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THE KERR LECTURESHIP

THE &quot;KERR LECTURESHIP &quot; was founded by the TRUSTEES of the late Miss JOAN

KERR, of Sanquhar, under her Deed of Settlement, and formally adopted by the

United Presbyterian Synod in May 1886. In the following year, May 1887,

provisions and conditions of the Lectureship, as finally adjusted, were adopted

by the Synod, and embodied in a Memorandum, printed in the Appendix to

the Synod Minutes, p. 489. From these the following excerpts are here

given :

II. The amount to be invested shall be 3000.

III. The object of the Lectureship is the promotion of the study of

Scientific Theology in the United Presbyterian Church.

The Lectures shall be upon some such subjects as the following, viz. :

A. Historic Theology

(1) Biblical Theology, (2) History of Doctrine, (3) Patristics, with

special reference to the significance and authority of the

first three centuries.

B. Systematic Theology

(1) Christian Doctrine (a) Philosophy of Religion, (b) Com

parative Theology, (c) Anthropology, (d) Christology,

(e) Soteriology, (/) Eschatology.

(2) Christian Ethics (a) Doctrine of Sin, (b) Individual and

Social Ethics, (c) The Sacraments, (d) The Place of Art in

Religious Life and Worship.

Farther, the Committee of Selection shall from time to time, as they
think fit, appoint as the subject of the Lectures any important Phases of

Modern Religious Thought or Scientific Theories in their bearing upon Evan

gelical Theology. The Committee may also appoint a subject connected with

the practical work of the Ministry as subject of Lecture, but in no case shall

this be admissible more than otice in every five appointments.

IV. The appointments to this Lectureship shall be made in the first

instance from among the Licentiates or Ministers of the United Presbyterian
Church of Scotland, of whom no one shall be eligible, who, when the appoint
ment falls to be made, shall have been licensed for more than twenty-five years,
and who is not a graduate of a British University, preferential regard being
had to those who have for some time been connected with a Continental Uni

versity.
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V. Appointments to this Lectureship not subject to the conditions in

Section IV. may also from time to time, at the discretion of the Committee,
be made from among eminent members of the Ministry of any of the Noncon
formist Churches of Great Britain and Ireland, America, and the Colonies, or

of the Protestant Evangelical Churches of the Continent.

VI. The Lecturer shall hold the appointment for three years.

VIII. The Lectures shall be published at the Lecturer s own expense within

one year after their delivery.

IX. The Lectures shall be delivered to the students of the United Presby
terian Hall.

XII. The Public shall be admitted to the Lectures.



PBEFACE

MY Kerr Lectures were delivered last winter to the students

attending the United Presbyterian Theological College. They
are now published in terms of the Deed of Foundation.

In preparing them for publication, I have made some slight

changes in arrangement, and have rewritten some sections

with a view to greater clearness of statement. I have also

included a good deal that, for want of time, had to be omitted

in delivery. These alterations and additions do not, how

ever, in any way affect the substance of the Lectures.

My best thanks are due to the liev. A. E. MacEwen,

D.D., Claremont Church, Glasgow, for valuable counsel and

help both in the preparation and in the publication of the

Lectures
;

to the Eev. W. R Thomson, B.D., Caledonia Eoad

Church, Glasgow, who has revised the proofs, and has in

other ways rendered me assistance
;
and to my brother, the

Eev. Thomas Kidd, M.A., Moniaive, who, besides revising the

proofs, has drawn up the Index.

JAMES KIDD.

GLASGOW, January ]895.
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fart JFirst

MORALITY

LECTURE I

CONDUCT AND MOTIVE

THE object which I have in view, in the present course of

lectures, is to determine the nature of the relationship

subsisting between morality and religion. In pursuit of this

object, I propose to adopt the following method of procedure.

I shall, to begin with, subject, first, morality, and then

religion, to critical examination, with the aim of discovering

what they, individually, are and involve. I shall thereafter

endeavour, in the light of the results reached by their

examination, to define their respective spheres, and to trace

out their lines of connection. And I shall close with an

inquiry into the bearing of the life and teaching and work

of Christ on the question discussed, conducted with the

view of testing the solution offered. The course will

thus fall into four parts : I. Morality ;
II. Religion ;

III. The

Relation between Morality and Religion ;
and IV. The

Testimony of Christ. Of these, the first will embrace two

lectures
;
the second, three

;
the third, two

;
and the fourth,

three : in all, ten.

In accordance with the plan sketched, I proceed in this
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lecture to the consideration of Morality. And, as indicated,

what I mean to do is to examine it critically, with the view

of learning what it is and implies, and what place it holds

in the system of human life. Starting with the ordinary,

everyday conception of morality, I shall seek by analysis

to discover what are its postulates and presuppositions. This

investigation will enable us to determine the position of

morality in the sphere of rational existence. We shall

thus see what are the elements of experience with which it

is intimately connected, and what is the degree of intimacy

existing between it and them. In this way we shall become

possessed of some of the material necessary for answering

the question that is before us.

Before, however, entering upon this investigation, we must

come to an understanding as to the sense in which the term

is to be employed by us. This is essential, because it bears

two different meanings and is therefore ambiguous.

When we speak of a man as moral, we may mean, either

that he is a moral being or that he is a moral individual :

either that he is moral in constitution or that he is moral

in conduct
; either, that is to say, that, in virtue of what

he is, he is the subject of moral judgment, or that, in virtue

of what he has done, he is the subject of moral approval.

In the former case, we say that, being what he is in con

stitution, sentence of some kind must be passed on him
;

in the latter, we declare what, in view of his behaviour,

that sentence must be. Or, otherwise stated, we contemplate,

on the one hand, the man s nature, on the other, the man s

character. He is moral in both references, but moral in

different senses. This becomes clear when we think of a

bad man. To him the terms moral and immoral are both

applicable. Paradoxical though it may sound, it is never

theless correct to say that such a man is immoral just

because he is moral, and that he could not be immoral if

he were not moral. He is moral as man
;
he is immoral

as this particular man. It is apparent that, in these
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sentences, moral and immoral are not opposites. The

opposite of moral as there employed is non-moral, the absence

of the moral element. Immoral, on the contrary, implies

the presence of the moral element, and indicates failure to

meet its demands.

Such are the two senses of the term with which we are

to deal; but it has to be observed that, though different,

they are closely related, so closely that the one naturally

leads to the other. What I have called the moral element

is not a purely formal factor in human nature. It has a

content which, implicit at first, is to become explicit with

its recognition and exercise. It is not merely a faculty

which we may employ in dealing with matter supplied to

it
;

it is a constituent part of our constitution, and, as such,

it makes a definite claim that must be met, if that constitu

tion is to rise into perfect manifestation. Hence the

exhibition of the moral element, if carried far enough,

necessarily passes into the exposition of the moral law.

