�lls. It �s
not, upon �ts author's pre-suppos�t�ons, a gratu�tous theory: for a
m�nd wh�ch accepts Ideal�sm and rejects The�sm �t �s the only {98}
�ntell�g�ble alternat�ve. But I must confess that �t seems to me open to
most of the d�ff�cult�es wh�ch I have endeavoured to po�nt out �n
Plural�sm, and to some others. In the f�rst place, there �s one, to my
m�nd, great and �nsuperable d�ff�culty about �t. As an Ideal�st, Dr.



McTaggart has to adm�t that the whole phys�cal world, �n so far as �t
ex�sts at all, must ex�st �n and for some consc�ousness. Now, not
only �s there, accord�ng to h�m, no s�ngle m�nd �n wh�ch the system
can ex�st as a whole, but even all the m�nds together do not
apparently know the whole of �t, or (so far as our knowledge goes)
ever w�ll. The und�scovered and unknown part of the Un�verse �s
then non-ex�stent. And yet, be �t not�ced, the known part of the world
does not make a perfectly art�culated or (�f you l�ke the phrase)
organ�c system w�thout the unknown part. It �s only on the
assumpt�on of relat�ons between what we know and what we don't
know that we can regard �t as an orderly, �ntell�g�ble system at all.
Therefore, �f part of the system �s non-ex�stent, the whole system—
the system as a whole—must be treated as non-ex�stent. The world
�s, we are told, a system; and yet as a system �t has (upon the
hypothes�s) no real ex�stence. The systemat�c whole does not ex�st
�n matter, for to Dr. McTaggart matter �s merely the exper�ence of
M�nd. What sort of ex�stence, then, can an und�scovered planet
possess t�ll �t �s {99} d�scovered? For Dr. McTaggart has not prov�ded
any m�nd or m�nds �n and for wh�ch �t �s to ex�st. At one t�me, �ndeed,
Dr. McTaggart seemed d�sposed to accept a suggest�on of m�ne that,
on h�s v�ew, each soul must be omn�sc�ent; and to adm�t that, wh�le �n
�ts temporal aspect, each soul �s l�m�ted and fall�ble �n �ts knowledge,
�t �s at the same t�me supertemporally omn�sc�ent. That �s a
concept�on d�ff�cult beyond all the d�ff�cult�es of the most arb�trary and
self-contrad�ct�ng of orthodox patr�st�c or scholast�c speculat�ons.
But, as Dr. McTaggart does not now seem d�sposed to �ns�st upon
that po�nt, I w�ll say no more about �t except that to my m�nd �t �s a
theory wh�ch def�es all �ntellectual grasp. It can be stated; �t cannot
be thought.

Further, I would rem�nd you, the theory �s open to all the object�ons
wh�ch I urged aga�nst the Pre-ex�stence theory �n �ts plural�st�c form. I
have suggested the d�ff�cult�es �nvolved �n the facts of hered�ty—the
d�ff�culty of understand�ng how souls whose real �ntellectual and
moral character�st�cs are uncaused and eternal should be ass�gned
to parents so far resembl�ng them as to lead almost �nev�tably to the
�nference that the character�st�cs of the ch�ldren are to some extent



causally connected w�th those of the parents.[4] Now the Plural�st
can {100} at least urge that for th�s purpose �ngen�ous arrangements
are contr�ved by God—by the One Sp�r�t whom he regards as
�ncomparably the w�sest and most powerful �n the Un�verse. Dr.
McTaggart recogn�zes no �ntell�gence capable of grappl�ng w�th such
a problem or success�on of problems. But th�s part�cular matter of the
ass�gnment of souls to bod�es �s only a part�cular appl�cat�on of a
w�der d�ff�culty. Dr. McTaggart contends that the Un�verse const�tutes
not merely a phys�cal but a moral order. He would not deny that the
Un�verse means someth�ng; that the ser�es of events tends towards
an end, an end wh�ch �s also a good; that �t has a purpose and a f�nal
cause. And yet th�s purpose ex�sts �n no m�nd whatever, and �s due
to no w�ll whatever—except to the very small extent to wh�ch the
processes of phys�cal nature can be consc�ously d�rected to an end
by the vol�t�ons of men and s�m�larly l�m�ted �ntell�gences. As a whole,
the Un�verse �s purposed and w�lled by no s�ngle w�ll or comb�nat�on
of w�lls. I confess I do not understand the �dea of a purpose wh�ch
operates, but �s not the purpose of a M�nd wh�ch �s also a W�ll. All the
cons�derat�ons upon wh�ch I dwelt to show the necess�ty of such a
W�ll to account for the Un�verse wh�ch we know, are so many
arguments aga�nst Dr. McTaggart's scheme. The events of Dr.
McTaggart's Un�verse are, upon the v�ew of Causal�ty wh�ch I {101}
attempted to defend �n my second lecture, uncaused events.

Nevertheless, as a Ph�losopher, I am deeply grateful to Dr.
McTaggart. Not only does h�s scheme on �ts pract�cal s�de seem to
me preferable to many systems wh�ch sound more orthodox—
systems of vague panthe�st�c The�sm �n wh�ch Moral�ty �s treated as
mere 'appearance' and personal Immortal�ty del�berately rejected—
but �t has done much �ntellectually to clear the a�r. Dr. McTaggart
seems to me r�ght �n hold�ng that, �f God or the Absolute �s to �nclude
�n �tself all other sp�r�ts, and yet the personal�ty or self-consc�ousness
of those sp�r�ts �s not to be den�ed, then th�s Absolute �n wh�ch they
are to be �ncluded cannot reasonably be thought of as a consc�ous
be�ng, or �nvested w�th the other attr�butes usually �mpl�ed by the
term God.



And th�s leads me to say a few words more �n explanat�on of my own
v�ew of the relat�on between God and human or other souls. To me,
as I have already �nt�mated, �t seems s�mply mean�ngless to speak of
one consc�ousness as �ncluded �n another consc�ousness. The
essence of a consc�ousness �s to be for �tself: whether �t be a
thought, a feel�ng, or an emot�on, the essence of that consc�ousness
�s what �t �s for me. Every moment of consc�ousness �s un�que.
Another be�ng may have a {102} s�m�lar feel�ng: �n that case there
are two feel�ngs, and not one. Another m�nd may know what I feel,
but the knowledge of another's agony �s (fortunately) a very d�fferent
th�ng from the agony �tself. It �s fash�onable �n some quarters to
r�d�cule the �dea of '�mpenetrable' souls. If '�mpenetrable' means that
another soul cannot know what goes on �n my soul, I do not assert
that the soul �s �mpenetrable. I bel�eve that God knows what occurs
�n my soul �n an �nf�n�tely completer way than that �n wh�ch any
human be�ng can know �t. Further, I bel�eve that every soul �s kept �n
ex�stence from moment to moment by a cont�nuous act of the d�v�ne
W�ll, and so �s altogether dependent upon that W�ll, and forms part of
one system w�th H�m. On the other hand I bel�eve that (through the
analogy of my own m�nd and the gu�dance of the moral
consc�ousness) I do know, �mperfectly and �nadequately, 'as �n a
m�rror darkly,' what goes on �n God's M�nd. But, �f penetrab�l�ty �s to
mean �dent�ty, the theory that souls are penetrable seems to me
ma�nly un�ntell�g�ble. The acceptance wh�ch �t meets w�th �n some
quarters �s due, I bel�eve, wholly to the �nfluence of that most fert�le
source of ph�losoph�cal confus�on—m�sappl�ed spac�al metaphor.[5]
It seems easy to talk about a m�nd be�ng {103} someth�ng �n �tself,
and yet part of another m�nd, because we are fam�l�ar w�th the �dea
of th�ngs �n space form�ng part of larger th�ngs �n space—Ch�nese
boxes, for �nstance, shut up �n b�gger ones. Such a mode of thought
�s wholly �nappl�cable to m�nds wh�ch are not �n space at all. Space �s
�n the m�nd: the m�nd �s not �n space. A m�nd �s not a th�ng wh�ch can
be round or square: you can't say that the �ntellect of Kant or of Lord
Kelv�n measures so many �nches by so many: equally �mposs�ble �s �t
to talk about such an �ntellect be�ng a part of a more extens�ve
�ntellect.



The theory of an all-�nclus�ve De�ty has recently been adopted and
popular�zed by Mr. Campbell,[6] who has done all that rhetor�cal sk�ll
comb�ned w�th genu�ne rel�g�ous earnestness can do to present �t �n
an attract�ve and ed�fy�ng dress. And yet the same Log�c wh�ch leads
to the assert�on that the Sa�nt �s part of God, leads also to the
assert�on that Caesar Borg�a and Napoleon Buonaparte and all the
w�cked Popes who have ever been wh�te-washed by ep�scopal or
other h�stor�ans are also parts of God. How can I worsh�p, how can I
str�ve to be l�ke, how can I be the better for bel�ev�ng �n or rever�ng
{104} a Be�ng of whom Caesar Borg�a �s a part as completely and
ent�rely as St. Paul or our Lord h�mself? H�ndoo Theology �s
cons�stent �n th�s matter. It worsh�ps the destruct�ve and the v�c�ous
aspects of Brahma as much as the k�ndly and the moral ones: �t
does not pretend that God �s revealed �n the Moral Consc�ousness,
or �s �n any exclus�ve or one-s�ded way a God of Love. If �t be an
'eth�cal obsess�on' (as has been suggested) to object to treat
Immoral�ty as no less a revelat�on of God than Moral�ty, I must plead
gu�lty to such an obsess�on. And yet w�thout such an 'obsess�on' I
confess I do not see what �s left of Chr�st�an�ty. There �s only one way
out of the d�ff�culty. If we are all parts of God, we can only call God
good or perfect by ma�nta�n�ng that the del�verances of our moral
consc�ousness have no val�d�ty for God, and therefore can tell us
noth�ng about h�m. That has been done del�berately and expl�c�tly by
some Ph�losophers:[7] the d�st�ngu�shed Theolog�ans who echo the
language of th�s Ph�losophy have fortunately for the�r own rel�g�ous
l�fe and exper�ence, but unfortunately for the�r ph�losoph�cal
cons�stency, decl�ned to follow �n the�r steps. A God who �s 'beyond
good and ev�l,' can be no f�tt�ng object of {105} worsh�p to men who
w�sh to become good, just, merc�ful. If the cosm�c process be
�nd�fferent to these eth�cal cons�derat�ons, we had better (w�th honest
Agnost�cs l�ke Professor Huxley) make up our m�nds to defy �t,
whether �t call �tself God or not.

But �t �s not so much on account of �ts consequences as on account
of �ts essent�al unmean�ngness and �ntellectual un�ntell�g�b�l�ty that I
would �nv�te you to reject th�s formula 'God �s all.' Certa�nly, the
Un�verse �s an ordered system: there �s noth�ng �n �t that �s not done



by the W�ll of God. And some parts of th�s Un�verse—the sp�r�tual
parts of �t and part�cularly the h�gher sp�r�ts—are not mere creat�ons
of God's w�ll. They have a resemblance of nature to H�m. I do not
object to your say�ng that at bottom there �s but one Substance �n the
Un�verse, �f you w�ll only keep clear of the mater�al�st�c and spac�al
assoc�at�on of the word Substance: but �t �s a Substance wh�ch
reveals �tself �n many d�fferent consc�ousnesses. The theory of an
all-�nclus�ve Consc�ousness �s not necessary to make poss�ble the
�dea of close and �nt�mate commun�on between God and men, or of
the revelat�on �n and to Human�ty of the thought of God. On the
contrary, �t �s the �dea of Ident�ty wh�ch destroys the poss�b�l�ty of
commun�on. Commun�on �mpl�es two m�nds: a m�nd cannot have
commun�on w�th �tself or w�th part of �tself. The two may also �n a
{106} sense be one; of course all be�ngs are ult�mately part of one
Un�verse or Real�ty: but that Real�ty �s not one Consc�ousness. The
Un�verse �s a un�ty, but the un�ty �s not of the k�nd wh�ch const�tutes a
person or a self-consc�ousness. It �s (as Dr. McTaggart holds) the
un�ty of a Soc�ety, but of a Soc�ety (as I have attempted to argue)
wh�ch emanates from, and �s controlled by and gu�ded to a
preconce�ved end by, a s�ngle rat�onal W�ll.[8]

(5) The �ntu�t�ve theory of rel�g�ous knowledge. In other quarters
object�on w�ll probably be taken to my not hav�ng recogn�zed the
poss�b�l�ty of an �mmed�ate knowledge of God, and left the �dea of
God to be �nferred by �ntellectual processes wh�ch, when fully
thought out, amount to a Metaphys�c. It w�ll be suggested that to
make rel�g�ous bel�ef dependent upon Reason �s to make �t
�mposs�ble to any but tra�ned Ph�losophers or Theolog�ans. Now
there �s no doubt a great attract�veness �n the theory wh�ch makes
bel�ef �n God depend s�mply upon the �mmed�ate aff�rmat�on of the
�nd�v�dual's own consc�ousness. It would be more d�ff�cult to argue
aga�nst such a theory of �mmed�ate knowledge or �ntu�t�on �f we
found that the consc�ousness of all or most �nd�v�duals does actually
reveal to them {107} the ex�stence of God: though after all the fact
that a number of men draw the same �nference from g�ven facts does
not show that �t �s not an �nference. You w�ll somet�mes f�nd
Metaphys�c�ans contend�ng that nobody �s really an Athe�st, s�nce



everybody necessar�ly supposes h�mself to be �n contact w�th an
Other of wh�ch he �s nevertheless a part. I do not deny that, �f you
water down the �dea of God to the not�on of a vague 'someth�ng not
ourselves,' you may poss�bly make out that everybody �s expl�c�tly or
�mpl�c�tly a bel�ever �n such a De�ty.

I should prefer myself to say that, �f that �s all you mean by God, �t
does not much matter whether we bel�eve �n H�m or not. In the sense
�n wh�ch God �s understood by Chr�st�an�ty or Juda�sm or any other
the�st�c Rel�g�on �t �s unfortunately �mposs�ble to contend that
everybody �s a The�st. And, �f there �s an �mmed�ate knowledge of
God �n every human soul, th�s would be d�ff�cult to account for.
Ne�ther the cult�vated nor the uncult�vated Ch�naman has apparently
any such bel�ef. The �gnorant Ch�naman bel�eves �n a sort of luck or
dest�ny—poss�bly �n a plural�ty of l�m�ted but more or less
m�sch�evous sp�r�ts; the educated Ch�naman, we are told, �s for the
most part a pure Agnost�c. And Ch�namen are bel�eved to be one-
f�fth of the human race. The task of the M�ss�onary would be an
eas�er one �f he could {108} appeal to any such w�dely d�ffused
�ntu�t�ons of God. The M�ss�onary, from the days of St. Paul at Athens
down to the present, has to beg�n by argu�ng w�th h�s opponents �n
favour of The�sm, and then to go on to argue from The�sm to
Chr�st�an�ty. I do not deny—on the contrary I strongly contend—that
the rat�onal cons�derat�ons wh�ch lead up to Monothe�sm are so
man�fold, and l�e so near at hand, that at a certa�n stage of mental
development we f�nd that bel�ef �ndependently assert�ng �tself w�th
more or less fullness �n w�dely d�stant reg�ons of t�me and space;
wh�le traces of �t are found almost everywhere—even among
savages—s�de by s�de w�th other and �ncons�stent bel�efs. But even
among the�st�c nat�ons an �mmed�ate knowledge of God �s cla�med
by very few. If there �s a tendency on the part of the more strongly
rel�g�ous m�nds to cla�m �t, �t �s expl�c�tly d�scla�med by others—by
most of the great Schoolmen, and �n modern t�mes by profoundly
rel�g�ous m�nds such as Newman or Mart�neau. Its ex�stence �s �n
fact den�ed by most of the great theolog�cal systems—Cathol�c,
Protestant, Angl�can. Theolog�ans always beg�n by argu�ng �n favour
of the ex�stence of God. And even among the rel�g�ous m�nds w�thout



ph�losoph�cal tra�n�ng wh�ch do cla�m such �mmed�ate knowledge,
the�r creed �s most often due (as �s obv�ous to the outs�de observer)
to the �nfluence of env�ronment, of educat�on, of soc�al {109}
trad�t�on. For the rel�g�ous person who cla�ms such knowledge of
God does not generally stop at the bare aff�rmat�on of God's
ex�stence: he goes on to cla�m an �mmed�ate knowledge of all sorts
of other th�ngs—�deas clearly der�ved from the trad�t�onal teach�ng of
h�s rel�g�ous commun�ty. The Protestant of a certa�n type w�ll cla�m
�mmed�ate consc�ousness of �deas about the forg�veness of s�ns
wh�ch are palpably due to the teach�ng of Luther or St. August�ne,
and to the �nfluence of th�s or that preacher who has transm�tted
those �deas to h�m or to h�s mother: wh�le the Cathol�c, though h�s
tra�n�ng d�scourages such cla�ms, w�ll somet�mes see v�s�ons wh�ch
convey to h�m an �mmed�ate assurance of the truth of the
Immaculate Concept�on. Even among Angl�cans we f�nd educated
men who cla�m to know by �mmed�ate �ntu�t�on the truth of h�stor�cal
facts alleged to have occurred �n the f�rst century, or dogmat�c truths
such as the compl�cated n�cet�es of the Athanas�an Creed. These
cla�ms to �mmed�ate �ns�ght thus refute themselves by the
�ncons�stent character of the knowledge cla�med. An attempt may be
made to extract from all these �mmed�ate certa�nt�es a res�dual
element wh�ch �s sa�d to be common to all of them. The attempt has
been made by Professor James �n that rather pa�nful work, the
Var�et�es of Rel�g�ous Exper�ence. And the res�duum turns out to be
someth�ng so vague that, �f not {110} absolutely worthless, �t �s
almost �ncapable of be�ng expressed �n art�culate language, and
const�tutes a very precar�ous foundat�on for a work�ng rel�g�ous
creed.