We cannot well say that there is a moral element in man

without saying what that moral element is, in part at least,

in its general bearing and requirement. The term moral

suggests obligation, but obligation means obligation to do

or to be something. Obligation is a relative term, and

suggests a law or standard that demands obedience and

conformity. To say, therefore, that man is a moral being,

is to say that he is a being who ought to act in a particular

way. And this responsibility, as has been pointed out,,

at once gives him a standing and imposes on him a duty.

The fundamental capacity to which it corresponds both sets-

him within a certain circle and assigns him a definite place

in relation to the centre. In the former aspect he is

contrasted with other creatures who are not endowed as

he is
;
in the latter, he is judged by his conformity to the

endowment which is his special prerogative.

But, as has been indicated, these two things are not

distinct. The one, indeed, is the ground of the other, and
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neither can be fully discussed without reference to the

other. It is the quality which differentiates man from the

irrational creatures that constitutes the basis of the judgment

that is passed on his action. A man is moral in character

when the element in his constitution that makes him moral

in nature finds free and full expression, when he is true

to himself. His moral quality not only fits him for a moral

life and lays upon him obligation to live such a life, but

determines the form of that life, and consequently supplies
{ the test by which it is to be tried. And because this is

the case, the treatment of the one application of morality

necessarily leads to the treatment of the other. On the

one hand, to apprehend accurately what it is that makes

a man a moral being, is to apprehend in principle what it is

that makes a man a moral individual, because it is to discover

the standard, conformity to which constitutes moral conduct
;

and, on the other hand, to apprehend in principle what it is

that makes a man a moral individual, is to apprehend what

it is that makes a man a moral being, because it is to

discover that feature in his constitution the presence of

which renders him capable of moral conduct. The two applica

tions of the term morality are thus intimately related, but

though intimately related they admit of, and in certain

circumstances demand, separate consideration. They are

associated with different standpoints and with different lines

of approach, and for this reason they must be carefully

distinguished. If this is not done by us in our investigation,

we shall run into error that will vitiate our inquiry.

Employing the term in the same connection, at one time

for the quality displayed by man as a rational being, what

ever form or direction his conduct may take, and, at another,

for the rule or principle which, as thus endowed, man should

observe and apply, whether it embodies itself in custom or

opinions or commands, or for the character which such observa

tion and application express and develop, we shall fail to

reach a satisfactory conclusion on the matters discussed by us.
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In the following analysis, it is rather in the former

than in the latter sense that the term is to be used. We are

to regard it more as indicating a feature of human nature,

than as the synonym for a complete code of conduct. But,

as has been shown, consideration of it in the former aspect

leads to consideration of it in the latter. In other words,

we cannot take account of the form without taking account,

to a certain extent, of the content, but this we shall do

only so far as is necessary for a full apprehension of the

form. The content discovered will have interest for us

solely as exhibiting the nature of the moral element inherent

in man as man, and not at all as explaining the details

of duty devolving on men in their several spheres and

relations.

We have then to inquire what morality, as just described,

is and involves. And we begin by asking, what is its

object ? what does it concern itself with ? of what does it

take account ? The reply generally given to these questions

is, Conduct. And that will suffice for a starting-point.

With conduct, then, we have to do. But what is conduct ?

To this inquiry various answers have been given, each

offering a different definition, and some of them pointing in

entirely opposite directions. It is not my intention to

enumerate and discuss these. To do so fully would be to

anticipate the results of the investigation on which we are

entering. We should either have to assume what has not

yet been proved, or to enter on the consideration of points

that will more fittingly be treated in the sequel, that cannot,

indeed, be adequately dealt with at this stage. This is not

desirable, and it is not necessary. It will be sufficient for

our present purpose if we have a clear understanding as to

the meaning which we are to attach to the term. And this
J

we may express by saying, that conduct is the action of

a rational being as such. This is not offered as an exact

definition, but merely as a general description with which

we may begin, but which will fall to be revised in the
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light of results gained. By the phrase &quot;a rational being

as such,&quot; I seek to indicate the phase or feature of action

that gives to it the value of conduct. The action of a

rational being may be purely physical, and, if so, it lies

beyond the sphere of conduct. Though not purely physical,

it may have a physical side, but it is not to that side that

we direct our thoughts when we speak of it as conduct.

With the physical side there is associated a rational, and

it is in respect of the latter that it is reckoned conduct and

comes within the range of morality.

To this statement objection may be taken, on the ground

that rational action may be purely intellectual in nature,

for instance, scientific investigation or philosophical speculation.

But that is not the case. Rational action, though involving

intellectual effort to a greater or a less degree, is never

purely intellectual. It is more than the exercise of our

faculties, it is the expression of our character. It is subject

to a twofold judgment, as successful or unsuccessful, and as

right or wrong ;
and it may evoke both praise and blame,

praise in respect of the one reference, and blame in respect

of the other. We may admire the skill and ability displayed

by some one, while we censure the end sought and gained by

him, or, while commending an object aimed at, we may have

to admit that the endeavour to reach it has been feeble or

faulty. This double bearing of rational action is more clearly

seen in some cases than in others, but it is characteristic of

all. The rational being, as rational, is under obligation at

all times
;
and it is because his every movement is an

expression of his relation to that obligation, that, while imply

ing intellectual effort, it is more than intellectual. Eeason,

in short, is more than intellect. It contains, or rather is, the

norm, which intellect is to honour and fulfil. Hence we say

that rational action is never merely intellectual, but, in virtue

of its rationality, lies within the sphere of morality. Hence,

also, we say that the action of a rational being, as such, is

conduct.
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Conduct, then, is not so much certain kinds of action, as

action viewed from a certain standpoint, and in a certain

light. It is sometimes defined as
&quot;

voluntary (i.e. willed)

action,&quot; and this definition is practically the same as that

just given. There is, however, one important objection to it,

and it is, that it employs a word which, at the outset of our in

vestigation, is of uncertain meaning, namely,
&quot;

willed.&quot; To

different schools of thinkers this adjective conveys different

ideas. The definition is, therefore, capable of diverse inter

pretations, and that is fatal to its value. From this objection

the definition offered is free, at least as free as any form of

words can be. We assume that there is such a thing as a

rational being ;
and we describe conduct as the action of such

a being in so far as his rationality is involved in its

production.

Morality, then, has to do with the action of a rational

being as such. But this statement demands careful examina

tion, in order that its precise import may be discovered.

The action of a rational being is not simple, but complex, in

character. We must, therefore, break it up into its com

ponent parts, and determine which of these has moral worth.