The truth �s that the uneducated—or rather the unanalyt�cal, perhaps
I ought to say the metaphys�cally untra�ned—human m�nd has a
tendency to regard as an �mmed�ate certa�nty any truth wh�ch �t
strongly bel�eves and regards as very �mportant. Such m�nds do not
know the psycholog�cal causes wh�ch have led to the�r own bel�ef,
when they are due to psycholog�cal causes: they have not analysed
the processes of thought by wh�ch they have been led to those
bel�efs wh�ch are really due to the work�ng of the�r own m�nds. Most



uncult�vated persons would probably be very much surpr�sed to hear
that the ex�stence of the fr�end w�th whose body they are �n phys�cal
contact �s after all only an �nference.[9] But surely, �n the man who
has d�scovered that such �s the case, the warmth of fr�endsh�p was
never d�mmed by the reflect�on that h�s knowledge of h�s fr�end �s not
�mmed�ate but med�ate. It �s a mere prejud�ce to suppose that
med�ate knowledge �s �n any {111} way less certa�n, less �nt�mate,
less trustworthy or less sat�sfy�ng than �mmed�ate knowledge. If we
cla�m for man the poss�b�l�ty of just such a knowledge of God as a
man may possess of h�s brother man, surely that �s all that �s wanted
to make poss�ble the closest rel�g�ous commun�on. It �s from the
ex�stence of my own self that I �nfer the ex�stence of other selves,
whom I observe to behave �n a manner resembl�ng my own
behav�our. It �s by an only sl�ghtly more d�ff�cult and compl�cated
�nference from my own consc�ousness that I r�se to that concept�on
of a un�versal Consc�ousness wh�ch suppl�es me w�th at once the
s�mplest and the most natural explanat�on both of my own ex�stence
and of the ex�stence of the Nature wh�ch I see around me.

(6) Rel�g�on and Psychology. I do not deny that the study of rel�g�ous
h�story, by exh�b�t�ng the naturalness and un�versal�ty of rel�g�ous
�deas and rel�g�ous emot�ons, may rat�onally create a pre-d�spos�t�on
to f�nd some measure of truth �n every form of rel�g�ous bel�ef. But I
would venture to add a word of caut�on aga�nst the tendency
fash�onable �n many quarters to talk of bas�ng rel�g�ous bel�ef upon
Psychology. The bus�ness of Psychology �s to tell us what actually
goes on �n the human m�nd. It cannot poss�bly tell us whether the
bel�efs wh�ch are found there are true or false. An erroneous {112}
bel�ef �s as much a psycholog�cal fact as a true one. A theory wh�ch
goes on, by �nference from what we observe �n our own m�nds, to
construct a theory of the Un�verse necessar�ly �nvolves a
Metaphys�c, consc�ous or unconsc�ous. It may be urged that the
real�ty of rel�g�ous exper�ence �s unaffected by the quest�on whether
the bel�efs assoc�ated w�th �t are true or false. That �s the case, so
long as the bel�efs are supposed to be true by the person �n
quest�on. But, when once the sp�r�t of enqu�ry �s aroused, a man
cannot be—and I venture to th�nk ought not to be—sat�sf�ed as to the



truth of h�s bel�ef s�mply by be�ng told that the bel�efs are actually
there.

It may be contended, no doubt, that rel�g�ous exper�ence does not
mean merely a state of �ntellectual bel�ef, but certa�n emot�ons,
asp�rat�ons, perhaps (to take one part�cular type of rel�g�ous
exper�ence) a consc�ousness of love met by answer�ng love. To
many who undergo such exper�ences, they seem to carry w�th them
an �mmed�ate assurance of the ex�stence of the Be�ng w�th whom
they feel themselves to be �n commun�on. That, on the �ntellectual
presuppos�t�ons of the part�cular person, seems to be the natural—�t
may be the only poss�ble—way of expla�n�ng the feel�ng. But even
there the bel�ef �s not really �mmed�ate: �t �s an �nference from what �s
actually matter of exper�ence. And �t �s, unhapp�ly, no less a matter of
well-ascerta�ned {113} psycholog�cal fact that, when �ntellectual
doubt �s once aroused, such exper�ences no longer carry w�th them
th�s conv�ct�on of the�r own object�ve bas�s. The person was really
under the �nfluence of an �ntellectual theory all along, whether the
theory was acqu�red by hered�tary trad�t�on, by the �nfluence of
another's m�nd, or by personal thought and reflect�on. When the
�ntellectual theory alters, the same k�nd of exper�ence �s no longer
poss�ble. I w�ll not attempt to say how far �t �s des�rable that persons
who are perfectly sat�sf�ed w�th a creed wh�ch they have never
exam�ned should (as �t were) pull up the roots of the�r own fa�th to
see how deep they go. I merely want to po�nt out that the occurrence
of certa�n emot�onal exper�ences, though undoubtedly they may
const�tute part of the data of a rel�g�ous argument, cannot be held to
const�tute �n and by themselves suff�c�ent ev�dence for the truth of
the �ntellectual theory connected w�th them �n the m�nd of the person
to whom they occur. They do not always present themselves as
suff�c�ent ev�dence for the�r truth even to the person exper�enc�ng
them—st�ll less can they do so to others. Equally unreasonable �s �t
to ma�nta�n, w�th a certa�n class of rel�g�ous ph�losophers, that the
rel�g�ous exper�ence by �tself �s all we want; and to assume that we
may throw to the w�nds all the theolog�cal or other bel�efs wh�ch have
actually been assoc�ated {114} w�th the var�ous types of rel�g�ous
exper�ence, and yet cont�nue to have those exper�ences and f�nd



them no less valuable and no less sat�sfy�ng. If there �s one th�ng
wh�ch the study of rel�g�ous Psychology test�f�es to, �t �s the fact that
the character of the rel�g�ous exper�ence (though there may be
certa�n common elements �n �t) var�es very w�dely w�th the character
of the theoret�cal bel�ef w�th wh�ch �t �s assoc�ated—a bel�ef of wh�ch
�t �s somet�mes the cause, somet�mes the effect, but from wh�ch �t �s
always �nseparable. The Buddh�st's rel�g�ous exper�ences are not
poss�ble to those who hold the Chr�st�an's v�ew of the Un�verse: the
Chr�st�an's rel�g�ous exper�ences are not poss�ble to one who holds
the Buddh�st theory of the Un�verse. You cannot have an exper�ence
of commun�on w�th a l�v�ng Be�ng when you d�sbel�eve �n the
ex�stence of such a Be�ng. And a man's theor�es of the Un�verse
always at bottom �mply a Metaphys�c of some k�nd—consc�ous or
unconsc�ous.

Somet�mes the theory of a Rel�g�on wh�ch shall be purely
psycholog�cal spr�ngs from pure �gnorance as to the mean�ng of the
terms actually employed by the general usage of ph�losophers.
Those who talk �n th�s way mean by Psychology what, accord�ng to
the ord�nary ph�losoph�c usage, �s really Metaphys�c. For Metaphys�c
�s s�mply the sc�ence wh�ch deals w�th the ult�mate nature of the
Un�verse. {115} At other t�mes attempts are made by people of more
or less ph�losoph�cal culture to just�fy the�r theory. The most w�dely
�nfluent�al of such attempts �s the one made by M. Auguste Sabat�er.
[10] Th�s attempt has at least th�s much �n �ts favour—that �t �s not so
much to the ord�nary exper�ence of average men and women that M.
Sabat�er appeals as to the except�onal exper�ences of the great
rel�g�ous m�nds. He lays the ch�ef stress upon those except�onal
moments of rel�g�ous h�story when a new rel�g�ous �dea entered �nto
the m�nd of some prophet or teacher, e.g. the un�ty of God, the
Fatherhood of God, the brotherhood of Man. Here, just because the
�dea was new, �t cannot (he contends) be accounted for by educat�on
or env�ronment or any other of the psycholog�cal causes wh�ch
obv�ously determ�ne the trad�t�onal bel�efs of the great major�ty.
These new �deas, therefore, he assumes to be due to �mmed�ate
revelat�on or �nsp�rat�on from God. Now �t �s obv�ous that, even �f th�s
�nference were well grounded, �t assumes that we have somehow



arr�ved �ndependently at a concept�on of God to wh�ch such
�nsp�rat�ons can be referred. The Psychology of the human m�nd
cannot assume the ex�stence of such a Be�ng: �f we �nfer such a
Be�ng from our own mental exper�ence, that �s not �mmed�ate but
{116} med�ate knowledge. It �s a bel�ef based on �nference, and a
bel�ef wh�ch �s, properly speak�ng, metaphys�cal. The �dea of a
Rel�g�on wh�ch �s merely based upon Psychology and �nvolves
noth�ng else �s a delus�on: all the great Rel�g�ons of the world have
been, among other th�ngs, metaphys�cal systems. We have no
means of ascerta�n�ng the�r truth but Reason, whether �t assume the
form of a rough common-sense or of elaborate reason�ng wh�ch not
only �s Metaphys�c but knows �tself to be so. Reason �s then the
organ of rel�g�ous truth. But then, let me rem�nd you, Reason
�ncludes our moral Reason. That really �s a faculty of �mmed�ate
knowledge; and �t �s a faculty wh�ch, �n a h�gher or lower state of
development, �s actually found �n pract�cally all human be�ngs. The
one element of truth wh�ch I recogn�ze �n the theory of an �mmed�ate
knowledge of God �s the truth that the most �mportant data upon
wh�ch we base the �nference wh�ch leads to the knowledge of God
are those suppl�ed by the �mmed�ate judgements or �ntu�t�ons of the
Moral Consc�ousness.

And here let me caut�on you aga�nst a very prevalent
m�sunderstand�ng about the word Reason. It �s assumed very often
that Reason means noth�ng but �nference. That �s not what we mean
when we refer moral judgements to the Reason. We do not mean
that we can prove that th�ngs are r�ght or {117} wrong: we mean
prec�sely the oppos�te—that ult�mate moral truth �s �mmed�ate, l�ke
the truth that two and two make four. It m�ght, of course, be
contended that the same Reason wh�ch assures me that goodness
�s worth hav�ng and that the whole �s greater than the part, assures
us no less �mmed�ately of the ex�stence of God. I can only say that I
am sure I have no such �mmed�ate knowledge, and that for the most
part that knowledge �s never cla�med by people who understand
clearly the d�fference between �mmed�ate knowledge and �nference.
The �dea of God �s a complex concept�on, based, not upon th�s or
that �solated judgement or momentary exper�ence, but upon the



whole of our exper�ence taken together. It �s a hypothes�s suggested
by, and necessary to, the explanat�on of our exper�ence as a whole.
Some m�nds may lay most stress upon the rel�g�ous emot�ons
themselves; others upon the exper�ence of the outer world, upon the
appearances of des�gn, or upon the metaphys�cal argument wh�ch
shows them the �nconce�vab�l�ty of matter w�thout m�nd; others,
aga�n, may be most �mpressed by the �mposs�b�l�ty of account�ng �n
any way for the �mmed�ate consc�ousness of duty and the conv�ct�on
of object�ve val�d�ty or author�ty wh�ch that consc�ousness carr�es
w�th �t. But �n any case the knowledge, when �t �s a reasonable bel�ef
and not based merely upon author�ty, �nvolves {118} �nference—just
l�ke our knowledge of our fr�end's ex�stence. The fact that my fr�end
�s known to me by exper�ence does not prevent h�s commun�cat�ng
h�s m�nd to me. I shall try to show you �n my next lecture that to
adm�t that our knowledge of God �s based upon �nference �s not
�ncompat�ble w�th the bel�ef that God has spoken to man face to
face, as a man speaketh to h�s fr�end.

At th�s po�nt �t may perhaps be well, for the sake of clearness, to
summar�ze the pos�t�on to wh�ch I have tr�ed to lead you. I have tr�ed
to show that the mater�al Un�verse cannot reasonably be thought of
as hav�ng any ex�stence outs�de, or �ndependently of, M�nd. It
certa�nly does not ex�st merely �n any or all of the human and s�m�lar
m�nds whose knowledge �s fleet�ng, and wh�ch have, there �s every
reason to bel�eve, a beg�nn�ng �n t�me. We are bound then to �nfer
the ex�stence of a s�ngle M�nd or Consc�ousness, wh�ch must be
thought of as conta�n�ng all the elements of our own Consc�ousness
—Reason or Thought, Feel�ng, and W�ll—though no doubt �n H�m
those elements or aspects of Consc�ousness are comb�ned �n a
manner of wh�ch our own m�nds can g�ve us but a very fa�nt and
analog�cal �dea. The world must be thought of as ult�mately the
thought or exper�ence of th�s M�nd, wh�ch we call God. And th�s M�nd
must be thought {119} of as not only a Th�nker, but also as a Cause
or a W�ll. Our own and all other m�nds, no less than the events of the
mater�al Un�verse, owe the�r beg�nn�ng and cont�nuance to th�s d�v�ne
W�ll: �n them the thought or exper�ence of the d�v�ne M�nd �s



reproduced �n var�ous degrees; and to all of them �s commun�cated
some port�on of that causal�ty or act�v�ty of wh�ch God �s the ult�mate
source, so that the�r acts must be regarded as due med�ately to
them, ult�mately to God. But, though these m�nds are wholly
dependent upon and �n �nt�mate connex�on w�th the d�v�ne M�nd, they
cannot be regarded as parts of the d�v�ne Consc�ousness. Real�ty
cons�sts of God and all the m�nds that He w�lls to ex�st, together w�th
the world of Nature wh�ch ex�sts �n and for those m�nds. Real�ty �s the
system or soc�ety of sp�r�ts and the�r exper�ence. The character and
ult�mate purpose of the d�v�ne M�nd �s revealed to us, however
�nadequately or �mperfectly, �n the moral consc�ousness; and the
moral �deal wh�ch �s thus commun�cated to us makes �t reasonable
for us to expect, for at least the h�gher of the dependent or created
m�nds, a cont�nuance, of the�r �nd�v�dual ex�stence, after phys�cal
death. Pa�n, s�n, and other ev�ls must be regarded as necessary
�nc�dents �n the process by wh�ch the d�v�ne W�ll �s br�ng�ng about the
greatest atta�nable good of all consc�ous be�ngs. The quest�on
whether our mater�al Un�verse, {120} cons�dered as the object of
M�nd, has a beg�nn�ng and w�ll have an end, �s one wh�ch we have
no data for dec�d�ng. T�me-d�st�nct�ons, I th�nk, must be regarded as
object�ve—that �s to say, as form�ng part of the nature and
const�tut�on of the real world; but the ant�nomy �nvolved e�ther �n
suppos�ng an endless success�on or a beg�nn�ng and end of the
t�me-ser�es �s one wh�ch our �ntellectual facult�es are, or at least have
so far proved, �ncapable of solv�ng. The element of �nadequacy and
uncerta�nty wh�ch the adm�ss�on of th�s ant�nomy �ntroduces �nto our
theory of the Un�verse �s an emphat�c rem�nder to us of the
�nadequate and �mperfect character of all our knowledge. The
knowledge, however, that we possess, though �nadequate
knowledge, �s real knowledge—not a sham knowledge of merely
relat�ve or human val�d�ty; and �s suff�c�ent not only for the gu�dance
of l�fe but even for the part�al, though not the complete, sat�sfact�on
of one of the noblest �mpulses of the human m�nd—the d�s�nterested
pass�on for truth. 'Now we see �n a m�rror darkly'; but st�ll we see.

The v�ew of the Un�verse wh�ch I have endeavoured very
�nadequately to set before you �s a form of Ideal�sm. Inasmuch as �t



recogn�zes the ex�stence—though not the separate and �ndependent
ex�stence—of many persons; �nasmuch as �t regards both God and
man as persons, w�thout attempt�ng {121} to merge the ex�stence of
e�ther �n one all-�nclud�ng, comprehens�ve consc�ousness, �t may
further be descr�bed as a form of 'personal Ideal�sm.' But, �f any one
f�nds �t eas�er to th�nk of mater�al Nature as hav�ng an ex�stence
wh�ch, though dependent upon and w�lled by the d�v�ne M�nd, �s not
s�mply an ex�stence �n and for m�nd, such a v�ew of the Un�verse w�ll
serve equally well as a bas�s of Rel�g�on. For rel�g�ous purposes �t
makes no d�fference whether we th�nk of Nature as ex�st�ng �n the
M�nd of God, or as s�mply created or brought �nto and kept �n
ex�stence by that M�nd. When you have subtracted from the the�st�c
case every argument that depends for �ts force upon the theory that
the �dea of matter w�thout M�nd �s an unth�nkable absurd�ty, enough
w�ll rema�n to show the unreasonableness of suppos�ng that �n po�nt
of fact matter ever has ex�sted w�thout be�ng caused and controlled
by M�nd. The argument for Ideal�sm may, I hope, have at all events
exh�b�ted �nc�dentally the groundlessness and �mprobab�l�ty of
mater�al�st�c and natural�st�c assumpt�ons, and left the way clear for
the establ�shment of The�sm by the arguments wh�ch rest upon the
d�scovery that Causal�ty �mpl�es vol�t�on; upon the appearances of
�ntell�gence �n organ�c l�fe; upon the ex�stence of the moral
consc�ousness; and more generally upon the enormous probab�l�ty
that the ult�mate Source of Real�ty should resemble rather {122} the
h�ghest than the lowest k�nd of ex�stence of wh�ch we have
exper�ence. That Real�ty as a whole may be most reasonably
�nterpreted by Real�ty at �ts h�ghest �s after all the sum and substance
of all the�st�c arguments. If anybody f�nds �t eas�er to th�nk of matter
as uncreated but as always gu�ded and controlled by M�nd, I do not
th�nk there w�ll be any rel�g�ous object�on to such a pos�t�on; though �t
�s, as �t seems to me, �ntellectually a less unassa�lable pos�t�on than
�s afforded by an Ideal�sm of the type wh�ch I have most
�nadequately sketched.

Mr. Bradley �n a cyn�cal moment has def�ned Metaphys�cs as the
'f�nd�ng of bad reasons for what we bel�eve upon �nst�nct.' I do not for
myself accept that def�n�t�on, wh�ch Mr. Bradley h�mself would not of



course regard as express�ng the whole truth of the matter. But,
though I am f�rmly conv�nced that �t �s poss�ble to f�nd good reasons
for the rel�g�ous bel�efs and hopes wh�ch have �n fact �nsp�red the
noblest l�ves, I st�ll feel that the greatest serv�ce wh�ch even a l�ttle
acqua�ntance w�th Ph�losophy may render to many who have not the
t�me for any profounder study of �t, w�ll be to g�ve them greater
boldness and conf�dence �n accept�ng a v�ew of the Un�verse wh�ch
sat�sf�es the �nst�nct�ve or unanalysed demands of the�r moral,
�ntellectual, and sp�r�tual nature.