And when we examine any action, we find in it three

elements. These are, first, the act, i.e. the thing done
; second,

the result produced or the end gained by it
; third, the aim

or motive which led to it. Suppose, e.g., that I shoot a man,
not accidentally but of set purpose. In this deed of mine

there are the act, the discharge of the gun ;
the result or end,

the killing of the man
;
and the aim or motive, whatever it

may be. Now, with which of these does morality concern

itself ? Certainly not with the first. The discharge of the

gun is in itself neither moral nor immoral
;

it lies wholly
within the physical sphere. What of the second ? Looked

at apart from its antecedents and surroundings, it does not

afford material for a moral decision. Killing may not be

murder, and therefore not culpable. Whether it is so or not

depends on the aim or motive of the person who kills.
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Until that is known, judgment must be suspended. It is this

that determines the character of the action, or rather it is this

part of the action that is the object of morality. This is

always, professedly at least, the basis of the judgments we

pass on our fellows, even in ordinary intercourse. We are

not satisfied to know what they did, we seek to learn why

they did it
;
and a knowledge of the circumstances, leading

to the decision which has embodied itself in the deed, and

fulfilled itself in the result, often compels us to alter

entirely our estimate of their action, and to acquit where we

had condemned.

We here touch the distinction between legality and

morality, and a glance at this distinction may serve to confirm

the statement made. Legality, in its strict sense, deals with

the thing done, and asks whether or not it is in conformity

with the law. The question which it puts is a question of

fact and of fact alone. Morality, on the other hand, passes

behind the act to the motive or aim which has produced it,

and considers the state of the individual, of which the act is

the reflection. Of course, in a perfect community, the two

would coincide in subject-matter and in standard, for the law

would be the accurate application in detail of the principles

that ought to govern men in their varied circumstances and

conditions. But the difference in the object would obtain

even there, because the motive, being internal, does not come

within the scope of judicial investigation. Our knowledge of

it is due to inference or to confession, and the inference may
be invalid and the confession false. Our conclusions as to

the motives of our fellows never really pass beyond the

bounds of probability. The basis on which these rest must

always be circumstantial. Even in the case of a statement

on the part of the accused this is its character, because we

have to decide whether or not the statement is worthy of

credence, and our decision on this point must rest on deduc

tions we have made from facts and evidence laid before us.

And human nature is too complex and subtle in its operation
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and movements for us to say with perfect confidence that, in

any case, even the most apparently simple, we have reached

the spring and source of conduct. But even if we could be

certain that the conclusion to which we had come was correct,

we could not, from the purely legal standpoint, take account

of it. To those who occupy this standpoint, the law alone

is of consequence, so that there is really no scope for motive.

The only motives recognised are respect, or the want of

respect, for the form of the law. Man is not treated as a

rational being, but as a slave to a code, and the sole question

asked as to his conduct is, Does that show that he fully

accepts the code or not ? The former constitutes his motive

to obedience, the latter his motive to disobedience, and these

are the only motives which pure legality can recognise, and

they are not, strictly speaking, motives at all.

It is quite different with morality. That deals with man

as a rational being, and instead of resting satisfied with

simple readiness to obey, or inclination to disobey, a specified

code, it goes behind these, in search of that which is to be

the object of its judgment, viz. the aim or motive that deter

mines the man in the one direction or in the other. It

may indeed have to do with a law, and with regard for a

law, but if so, it does not hold merely to, and insist only on

respect for, the letter of the law. It views the law as a

special expression and application of a general principle,

which, because special, is defective, and must, if it is to be

rightly administered, be read in the light of the general

principle which it is designed to embody. It recognises that

conformity to the letter of a precept or enactment is com

patible with violation of its spirit, and, conversely, that

violation of the letter is compatible with conformity to the

spirit. A command may be more honoured in the breach

than in the observance, and it is so when the form is set

aside as unsuitable to the circumstances that have arisen, and

the idea which the form was intended to embody is seized

and applied.
&quot; The law is good if a man use it lawfully

&quot;

if



io MORALITY

he use it, understanding what its limits are, as a particular

and therefore partial statement of a fundamental truth, the

purpose of which is to secure the acknowledgment of that

truth as a principle of action. This is the attitude of

morality toward law, and, as a consequence, even when

taking account of action in relation to a specific command, it

passes behind the act to the spirit that has dictated it.

What I have said as to legality applies to a purely legal

method of procedure, but such a method of procedure is

scarcely ever, if at all, rigidly pursued. Certainly, as civilisa

tion advances, it falls more and more into disrepute, and, in

the administration of civil and criminal law, the moral method

is increasingly recognised as the true one, and an effort is

made to approximate to it. Motives are taken into account

in adjudging guilt or in pronouncing sentence. And this

fact confirms the conclusion reached by the preceding dis

cussion, that it is the motive or aim that is the object of

judgment ; or, in other words, that it is not the action in its

material form, or even in its result, but the action as

embodying or reflecting a decision, that claims the attention of

the moralist.

It appears then, that it is with the aim or motive that

morality concerns itself. And this leads us to review the

definition we offered of conduct. We spoke of it as
&quot;

the

action of a rational being as such.&quot; We now see that, if we

are to retain the word &quot;

action,&quot; we must give to it an

extended meaning. We must widen its scope, so that it may
embrace decisions that do not take form in overt acts, as well

as decisions that do. A man may resolve, but his resolution

may not be carried out. It is none the less an object of

moral judgment. This is sometimes denied. It is urged
that the reason why the resolution is not carried out may
be, and often is, the presence of some element in the

character of the person resolving that arrests it, that, indeed,

disqualifies him from giving effect to it, because he is either

in reality better or worse than his resolves.
&quot; A man,&quot; says
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Muirhead,
&quot;

is not good because he makes good resolutions,

nor bad because he makes bad ones. It is only when the

resolution passes into conduct that it justly becomes the

object of a moral judgment.&quot;
l But this is an untenable

position. The resolution is a decision, and, as such, it is an

expression of character, and therefore moral. To limit

morality to the completed act is to take a false view of its

province. The completed act, indeed, is moral only as the

sign and embodiment of a resolution. Of course one who

has formed a resolution may correct it by forming another

different from it
;
but if the change made affect its essence,

and not merely the means of executing it, then it is the out

come of what is practically a judgment on it. We have thus

two resolutions, and each is moral in character. Muirhead

really admits this. He says: &quot;We do indeed pass moral

judgments upon resolutions, but they are only provisional.&quot;
2

Whether provisional or not, they are moral, and that is the

whole case. Muirhead makes the mistake of fixing his mind

on the act
&quot;

willed action.&quot; as he defines conduct and not on

the act of will. It is true that resolutions are, or may be,

known only to the person resolving, but that does not affect

the question. We have already seen that the motive or aim

may not be known to anyone but the person who performs

the deed, and that, because of a mistaken inference as to its

basis on the part of his judges, one who is guilty may be

acquitted when he should be condemned. But it is to the

motive that his own thoughts turn, and it is a consideration

of the motive that causes him to experience remorse.

Muirhead s view, consistently carried out, would lead us away
from the act of determination to the act of execution, and, by
so doing, would leave us only the thing done on which to

pronounce judgment. To exclude unfulfilled resolutions from

the pale of morality would be to declare that vicious resolu

tions formed and entertained would, on reflection, awaken no

sense of shame and remorse in the person forming and
1 The Elements of Ethics, p. 48.

2 Ibid. pp. 47, 48.
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entertaining them if they had not been given effect to. And

yet, if these resolutions are real resolutions, they are mani

festations of character and are charged with moral significance.

The man who forms a resolution intends, at the time, to carry

it out. Without this intention there would be no resolution,

and such an intention cannot be placed under the category of

the morally indifferent. Martineau puts the case truly and

forcibly, as follows :

&quot; The moment which completes the

mental antecedents touches the character with a clearer purity

or a fresh stain
;
nor can any hindrance, by simply stopping

execution, wipe out the light or shade : else would guilt

return to innocence by being frustrated, and goodness go for

nothing when it strives in vain.&quot;
l

The object of moral judgment, then, is the motive or aim
;

that decision of the moral being that produces, or is sufficient

to produce, action. When we put the matter in this way, we

perceive that what we have to think of is not so much action as

an actor, a rational being as agent. We have to do with man
on his practical side, with character as revealed in decisions.

Conduct &quot; means not merely an overt act, but the attitude of

a person in
acting.&quot;

Having learned that the motive is the object of

morality, we must endeavour to discover what it is, and how
it is formed.

And the first point that we note is, that it is not some

thing merely given to the individual, a purely external

influence exercised on him that impels him to take a certain

direction, an injunction imposed on him which he cannot but

fulfil. Such an idea is quite foreign to the conclusions to

which we have been led. We have seen that conduct is not

so much action as the attitude of a person acting, and that,,

consequently, that which determines this attitude must be a

decision of the person who assumes it. Whatever is given
to him must be accepted by him; whatever influence i&

1
Types of Ethical Theory, 2nd ed. vol. ii. p. 26.

2
J. S. Mackenzie, Manual of Ethics, p. 43.
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exercised on him must be submitted to by him
;
whatever

injunction is addressed to him must be considered by him,

and either fulfilled or not
;
and it is in this acceptance, this

submission, this consideration, that we have to look for the

motive
;
for it is in these that the individual is seen as agent,

as a person acting. Obedience to the command of a superior

may be spoken of as my motive for acting in a certain

fashion. But this is not an accurate form of expression.

The obedience is not a motive
;

it rests on, and springs from,

a motive. The important point is not the fact of my execut

ing the command laid upon me, but the spirit which that

execution expresses. On what does it rest ? Is it due to a

fear of evil consequences, or to respect for the command in

itself ? Am I swayed by the thought of the penalties

attached to it, or by the inherent goodness of the command ?

In order that we may answer these questions, we must pass

beyond the command, and must think of the way in which

it is viewed. In other words, we must seek the motive, not

in that which is given, but in the reaction of the individual

on the same.

What, then, is the extent of this reaction ? This we

shall discover most easily and most surely by tracing out

carefully the antecedents and the conditions of conduct. We
are stirred to activity by our surroundings. It is because

these appeal to us that we put forth effort. Now, what is

the nature of this appeal ? It is always twofold. In every

instance two courses of procedure are suggested. This is

sometimes overlooked, and the appeal is spoken of as if it

were single and simple ;
but this is not the case. If it were

so, there would be no moral problem for us to solve. It is

just because there are at all times two possible lines of effort

open to us that we have to take account of motive. Were

there not for us a right and a wrong method of dealing with

our surroundings, we should be machines and not men.

Deliberation as to the course we should pursue would be not

only unnecessary, but impossible. We can only hesitate and
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choose when different ends are set before us, each presenting

attractions that touch us. And we can only praise or

condemn where possibilities of error have been avoided, and

possibilities of good have been rejected.

Conduct, then, is our response to the twofold appeal

made to us by our environment. But what gives to the

appeal this twofold character ? Whence come the alternatives

that are presented to us ? Clearly they do not come from

the environment itself. Our surroundings are in themselves

neither moral nor immoral
; they may be wholly material in

nature, and, if so, they are not twofold, but single, in aspect.

It is only as our surroundings, as seen by us and related by
us to our individuality, that they have moral significance,

and it is in virtue of their relation to our individuality that

they can become motives, or can contribute to the rise of

motives. The question is not, how will certain objects

presented to me control my action ? but, how shall I deter

mine to act in view of certain objects presented to me ? or

rather, with what character do I invest these objects ? That

is to say, my apprehension of the objects adds to them

because, by bringing them within the circle of my individu

ality, it invests them with a character which they could only

have in connection with an individuality such as mine is.

That such an addition is made to objects presented to us will

be evident if we consider the behaviour of persons of different

character in the same or similar circumstances. Let us sup

pose two men, both of whom are in financial difficulties

equally great and pressing, intrusted with a sum of money,
the possession of which would relieve them from their diffi

culties, and which they might appropriate without much, if

any, risk of immediate detection. The one is strictly honest
;

the other is not. The surroundings of both are the same, but

to each they take a different aspect. To the one the sum of

money is merely an article that is to be handed by him to its

owner
;
to the other it is a possible means of helping him out

of his trouble. And it is these different aspects that form
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the ground of the different actions of the two individuals, the

one of whom proves true, whilst the other proves false, to the

trust reposed in him. To the same object each gives a

special character, and with that special character the motive

of his conduct is associated. I have spoken of two men

diametrically opposed in character, in order by a strong

contrast to bring out the point on which I am insisting.

But, taking human nature on its ordinary level, we may say,

without injustice, that, in the circumstances supposed, every

man would be conscious of the two possible courses, and

would be compelled to choose between them. In other

words, his feelings and desires would cast their light on his

environment, and would so affect it that it would suggest

not one, but two, ways of dealing with it.

It thus appears that the motive is not something that

comes to us from without. So far is this from being the

case, that, if we could look only without, we should find no

room for a motive at all. It is only because that which is

without is brought into relation to our personality, that a

motive comes into existence, and its existence is due to the

fact that our surroundings, by being related to our person

ality, are invested with a twofold character, or rather suggest

to us two different courses of procedure. Inasmuch, how

ever, as it is our feelings and desires -that impart to our

surroundings the power of suggesting to us different courses,

we must turn our glance inward if we are to discover the

formation of motive. Since the alternative, that alone gives

room for motive, is due to a twofold effect produced on us,

and only appears to exist without us, because it is projected

by us on our environment, it must exist within us.

Alternatives, rightly understood, are states of the individual,

and that which pertains to the individual must be dealt with

by the individual, and within the sphere of his individuality.