{123}

NOTE ON NON-THEISTIC IDEALISM

It may perhaps be well for the sake of greater clearness to
summar�ze my object�ons—those already ment�oned and some
others—to the system of Dr. McTaggart, wh�ch I adm�t to be, for one
who has accepted the �deal�st�c pos�t�on that matter does not ex�st
apart from M�nd, the only �ntell�g�ble alternat�ve to The�sm. H�s theory
�s, �t w�ll be remembered, that ult�mate Real�ty cons�sts of a system of
selves or sp�r�ts, uncreated and eternal, form�ng together a Un�ty, but
not a consc�ous Un�ty, so that consc�ousness ex�sts only �n the
separate selves, not �n the whole:

(1) It �s adm�tted that the mater�al world ex�sts only �n and for M�nd.
There �s no reason to th�nk that any human m�nd, or any of the other
m�nds of wh�ch Dr. McTaggart's Un�verse �s composed, knows the
whole of th�s world. What k�nd of ex�stence then have the parts of the
Un�verse wh�ch are not known to any m�nd? It seems to me that Dr.
McTaggart would be compelled to adm�t that they do not ex�st at all.
The world postulated by Sc�ence would thus be adm�tted to be a
delus�on. Th�s represents a subject�ve Ideal�sm of an extreme and
stagger�ng k�nd wh�ch cannot meet the object�ons commonly urged
aga�nst all Ideal�sm.

(2) Moreover, the world �s not such an �ntellectually complete system
as Dr. McTaggart �ns�sts that �t must be, apart from the relat�ons of �ts



known parts to �ts unknown parts. If there are parts wh�ch are
unknown to any m�nd, and wh�ch therefore do not ex�st at all, �t �s not
a system at all.

(3) If �t be sa�d that all the sp�r�ts between them know the world—one
know�ng one part, another another—th�s �s a mere hypothes�s,
opposed to all the probab�l�t�es suggested by exper�ence, and after
all would be a very �nadequate answer to our d�ff�cult�es. Dr.
McTaggart �ns�sts {124} that the world of ex�st�ng th�ngs ex�sts as a
system. Such ex�stence to an Ideal�st must mean ex�stence for a
m�nd; a system not known as a system to any m�nd whatever could
hardly be sa�d to ex�st at all.

(4) If �t be suggested (as Dr. McTaggart was at one t�me �ncl�ned to
suggest) that every m�nd cons�dered as a t�meless Noumenon �s
omn�sc�ent, though �n �ts phenomenal and temporal aspect �ts
knowledge �s �nterm�ttent and always l�m�ted, I reply (a) the theory
seems to me not only gratu�tous but un�ntell�g�ble, and (b) �t �s open
to all the d�ff�cult�es and object�ons of the theory that t�me and
change are merely subject�ve delus�ons. Th�s �s too large a quest�on
to d�scuss here: I can only refer to the treatment of the subject by
such wr�ters as Lotze (see above) and M. Bergson. I may also refer
to Mr. Bradley's argument (Appearance and Real�ty, p. 50 sq.)
aga�nst the theory that the �nd�v�dual Ego �s out of t�me.

(5) The theory of pre-ex�stent souls �s opposed to all the probab�l�t�es
suggested by exper�ence. Soul and organ�sm are connected �n such
a way that the pre-ex�stence of one element �n what presents �tself
and works �n our world as a un�ty �s an extremely d�ff�cult
suppos�t�on, and �nvolves assumpt�ons wh�ch reduce to a m�n�mum
the amount of �dent�ty or cont�nu�ty that could be cla�med for the Ego
throughout �ts success�ve l�ves. A soul wh�ch has forgotten all �ts
prev�ous exper�ences may have some �dent�ty w�th �ts prev�ous state,
but not much. Moreover, we should have to suppose that the
correspondence of a certa�n type of body w�th a certa�n k�nd of soul,
as well as the resemblance between the �nd�v�dual and h�s parents,
�mpl�es no k�nd of causal connex�on, but �s due to mere acc�dent; or,



�f �t �s not to acc�dent, to a very arb�trary k�nd of pre-establ�shed
harmony wh�ch there �s noth�ng �n exper�ence to suggest, and wh�ch
(upon Dr. McTaggart's theory) there �s no creat�ve �ntell�gence to pre-
establ�sh. The theory cannot be absolutely refuted, but all Dr.
McTaggart's �ngenu�ty has not—to my own m�nd, {125} and (I feel
sure) to most m�nds—made �t seem otherw�se than extremely
d�ff�cult and �mprobable. Its sole recommendat�on �s that �t makes
poss�ble an Ideal�sm w�thout The�sm: but, �f The�sm be an eas�er and
more defens�ble theory, that �s no recommendat�on at all.

(6) Dr. McTaggart's whole theory seems to me to waver between two
�ncons�stent v�ews of Real�ty. When he �ns�sts that the world cons�sts
of a system or Un�ty, he tends towards a v�ew of th�ngs wh�ch makes
the system of �ntellectual relat�ons const�tut�ng knowledge or Sc�ence
to be the very real�ty of th�ngs: on such a v�ew there �s no
�mposs�b�l�ty of an ult�mate Real�ty not known to any one m�nd. But
Dr. McTaggart has too strong a hold on the conv�ct�on of the
supremely real character of consc�ous m�nd and the unreal�ty of
mere abstract�ons to be sat�sf�ed w�th th�s v�ew. If there �s no m�nd
wh�ch both knows and w�lls the ex�stence and the mutual relat�ons of
the sp�r�ts, the supreme real�ty must be found �n the �nd�v�dual sp�r�ts
themselves; yet the system, �f known to none of them, seems to fall
outs�de the real�ty. The natural tendency of a system wh�ch f�nds the
sole real�ty �n eternally self-ex�stent souls �s towards Plural�sm—a
theory of wholly �ndependent 'Reals' or 'Monads.' Dr. McTaggnrt �s
too much of a Hegel�an to acqu�esce �n such a v�ew. The gulf
between the two tendenc�es seems to me—w�th all respect—to be
awkwardly br�dged over by the assumpt�on that the separate selves
form an �ntell�g�ble system, wh�ch nevertheless no one really ex�stent
sp�r�t actually understands. If a system of relat�ons can be Real�ty,
there �s no ground for assum�ng the pre-ex�stence or etern�ty of
�nd�v�dual souls: �f on the other hand Real�ty �s 'exper�ence,' an
unexper�enced 'system' cannot be real, and the 'un�ty' d�sappears.
Th�s �s a l�ne of object�on wh�ch �t would requ�re a much more
thorough d�scuss�on to develope.



(7) On the v�ew wh�ch I myself hold as to the nature of Causal�ty, the
only �ntell�g�ble cause of events �s a W�ll. The events of Dr.
McTaggart's world (putt�ng as�de the very {126} small proport�on
wh�ch are due, �n part at least, to the voluntary act�on of men or
sp�r�ts) are not caused at all. H�s theory �s therefore open to all—and
more than all—the object�ons wh�ch I have urged �n Lecture II.
aga�nst the theory wh�ch expla�ns the Un�verse as the thought of a
M�nd but not as caused by that M�nd.

(8) It �s just poss�ble that some one m�ght suggest that the f�rst of my
object�ons m�ght be met by the allegat�on that there �s noth�ng �n the
scheme wh�ch forb�ds us to suppose that the whole of Nature �s
known to more than one of the sp�r�ts wh�ch make up Real�ty, though
not to all, or �ndeed any, of the human and non-human sp�r�ts known
to us. I should reply (a) that the cons�derat�ons wh�ch lead to the
hypothes�s of one omn�sc�ent Be�ng do not requ�re more than one
such sp�r�t, and ent�a non sunt mult�pl�canda praeter necess�tatem;
(b) such a scheme would st�ll be open to Object�on 7. If �t �s a
speculat�ve poss�b�l�ty that all Nature may ex�st �n the knowledge of
more than one sp�r�t, �t cannot well be thought of as w�lled by more
than one sp�r�t. If the Un�verse, adm�tted to form an ordered system,
�s caused by rat�onal w�ll at all, �t must surely be caused by one W�ll.
But perhaps a ser�ous d�scuss�on of a polythe�st�c scheme such as
th�s may be postponed t�ll �t �s ser�ously ma�nta�ned. It has not been
suggested, so far as I am aware, by Dr. McTaggart h�mself.

(9) The real strength of Dr. McTaggart's system must be measured
by the val�d�ty of h�s object�ons to a The�sm such as I have defended.
I have attempted to reply to those object�ons �n the course of these
Lectures, and more at length �n a rev�ew of h�s Some Dogmas of
Rel�g�on �n M�nd (N.S.), vol. xv., 1906.

[1] Cf. Fl�nt's The�sm, Ed. v., p. 117 and App. x�.

[2] The most �llum�nat�ng d�scuss�on of t�me and the most conv�nc�ng
argument for �ts 'object�v�ty' wh�ch I know, �s to be found �n Lotze's



Metaphys�c, Book II. chap. ���., but �t cannot be recommended to the
beg�nner �n Metaphys�c. A br�ll�ant expos�t�on of the v�ew of the
Un�verse wh�ch regards t�me and change as belong�ng to the very
real�ty of the Un�verse, has recently appeared �n M. Bergson's
L'Évolut�on Créatr�ce, but he has hardly attempted to deal w�th the
metaphys�cal d�ff�cult�es �nd�cated above. The book, however, seems
to me the most �mportant ph�losoph�cal work that has appeared s�nce
Mr. Bradley's Appearance and Real�ty, and though the wr�ter has
hardly formulated h�s Natural Theology, �t const�tutes a very
�mportant contr�but�on to the the�st�c argument. Be�ng based upon a
profound study of b�olog�cal Evolut�on, �t may be spec�ally
commended to sc�ent�f�c readers.

[3] Such a v�ew �s expounded �n Dr. Sch�ller's early work The R�ddles
of the Sph�nx and �n Professor How�son's The L�m�ts of Evolut�on.
The very d�st�ngu�shed French th�nker Charles Renouv�er (La
Nouvelle Monadolog�e, etc.), l�ke Or�gen, bel�eved that souls were
pre-ex�stent but created.

[4] I use the word 'causally connected' �n the popular or sc�ent�f�c
sense of the word, to �nd�cate merely an actually observed psycho-
phys�cal law.

[5] In part, perhaps, also to a m�staken theory of pred�cat�on, wh�ch
assumes that, because every fact �n the world can be represented as
log�cally a pred�cate of Real�ty at large, therefore there �s but one
Substance or (metaphys�cally) Real Be�ng �n the world, of wh�ch all
other ex�stences are really mere 'attr�butes.' But th�s theory cannot
be d�scussed here.

[6] In The New Theology.

[7] E.g. by Mr. Bradley �n Appearance and Real�ty and st�ll more
uncomprom�s�ngly by Professor A. E. Taylor �n The Problem of
Conduct, but I rejo�ce to f�nd that the latter very able wr�ter has
recently g�ven up th�s theory of a 'super-moral' Absolute.



[8] I th�nk �t des�rable to ment�on here that Professor Watson's
account of my v�ews �n h�s Ph�losoph�cal Bas�s of Rel�g�on
completely m�srepresents my real pos�t�on. I have repl�ed to h�s
cr�t�c�sms �n M�nd, N.S. No. 69 (Jan. 1909).

[9] Th�s �s somet�mes den�ed by Ph�losophers, but I have never been
able to understand on what grounds. If I know a pr�or� the ex�stence
of other men, I ought to be able to say a pr�or� how many they are
and to say someth�ng about them. And th�s �s more than any one
cla�ms.

[10] In Esqu�sse d'une Ph�losoph�e de la Rel�g�on d'après La
Psycholog�e et l'h�sto�re.

{127}

LECTURE V

REVELATION

I have tr�ed �n prev�ous lectures to show that the apprehens�on of
rel�g�ous truth does not depend upon some spec�al k�nd of �ntu�t�on;
that �t �s not due to some spec�al faculty super�or to and d�fferent �n
k�nd from our ord�nary �ntellectual act�v�t�es, but to an exerc�se of the
same �ntellectual facult�es by wh�ch we atta�n to truth �n other matters
—�nclud�ng, however, espec�ally the wholly un�que faculty of
�mmed�ately d�scern�ng values or pronounc�ng moral judgements.
The word 'fa�th' should, as �t seems to me, be used to express not a
myster�ous capac�ty for atta�n�ng to knowledge w�thout thought or
w�thout ev�dence, but to �nd�cate some of the man�fold character�st�cs
by wh�ch our rel�g�ous knowledge �s d�st�ngu�shed from the
knowledge e�ther of common l�fe or of the phys�cal Sc�ences. If I had
t�me there would be much to be sa�d about these character�st�cs, and
I th�nk I could show that the popular d�st�nct�on between knowledge



and rel�g�ous {128} fa�th f�nds whatever real just�f�cat�on �t possesses
�n these character�st�cs of rel�g�ous knowledge. I m�ght �ns�st on the
frequently �mpl�c�t and unanalysed character of rel�g�ous th�nk�ng;
upon the �ncompleteness and �nadequacy of even the fullest account
that the maturest and acutest Ph�losopher can g�ve of ult�mate
Real�ty; upon the merely probable and analog�cal character of much
of the reason�ng wh�ch �s necessar�ly employed both �n the most
popular and �n the most ph�losoph�cal k�nds of reason�ng about such
matters; and above all upon the prom�nent place wh�ch moral
judgements occupy �n rel�g�ous thought, moral judgements wh�ch, on
account of the�r �mmed�ate character and the�r emot�onal sett�ng, are
often not recogn�zed �n the�r true character as judgements of the
Reason. Most of the m�stakes �nto wh�ch popular th�nk�ng has fallen
�n th�s matter—the m�stakes wh�ch culm�nate �n the famous
exam�nat�on-paper def�n�t�on of fa�th as 'a means of bel�ev�ng that
wh�ch we know not to be true'—would be avo�ded �f we would only
remember, w�th St. Paul and most of the greater rel�g�ous th�nkers,
that the true ant�thes�s �s not between fa�th and reason but between
fa�th and s�ght. All rel�g�ous bel�ef �mpl�es a bel�ef �n someth�ng wh�ch
cannot be touched or tasted or handled, and wh�ch cannot be
establ�shed by any mere log�cal deduct�on from what can be touched
or tasted or handled. So far from �mply�ng {129} scept�c�sm as to the
power of Reason, th�s oppos�t�on between fa�th and s�ght actually
asserts the poss�b�l�ty of atta�n�ng by thought to a knowledge of
real�t�es wh�ch cannot be touched or tasted or handled—a
knowledge of equal val�d�ty and trustworth�ness w�th that wh�ch �s
popularly sa�d to be due to the senses, though Plato has taught us
once for all[1] that the senses by themselves never g�ve us real
knowledge, and that �n the apprehens�on of the most ord�nary matter
of fact there �s �mpl�ed the act�on of the self-same �ntellect by wh�ch
alone we can reach the knowledge of God.

It may further be po�nted out that, though ne�ther rel�g�ous knowledge
nor moral knowledge are mere emot�on, they are both of them very
closely connected w�th certa�n emot�ons. Great moral d�scover�es are
made, not so much by super�or �ntellectual power, as by super�or
�nterest �n the subject-matter of Moral�ty. Very ord�nary �ntell�gence



can see, when �t �s really brought to bear upon the matter, the
�rrat�onal�ty or �mmoral�ty of bad customs, oppress�ons, soc�al
�njust�ces; but the people who have led the revolt aga�nst these
th�ngs have generally been the people who have felt �ntensely about
them. So �t �s w�th the more d�st�nctly rel�g�ous knowledge. Rel�g�ous
thought and �ns�ght are largely dependent upon the emot�ons to
wh�ch rel�g�ous {130} �deas and bel�efs appeal. The absence of
rel�g�ous thought and def�n�te rel�g�ous bel�ef �s very often (I am far
from say�ng always) due to a want of �nterest �n Rel�g�on; but that
does not prove that rel�g�ous thought �s not the work of the �ntellect,
any more than the fact that a man �s �gnorant of Pol�t�cs because he
takes no �nterest �n Pol�t�cs proves that pol�t�cal truth �s a mere matter
of emot�on, and has noth�ng to do w�th the understand�ng. Thought �s
always gu�ded by �nterest—a truth wh�ch must not be d�storted w�th a
certa�n modern school of thought, �f �ndeed �t can properly be called
thought, �nto the assert�on that th�nk�ng �s noth�ng but w�ll�ng, and
that therefore we are at l�berty to th�nk just what we please.

And that leads on to a further po�nt. Emot�on and des�re are very
closely connected w�th the w�ll. A man's moral �ns�ght and the
development of h�s thought about moral quest�ons depend very
largely upon the extent to wh�ch he acts up to whatever l�ght he has.
V�ce, as Ar�stotle put �t, �s phthart�ke arches—destruct�ve of moral
f�rst pr�nc�ples. Moral �ns�ght �s largely dependent upon character.
And so �s rel�g�ous �ns�ght. Thus �t �s qu�te true to say that rel�g�ous
bel�ef depends �n part upon the state of the w�ll. Th�s doctr�ne has
been so scandalously abused by many Theolog�ans and Apolog�sts
that I use �t w�th great hes�tat�on. I have no sympathy {131} w�th the
�dea that we are just�f�ed �n bel�ev�ng a rel�g�ous doctr�ne merely
because we w�sh �t to be true, or w�th the �ns�nuat�on that non-bel�ef
�n a rel�g�ous truth �s always or necessar�ly due to moral obl�qu�ty. But
st�ll �t �s unden�able that a man's eth�cal and rel�g�ous bel�efs are to
some extent affected by the state of h�s w�ll. That �s so w�th all
knowledge to some extent; for progress �n knowledge requ�res
attent�on, and �s largely dependent upon �nterest. If I take no �nterest
�n the propert�es of curves or the square root of -1, I am not very
l�kely to make a good mathemat�c�an. Th�s connex�on of knowledge



w�th �nterest appl�es �n an except�onal degree to rel�g�ous knowledge:
and that �s one of the po�nts wh�ch I th�nk many rel�g�ous th�nkers
have �ntended to emphas�ze by the�r too hard and fast d�st�nct�ons
between fa�th and knowledge.