In other words, it is the self that makes the motive, and it

makes it by self-determination. What comes from without

is only the material, the possibility, the exciting cause, but
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the product depends on the activity of the self. This implies

that in every instance the self asks, Which of the suggested

courses will harmonise with my being, subordinate itself to

my central purpose, express and develop the principle within ?

And in accordance with the answer given is the determina

tion come to. What then we have before us is self-

determination, the determination of the self to effort in

view of appeals made to it, and in order that, by respond

ing to these appeals, it may manifest itself and gain in

fulness. A moral action is thus the outcome of a motive

which is created by self-determination, is the expression of

the existing self, and is at once its manifestation and its

expansion.

Our investigation into the origin and nature of the motive

has thus thrown us back on the self. It is the diverse

possibilities attached by us to our surroundings that create

a place for the motive, and this being the case, the motive

cannot be given, cannot come from without
;

all that comes

from without is our environment, and that, in itself, is simple.

But if the constitution of the motive be really the choice of

one of the alternatives which our environment is the means

of exciting within us, then it must be formed within. The

alternative is, in fact, a diverse movement of the self, due to

contact with the object with which it is brought face to face,

and control over such a movement can be exercised only by
the self. The self, and the self alone, can determine which

of its desires is to prevail, and that determination yields the

motive.

Stress is here laid on the fact, that it is the self that

invests its surrounding with its apparent power of creating

for it alternative courses of conduct. That which seems to

belong to its surrounding is really the projection and work of

the self, and on this is based the contention that the motive

is due to self-determination. This fact deserves somewhat

careful consideration. What we have to discover, if possible,

is the ground of this alternative. As has already been iiidi-
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cated, no such alternative is possible to members of a purely

mechanical system. These are acted on from without, and

simply conform to the conditions created. In the lower

animals, something like this alternative shows itself; but,

though similar, it is different not only in degree but in kind.

Instinct looks without, not within
;
the sphere of its choice

is external, not internal. The alternatives are not moods of

the self, at least not in the same sense as they are in the

rational being. In the latter alone have we a true alternative.

To what is it due ?

In reply to this question, it is sometime said that there

is a true self and a false self, a higher and a lower, and that

the alternative is due to the response made by each of these

to the object presented. There is thus a conflict between the

two, and victory consists in the victory of the higher over

the lower, the mastery of the false by the true. This is an

admissible way of putting the matter, and useful enough so

long as we are careful not to press it unduly. But it is

inadmissible and misleading if we take it as an accurate

description of our nature and of the moral process if we

allow ourselves to think of two selves within us struggling

with each other. There are not two selves within us, and

there cannot be. There is but one self, and the conflict of

which we are conscious must be due to a defect or derange

ment in it, which is forced into prominence when a call to

effort is addressed to it. The self is divided against itself,

and the division can be healed only by the removal of its

cause. The one self, then, is in such a condition that it can

experience diverse feelings when confronted by material

objects and social claims. How is this ?

Principal Caird says :

&quot;

It is of the very essence of a self-

conscious nature to be divided against itself and to win its

perfection, its ideal freedom and harmony, as the result of a

fierce and protracted internal strife.&quot;
1 But this is an inaccu

rate statement. It is surely not of
&quot; the very essence of

1 Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion, new ed. p. 251.
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a self-conscious nature to be divided against itself.&quot; The

highest self-conscious nature is not divided against himself.

There is, indeed, difference in his nature, but there is unity in

the difference. There is diversity, if you will, but not division.

Were it otherwise, there would be disturbance and conflict at

the centre of the universe of being, and the disturbance and

conflict at the centre would make themselves felt throughout

the whole circle. There would, indeed, be neither centre nor

circle
;

for a divided centre is no centre, and cannot give

symmetry of form and fixity of relation to that which

surrounds it. The sport of unstable equilibrium, the system

of existence would sway hither and thither with the varying

fortunes of the contending elements. Instead of that unity

of thought and purpose that forces itself on us when we

survey the world that lies before us in its manifold depart

ments and operations, and that reveals itself to us with

increasing clearness the more exhaustive and detailed our

observation and examination become, there would be every

where signs of opposition and warfare, one part corresponding

to, and obeying, one factor in the struggle, and another cor

responding to, and obeying, another, or all the parts constrained

to submit to each in turn as it gained for the time the mastery
over its opponent. Chaos, and not order, would prevail.

Science and philosophy would be impossible, at least as the

apprehension and exhibition of the fundamental and the

permanent. They might inform us about the past, tracing

out for us the course of the conflict, but they could afford no

guidance for the future, by acquainting us with laws and

principles that are eternal in their basis and persistent in

their operation. We have only to reflect on the result which

would ensue to see that division there cannot be in the

highest self-conscious nature. But if this be the case, then

it cannot be &quot;

of the essence of a self-conscious nature to be

divided against itself.&quot; We can at most accept the statement

of Principal Caird if we insert
&quot;

finite
&quot;

before
&quot;

self-con

scious,&quot; and then the whole bearing of the statement will be
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changed. The division will be of the essence of finitude, and

not of the essence of self-consciousness, and these two things

are quite distinct.

But can we accept the statement even with this change ?

I do not think we can. It seems to me that it is quite

possible for a finite self-conscious nature to exist, the essence

of which would not be to be divided against itself so that
&quot; a

fierce and protracted internal strife
&quot;

is necessary for the

attainment of perfection, but would be to manifest unity in

difference up to the stage which it had reached. It would,

of course, be conscious of imperfection ;
but as the imperfec

tion of which it was conscious would be that of a progres

sive being, moving steadily toward its goal, its condition

could not with truth be described as division against itself.

It would also be conscious of an impulse urging it upward
and onward

;
but inasmuch as its every movement would be

in harmony with its impulse, there would be no &quot;

fierce

and protracted internal strife.&quot; In the same connection

Principal Caird says :

&quot; The very dawn of self-consciousness is

the awakening amidst the natural desires and impulses of a

consciousness which is other and larger than these desires,

which cannot fulfil itself in them, and which is capable of

satisfaction only by breaking away from their bondage and

becoming a law to itself.&quot;
1 This sentence is somewhat

ambiguous. The consciousness which &quot; awakens amidst the

natural desires and impulses
&quot;

is not necessarily in bondage to

them, as is here assumed. The very awakening rather implies

the opposite. But, apart from this, in what sense does the

consciousness &quot; awaken amidst natural desires and impulses
&quot;

?

Its awakening in relation to the natural desires and impulses is

an awakening to the fact that they belong to it, and are to be con

trolled by it, so that they may contribute to its development.
&quot;

But,&quot; says Principal Caird,
&quot;

it cannot fulfil itself in them.&quot;

If by this is meant that it cannot be limited to the satisfac

tion of these, that is true, but it is irrelevant. If it is

1 Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion, new ed. p. 251.
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larger
&quot;

than these, then, of course, it cannot be limited to

them
;
but in this case the phrase

&quot;

fulfil itself
&quot;

would only

mean &quot;

completely realise itself,&quot; and the question would remain,

Does it in part realise itself in them ? And to this an

affirmative answer must be given. It is in dealing with them

that the self-conscious being fulfils himself. They are his, he

knows them to be his, and the point for him is, how will he

deal with them ? will he subject himself to them, or will he

make them subordinate, the means and instruments of his life ?

We cannot, therefore, attribute the alternative which

reveals itself within us, when we are appealed to on our

practical side, simply to self-consciousness, even to finite self-

consciousness, and maintain that it is a necessity for us as

finite self-conscious natures. We must look for it in some

thing that gives a peculiar character to our finite self-con

sciousness, something that, though not essential to it, may be

associated with it, and may affect it injuriously. In other

words, the finitude of our self-consciousness carries with it the

possibility, though not the necessity, of conflict. When we

speak of a finite self-consciousness, what precisely do we mean ?

We do not mean a self-consciousness absolutely enclosed

within the finite. In other words, we do not contrast a self-

consciousness that is limited in every respect with a self-

consciousness that is unlimited in every respect, and call the

one finite in contradistinction to the other, which we call

infinite. That would be to regard them in an external

fashion, and to miss altogether the real character of the finite

self-consciousness. Indeed, viewed in this light, the terms

finite and infinite would lose all meaning. If I am absolutely

limited to that which lies within the range of my conscious

ness, knowing nothing of anything lying beyond it, then I am
as truly infinite as finite. I may appear finite to a being

who can set me over against one who takes a wider sweep
than I do or am able to do, but, as I know nothing of that

wider sweep, I am to myself infinite. If we are to see the

force of the phrase
&quot;

finite self-consciousness,&quot; we must take
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our stand within the self-consciousness. Doing so, we per

ceive that a finite self-conscious being is one who is conscious

that he is finite, and this he cannot be unless he knows that

there is an infinite with which he is connected and toward

which he may rise. Finite self-consciousness is the con

sciousness of limits that are not absolute, but that may be

transcended. When we thus define the phrase, we see

wherein the possibility of conflict lies. The self may rest in

the finite, instead of finding in it an impulse toward the

infinite, to the existence and superiority of which it testifies.

And in proportion as this tendency manifests itself will there

be conflict, because the inherent relation of the finite to the

infinite will always make itself felt in the finite life. On the

contrary, in proportion as the infinite relation is recognised

arid honoured, the conflict will cease. The finitude of human

self-consciousness thus accounts for the conflict, though it

does not render it necessary. We can conceive of a finite

self-conscious being that would always view his finitude in the

light of the infinite, and would therefore spontaneously

assume the right attitude toward his environment, finding in it

the means of advance. In such a being there would be no

struggle, no conflict, no division against itself
;
there would be

consciousness of difference, but it would be a difference that

was being gradually and smoothly overcome. It is altogether

otherwise with a being who has neglected the infinite and

surrendered to the finite. The nature of such an one has

been disturbed at its centre. Because of this, he is divided

against himself. The finite element in his nature demands

independence. This demand is rebellion against the infinite

element, and as that element cannot abdicate its authority,

conflict ensues. The issue of that conflict, whether in favour

of the finite or the infinite element, is the motive which leads to

action, and which, as doing so, is the object of moral judgment.

The motive, then, is the creation of the individual. It is

the determination of the self by the self in view of its

surroundings. It is the decision of the self to assume either
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the finite or the infinite standpoint in regarding and dealing

with its environment. It is the alliance of the self with one

or other of the two courses of procedure suggested to it by

the special circumstances in which it is placed. It thus

marks the completion of the process antecedent to, and

issuing in, effort. When the motive has been generated, all

has been done, so far as morality is concerned. The motive

is the impelling force that drives the individual into the path

of action. In other words, it is that which moves to the

execution of the purpose formed. It is sometimes spoken of

as that which moves to the formation of the purpose to be

executed, or to the resolve to execute the purpose that has

been formed. Green describes a motive as
&quot; an idea of an

end, which a self-conscious subject presents to itself, and

which it strives and tends to realise.&quot;
l And Muirhead

says :

&quot;

Seeing that the motive is that which moves, and the

will is not moved until it chooses, it seems more correct to

define motive finally as the idea of the object which, through

congruity with the character of the self, moves the will.&quot; In

these statements the aim and the motive are identified
;
but

they should be distinguished from each other as cause and

effect. Look at the latter of the two utterances. According

to it, the idea of the object, through congruity with the

character of the self, moves the will to come to a certain

decision, viz. to seek the object, the idea of which is present.

The will is thus moved to move. But is not the issue of the

movement of the will, or rather the movement of the will

itself, the motive which is the object of the moral judgment ?

Prior to the movement of the will there is only the process,

and that cannot be dealt with until it is finished and the

issue emerges in the shape of a fixed decision. Of course,

when the self admits the congruity of the object, the move

ment of the will may be said to be determined
;
but without

the movement of the will the motive would not be in

1
Prolegomena to Ethics, bk. ii. ch. i. 87.

- Elements of Ethics, p. 58.
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existence. As Green puts it in one place, the motive &quot;

is the

act of will.&quot;
l To say, then, that the motive moves the will,

is to say that the motive produces the motive. The statement

under discussion is thus a definition of the aim rather than

of the motive. The idea of the congruity of the object with

the self, is the feeling or belief that the self can be satisfied

by the possession or enjoyment of the object ; and, in harmony
with this feeling or belief, the will comes to the resolve to

secure the possession or enjoyment of the object. The aim or

end, then, is prior to the motive, its condition indeed, and the

motive is due to the acceptance of the aim by the will.

Green, in the sentence quoted above, speaks of a motive as

&quot; an idea of an end which a self-conscious being presents to

itself, and which it strives and tends to realise.&quot; But the

presentation of an end to itself by a self-conscious being must

be followed by the identification of itself with that end, if

there is to be a striving on its part towards realisation. Of

course, the aim and the motive are only logically distinct.

They are not in reality different things ; they are but two

sides of the same thing. Still it is of advantage, in exhibit

ing the moral process, to take account of both, and to assign

them their respective positions and values. If we treat them

as identical, and speak of the will as moved by the motive,

that is, the aim, we in effect separate the will from the self,

for we imply that the self, apart from the will, creates the

motive, and that the will submits to the creation of the self.

But the will and the self cannot be thus held apart. The

will is the self, on its practical side, asserting itself
;
and this

self-assertion is the motive, led up to by a process of reflection,

and expressing the outcome of that reflection. The motive, to

quote Green once more,
&quot;

is the will in act.&quot;
2

By the motive, then, we understand the decision to act

come to by the self, in virtue of its identification of itself with

an end or aim suggested to it by its surroundings.