Bel�ef �tself �s thus to some extent affected by the state of the w�ll;
and st�ll more emphat�cally does the extent to wh�ch bel�ef affects
act�on depend upon the w�ll. Many bel�efs wh�ch we qu�te s�ncerely
hold are what have been called 'ot�ose bel�efs'; we do not by an effort
of the w�ll real�ze them suff�c�ently strongly for them to affect act�on.
Many a man knows perfectly that h�s course of l�fe w�ll �njure or
destroy h�s phys�cal health; �t �s not through �ntellectual scept�c�sm
that he d�sobeys h�s {132} phys�c�an's prescr�pt�ons, but because
other des�res and �ncl�nat�ons prevent h�s attend�ng to them and
act�ng upon them. It �s obv�ous that to men l�ke St. Paul and Luther
fa�th meant much more than a mere state of the �ntellect; �t �ncluded
a certa�n emot�onal and a certa�n vol�t�onal att�tude; �t �ncluded love
and �t �ncluded obed�ence. Whether our �ntellectual bel�efs about
Rel�g�on are energet�c enough to �nfluence act�on, does to an
enormous extent depend upon our w�lls. Fa�th �s, then, used, and
almost �nev�tably used, �n such a great var�ety of senses that I do not
l�ke to lay down one def�n�te and exclus�ve def�n�t�on of �t; but �t would
be safe to say that, for many purposes and �n many connex�ons,
rel�g�ous fa�th means the del�berate adopt�on by an effort of the w�ll,
as pract�cally certa�n for purposes of act�on and of feel�ng, of a
rel�g�ous bel�ef wh�ch to the �ntellect �s, or may be, merely probable.
For purposes of l�fe �t �s ent�rely reasonable to treat probab�l�t�es as
certa�nt�es. If a man has reason to th�nk h�s fr�end �s trustworthy, he
w�ll do well to trust h�m wholly and �mpl�c�tly. If a man has reason to
th�nk that a certa�n v�ew of the Un�verse �s the most probable one, he
w�ll do well hab�tually to allow that conv�ct�on to dom�nate not merely
h�s act�ons, but the hab�tual tenour of h�s emot�onal and sp�r�tual l�fe.
We should not love a human be�ng much �f we allowed ourselves
hab�tually to {133} contemplate the log�cal poss�b�l�ty that the loved
one was unworthy of, or �rrespons�ve to, our affect�on. We could not
love God �f we hab�tually contemplated the fact that H�s ex�stence
rests for us upon judgements �n wh�ch there �s more or less



poss�b�l�ty of error, though there �s no reason why we should, �n our
speculat�ve moments, cla�m a greater certa�nty for them than seems
to be reasonable. The doctr�ne that 'probab�l�ty �s the gu�de of l�fe' �s
one on wh�ch every sens�ble man hab�tually acts �n all other relat�ons
of l�fe: B�shop Butler was r�ght �n contend�ng that �t should be appl�ed
no less unhes�tat�ngly to the matter of rel�g�ous bel�ef and rel�g�ous
asp�rat�on.

The v�ew wh�ch I have taken of the nature of fa�th may be �llustrated
by the pos�t�on of Clement of Alexandr�a. It �s clear from h�s wr�t�ngs
that by fa�th he meant a k�nd of conv�ct�on fall�ng short of
demonstrat�on or �mmed�ate �ntellectual �ns�ght, and dependent �n
part upon the state of the w�ll and the heart. Clement d�d not
d�sparage knowledge �n the �nterests of fa�th: fa�th was to h�m a more
elementary k�nd of knowledge rest�ng largely upon moral conv�ct�on,
and the foundat�on of that h�gher state of �ntellectual apprehens�on
wh�ch he called Gnos�s. I do not mean, of course, to adopt Clement's
Ph�losophy as a whole; I merely refer to �t as �llustrat�ng the po�nt
that, properly cons�dered, fa�th �s, or rather �ncludes, a part�cular k�nd
or stage {134} of knowledge, and �s not a totally d�fferent and even
oppos�te state of m�nd. It would be easy to show that th�s has been
fully recogn�zed by many, �f not most, of the great Chr�st�an th�nkers.

One last po�nt. It �s of the utmost �mportance to d�st�ngu�sh between
the process by wh�ch psycholog�cally a man arr�ves at a rel�g�ous or
other truth and the reasons wh�ch make �t true. Because I deny that
the truth of God's ex�stence can reasonably be accepted on the
bas�s of an �mmed�ate judgement or �ntu�t�on, I do not deny for one
moment that an apparently �ntu�t�ve conv�ct�on of the truth of
Chr�st�an�ty, as of other rel�g�ons, actually ex�sts. The rel�g�ous bel�ef
of the vast major�ty of persons has always rested, and must always
rest, very largely upon trad�t�on, educat�on, env�ronment, author�ty of
one k�nd or another—author�ty supported or conf�rmed by a vary�ng
measure of �ndependent reflect�on or exper�ence. And, just where
the �nfluence of author�ty �s most complete and overwhelm�ng, �t �s
least felt to be author�ty. The person whose bel�efs are most ent�rely
produced by educat�on or env�ronment �s very often most conv�nced



that h�s op�n�ons are due solely to h�s own �mmed�ate �ns�ght. But
even where th�s �s not the case—even where the rel�g�ous man �s
tak�ng a new departure, revolt�ng aga�nst h�s env�ronment and
adopt�ng a rel�g�ous bel�ef absolutely at var�ance w�th the establ�shed
{135} bel�ef of h�s soc�ety—I do not contend that such new rel�g�ous
�deas are always due to unobserved and unanalysed processes of
reason�ng. That �n most cases, when a person adopts a new creed,
he would h�mself g�ve some reason for h�s change of fa�th �s obv�ous,
though the reason wh�ch he would allege would not �n all cases be
the one wh�ch really caused the change of rel�g�on. There may be
other psycholog�cal �nfluences wh�ch cause bel�ef bes�des the
�nfluence of env�ronment: �n some cases the psycholog�cal causes of
such bel�efs are altogether beyond analys�s. But, though I do not
th�nk M. Auguste Sabat�er just�f�ed �n assum�ng that a bel�ef �s true,
and must come d�rectly from God, s�mply because we cannot eas�ly
expla�n �ts genes�s by the �nd�v�dual's env�ronment and psycholog�cal
antecedents, �t �s of extreme �mportance to �ns�st that �t �s not proved
to be false because �t was not adopted pr�mar�ly, or at all, on
adequate theoret�cal grounds. A bel�ef wh�ch arose at f�rst ent�rely
w�thout log�cal just�f�cat�on, or �t may be on �ntellectual grounds
subsequently d�scovered to be �nadequate or false, may
nevertheless be one wh�ch can and does just�fy �tself to the reflect�ve
�ntellect of the person h�mself or of other persons. And many new,
true, and valuable bel�efs have undoubtedly ar�sen �n th�s way. Even
�n phys�cal Sc�ence we all know that there �s no Log�c of d�scovery. It
{136} �s a fam�l�ar cr�t�c�sm upon the Log�c of Bacon that he �gnored
or under-est�mated the part that �s played �n sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng by
hypothes�s, and the consequent need of sc�ent�f�c �mag�nat�on. Very
often the new sc�ent�f�c �dea comes �nto the d�scoverer's m�nd, he
knows not how or why. Some great man of Sc�ence—I th�nk,
Helmholtz—sa�d of a br�ll�ant d�scovery of h�s, 'It was g�ven to me.'
But �t was not true because �t came to Helmholtz �n th�s way, but
because �t was subsequently ver�f�ed and proved. Now, undoubtedly,
rel�g�ous bel�efs, new and old, often do present themselves to the
m�nds of �nd�v�duals �n an �ntu�t�ve and unaccountable way. They may
subsequently be just�f�ed at the bar of Reason: and yet Reason
m�ght never have d�scovered them for �tself. They would never have



come �nto the world unless they had presented themselves at f�rst to
some m�nd or other as �ntu�t�ons, �nsp�rat�ons, �mmed�ate
Revelat�ons: and yet (once aga�n) the fact that they so present
themselves does not by �tself prove them to be true.

I may perhaps �llustrate what I mean by the analogy of Poetry. I
suppose few people w�ll push the sound-w�thout-sense v�ew of
Poetry to the length of deny�ng that poets do somet�mes see and
teach us truths. No one—least of all one who �s not even a verse-
maker h�mself—can, I suppose, analyse the �ntellectual process by
wh�ch a poet {137} gets at h�s truths. The �ns�ght by wh�ch he arr�ves
at them �s closely connected w�th emot�ons of var�ous k�nds: and yet
the truths are not themselves emot�ons, nor do they �n all cases
merely state the fact that the poet has felt such and such emot�ons.
They are propos�t�ons about the nature of th�ngs, not merely about
the poet's mental states. And yet the truths are not true because the
poet feels them, as he would say—no matter how pass�onately he
feels them. There �s no separate organ of poet�c truth: and not all the
th�ngs that poets have pass�onately felt are true. Some h�ghly
poet�cal thoughts have been very false thoughts. But, �f they are true,
they must be true for good log�cal reasons, wh�ch a ph�losoph�cal
cr�t�c may even �n some cases by subsequent reflect�on be able to
d�sentangle and set forth. Yet the poet d�d not get at those truths by
way of ph�losoph�cal reflect�on: or, �f he was led to them by any
log�cal process, he could not have analysed h�s own reason�ng. The
poet could not have produced the arguments of the ph�losopher: the
ph�losopher w�thout the poet's lead m�ght never have seen the truth.
I am afra�d I must not stay to defend or �llustrate th�s pos�t�on: I w�ll
only say that the poets I should most naturally go to for �llustrat�on
would be such poets as Wordsworth, Tennyson, and Brown�ng,
though perhaps all three are a l�ttle {138} too consc�ously ph�losoph�c
to supply the �deal �llustrat�on.

I do not th�nk �t w�ll be d�ff�cult to apply these reflect�ons to the case
of rel�g�ous and eth�cal truth. All rel�g�ous truth, as I hold, depends
log�cally upon �nference; �nference from the whole body of our
exper�ences, among wh�ch the most �mportant place �s held by our



�mmed�ate moral judgements. The truth of The�sm �s �n that sense a
truth d�scern�ble by Reason. But �t does not follow that, when �t was
f�rst d�scovered, �t was arr�ved at by the �nferences wh�ch I have
endeavoured to some extent to analyse, or by one of the many l�nes
of thought wh�ch may lead to the same conclus�ons. It was not the
Greek ph�losophers so much as the Jew�sh prophets who taught the
world true Monothe�sm. Hosea, Amos, the two Isa�ahs probably
arr�ved at the�r Monothe�sm largely by �ntu�t�on; or (�n so far as �t was
by �nferent�al processes) the prem�sses of the�r argument were very
probably �nher�ted bel�efs of earl�er Juda�sm wh�ch would not
commend themselves w�thout qual�f�cat�on to a modern th�nker. In �ts
essent�als the Monothe�sm of Isa�ah �s a reasonable bel�ef; we
accept �t because �t �s reasonable, not because Isa�ah had an
�ntu�t�on that �t was true; for we have rejected many th�ngs wh�ch to
Isa�ah probably seemed no less self-ev�dently true. And yet �t would
be a profound m�stake to assume that {139} the ph�losophers who
now defend Isa�ah's creed would ever have arr�ved at �t w�thout
Isa�ah's a�d.

I hope that by th�s t�me you w�ll have seen to some extent the sp�r�t �n
wh�ch I am approach�ng the spec�al subject of to-day's lecture—the
quest�on of Revelat�on. In some of the senses that have been g�ven
to �t, the �dea of Revelat�on �s one wh�ch hardly any one tra�ned �n the
school—that �s to say, any school—of modern Ph�losophy �s l�kely to
accept. The �dea that p�eces of �nformat�on have been supernaturally
and w�thout any employment of the�r own �ntellectual facult�es
commun�cated at var�ous t�mes to part�cular persons, the�r truth
be�ng guaranteed by m�racles—�n the sense of �nterrupt�ons of the
ord�nary course of nature by an extraord�nary f�at of creat�ve power—
�s one wh�ch �s already rejected by most modern theolog�ans, even
among those who would generally be called rather conservat�ve
theolog�ans. I w�ll not now argue the quest�on whether any
m�raculous event, however well attested, could poss�bly be suff�c�ent
ev�dence for the truth of sp�r�tual teach�ng g�ven �n attestat�on of �t. I
w�ll merely remark that to any one who has really apprec�ated the
mean�ng of b�bl�cal cr�t�c�sm, �t �s scarcely conce�vable that the
ev�dence for m�racles could seem suff�c�ently cogent to const�tute



such an attestat�on. In proof of that I w�ll merely appeal to the
modest, apologet�c, tentat�ve tone �n wh�ch {140} scholarly and
sober-m�nded theolog�ans who would usually be classed among the
defenders of m�racles—men l�ke the B�shop of Ely or Professor
Sanday of Oxford—are content to speak of such ev�dences. They
adm�t the d�ff�culty of prov�ng that such m�raculous events really
happened thousands of years ago on the strength of narrat�ves
wr�tten at the very earl�est f�fty years after the alleged event, and they
�nv�te us rather to bel�eve �n the m�racles on the ev�dence of a
Revelat�on already accepted than to accept the revelat�on on the
ev�dence of the m�racles. I shall have a word to say on th�s quest�on
of m�racles next t�me; but for the present I want to establ�sh, or rather
w�thout much argument to put before you for your cons�derat�on, th�s
pos�t�on; that the �dea of revelat�on cannot be adm�tted �n the sense
of a commun�cat�on of truth by God, cla�m�ng to be accepted not on
account of �ts own �ntr�ns�c reasonableness or of the �ntellectual or
sp�r�tual �ns�ght of the person to whom �t �s made, but on account of
the h�stor�cal ev�dence for m�raculous occurrences sa�d to have
taken place �n connex�on w�th such commun�cat�on. The most that
can reasonably be contended for �s that super-normal occurrences of
th�s k�nd may possess a certa�n corroborat�ve value �n support of a
Revelat�on cla�m�ng to be accepted on other grounds.

What place then �s left for the �dea of Revelat�on? {141} I w�ll ask you
to go back for a moment to the conclus�ons of our f�rst lecture. We
saw that from the �deal�st�c po�nt of v�ew all knowledge may be
looked upon as a part�al commun�cat�on to the human soul of the
thoughts or exper�ences of the d�v�ne M�nd. There �s a sense then �n
wh�ch all truth �s revealed truth. In a more �mportant sense, and a
sense more nearly all�ed to that of ord�nary usage, all moral and
sp�r�tual truth may be regarded as revealed truth. And �n part�cular
those �mmed�ate judgements about good and ev�l �n wh�ch we have
found the sole means of know�ng the d�v�ne character and purposes
must be looked on as d�v�nely �mplanted knowledge—none the less
d�v�nely �mplanted because �t �s, �n the ord�nary sense of the words,
qu�te natural, normal, and cons�stent w�th law. Nobody but an Athe�st
ought to talk about the unass�sted human �ntellect: no one who



acqu�esces �n the old doctr�ne that Consc�ence �s the vo�ce of God
ought e�ther on the one hand to deny the ex�stence of Revelat�on, or
on the other to speak of Revelat�on as �f �t were conf�ned to the B�ble.

But because we ascr�be some �ntr�ns�c power of judg�ng about
sp�r�tual and moral matters to the ord�nary human �ntellect, �t would
be a gr�evous m�stake to assume that all men have an equal
measure of th�s power. Because we assert that all moral and sp�r�tual
truth comes to men by {142} Revelat�on, �t does not follow that there
are not degrees of Revelat�on. And �t �s one of the spec�al
character�st�cs of rel�g�ous and moral truth that �t �s �n a pecul�ar
degree dependent upon the super�or �ns�ght of those except�onal
men to whom have been accorded extraord�nary degrees of moral
and sp�r�tual �ns�ght. Even �n Sc�ence, as we have seen, we cannot
d�spense w�th gen�us: very ord�nary men can sat�sfy themselves of
the truth of a hypothes�s when �t �s once suggested, though they
would have been qu�te �ncompetent to d�scover that hypothes�s for
themselves. St�ll more unquest�onably are there moral and sp�r�tual
truths wh�ch, when once d�scovered, can be seen to be true by men
of very commonplace �ntellect and commonplace character. The
truths are seen and passed on to others, who accept them partly on
author�ty, by way of soc�al �nher�tance and trad�t�on; partly because
they are conf�rmed �n var�ous degrees by the�r own �ndependent
judgement and exper�ence. Here then—�n the d�scovery of new
sp�r�tual truth—we encounter that h�gher and except�onal degree of
sp�r�tual and eth�cal �ns�ght wh�ch �n a spec�al and pre-em�nent sense
we ought to regard as Revelat�on or Insp�rat�on. Here there �s room,
�n the evolut�on of Rel�g�on and Moral�ty, for the �nfluence of the men
of moral or rel�g�ous gen�us—the Prophets, the Apostles, the
Founders and Reformers of Rel�g�ons: and, s�nce {143} moral and
sp�r�tual �ns�ght are very closely connected w�th character, for the
moral hero, the leader of men, the Sa�nt. Espec�ally to the new
departures, the turn�ng-po�nts, the epoch-mak�ng d�scover�es �n
eth�cal and rel�g�ous progress connected w�th the appearance of
such men, we may apply the term Revelat�on �n a supreme or
culm�nat�ng sense.