1
Prolegomena to Ethics, bk. ii. ch. i. 103.

2 Ibid. bk. ii. ch. i. 97.



24 MORALITY

We have been using the term self-conscious as descriptive

of a rational being, and much of what we have urged has

been based on the fact of self-consciousness. But of this

feature in human nature we have as yet said nothing. It

will help to make our position clear if we now turn our

attention to it, and, in particular, consider it in its practical

aspect and bearing.

What, then, do we mean when we say that we are self-

conscious beings ? What is implied in the fact, that we are

conscious of a self ? First of all, and in general, there is

implied, the recognition that all our varied experiences are

related to a subject that is more than they, that was prior to

them, that will survive them, and that, in virtue of its

continuity, binds them together, so that they form one

experience and become the constituent elements of a single

life. In other words, self-consciousness is the sense or

apprehension, on the part of the self, that it is a unity in

difference, and a permanent in change ; that, throughout the

manifold of its sensations, thoughts, emotions, desires, efforts,

it remains essentially the same. Without such a conscious

ness as this, rational existence would be impossible. Did we

not feel that our past and our present experiences were so

related as to constitute a single experience, because embraced

within the circle of one personality, there would be no

cohesion or continuity in our inner life
;

it would be a

succession of unconnected impressions and acts. Self-con

sciousness is in this aspect but another name for self-identity.

But the description just given is clearly inadequate. To

rest satisfied with it would be to stop short of the full truth.

We should then discern only the fact of unity and per

manence and identity, not the value of these as factors in the

self-conscious life
;
and yet it is this that is of consequence in

our inquiry. We have spoken of self-consciousness as the

recognition that all our varied experiences are related to a

permanent subject. This being its character, if we are rightly

to appreciate it as a determining force in our mental and
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moral history, we must learn what are the nature and

conditions of the relation of which it is the recognition.

And we shall best learn what these are by considering how

we become self-conscious, by asking in what way the con

sciousness of self is brought home to us.

Self-consciousness is, as we have seen, the sense or

apprehension on the part of the self that it is a unity in

the difference, and a permanent in the change, to which it is

continually being subjected. We have also spoken of the

self as that which is prior to the varied experiences through

which it passes. These statements, however, do not mean

that the self knows itself antecedently to, and independently

of, experience, that the unity and the permanent exist apart

from the difference and the change with which they have to

do and in which they maintain themselves. We do not, as

rational beings, begin with the bare fact of unity and identity,

and, taking this with us, move forward into difference and

change. We do not start with the empty form of self-

consciousness, and proceed to bring all our states and

activities within its range. We do not know ourselves, as

selves, before our entrance on our life of thought and effort,

and carry this knowledge with us into the world in which we

are to play our part. Such a condition is an impossibility.

We have, and can have, no conscious existence apart from

actual experience. Coyito ergo sum. Only as I think do

I exist as a rational being. Only, therefore, in relation to,

and in and by, experience, can I realise my identity, know

myself as a unity and as permanent, become self-conscious.

The apprehension of unity implies the apprehension of

difference, and the conception of permanence carries with it

the conception of change. Hence a being that was not the

subject of difference and change would not know himself as

a unity and as permanent. Thus the self perceives itself in,

and by means of, its manifestations. It feels that it persists

through all the varied states and acts with which it is

associated. It thinks of these as its own, and this means
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not merely that it has taken account of them, but that they

are expressions of it, which testify to its existence and

operation as the basis and ground of experience. Thus

self-consciousness is inseparable from, we might almost say

is a result of, the activity of self, or rather is that activity.

Having discovered in what way we attain to self-

consciousness, we are in a position to consider the place

and significance of self-consciousness in the rational life.

It is bound up with the activity of the self. Now, that

activity is twofold : it has a theoretical and a practical

reference. The former of these has to do with the acquisi

tion of knowledge ;
the latter, with the attainment of ends.

We are self-conscious in knowing, and we are self-conscious

in doing; but self-consciousness in the one is not quite the

same as self-consciousness in the other. In order that we

may appreciate rightly the difference between the two, we

shall look at each with the view of discerning its precise

character.

And we take, first, self-consciousness in its theoretical

reference. This, it is evident, is more than self-identity,

more than the conviction that it is one subject that receives

the communications made and carries on the investigations

and speculations pursued. It is the conviction that that

subject is, by receiving these communications and pursuing

these investigations, gaining what contributes to its growth
and attainment. The self is not a bare unity and identity

or an empty form, but a living force that is to display

itself and to know itself by activity. As such, it is to

expand and strengthen by the appropriation of that which

is congenial to it. This appropriation is due to mental effort,

and consists in the apprehension and assimilation of truth.

Of the expansion which results from this appropriation, it is

conscious. It knows not merely that it has seized and

interpreted facts, but also that, in so far as it has done this,

it has contributed to its development. The result of its

study and thought is not simply a store of intellectual
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wealth, but also, and most distinctly, an increase of in

tellectual life. As self-conscious, we not only know that we

continue throughout the varied phases of our mental activity,

but also that, in and by such activity, we are entering on our

inheritance.

The practical reference of self-consciousness brings us

face to face with a state of things different from that just

considered. What we have to deal with in connection with

it is conduct, action that is the outcome of deliberation

and resolve, action, that is, that is put forth with the view

of fulfilling an accepted aim and reaching a conceived goal.

Self-consciousness, in this reference, implies the identification

of the self with the aim and the goal sought. It is more

than the recognition that it is the self that acts, more even

than the recognition that, by the achievement of the object

contemplated, the self finds satisfaction
;

it is the recognition

that it is the self that determines for itself the object toward

which it directs its effort. In other words, it is the pre

sentation of the self to the self by the self in such a way
that the self becomes an object to the self. It is the

projection, by the self-conscious being, of the self of which

he is conscious, so that it blends with his surroundings, and

by doing so becomes the aim of his treatment of them. A

projection of the self of this kind clearly demands an

apprehension, accurate or inaccurate, complete or partial, of

the nature of the self. The projection of the bare self,

even if that were possible, would not furnish an end for

our endeavour. In order that we may secure this, we must

give to the self a certain character. We must fill the form

of the self with a content of some sort, if it is to determine

and influence our conduct. And the self, thus defined,

stands before us as the goal of our action. Thus, as self-

conscious beings, regarded from the practical standpoint, we

know, or at least feel, that it is the self which we seek when

we decide to follow a certain course of conduct, whatever be

the form of the object that is directly sought ;
and we know
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or feel this because we have set the self before ourselves as

the aim of our effort, because we have identified the self with

the object which we seek.