It �s, as �t seems to me, extremely �mportant that we should not
altogether d�vorce the �dea of Revelat�on from those k�nds of moral
and rel�g�ous truth wh�ch are arr�ved at by the ord�nary work�ng of the
human �ntellect. The ult�mate moral judgements no doubt must be
�ntu�t�ve or �mmed�ate, but �n our deduct�ons from them—�n the�r
appl�cat�on both to pract�cal l�fe and to theor�es about God and the
Un�verse—there �s room for much �ntellectual work of the k�nd wh�ch
we commonly assoc�ate rather w�th the ph�losopher than w�th the
prophet. But the ph�losopher may be also a prophet. The
ph�losoph�cally tra�ned Greek Fathers were surely r�ght �n
recogn�z�ng that men l�ke Socrates and Plato were to be numbered
among those to whom the Sp�r�t of God had spoken �n an
except�onal degree. They too spoke �n the power of the �ndwell�ng
Logos. But st�ll �t �s qu�te natural that we should assoc�ate the �dea of
Revelat�on or Insp�rat�on more part�cularly w�th that k�nd of moral and
�ntellectual d�scovery wh�ch comes to except�onal men by way {144}
of apparent �ntu�t�on or �mmed�ate �ns�ght. We assoc�ate the �dea of
�nsp�rat�on rather w�th the poet than w�th the man of Sc�ence, and
w�th the prophet rather than w�th the systemat�c ph�losopher. It �s
qu�te natural, therefore, that we should assoc�ate the �dea of
Revelat�on more espec�ally w�th rel�g�ous teachers of the �ntu�t�ve
order l�ke the Jew�sh prophets than w�th even those ph�losophers
who have also been great pract�cal teachers of Eth�cs and Rel�g�on.
But �t �s most �mportant to recogn�ze that there �s no hard and fast
l�ne to be drawn between the two classes. The Jew�sh prophets d�d
not arr�ve at the�r �deas about God w�thout a great deal of hard
th�nk�ng, though the th�nk�ng �s for the most part unexpl�c�t and the
mode of express�on poet�c. 'The�r �dols are s�lver and gold; even the
work of men's hands. . . . They have hands and handle not; feet
have they and walk not: ne�ther speak they through the�r throat.'
There �s real hard reason�ng underly�ng such noble rhetor�c, though
the Psalm�st could not perhaps have reduced h�s argument aga�nst
Polythe�sm and Idolatry to the form of a d�alect�cal argument l�ke
Plato or St. Thomas Aqu�nas. In the h�ghest �nstance of all—the case
of our Lord Jesus Chr�st h�mself—a natural �nst�nct of reverence �s
apt to deter us from analys�ng how he came by the truth that he
commun�cated to men; but, though I would not deny that the deepest



{145} truth came to h�m ch�efly by a supreme g�ft of �ntu�t�on, there
are obv�ous �nd�cat�ons of profound �ntellectual thought �n h�s
teach�ng. Recall for a moment h�s arguments aga�nst the m�suse of
the Sabbath, aga�nst the superst�t�on of unclean meats, aga�nst the
Sadducean object�on to the Resurrect�on. I want to avo�d at present
dogmat�c phraseology; so I w�ll only subm�t �n pass�ng that th�s �s
only what we should expect �f the early Church was r�ght �n th�nk�ng
of Chr�st as the supreme express�on �n the moral and rel�g�ous
sphere of the Logos or Reason of God.

The thought of great rel�g�ous th�nkers �s none the less Revelat�on
because �t �nvolves the use of the�r reason�ng facult�es. But I guarded
myself aga�nst be�ng supposed, �n contend�ng for the poss�b�l�ty of a
ph�losoph�cal or metaphys�cal knowledge of God, to assume that
rel�g�ous truth had always come to men �n th�s way, or even that the
greatest steps �n rel�g�ous progress have usually taken the form of
expl�c�t reason�ng. Once aga�n, �t �s all-�mportant to d�st�ngu�sh
between the way �n wh�ch a bel�ef comes to be enterta�ned and the
reasons for �ts be�ng true. All sorts of psycholog�cal causes have
contr�buted to generate rel�g�ous bel�efs. And when once we have
d�scovered grounds �n our own reflect�on or exper�ence for bel�ev�ng
them to be true, there �s no reason why we should not regard all of
them as {146} p�eces of d�v�ne revelat�on. V�s�ons and dreams, for
�nstance, had a share �n the development of rel�g�ous �deas. We
m�ght even adm�t the poss�b�l�ty that the human race would never
have been led to th�nk of the �mmortal�ty of the soul but for pr�m�t�ve
�deas about ghosts suggested by the phenomena of dreams. The
truth of the doctr�ne �s ne�ther proved nor d�sproved by such an
account of �ts or�g�n; but, �f that bel�ef �s true and dreams have played
a part �n the process by wh�ch man has been led to �t, no The�st
surely can refuse to recogn�ze the d�v�ne gu�dance there�n. And so,
at a h�gher level, we are told by the author of the Acts that St. Peter
was led to accept the great pr�nc�ple of Gent�le Chr�st�an�ty by the
v�s�on of a sheet let down from heaven. There �s no reason why that
account should not be h�stor�cally true. The psycholog�st may very
eas�ly account for St. Peter's v�s�on by the work�ng �n h�s m�nd of the
l�beral teach�ng of Stephen, the effect of h�s fast, and so on. But that



does not prevent us recogn�z�ng that v�s�on as an �nstrument of
d�v�ne Revelat�on. We at the present day do not bel�eve �n th�s
fundamental pr�nc�ple of Chr�st�an�ty because of that dream of St.
Peter's; for we know that dreams are not always truth or always
ed�fy�ng. We bel�eve �n that pr�nc�ple on other grounds—the
conv�nc�ng grounds (among others) wh�ch St. Luke puts �nto St.
Peter's mouth {147} on the follow�ng morn�ng. But that need not
prevent our recogn�z�ng that God may have commun�cated that truth
to the men of that generat�on—and through them to us—partly by
means of that dream.

The two pr�nc�ples then for wh�ch I w�sh to contend are these: (1) that
Revelat�on �s a matter of degree; (2) that no Revelat�on can be
accepted �n the long run merely because �t came to a part�cular
person �n a pecul�arly �ntu�t�ve or �mmed�ate way. It may be that M.
Auguste Sabat�er �s r�ght �n see�ng the most �mmed�ate contact of
God w�th the human soul �n those �ntu�t�ve conv�ct�ons wh�ch can
least eas�ly be accounted for by ord�nary psycholog�cal causes; �n
those new departures of rel�g�ous �ns�ght, those unaccountable
com�ngs of new thoughts �nto the m�nd, wh�ch const�tute the great
cr�ses or turn�ng-po�nts of rel�g�ous h�story. But, though the com�ng of
such thoughts may often be accepted by the �nd�v�dual as d�rect
ev�dences of a d�v�ne or�g�n, the Metaphys�c�an, on look�ng back
upon them, cannot treat the fact that the psycholog�st cannot
account for them, as a conv�nc�ng proof of such an or�g�n, apart from
our judgement upon the contents of what cla�ms to be a revelat�on.
Untrue thoughts and w�cked thoughts somet�mes ar�se equally
unaccountably: the fact that they do so �s even now accounted for by
some as a suff�c�ent proof of d�rect d�abol�c suggest�on. When we
have judged the {148} thought to be true or the suggest�on to be
good, then we, who on other grounds bel�eve �n God, may see �n �t a
p�ece of d�v�ne revelat�on, but not t�ll then.

From th�s po�nt of v�ew �t �s clear that we are able to recogn�ze
var�ous degrees and var�ous k�nds of d�v�ne revelat�on �n many
d�fferent Rel�g�ons, ph�losoph�es, systems of eth�cal teach�ng. We are
able to recogn�ze the �mportance to the world of the great h�stor�cal



Rel�g�ons, �n all of wh�ch we can acknowledge a measure of
Revelat�on. The fact that the truths wh�ch they teach (�n so far as
they are true) can now be recogn�zed as true by ph�losoph�c thought,
does not show that the world would ever have evolved those
thoughts, apart from the �nfluence of the great reveal�ng
personal�t�es. Ph�losophy �tself—the Ph�losophy of the professed
ph�losophers—has no doubt contr�buted a very �mportant element to
the content of the h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons; but �t �s only �n proport�on as
they become part of a system of rel�g�ous teach�ng, and the
possess�on of an organ�zed rel�g�ous commun�ty, that the �deas of
the ph�losophers really come home to mult�tudes of men, and shape
the h�story of the world. Nor �n many cases would the ph�losophers
themselves have seen what they have seen but for the great epoch-
mak�ng thoughts of the great rel�g�on-mak�ng per�ods. And the same
cons�derat�ons wh�ch show the �mportance of rel�g�ous movements �n
the {149} past tend also to emphas�ze the �mportance of the
h�stor�cal Rel�g�on and of the rel�g�ous commun�ty �n wh�ch �t �s
enshr�ned �n modern t�mes. Because rel�g�ous truth can now be
defended by the use of our ord�nary �ntellectual facult�es, and
because all possess these facult�es �n some degree, �t �s absurd to
suppose that the ord�nary �nd�v�dual, �f left to h�mself, would be l�kely
to evolve a true rel�g�ous system for h�mself—any more than he
would be l�kely to d�scern for h�mself the truths that were f�rst seen by
Eucl�d or Newton �f he were not taught them. To under-est�mate the
�mportance of the great h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons and the�r creators has
been the besett�ng s�n of techn�cal rel�g�ous Ph�losophy.
Metaphys�c�ans have �n truth often wr�tten about Rel�g�on �n great
�gnorance as to the real facts of rel�g�ous h�story.

But because we recogn�ze a measure of truth �n all the h�stor�cal
Rel�g�ons, �t does not follow that we can recogn�ze an equal amount
of truth �n all of them. The �dea that all the Rel�g�ons teach much the
same th�ng—or that, wh�le they vary about that un�mportant part of
Rel�g�on wh�ch �s called doctr�ne or dogma, they are all agreed about
Moral�ty—�s an �dea wh�ch could only occur to the self-compla�sant
�gnorance wh�ch of late years has done most of the theolog�cal
wr�t�ng �n the correspondence columns of our newspapers. The real



student of comparat�ve {150} Rel�g�on knows that �t �s only at a rather
advanced stage �n the development of Rel�g�on that Rel�g�on
becomes �n any �mportant degree an eth�cal teacher at all. Even the
h�ghest and most eth�cal Rel�g�ons are not agreed e�ther �n the�r
Eth�cs or �n the�r Theology. Not only can we recogn�ze h�gher and
lower Rel�g�ons; but the h�ghest Rel�g�ons, among many th�ngs wh�ch
they have �n common, are at certa�n po�nts d�ametr�cally antagon�st�c
to each other. It �s �mposs�ble therefore reasonably to ma�nta�n that
fash�onable att�tude of m�nd towards these Rel�g�ons wh�ch my fr�end
Professor Inge once descr�bed as a sort of honorary membersh�p of
all Rel�g�ons except one's own. If we are to regard the h�stor�cal
Rel�g�ons as be�ng of any �mportance to our own personal rel�g�ous
l�fe, we must choose between them. If we put as�de the case of
Juda�sm �n �ts most cult�vated modern form, a form �n wh�ch �t has
been largely �nfluenced by Chr�st�an�ty, I suppose there �s pract�cally
only one Rel�g�on wh�ch would be �n the least l�kely to appeal to a
modern ph�losoph�cal student of Rel�g�on as a poss�ble alternat�ve to
Chr�st�an�ty—and that �s Buddh�sm. But Buddh�st Eth�cs are not the
same as Chr�st�an Eth�cs. Buddh�st Eth�cs are ascet�c: the
Chr�st�an�ty wh�ch Chr�st taught was ant�-ascet�c. In �ts v�ew of the
future, Buddh�sm �s pess�m�st�c; Chr�st�an�ty �s opt�m�st�c. Much as
{151} Buddh�sm has done to �nculcate Human�ty and Char�ty, the
pr�nc�ple of Buddh�st Human�ty �s not the same as that of Chr�st�an�ty.
Human�ty �s encouraged by the Buddh�st (�n so far as he �s really
�nfluenced by h�s own formal creed) not from a mot�ve of
d�s�nterested affect�on, but as a means of escap�ng from the ev�ls of
personal and �nd�v�dual ex�stence, and so w�nn�ng N�rvana. We
cannot at one and the same t�me adhere to the Eth�cs of Buddh�sm
and to those of Chr�st�an�ty, though I am far from say�ng that
Chr�st�ans have noth�ng to learn e�ther from Buddh�st teach�ng or
from Buddh�st pract�ce. St�ll less can we at one and the same t�me
be Athe�sts w�th the Buddh�st and The�sts w�th the Chr�st�an; look
forward w�th the Buddh�st to the ext�nct�on of personal
consc�ousness and w�th the Chr�st�an to a fuller and more sat�sfy�ng
l�fe. To take an �nterest �n comparat�ve Rel�g�on �s not to be rel�g�ous;
to be rel�g�ous �mpl�es a certa�n exclus�ve attachment to some



def�n�te form of rel�g�ous bel�ef, though �t may of course often be a
bel�ef to wh�ch many h�stor�cal �nfluences have contr�buted.



I have been try�ng to lead you to a v�ew of Revelat�on wh�ch
recogn�zes the ex�stence and the �mportance of those except�onal
rel�g�ous m�nds to whom �s due the foundat�on and development of
the great h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons, wh�le at the same t�me we refuse, �n
the last resort, to recogn�ze any {152} revelat�on as true except on
the ground that �ts truth can be �ndependently ver�f�ed. I do not mean
to deny that the �nd�v�dual must at f�rst, and may qu�te reasonably �n
some cases throughout l�fe, accept much of h�s rel�g�ous bel�ef on
author�ty; but that �s only because he may be just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng that
such and such a person, or more probably such and such a rel�g�ous
commun�ty, �s more l�kely to be r�ght than h�mself. Rat�onal
subm�ss�on to author�ty �n th�s or that �nd�v�dual postulates
�ndependent judgement on the part of others. I am far from say�ng
that every �nd�v�dual �s bound to sat�sfy h�mself by personal enqu�ry
as to the truth of every element �n h�s own Rel�g�on; but, �f and so far
as he determ�nes to do so, he cannot reasonably accept an alleged
revelat�on on any other ground than that �t comes home to h�m, that
the content of that Rel�g�on appeals to h�m as true, as sat�sfy�ng the
demands of h�s �ntellect and of h�s consc�ence. The quest�on �n
wh�ch most of us, I �mag�ne, are most v�tally �nterested �s whether the
Chr�st�an Rel�g�on �s a Rel�g�on wh�ch we can accept on these
grounds. That �t possesses some truth, that whatever �n �t �s true
comes from God—that much �s l�kely to be adm�tted by all who
bel�eve �n any k�nd of Rel�g�on �n the sense �n wh�ch we have been
d�scuss�ng Rel�g�on. The great quest�on for us �s, 'Can we f�nd any
reason for the modern man {153} �dent�fy�ng h�mself �n any exclus�ve
way w�th the h�stor�cal Chr�st�an Rel�g�on? Granted that there �s some
truth �n all Rel�g�ons, does Chr�st�an�ty conta�n the most truth? Is �t �n
any sense the one absolute, f�nal, un�versal Rel�g�on?'

That w�ll be the subject for our cons�derat�on �n the next lecture. But
meanwh�le I want to suggest to you one very broad prov�s�onal
answer to our problem. Chr�st�an�ty alone of the h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons
teaches those great truths to wh�ch we have been conducted by a
mere appeal to Reason and to Consc�ence. It teaches eth�cal
Monothe�sm; that �s to say, �t th�nks of God as a th�nk�ng, feel�ng,



w�ll�ng Consc�ousness, and understands H�s nature �n the l�ght of the
h�ghest moral �deal. It teaches the bel�ef �n personal Immortal�ty, and
�t teaches a Moral�ty wh�ch �n �ts broad general pr�nc�ples st�ll appeals
to the Consc�ence of Human�ty. Un�versal Love �t sets forth as at
once the central po�nt �n �ts moral �deal and the most �mportant
element �n �ts concept�on of God. In one of those metaphors wh�ch
express so much more than any more exact ph�losoph�cal formula, �t
�s the Rel�g�on wh�ch teaches the Fatherhood of God and the
brotherhood of man. And these truths were taught by the h�stor�cal
Jesus. No one up to h�s t�me had ever taught them w�th equal
clearness and �n equal pur�ty, and w�th the same freedom from other
and �ncons�stent teach�ngs: {154} and th�s teach�ng was developed
by h�s f�rst followers. Am�d all aberrat�ons and am�d all contam�nat�on
by heterogeneous elements, the soc�ety or soc�et�es wh�ch look back
to Chr�st as the�r Founder have never �n the worst t�mes ceased
altogether to teach these truths; and now they more and more tend
to const�tute the essence of Chr�st�an�ty as �t �s to-day—all the more
so on account of the Church's gradual shuffl�ng off of so many
advent�t�ous �deas and pract�ces wh�ch were at one t�me assoc�ated
w�th them. Chr�st�an�ty �s and rema�ns the only one of the great
h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons wh�ch has taught and does teach these great
truths �n all the�r fullness.[2] These cons�derat�ons would by
themselves be suff�c�ent to put Chr�st�an�ty �n an absolutely un�que
pos�t�on among the Rel�g�ons of Mank�nd.

I have so far been regard�ng our Lord Jesus Chr�st s�mply as a
teacher of rel�g�ous and eth�cal truth. I th�nk �t �s of fundamental
�mportance that we should beg�n by regard�ng h�m �n th�s l�ght. {155}
It was �n th�s l�ght that he f�rst presented h�mself to h�s fellow-
countrymen—even before (�n all probab�l�ty) he cla�med to be the
fulf�ller of the Mess�an�c �deal wh�ch had been set before them by the
prophets of the�r race. And I could not, w�thout a vast array of
quotat�on, g�ve you a suff�c�ent �mpress�on of the prom�nence of th�s
aspect of h�s work and personal�ty among the earl�er Greek Fathers.
Even after the elaborate doctr�nes of Cathol�c Chr�st�an�ty had begun
to be developed, �t was st�ll pr�mar�ly as the supremely �nsp�red
Teacher that Jesus was most often thought of. When the early



Chr�st�ans thought of h�m as the �ncarnate Logos or Reason of God,
to teach men d�v�ne truth was st�ll looked upon as the supreme
funct�on of the Logos and the purpose of h�s �ndwell�ng �n the
h�stor�cal Jesus. But from the f�rst Jesus appealed to men as much
more than a teacher. It �s one of the d�st�nct�ve pecul�ar�t�es of
rel�g�ous and eth�cal knowledge that �t �s �nt�mately connected w�th
character: rel�g�ous and moral teach�ng of the h�ghest k�nd �s �n a
pecul�ar degree �nseparable from the personal�ty of the teacher.
Jesus �mpressed h�s contemporar�es, and he has �mpressed
success�ve ages as hav�ng not only set before man the h�ghest
rel�g�ous and moral �deal, but as hav�ng �n a un�que manner real�zed
that �deal �n h�s own l�fe. Even the word 'example' {156} does not fully
express the �mpress�on wh�ch he made on h�s followers, or do just�ce
to the �nseparab�l�ty of h�s personal�ty from h�s teach�ng. In the
rel�g�ous consc�ousness of Chr�st men saw real�zed the �deal relat�on
of man not merely to h�s fellow-man but also to h�s heavenly Father.
From the f�rst an enthus�ast�c reverence for �ts Founder has been an
essent�al part of the Chr�st�an Rel�g�on am�d all the var�ety of the
phases wh�ch �t has assumed. The doctr�ne of the Chr�st�an Church
was �n �ts or�g�n an attempt to express �n the ph�losoph�cal language
of the t�me �ts sense of th�s supreme value of Chr�st for the rel�g�ous
and moral l�fe of man. As to the h�stor�cal success and the present
usefulness of these attempts, I shall have a word to say next t�me.
Meanwh�le, I would leave w�th you th�s one thought. The cla�m of
Chr�st�an�ty to be the supreme, the un�versal, �n a sense the f�nal
Rel�g�on, must rest ma�nly, �n the last resort, upon the appeal wh�ch
Chr�st and h�s Rel�g�on make to the moral and rel�g�ous
consc�ousness of the present.

LITERATURE

See the works ment�oned at the end of the next Lecture, to wh�ch, as
deal�ng more spec�ally w�th the subject of Lecture v., may be added
Professor Sanday's Insp�rat�on, and Professor Wendt's Revelat�on
and
Chr�st�an�ty.



[1] Throughout h�s wr�t�ngs, but pre-em�nently �n the Theoetetus.

[2] If �t be sa�d that Juda�sm or any other Rel�g�on does now teach
these truths as fully as Chr�st�an�ty, th�s may poss�bly apply to the
creed of �nd�v�dual members of these Rel�g�ons, but �t can hardly be
cla�med for the h�stor�cal Rel�g�ons themselves. I should certa�nly be
prepared to contend that even such �nd�v�duals lose someth�ng by
not plac�ng �n the centre of the�r Rel�g�on the personal�ty of h�m by
whom they were f�rst taught, and the commun�t�es wh�ch have been
the great transm�tters of them. But �n th�s course of lectures I am
ch�efly concerned w�th g�v�ng reasons why Chr�st�ans should rema�n
Chr�st�ans, rather than w�th g�v�ng reasons why others who are not
so should become Chr�st�ans.

{157}

LECTURE VI

CHRISTIANITY

In my last lecture I tr�ed to effect a trans�t�on from the �dea of
rel�g�ous truth as someth�ng bel�eved by the �nd�v�dual, and accepted
by h�m on the ev�dence of h�s own Reason and Consc�ence to the
�dea of a Rel�g�on cons�dered as a body of rel�g�ous truth handed
down by trad�t�on �n an organ�zed soc�ety. The h�gher Rel�g�ons—
those wh�ch have passed beyond the stage of merely tr�bal or
nat�onal Rel�g�on—are based upon the �dea that rel�g�ous truth of
endur�ng value has been from t�me to t�me revealed to part�cular
persons, the Founders or Apostles or Reformers of such rel�g�ons.
We recogn�zed the val�d�ty of th�s �dea of Revelat�on, and the
supreme �mportance to the moral and rel�g�ous l�fe of such h�stor�cal
revelat�ons, on one cond�t�on—that the cla�m of any h�stor�cal
Rel�g�on to the alleg�ance of �ts followers must be held to rest �n the
last resort upon the appeal wh�ch �t makes to the�r Reason and



Consc�ence: though the �nd�v�dual may often be {158} qu�te just�f�ed
�n accept�ng and rely�ng upon the Reason and Consc�ence of the
rel�g�ous Soc�ety rather than upon h�s own.

The v�ew wh�ch I have taken of Revelat�on makes �t qu�te
�ndependent of what are commonly called m�racles. All that I have
sa�d �s qu�te cons�stent w�th the unqual�f�ed acceptance or w�th the
unqual�f�ed reject�on of m�racles. But some of you may perhaps
expect me to expla�n a l�ttle more fully my own att�tude towards that
quest�on. And therefore I w�ll say th�s much—that, �f we regard a
m�racle as �mply�ng a suspens�on of a law of nature, I do not th�nk we
can call such a suspens�on a pr�or� �ncred�ble; but the enormous
exper�ence wh�ch we have of the actual regular�ty of the laws of
nature, and of the causes wh�ch �n certa�n states of the human m�nd
lead to the bel�ef �n m�racles, makes such an event �n the h�ghest
degree �mprobable. To me at least �t would seem pract�cally
�mposs�ble to get suff�c�ent ev�dence for the occurrence of such an
event �n the d�stant past: all our h�stor�cal reason�ng presupposes the
re�gn of law. But �t �s be�ng more and more adm�tted by theolog�ans
who are regarded as qu�te orthodox and rather conservat�ve, that the
�dea of a m�racle need not necessar�ly �mply such a suspens�on of
natural law. And on the other hand, dec�dedly cr�t�cal and l�beral
theolog�ans are more and more d�sposed to adm�t {159} that many of
the abnormal events commonly called m�raculous may very well
have occurred w�thout �nvolv�ng any real suspens�on of natural law.
Recent advances �n psycholog�cal knowledge have w�dened our
concept�on of the poss�ble �nfluence of m�nd over matter and of m�nd
over m�nd. Whether an alleged m�raculous event �s to be accepted or
not must, as �t seems to me, depend partly upon the amount of
cr�t�cally s�fted h�stor�cal ev�dence wh�ch can be produced for �t, partly
upon the nature of the event �tself—upon the quest�on whether �t �s
or �s not of such a k�nd that we can w�th any probab�l�ty suppose that
�t m�ght be accounted for e�ther by known laws or by laws at present
�mperfectly understood.

To apply these pr�nc�ples �n deta�l to the New Testament narrat�ves
would �nvolve cr�t�cal d�scuss�ons wh�ch are outs�de the purpose of



these lectures. I w�ll only say that few cr�t�cal scholars would deny
that some recorded m�racles even �n the New Testament are
unh�stor�cal. When they f�nd an �nc�dent l�ke the heal�ng of Malchus's
ear om�tted �n the earl�er, and �nserted �n the later redact�on of a
common or�g�nal, they cannot but recogn�ze the probab�l�ty of
trad�t�onal ampl�f�cat�on. At the same t�me few l�beral theolog�ans w�ll
be d�sposed to doubt the general fact that our Lord d�d cure some
d�seases by sp�r�tual �nfluence, or that an appearance of our Lord to
the d�sc�ples—of whatever nature—actually {160} d�d occur, and was
the means of assur�ng them of h�s cont�nued l�fe and power. At all
events I do not myself doubt these two facts. But at least when
m�racles are not regarded as const�tut�ng real except�ons to natural
law, �t �s obv�ous that they w�ll not prove the truth of any teach�ng
wh�ch may have been connected w�th them; wh�le, even �f we treat
the Gospel m�racles as real except�ons to law, the d�ff�culty of prov�ng
them �n the face of modern cr�t�cal enqu�ry �s so great that the
ev�dence w�ll hardly come home to any one not prev�ously
conv�nced, on purely sp�r�tual grounds, of the except�onal character
of our Lord's personal�ty and m�ss�on. Th�s be�ng so, I do not th�nk
that our answer to the problem of m�racles, whatever �t be, can play
any very �mportant part �n Chr�st�an Apologet�c. When we have
become Chr�st�ans on other grounds, the acts of heal�ng may st�ll
reta�n a certa�n value as �llustrat�ng the character of the Master, and
the Resurrect�on v�s�on as procla�m�ng the truth of Immortal�ty �n a
way wh�ch w�ll come home to m�nds not eas�ly access�ble to abstract
argument. The true foundat�on not merely for bel�ef �n the teach�ng of
Chr�st, but also for the Chr�st�an's reverence for h�s Person, must, as
�t seems to me, be found �n the appeal wh�ch h�s words and h�s
character st�ll make to the Consc�ence and Reason of mank�nd. Th�s
propos�t�on would be {161} perhaps more generally accepted �f I
were to say that the cla�m of Chr�st to alleg�ance rests upon the way
�n wh�ch he sat�sf�es the heart, the asp�rat�ons, the rel�g�ous needs of
mank�nd. And I should be qu�te w�ll�ng to adopt such language, �f you
w�ll only �nclude respect for h�stor�c fact and �ntellectual truth among
these rel�g�ous needs, and adm�t that a reasonable fa�th must rest on
someth�ng better than mere emot�on. Fully to exh�b�t the grounds of
th�s cla�m of Chr�st upon us would �nvolve an exam�nat�on of the



Gospel narrat�ves �n deta�l: �t would �nvolve an attempt to present to
you what was th�s teach�ng, th�s character, th�s rel�g�ous
consc�ousness wh�ch has commanded the homage of mank�nd. To
attempt such a task would be out of place �n a br�ef course of
lectures devoted to a part�cular aspect of Rel�g�on—�ts relat�on to
Ph�losophy. Here I must assume that you feel the sp�r�tual
supremacy of Chr�st—h�s un�que pos�t�on �n the rel�g�ous h�story of
the world and h�s un�que �mportance for the sp�r�tual l�fe of each one
of us—; and go on to ask what assert�ons such a conv�ct�on warrants
us �n mak�ng about h�s person and nature, what �n short should be
our att�tude towards the trad�t�onal doctr�nes of the Chr�st�an Church.

You may know someth�ng of the pos�t�on taken up �n th�s matter by
the dom�nant school of what I may call bel�ev�ng l�beral Theology �n
{162} Germany—the school wh�ch takes �ts name from the great
theolog�an R�tschl, but wh�ch w�ll be best known to most Engl�shmen
�n connex�on w�th the name of Prof. Harnack, though �t may be well
to remember that Harnack �s nearer to the left than to the r�ght w�ng
of that school. The fundamental pr�nc�ple of that school �s to base the
cla�ms of Chr�st�an�ty ma�nly upon the appeal wh�ch the p�cture of the
l�fe, teach�ng, character, and personal�ty of Chr�st makes to the moral
and rel�g�ous consc�ousness of mank�nd. The�r teach�ng �s Chr�sto-
centr�c �n the h�ghest poss�ble degree: but they are almost or ent�rely
�nd�fferent to the dogmat�c formulae wh�ch may be employed to
express th�s supreme rel�g�ous �mportance of Chr�st. In putt�ng the
personal and h�stor�cal Chr�st, and not any doctr�ne about h�m, �n the
centre of the rel�g�ous l�fe I bel�eve they are r�ght. But th�s pr�nc�ple �s
somet�mes asserted �n an exaggerated and one-s�ded manner. In the
f�rst place they are somewhat contemptuous of Ph�losophy, and of
ph�losoph�c argument even for such fundamental truths as the
ex�stence of God. I do not see that the subject�ve �mpress�on made
by Chr�st can by �tself prove the fact of God's ex�stence. We must
f�rst bel�eve that there �s a God to be revealed before we can be led
to bel�eve �n Chr�st as the supreme Revealer. I do not bel�eve that
the modern world w�ll permanently accept a v�ew of the Un�verse
{163} wh�ch does not commend �tself to �ts Reason. The R�tschl�ans
talk about the truth of Rel�g�on rest�ng upon value-judgements. I can



qu�te understand that a value-judgement may tell us the supreme
value of Chr�st's character and h�s f�tness to be treated as the
representat�ve of God to us, when once we bel�eve �n God: but I
cannot see how any value-judgement taken by �tself can assure us
of that ex�stence. Value �s one th�ng: ex�stence �s another. To my
m�nd a Chr�st�an Apologet�c should beg�n, l�ke the old Apolog�es of
Just�n or Ar�st�des, w�th show�ng the essent�al reasonableness of
Chr�st's teach�ng about God and �ts essent�al harmony w�th the
h�ghest ph�losoph�c teach�ng about duty, about the d�v�ne nature,
about the soul and �ts eternal dest�ny. The R�tschl�an �s too much
d�sposed to underrate the value of all prev�ous rel�g�ous and eth�cal
teach�ng, even of Juda�sm at �ts h�ghest: he �s not content w�th
mak�ng Chr�st the supreme Revealer: he wants to make h�m the only
Revealer. And when we turn to post-Chr�st�an rel�g�ous h�story, he �s
apt to treat all the great developments of rel�g�ous and eth�cal
thought from the t�me of the Apostles to our own day as s�mply
worthless and even m�sch�evous corrupt�ons of the or�g�nal, and only
genu�ne, Chr�st�an�ty. He tends to reduce Chr�st�an�ty to the �ps�ss�ma
verba of �ts Founder. The R�tschl�an d�sl�kes Dogma, not because �t
may be at t�mes a {164} m�sdevelopment, but because �t �s a
development; not because some of �t may be ant�quated Ph�losophy,
but s�mply because �t �s Ph�losophy.[1]

In order to treat fa�rly th�s quest�on of doctr�nal development, �t must
be remembered that what �s commonly called dogma �s only a part—
perhaps not the most �mportant part—of that development. Supreme
as I bel�eve to be the value of Chr�st's great pr�nc�ple of Brotherhood,
�t �s �mposs�ble to deny that, �f we look �n deta�l at the moral �deal of
any educated Chr�st�an at the present day, we shall f�nd �n �t many
elements wh�ch cannot expl�c�tly be d�scovered �n the �ps�ss�ma
verba of Chr�st and st�ll less of h�s Apostles. And development �n the
eth�cal �deal always carr�es w�th �t some development �n a man's
concept�on of God and the Un�verse. Some of these elements are
due to a gradual br�ng�ng out �nto clear consc�ousness, and an
appl�cat�on to new deta�ls, of pr�nc�ples latent �n the actual words of
Chr�st; others to an �nfus�on of Greek Ph�losophy; others to the
pract�cal exper�ence and the sc�ent�f�c d�scover�es of the modern



world. Chr�st�an�ty �n the course of n�neteen centur�es has gradually
absorbed �nto �tself many �deas from var�ous sources, {165}
chr�st�an�z�ng them �n the process. Many �deas, much Hellen�c
Ph�losophy, many Hellen�c �deals of l�fe, many Roman �deas of
government and organ�zat�on have thus, �n the excellent phrase of
Professor Gardner, been 'bapt�zed �nto Chr�st.' Th�s capac�ty of
absorb�ng �nto �tself elements of sp�r�tual l�fe wh�ch were or�g�nally
�ndependent of �t �s not a defect of h�stor�cal Chr�st�an�ty, but one of
�ts qual�f�cat�ons for be�ng accepted by the modern world as a
un�versal, an absolute, a f�nal Rel�g�on.

It does not seem to me poss�ble to recogn�ze the cla�m of any
h�stor�cal Rel�g�on to be f�nal and ult�mate, unless �t �nclude w�th�n
�tself a pr�nc�ple of development. Let me, as br�efly as I can, �llustrate
what I mean. It �s most clearly and eas�ly seen �n the case of
Moral�ty. If the �dea of a un�versal Rel�g�on �s to mean that any
deta�led code of Morals la�d down at a def�n�te moment of h�story can
serve by �tself for the gu�dance of all human l�fe �n all after ages, we
may at once d�sm�ss the not�on as a dream. In noth�ng d�d our Lord
show h�s greatness and the f�tness of h�s Rel�g�on for un�versal�ty
more than �n absta�n�ng from draw�ng up such a code. He conf�ned
h�mself to lay�ng down a few great pr�nc�ples, w�th �llustrat�ons
appl�cable to the c�rcumstances of h�s �mmed�ate hearers. Those
pr�nc�ples requ�re development and appl�cat�on to the needs and
{166} c�rcumstances of success�ve ages before they can suff�ce to
gu�de us �n the deta�ls of conduct. To effect th�s development and
appl�cat�on has been h�stor�cally the work of the Church wh�ch owes
�ts or�g�n to the d�sc�ples whom he gathered around h�m. If we may
accept the teach�ng of the fourth Gospel as at least hav�ng germs �n
the actual utterances of our Lord, he h�mself foresaw the necess�ty of
such a development. At all events the bel�ef �n the cont�nued work of
God's Sp�r�t �n human Soc�ety �s an essent�al pr�nc�ple of the
Chr�st�an Rel�g�on as �t was taught by the f�rst followers of �ts
Founder. Take for �nstance the case of slavery. Our Lord never
condemned slavery: �t �s not certa�n that he would have done so, had
the case been presented to h�m. Very l�kely h�s answer would have
been 'Who made me a judge or a d�v�der,' or 'Render unto Caesar



the th�ngs that are Caesar's.' No one on reflect�on can now fa�l to see
the essent�al �ncompat�b�l�ty between slavery and the Chr�st�an sp�r�t;
yet �t was perhaps fourteen hundred years before a s�ngle Chr�st�an
th�nker def�n�tely enunc�ated that �ncompat�b�l�ty, and more than
e�ghteen hundred years before slavery was actually ban�shed from
all nom�nally Chr�st�an lands. Who can doubt that many features of
our ex�st�ng soc�al system are equally �ncompat�ble w�th the
pr�nc�ples of Chr�st's teach�ng, and that the {167} accepted Chr�st�an
moral�ty of a hundred years hence w�ll def�n�tely condemn many
th�ngs wh�ch the average Chr�st�an Consc�ence now allows?

And then there �s another k�nd of development �n Eth�cs wh�ch �s
equally necessary. The Chr�st�an law of Love b�ds us promote the
true good of our fellow-men, b�ds us regard another man's good as
equally valuable w�th our own or w�th the l�ke good of any other. But
what �s th�s good l�fe wh�ch we are to promote? As to that our Lord
has only la�d down a few very general pr�nc�ples—the supreme value
of Love �tself, the super�or�ty of the sp�r�tual to the carnal, the
�mportance of sexual pur�ty. These pr�nc�ples our consc�ences st�ll
acknowledge, and there are no others of equal �mportance. But what
of the �ntellectual l�fe? Has that no value? Our Lord never
deprec�ated �t, as so many rel�g�ous founders and reformers have
done. But he has g�ven us no expl�c�t gu�dance about �t. When the
Chr�st�an �deal embraced w�th�n �tself a recogn�t�on of the value and
duty of Culture, �t was borrow�ng from Greece. And when we turn
from Eth�cs to Theology, the actual fact of development �s no less
�nd�sputable. Every alterat�on of the eth�cal �deal has brought w�th �t
some alterat�on �n our �dea of God. We can no longer endure
theor�es of the Atonement wh�ch are opposed to modern �deas of
Just�ce, though they were qu�te compat�ble w�th {168} patr�st�c or
med�eval �deas of Just�ce. The advances of Sc�ence have altered our
whole concept�on of God's mode of act�ng upon or govern�ng the
world. None of these th�ngs are rel�g�ously so �mportant as the great
pr�nc�ple of the Fatherhood of God, nor have they �n any way tended
to mod�fy �ts truth or �ts supreme �mportance. But they do �mply that
our Theology �s not and cannot be �n all po�nts the same as that of
the f�rst Chr�st�ans.



Now w�th these presuppos�t�ons let us approach the quest�on of that
great structure of formal dogma wh�ch the Church has bu�lt upon the
foundat�on of Chr�st's teach�ng. A development undoubtedly �t �s; but,
wh�le we must not assume that every development wh�ch has
h�stor�cally taken place �s necessar�ly true or valuable, �t �s equally
unph�losoph�cal to assume that, because �t �s a development, �t �s
necessar�ly false or worthless. Our Lord h�mself d�d, �ndeed, cla�m to
be the Mess�ah; the fact of Mess�ahsh�p was what was pr�mar�ly
meant by the t�tle 'Son of God.' Even �n the Synopt�sts he exh�b�ts a
consc�ousness of a d�rect d�v�ne m�ss�on supremely �mportant for h�s
own race; and, before the close, we can perhaps d�scover a grow�ng
conv�ct�on that the truth wh�ch he was teach�ng was meant for a
larger world. Start�ng from and develop�ng these �deas, h�s followers
set themselves to dev�se terms wh�ch should express the�r own
sense of the�r Master's un�que {169} rel�g�ous value and �mportance,
to express what they felt he had been to the�r own souls, what they
felt he m�ght be to all who accepted h�s message. Even to St. Paul
the term 'Son of God' st�ll meant pr�mar�ly 'the Mess�ah': but �n the
l�ght of h�s concept�on of Jesus, the Mess�an�c �dea expanded t�ll the
Chr�st was exalted to a pos�t�on far above anyth�ng wh�ch Jew�sh
prophecy or Apocalypse had ever cla�med for h�m. And the means of
express�ng these new �deas were found naturally and �nev�tably �n
the current ph�losoph�cal term�nology of the day. W�th the fourth
Gospel, �f not already w�th St. Paul, there was �nfused �nto the
teach�ng of the Church a new element. From the Jew�sh-Alexandr�an
speculat�ve Theology the author borrowed the term Logos to express
what he conce�ved to be the cosm�c �mportance of Chr�st's pos�t�on.
He accepted from that speculat�on—probably from Ph�lo—the theory
wh�ch person�f�ed or half-person�f�ed that Logos or W�sdom of God
through wh�ch God was represented �n the Old Testament as
creat�ng the world and �nsp�r�ng the prophets. Th�s Logos through
whom God had throughout the ages been more and more fully
reveal�ng H�mself had at last become actually �ncarnate �n Jesus
Chr�st. Th�s Word of God �s also descr�bed as truly God, though �n
the fourth Gospel the relat�on of the Father to the Word—at {170}
least to the Word before the Incarnat�on—�s left wholly vague and
undef�ned.



From these comparat�vely s�mple beg�nn�ngs sprang centur�es of
controversy culm�nat�ng �n that elaborate system of dogma wh�ch �s
often l�ttle understood even by �ts most v�gorous champ�ons. You
know �n a very general way the result. The Logos was made more
and more d�st�nct from God, endowed w�th a more and more
dec�dedly personal ex�stence. Then, when the �nterests of
Monothe�sm seemed to be endangered, the attempt was made to
save �t by assert�ng the subord�nat�on of the Son to the Father. The
result was that by Ar�an�sm the Son was reduced to the pos�t�on of
an �nfer�or God. Polythe�sm had once more to be averted by
assert�ng �n even stronger terms not merely the equal�ty of the Son
w�th the Father but also the Un�ty of the God who �s both Father and
Son. The doctr�ne of the D�v�n�ty of the Holy Ghost went through a
somewhat s�m�lar ser�es of stages. At f�rst regarded as �dent�cal w�th
the Word, a d�st�nct�on was gradually effected. The Word was sa�d to
have been �ncarnate �n Jesus; wh�le �t was through the Holy Ghost
that the subsequent work of God was carr�ed on �n human hearts.
And by s�m�lar stages the equal�ty of the Holy Ghost to Father and to
Son was gradually evolved; wh�le �t was more and more strongly
asserted that, �n sp�te of the eternal d�st�nct�on of {171} Persons, �t
was one and the same God who revealed H�mself �n all the act�v�t�es
attr�buted to each of them.

S�de by s�de w�th these controvers�es about the relat�on between the
Father and the Word, there was a gradual development of doctr�ne
as to the relat�on between the Logos and the human Jesus �n whom
he took up h�s abode. Frequently the �dea of any real human�ty �n
Jesus was all but lost. That was at last saved by the Cathol�c formula
'perfect God and perfect man'; though �t cannot be den�ed that
popular thought �n all ages has never qu�te d�scarded the tendency
to th�nk of Jesus as s�mply God �n human form, and not really man at
all. Even now there are probably hundreds of people who regard
themselves as part�cularly orthodox Churchmen who yet do not know
that the Church teaches that our Lord had a human soul and a
human w�ll.



What are we to make of all that vast structure, of the elaborat�on and
compl�cat�on of wh�ch the Constant�nopol�tan Creed wh�ch we m�scall
N�cene and even the so-called Athanas�an Creed g�ve very l�ttle �dea
to those who do not also know someth�ng of the Counc�ls, the
Fathers, and the Schoolmen? Has �t all a modern mean�ng? Can �t
be translated �nto terms of our modern thought and speech? For I
suppose �t hardly needs demonstrat�on—that such {172} translat�on
�s necessary, �f �t be poss�ble. I doubt whether any man �n th�s
aud�ence who has not made a spec�al study of the subject, w�ll get
up and say that the mean�ng of such terms as 'substance,' 'essence,'
'nature,' 'hypostas�s,' 'person,' 'eternal generat�on,' 'process�on,'
'hypostat�c un�on,' and the l�ke �s at once ev�dent to h�m by the l�ght
of nature and an ord�nary modern educat�on. And those who know
most about the matter w�ll most fully real�ze the d�ff�culty of say�ng
exactly what was meant by such phrases at th�s or that part�cular
moment or by th�s or that part�cular th�nker. A thorough d�scuss�on of
th�s subject from the po�nt of v�ew of one who acknowledges the
supreme cla�ms of Chr�st upon the modern m�nd, and �s yet w�ll�ng
fa�rly to exam�ne the trad�t�onal Creed �n the l�ght of modern
ph�losoph�cal culture, �s a task wh�ch very much needs to be
undertaken. I doubt �f �t has been sat�sfactor�ly performed yet. Even �f
I possessed a t�the of the learn�ng necessary for that task, I could
obv�ously not undertake �t now. But a few remarks on the subject
may be of use for the gu�dance of our personal rel�g�ous l�fe �n th�s
matter:

(1) I should l�ke once more to emphas�ze the fact that the really
�mportant th�ng, from the po�nt of v�ew of the sp�r�tual l�fe of the
�nd�v�dual soul, �s our personal att�tude towards our Lord h�mself and
h�s teach�ng, and not the phrases �n wh�ch we express {173} �t. A
man who bel�eves what Chr�st taught about God's Fatherhood, about
human brotherhood and human duty, about s�n, the need for
repentance, the Father's read�ness to forg�ve, the value of Prayer,
the certa�nty of Immortal�ty—the man who f�nds the �deal of h�s l�fe �n
the character of Jesus, and str�ves by the help wh�ch he has suppl�ed
to th�nk of God and feel towards God as he d�d, to �m�tate h�m �n h�s
l�fe, to l�ve (l�ke h�m) �n commun�on w�th the Father and �n the hope of



Immortal�ty—he �s a Chr�st�an, and a Chr�st�an �n the fullest sense of
the word. He w�ll f�nd �n that fa�th all that �s necessary (to use the old
phrase) for salvat�on—for personal goodness and personal Rel�g�on.
And such a man w�ll be saved, and saved through Chr�st; even
though he has never heard of the Creeds, or del�berately rejects
many of the formulae wh�ch the Church or the Churches have 'bu�lt
upon' that one foundat�on.

(2) At the same t�me, �f we bel�eve �n the supreme �mportance of
Chr�st for the world, for the rel�g�ous l�fe of the Church and of the
�nd�v�dual, �t �s surely conven�ent to have some language �n wh�ch to
express our sense of that �mportance. The actual personal att�tude
towards Chr�st �s the essent�al th�ng: but as a means towards that
att�tude �t �s of �mportance to express what Chr�st has actually been
to others, and what he ought to be to ourselves. Ch�ldren {174} and
adults al�ke requ�re to have the cla�ms of Chr�st presented to them
before they can ver�fy them by the�r own exper�ence: and th�s
requ�res art�culate language of some k�nd. Rel�g�on can only be
handed down, d�ffused, propagated by an organ�zed soc�ety: and a
rel�g�ous soc�ety must have some means of hand�ng on �ts rel�g�ous
�deas. It �s poss�ble to hold that under other cond�t�ons a d�fferent set
of terms m�ght have expressed the truth as well as those wh�ch have
actually been enshr�ned �n the New Testament, the L�turg�es, and the
Creeds. But the phrases wh�ch have been actually adopted surely
have a strong presumpt�on �n the�r favour, even �f �t were merely
through the d�ff�culty of chang�ng them, and the �mportance of un�ty,
cont�nu�ty, corporate l�fe. It �s eas�er to expla�n, or even �f need be,
alter �n some measure the mean�ng of an accepted formula than to
�ntroduce a new one. Rel�g�ous development has at all t�mes taken
place largely �n th�s way. Our Lord h�mself ent�rely transformed the
mean�ng of God's Fatherhood, Mess�ahsh�p, the K�ngdom of God,
the people of God, the true Israel. At all events we should endeavour
to d�scover the max�mum of truth that any trad�t�onal formula can be
made to y�eld before we d�scard �t �n favour of a new one. If we want
to worsh�p and to work w�th Chr�st's Church, we must do our best to
g�ve the max�mum of mean�ng {175} to the language �n wh�ch �t
expresses �ts fa�th and �ts devot�on.



(3) We must �ns�st strongly upon the thoroughly human character of
Chr�st's own consc�ousness. Jesus d�d not—so I bel�eve the cr�t�cal
study of the Gospels leads us to th�nk—h�mself cla�m to be God, or
to be Son of God �n any sense but that of Mess�ahsh�p. He cla�med
to speak w�th author�ty: he cla�med a d�v�ne m�ss�on: he cla�med to
be a Revealer of d�v�ne truth. The fourth Gospel has been of �nf�n�te
serv�ce to sp�r�tual Chr�st�an�ty. It has g�ven the world a due sense of
the sp�r�tual �mportance of Chr�st as the Way, the Truth, and the L�fe.
Perhaps Chr�st�an�ty could hardly have expanded �nto a un�versal
Rel�g�on w�thout that Gospel. But we cannot regard all that the
Johann�ne Chr�st says about h�mself as the �ps�ss�ma verba of Jesus.
The p�cture �s �deal�zed �n accordance w�th the wr�ter's own
concept�ons, though after all �ts Theology �s very much s�mpler than
the later Theology wh�ch has grown out of �t perm�ts most people to
see. We must not let these d�scourses bl�nd us to the human
character of Chr�st's consc�ousness. And th�s real human�ty must
carry w�th �t the recogn�t�on of the thoroughly human l�m�tat�ons of h�s
knowledge. The B�shop of B�rm�ngham has prepared the way for the
un�on of a really h�stor�cal v�ew of Chr�st's l�fe w�th a reasonable
�nterpretat�on of the Cathol�c {176} doctr�ne about h�m, by rev�v�ng
the anc�ent v�ew as to the l�m�tat�on of h�s �ntellectual knowledge;[2]
but the pr�nc�ple must be carr�ed �n some ways further than the
B�shop h�mself would be prepared to go. The accepted Chr�stology
must be d�st�nctly recogn�zed as the Church's reflect�on and
comment upon Chr�st's work and �ts value, not as the actual teach�ng
of the Master about h�mself.

(4) It must l�kew�se be recogn�zed that the language �n wh�ch the
Church expressed th�s att�tude towards Chr�st was borrowed from
Greek Metaphys�cs, part�cularly from Plato and Neo-Platon�sm �n the
patr�st�c per�od, and from Ar�stotle �n the M�ddle Ages. And we
cannot completely separate language from thought. It was not
merely Greek techn�cal phrases but Greek ways of th�nk�ng wh�ch
were �mported �nto Cathol�c Chr�st�an�ty. And the language, the
categor�es, the �deas of Greek Ph�losophy were to some extent
d�fferent from those of modern t�mes. The most Platon�cally-m�nded
th�nker of modern t�mes does not really th�nk exactly as Plato



thought: the most Cathol�c-m�nded th�nker of modern t�mes, �f he has
also breathed the atmosphere of modern Sc�ence and modern
Culture, cannot really th�nk exactly as Athanas�us or Bas�l thought. I
{177} do not suppose that any modern m�nd can th�nk �tself back �nto
exactly the state of m�nd wh�ch an anc�ent Father was �n, when he
used the term Logos. Th�s central �dea of the Logos �s not a category
of modern thought. We cannot really th�nk of a Be�ng who �s as
d�st�nct from the Father as he �s represented as be�ng �n some of the
patr�st�c utterances—I say adv�sedly some, for w�dely d�fferent
modes of thought are found �n Fathers of equal author�ty—and yet so
far one w�th h�m that we can say 'One God, one sp�r�tual Be�ng, and
not two.' Nor are we under any obl�gat�on to accept these formulae
as represent�ng profound myster�es wh�ch we cannot understand:
they were s�mply p�eces of metaphys�cal th�nk�ng, some of them
valuable and successful p�eces of th�nk�ng, others less so. We must
use them as helps, not as fetters to our thought. But, though we
cannot th�nk ourselves back �nto exactly the same �ntellectual
cond�t�on as a fourth- or f�fth-century Father, there �s no reason why
we should not recogn�ze the fundamental truth of the rel�g�ous �dea
wh�ch he was try�ng to express. A modern Ph�losopher would
probably express that thought somewhat �n th�s manner. 'The whole
world �s a revelat�on of God �n a sense, and st�ll more so �s the
human m�nd: all through the ages God has gone on reveal�ng
H�mself more and more �n human consc�ousness, espec�ally through
the prophets and other {178} except�onally �nsp�red men. The fullest
and completest revelat�on of H�mself was made once for all �n the
person and teach�ng of Jesus, �n whom we recogn�ze a revelat�on of
God adequate to all our sp�r�tual needs, when developed and
�nterpreted by the cont�nued presence of God's Sp�r�t �n the world
and part�cularly �n the Church wh�ch grew out of the l�ttle company of
Jesus' fr�ends.'

(5) I do not th�nk at the present day even qu�te orthodox people are
much concerned about the techn�cal�t�es of the conc�l�ar Theology, or
even about the n�cet�es of the Athanas�an Creed. They are even a
l�ttle susp�c�ous somet�mes that much talk about the doctr�ne of the
Logos �s only �ntended to evade a pla�n answer to the supreme



quest�on of the D�v�n�ty of Chr�st. You w�ll expect me perhaps to say
someth�ng about that quest�on. I would f�rst observe that the popular
term 'd�v�n�ty of Chr�st' �s apt to g�ve a somewhat m�slead�ng
�mpress�on of what the orthodox teach�ng on the subject really �s. For
one th�ng, �t �s apt to suggest the �dea of a pre-ex�stent human
consc�ousness of Jesus, wh�ch would be contrary to Cathol�c
teach�ng. The Logos—the eternal Son or Reason of God—pre-
ex�sted; but not the man Jesus Chr�st who was born at a part�cular
moment of h�story, and who �s st�ll, accord�ng to Cathol�c Theology, a
d�st�nct human soul perfectly and for ever un�ted w�th the Word. {179}
And then aga�n, �t �s apt to suggest the heret�cal �dea that the whole
Tr�n�ty was �ncarnate �n Chr�st, and not merely the Word. Orthodox
Theology does not teach that God the Father became �ncarnate �n
Chr�st, and suffered upon the Cross. And lastly, the constant �terat�on
of the phrase 'D�v�n�ty of Chr�st' tends to the concealment of the other
half of the Cathol�c doctr�ne—the real human�ty of Chr�st. To speak of
the God-manhood of Chr�st or the �ndwell�ng of God �n Chr�st would
be a truer representat�on even of the str�ctest orthodox doctr�ne,
apart from all modern re-�nterpretat�ons. But even so, when all th�s �s
borne �n m�nd, �t may be asked, What �s the real mean�ng of say�ng
that a man was also God? I would answer, 'Whether �t �s poss�ble to
g�ve a modern, �ntell�g�ble, ph�losoph�cally defens�ble mean�ng to the
�dea of Chr�st's D�v�n�ty depends ent�rely upon the quest�on what we
conce�ve to be the true relat�on between Human�ty �n general and
God.' If (as I have attempted to show) we are just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng of
all human consc�ousness as const�tut�ng a part�al reproduct�on of the
d�v�ne M�nd; �f we are just�f�ed �n th�nk�ng of human Reason, and
part�cularly of the human Consc�ence, as const�tut�ng �n some
measure and �n some sense a revelat�on by means of wh�ch we can
r�se to a contemplat�on of the d�v�ne nature; �f Personal�ty (as we
know �t �n man) �s the h�ghest category w�th�n our knowledge; then
{180} there �s a real mean�ng �n talk�ng of one part�cular man be�ng
also d�v�ne; of the d�v�ne Reason or Logos as dwell�ng after a un�que,
except�onal, pre-em�nent manner �n h�m.

As Dr. Edward Ca�rd has remarked, all the metaphys�cal quest�ons
wh�ch were formerly d�scussed as to the relat�on between the d�v�ne



and the human nature �n Chr�st, are now be�ng d�scussed aga�n �n
reference to the relat�on of Human�ty �n general to God. We cannot
say �ntell�g�bly that God dwells �n Chr�st, unless we have already
recogn�zed that �n a sense God dwells and reveals H�mself �n
Human�ty at large, and �n each part�cular human soul. But I fully
recogn�ze that, �f th�s �s all that �s meant by the express�on 'd�v�n�ty of
Chr�st,' that doctr�ne would be evacuated of nearly all that makes �t
prec�ous to the hearts of Chr�st�an people. And therefore �t �s all-
�mportant that we should go on to �ns�st that men do not reveal God
equally. The more developed �ntellect reveals God more completely
than that of the ch�ld or the savage: and (far more �mportant from a
rel�g�ous po�nt of v�ew), the h�gher and more developed moral
consc�ousness reveals H�m more than the lower, and above all the
actually better man reveals God more than the worse man. Now, �f �n
the l�fe, teach�ng, and character of Chr�st—�n h�s moral and rel�g�ous
consc�ousness, and �n the l�fe and character wh�ch {181} so
completely expressed and �llustrated that consc�ousness—we can
d�scover the h�ghest revelat�on of the d�v�ne nature, we can surely
attach a real mean�ng to the language of the Creeds wh�ch s�ngles
h�m out from all the men that ever l�ved as the one �n whom the �deal
relat�on of man to God �s most completely real�zed. If God can only
be known as revealed �n Human�ty, and Chr�st �s the h�ghest
representat�ve of Human�ty, we can very s�gn�f�cantly say 'Chr�st �s
the Son of God, very God of very God, of one substance w�th the
Father,' though the phrase undoubtedly belongs to a ph�losoph�cal
d�alect wh�ch we do not hab�tually use.

(6) Beh�nd the doctr�ne of the Incarnat�on looms the st�ll more
techn�cal doctr�ne of the Tr�n�ty. Yet after all, �t �s ch�efly, I bel�eve, as
a sort of necessary background or presuppos�t�on to the �dea of
Chr�st's d�v�ne nature that modern rel�g�ous people, not
profess�onally �nterested �n Theology, attach �mportance to that
doctr�ne. They accept the doctr�ne �n so far as �t �s �mpl�ed by the
teach�ng of Scr�pture and by the doctr�ne of our Lord's D�v�n�ty, but
they are not much attached to the techn�cal�t�es of the Athanas�an
Creed. The great object�on to that Creed, apart from the damnatory
clauses, �s the certa�nty that �t w�ll be m�sunderstood by most of



those who th�nk they understand �t at all. The {182} best th�ng we
could do w�th the Athanas�an Creed �s to drop �t altogether: the next
best th�ng to �t �s to expla�n �t, or at least so much of �t as really
�nterests the ord�nary layman—the doctr�ne of three Persons �n one
God. And therefore �t �s �mportant to �ns�st �n the strongest poss�ble
way that the word 'Person' wh�ch has most unfortunately come to be
the techn�cal term for what the Greeks more obscurely called the
three huostase�s �n the Godhead does not, and never d�d, mean
what we commonly understand by Personal�ty—whether �n the
language of ord�nary l�fe or of modern Ph�losophy. I do not deny that
at certa�n per�ods Theology d�d tend to th�nk of the Logos as a
d�st�nct be�ng from the Father, a d�st�nct consc�ousness w�th
thoughts, w�ll, des�res, emot�ons not �dent�cal w�th those of God the
Father. The d�st�nct�on was at t�mes pushed to a po�nt wh�ch meant
e�ther sheer Tr�the�sm, or someth�ng wh�ch �s �ncapable of be�ng
d�st�nctly real�zed �n thought at all. But that �s scarcely true of the
Theology wh�ch was f�nally accepted e�ther by East or West. Th�s �s
most d�st�nctly seen �n the Summa Theolog�ca of St. Thomas
Aqu�nas: and I would rem�nd you that you cannot be more orthodox
than St. Thomas—the source not only of the Theology professed by
the Pope and taught �n every Roman Sem�nary but of the Theology
embod�ed �n our own Art�cles. St. Thomas' explanat�on of the Tr�n�ty
{183} �s that God �s at one and the same t�me Power or Cause[3]
(Father), W�sdom (Son), W�ll (Holy Ghost); or, s�nce the W�ll of God
�s always a lov�ng W�ll, Love (Amor) �s somet�mes subst�tuted for W�ll
(Voluntas) �n explanat�on of the Holy Sp�r�t.[4] How l�ttle {184} St.
Thomas thought of the 'Persons' as separate consc�ousnesses, �s
best seen from h�s doctr�ne (taken from August�ne) that the love of
the Father for the Son �s the Holy Sp�r�t. The love of one Be�ng for
h�mself or for another �s not a Person �n the natural, normal, modern
sense of the word: and �t would be qu�te unorthodox to attr�bute
Personal�ty to the Son �n any other sense than that �n wh�ch �t �s
attr�buted to the Holy Ghost. I do not myself attach any great
�mportance to these techn�cal phrases. I do not {185} deny that the
supremely �mportant truth that God has rece�ved H�s fullest
revelat�on �n the h�stor�cal Chr�st, and that He goes on reveal�ng
H�mself �n the hearts of men, m�ght have been otherw�se, more



s�mply, to modern m�nds more �ntell�g�bly, expressed. There are
deta�led features of the patr�st�c or the scholast�c vers�on of the
doctr�ne wh�ch �nvolve concept�ons to wh�ch the most accompl�shed
Professors of Theology would f�nd �t d�ff�cult or �mposs�ble to g�ve a
modern mean�ng. I do not know for �nstance that much would have
been lost had Theology (w�th the all but canon�cal wr�ters Clement of
Rome and Hermas, w�th Ignat�us, w�th Just�n, w�th the ph�losoph�c
Clement of Alexandr�a) cont�nued to speak �nd�fferently of the Word
and the Sp�r�t. Yet taken by �tself th�s Thom�st doctr�ne of the Tr�n�ty �s
one to wh�ch �t �s qu�te poss�ble to g�ve a perfectly rat�onal mean�ng,
and a mean�ng probably very much nearer to that wh�ch was really
�ntended by �ts author than the mean�ng wh�ch �s usually put upon
the Tr�n�tar�an formula by popular rel�g�ous thought. That God �s
Power, and W�sdom, and Love �s s�mply the essence of Chr�st�an
The�sm—not the less true because few Un�tar�ans would repud�ate �t.

(7) Once more let me br�efly rem�nd you that any cla�m for f�nal�ty �n
the Chr�st�an Rel�g�on must be based on �ts power of perpetual
development. {186} Bel�ef �n the cont�nued work of the Holy Sp�r�t �n
the Church �s an essent�al element of the Cathol�c Fa�th. We need
not, w�th the R�tschl�an, contemptuously condemn the whole
structure of Chr�st�an doctr�ne because undoubtedly �t �s a
development of what was taught by Chr�st h�mself. Only, �f we are to
just�fy the development of the past, we must go on to assert the
same r�ght and duty of development �n Eth�cs and �n Theology for the
Church of the future. In the pregnant phrase of Lo�sy, the
development wh�ch the Church �s most �n need of at the present
moment �s prec�sely a development �n the �dea of development �tself.

But how can we tell (�t may be asked), �f we once adm�t that the
development of Rel�g�on does not end w�th the teach�ng of Chr�st,
where the development w�ll stop? If we are to adm�t an �ndef�n�te
poss�b�l�ty of growth and change, how do we know that Chr�st�an�ty
�tself w�ll not one day be outgrown? If we once adm�t that the f�nal
appeal �s to the rel�g�ous consc�ousness of the present, we must
acknowledge that �t �s not poss�ble to demonstrate a pr�or� that the
Chr�st�an Rel�g�on �s the f�nal, un�versal, or absolute Rel�g�on. All we



can say �s that we have no d�ff�culty �n recogn�z�ng that the
development wh�ch has so far taken place, �n so far as �t �s a
development wh�ch we can approve and accept, seems to us a
development wh�ch leaves the {187} Rel�g�on st�ll essent�ally the
Rel�g�on of Chr�st. In the whole structure of the modern Chr�st�an's
rel�g�ous bel�ef, that wh�ch was contr�buted by Chr�st h�mself �s
�ncomparably the most �mportant part—the bas�s of the whole
structure. The essent�als of Rel�g�on and Moral�ty st�ll seem to us to
be conta�ned �n h�s teach�ng as they are conta�ned nowhere else. All
the rest that �s �ncluded �n an enl�ghtened modern Chr�st�an's
rel�g�ous creed �s e�ther a d�rect work�ng out of the pr�nc�ples already
conta�ned there, or (�f �t has come from other sources) �t has been
transformed �n the process of adaptat�on. Noth�ng has been
d�scovered �n Rel�g�on and Moral�ty wh�ch tends �n any way to
d�m�n�sh the un�que reverence wh�ch we feel for the person of Chr�st,
the perfect suff�c�ency of h�s character to represent and �ncarnate for
us the character of God. It �s a completely gratu�tous assumpt�on to
suppose that �t w�ll ever lose that suff�c�ency. Even �n the
development of Sc�ence, there comes a t�me when �ts fundamentals
are v�rtually beyond the reach of recons�derat�on. St�ll more �n
pract�cal l�fe, mere unmot�ved, gratu�tous poss�b�l�t�es may be
d�sregarded. It weakens the hold of fundamental conv�ct�ons upon
the m�nd to be perpetually contemplat�ng the poss�b�l�ty or probab�l�ty
of fundamental rev�s�on. We ought no doubt to keep the sp�r�tual ear
ever open that we may always be hear�ng what the Sp�r�t sa�th unto
{188} the Churches. But to look forward to a t�me when any better
way w�ll be d�scovered of th�nk�ng of God than Jesus' way of th�nk�ng
of H�m as a lov�ng Father �s as gratu�tous as to contemplate the
probab�l�ty of someth�ng �n human l�fe at present unknown be�ng
d�scovered of greater value than Love. Unt�l that d�scovery �s made,
our Rel�g�on w�ll st�ll rema�n the Rel�g�on of h�m who, by what he sa�d
and by what he was, taught the world to th�nk of God as the supreme
Love and the supreme Hol�ness, the source of all other love and all
other hol�ness.
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The l�terature �s here too vast to ment�on even the works of the very
f�rst �mportance: I can only select a very few books wh�ch have been
useful to myself. The late S�r John Seeley's Ecce Homo may be
regarded as �n the l�ght of modern research a somewhat uncr�t�cal
book, but �t rema�ns to my m�nd the most str�k�ng express�on of the
appeal wh�ch Chr�st makes to the Consc�ence of the modern world. It
has proved a ver�table f�fth Gospel to many seekers after l�ght.
B�shop Moorhouse's l�ttle book, The Teach�ng of Chr�st, w�ll serve as
an �ntroduct�on to the study of Chr�st's l�fe and work. A more
elaborate treatment of the subject, w�th wh�ch I am very much �n
sympathy, �s Wendt's Teach�ng of Jesus. The �deal l�fe of Chr�st
perhaps rema�ns to be wr�tten. Professor Sanday's Art�cle on 'Jesus
Chr�st' �n Hast�ngs' D�ct�onary of the B�ble may be ment�oned as a
good representat�ve of moderate and scholarly Conservat�sm or
L�beral Conservat�sm. Professor Oscar Holtzmann's L�fe of Jesus �s
based on more rad�cal, perhaps over-rad�cal, cr�t�c�sm. Professor
Harnack's {189} What �s Chr�st�an�ty? has become the typ�cal
express�on of the R�tschl�an att�tude. The �deas of extreme Roman
Cathol�c 'Modern�sm' may be gathered from Lo�sy's l'Évang�le et
l'Égl�se and Autour d'un Pet�t L�vre. Professor Gardner's three books
—Explorat�o Evangel�ca, the shorter An H�stor�c V�ew of the New
Testament, and The Growth of Chr�st�an�ty—may be espec�ally
commended to those who w�sh to sat�sfy themselves that a
thorough-go�ng recogn�t�on of the results of h�stor�cal Cr�t�c�sm �s
compat�ble w�th a whole-hearted personal acceptance of Chr�st�an�ty.
Dr. Fa�rba�rn's Ph�losophy of the Chr�st�an Rel�g�on and Bousset's
What �s Rel�g�on? are espec�ally valuable as v�nd�cat�ons of the
supreme pos�t�on of Chr�st�an�ty comb�ned w�th the fullest recogn�t�on
of the measure of Revelat�on conta�ned �n all the great h�stor�cal
Rel�g�ons. Allen's Cont�nu�ty of Chr�st�an Thought suggests what
seems to me the r�ght att�tude of the modern th�nker towards
trad�t�onal dogma, though the author's pos�t�on �s more dec�dedly
'Hegel�an' than m�ne. I may also ment�on Professor Inge's
contr�but�on to Content�o Ver�tat�s on 'The Personal Chr�st,' and some
of the Essays �n Lux Hom�num. Though I cannot always agree w�th
h�m, I recogn�ze the h�gh value of the B�shop of B�rm�ngham's



Bampton Lectures on The D�v�n�ty of Jesus Chr�st the Son of God
and the accompany�ng volume of D�ssertat�ons.

[1] In the�r assert�on of the necess�ty of Development, and of the
rel�g�ous commun�ty as the or�g�n of Development, the teach�ng of
the Abbe Lo�sy and the Roman Cathol�c Modern�sts seems to me to
be complementary to that of the K�tschl�ans, though I do not always
accept the�r rather destruct�ve cr�t�cal conclus�ons.

[2] In h�s Essay �n Lux Mund� (1889). He has s�nce developed h�s
v�ew �n h�s Bampton Lectures on The Incarnat�on of the Son of God
and a volume of D�ssertat�ons on Subjects connected w�th the
Incarnat�on.

[3] I venture thus to translate 'Pr�nc�p�um' (arche); �n Abelard and h�s
d�sc�ple Peter the Lombard, the famous Master of the Sentences, the
word �s 'Potent�a' (L. I. D�st. xxx�v.): and St. Thomas h�mself (P. I. Q.
xl�. Art. 4) expla�ns 'Pr�nc�p�um' by 'Potent�a generand� F�l�um.'

[4] Thus �n Summa Theolog�ca, Pars I. Q. xxxv��. Art. 1, the
'conclus�o' �s 'Amor, personal�ter acceptus, propr�um nomen est
Sp�r�tus sanct�,' wh�ch �s expla�ned to mean that there are �n the
Godhead 'duse process�ones: Una per modum �ntellectus, quae est
process�o Verb�; al�a per modum voluntat�s, quae est process�o
amor�s.' So aga�n (�b�d. Q. xlv. Art. 7): 'In creatur�s �g�tur rat�onal�bus,
�n qu�bus est �ntellectus et voluntas, �nven�tur repraesentat�o Tr�n�tat�s
per modum �mag�n�s, �nquantum �nven�tur �n e�s Verbum conceptum,
et amor procedens.' In a fr�endly rev�ew of my Essay �n Content�o
Ver�tat�s, �n wh�ch I endeavoured to expound �n a modern form th�s
doctr�ne, Dr. Sanday (Journal of Theolog�cal Stud�es, vol. �v., 1903)
wrote: 'One of the passages that seem to me most open to cr�t�c�sm
�s that on the doctr�ne of the Tr�n�ty (p. 48). "Power, W�sdom, and
W�ll" surely cannot be a sound tr�chotomy as appl�ed e�ther to human
nature or D�v�ne. Surely Power �s an express�on of W�ll and not co-
ord�nate w�th �t. The common d�v�s�on, Power (or W�ll), W�sdom, and
Love �s more to the po�nt. Yet Dr. Rashdall �dent�f�es the two tr�ads by



what I must needs th�nk a looseness of reason�ng.' The Margaret
Professor of D�v�n�ty hardly seems to recogn�ze that he �s cr�t�c�z�ng
the Angel�cal Doctor and not myself. If Dr. Sanday had had the
formulat�on of the doctr�ne of the Tr�n�ty, the result, �f less
metaphys�cally subtle, m�ght no doubt have proved more eas�ly
�ntell�g�ble to the modern m�nd; but the '�dent�f�cat�on' of wh�ch he
compla�ns happens to be part of the trad�t�onal doctr�ne, and I was
endeavour�ng merely to make the best of �t for modern Chr�st�ans. I
add St. Thomas' just�f�cat�on of �t, wh�ch �s substant�ally what I gave
�n Content�o Ver�tat�s and have repeated above: 'Cum process�ones
d�v�nas secundum al�quas act�ones necesse est acc�pere, secundum
bon�tatem, et hujusmod� al�a attr�buta, non acc�p�untur al�ae
process�ones, n�s� Verb� et amor�s, secundum quod Deus suam
essent�am, ver�tatem et bon�tatem �ntell�g�t et amat' (Q. xxv��. Art. 5).
The source of the doctr�ne �s to be found �n St. August�ne, who
hab�tually speaks of the Holy Sp�r�t as Amor; but, when he refers to
the 'Imago Tr�n�tat�a' �n man the Sp�r�t �s represented somet�mes by
'Amor,' somet�mes by 'Voluntas' (de Tr�n., L. x�v. cap 7). The other
two members of the human tr�ad are w�th h�m 'Memor�a' (or 'Mens')
and 'Intell�gent�a.'

W�th regard to the d�ff�culty of d�st�ngu�sh�ng Power from W�ll, I was
perhaps to blame for not g�v�ng St. Thomas' own word 'Pr�nc�p�um.'
The word 'Pr�nc�p�um' means the pege theoteos, the ult�mate Cause
or Source of Be�ng: by 'Voluntas' St. Thomas means that actual
putt�ng forth of Power (�n know�ng and �n lov�ng the Word or Thought
eternally begotten by God the Father) wh�ch �s the Holy Ghost. I am
far from say�ng that the deta�ls of St. Thomas' doctr�ne are not open
to much cr�t�c�sm: a rough correspondence between h�s teach�ng and
any v�ew of God's Nature wh�ch can commend �tself to a modern
Ph�losopher �s all that I endeavoured to po�nt out. The modern
th�nker would no doubt w�th Dr. Sanday prefer the tr�ad 'Power,
W�sdom, Love,' or (I would suggest) 'Feel�ng, �nclud�ng Love as the
h�ghest form of Feel�ng.' The reason why St. Thomas w�ll not accept
such an �nterpretat�on �s that h�s Ar�stotel�an�sm (here not very
consonant w�th the Jew�sh and Chr�st�an v�ew of God) excludes all
feel�ng or emot�on from the d�v�ne nature; 'Love' has therefore to be



�dent�f�ed w�th 'W�ll' and not w�th 'Feel�ng.' I cannot but th�nk that the
Professor m�ght have taken a l�ttle more trouble to understand both
St. Thomas and myself before accus�ng e�ther of us of 'looseness of
reason�ng.'
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