Self-consciousness, then, has different meanings in these

two spheres. Fundamentally, indeed, it is the same in all

its references, so that the differences noted are differences of

operation rather than of nature. At bottom, it is simply

self-identity, the recognition of the unity that forms the

basis and furnishes the possibility of a rational life. But

in the theoretical and in the practical manifestations of that

life, the unity which underlies it reveals itself under different

phases. In the former, it assumes the form of a capacity, in

the latter of a faculty. That is to say, so far as gaining

knowledge is concerned the self is conscious of experiencing

satisfaction and attainment, while, so far as putting forth

effort is concerned, it is conscious of seeking as well as of

experiencing satisfaction and attainment. A clear under

standing of this distinction is of the utmost importance for

our investigation. We shall therefore seek to make plain

its precise import.

And we may state the matter as follows. An apprehen

sion of the self by the self, and a presentation of the self to

the self as an object to be pursued, are both involved in the

practical reference, but not in the theoretical. In the case

of the latter, all that is required is the activity of the self,

whereby the individual sensations arising within the self are

taken up by it and made elements in a single experience,

an experience which yields satisfaction and contributes to

attainment, but which, though doing so, does not demand for

its coming-to-be a definite conception and projection of the

self, with which it is in harmony. In other words, the

process which issues in knowledge, though it produces within

us self-satisfaction, is not a conscious striving after the

satisfaction of a self that we set before ourselves to be

satisfied. The self, if you will, finds itself in the knowledge

acquired, not, however, because it has sought itself therein,
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definitely conceived, but only because, having, as a self, appre

hended what has come to it, it discovers that that is in

agreement with its nature. It may be true that the self

not only apprehends what conies to it, but, in virtue of its

infinite relations, is impelled to seek fresh and fuller and

wider knowledge ;
but this does not necessarily mean that

it clearly realises itself, and definitely presents the satisfac

tion of itself, in its essence, to itself, as the goal of its inquiry

and reflection, but only that it acts under an impulse, the

bearing of which is revealed to it in the experience that

results from the accomplishment of the end sought by it.

With regard to conduct the case is different. There we

have not simply materials given in sensation that have to

be apprehended, or objects presented that have to be in

vestigated, or questions proposed that have to be answered,

but alternative courses offered, between which we must make

choice. In such circumstances, what is demanded is decision,

and decision not only by, but in view of, the self that has to

select and act. More is required than a movement of the

self in the way of taking up and understanding and

assimilating that which comes to it
;

there is required a

movement of the self that deals with what has been taken

up and assimilated and understood, in harmony with the

claims of the self, and with the object of meeting these

claims
;

in a word, self-determination. We might, indeed,

sum up the distinction between the theoretical and the

practical references of self-consciousness by saying that,

while both involve self-satisfaction and self-realisation, the

former involves these only as result, while the latter involves

them both as aim and as result, and that, therefore, the

latter includes self-determination while the former does not.

Green, in the Prolegomena to JZthics, takes up a position

that involves the denial of the validity of the distinction

we have drawn between self-consciousness in its theoretical

and in its practical reference. While admitting that &quot;

it

is equally impossible to derive desire from intellect and
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intellect from desire
; impossible to treat any desire as a

mode of understanding, or any act of understanding as a

mode of desire,&quot; he insists that each &quot; involves a mode of

consciousness the same as that which is involved
&quot;

in the

other,
1 and that

&quot;

the exercise of the one activity is always

a necessary accompaniment of the other.&quot;
! In other words,

intellect and desire have &quot; a common source in one and the

same self-consciousness,&quot; and, inasmuch as that self-con

sciousness is single, they must always be found together.

He sums up his discussion of the subject as follows :

&quot; On the whole matter, then, our conclusion must be that

there is really a single subject or agent, which desires in all

the desires of a man, and thinks in all his thoughts, but that

the action of this subject as thinking thinking speculatively,

or understanding, as well as thinking practically is involved

in all its desires, and that its action as desiring is involved

in all its thoughts. Thus thought and desire are not to be

regarded as separate powers, of which one can be exercised

by us without, or in conflict with, the other. They are rather

different ways in which the consciousness of self, which is

also necessarily consciousness of a manifold world other

.than self, expresses itself. One is the effort of such con-

sciousness to take the world into itself, the other its effort

/to carry itself out into the world
;
and each effort is involved

in every complete spiritual act every such act as we can

impute to ourselves or count our own, whether on reflection

we ascribe the act rather to intellect or rather to desire.&quot;
3

Now, it is evident that, if the view here expressed be correct,

self-consciousness in its theoretical as truly as in its practical

reference includes self-determination, and, consequently, the

conclusion to which we have come cannot be maintained.

But is it correct ? Is it the case that intellect and desire

are the necessary accompaniments of each other ? Let us

deal with this question, first, from the standpoint of intellect,

and then from the standpoint of desire.

1 Bk. ii. ch. ii. 130. - Ibid. 134. 3 Ibid. 136.



CONDUCT AND MOTIVE 31

From the standpoint of intellect our inquiry takes the

form, Can we gain knowledge without desiring to do so ?

Green declares that we cannot. He says :

&quot; In all exercise

of the understanding desire is at work. The result of any

process of cognition is desired throughout it. No man

learns to know anything without desiring to know it. The

presentation of a fact which does not on the first view fit

itself into any of our established theories of the world,

awakens a desire for such adjustment, which may be effected

either by further acquaintance with the relations of the fact,

or by a modification of our previous theories, or by a com

bination of both processes.&quot;
1 In dealing with these deliver

ances, the first thing that strikes us is that they treat of a

certain kind of knowing what is called elsewhere speculative

thinking. Throughout the section, indeed, this is the pro

fessed reference of the term intellect. It is not, however,

consistently employed in this sense. It is spoken of some

times as arresting
&quot; successive sensations as facts to be

attended
to,&quot;

and sometimes as seeking to bring these into

relation to each other, that the self may find itself at home

in them and make them its own.2 But these two activities

of the intellect are not quite the same, and on the recognition

of the difference between them rests the right treatment of

the point raised. For, in the former sense, intellect is not

associated with desire
;
in the latter, it is. This is practically

admitted by Green in the last sentence of the quotation given

above. He speaks of
&quot;

the presentation of a fact which does

not on the first view of it fit itself into any of our established

theories of the world
&quot;

awakening a desire for such an

acquaintance with it as will lead to an adjustment of it with

these. But the presentation of the fact must yield a certain

knowledge of the fact, and must yield that knowledge apart

from desire. This knowledge may impel us to seek further

knowledge by investigation; but the acquisition of that know

ledge is different, in its conditions, from the acquisition of

1

Prolegomena to Ethics, bk. ii. ch. ii. 134. 2 Ibid. 132.



32 MORALITY

the other, and different just because it is consciously sought

by us. It is not, therefore, correct to say that every activity

of intellect involves desire
;
some do, but not all.

From the standpoint of intellect we pass to the stand

point of desire, that we may determine whether or not it

always involves an exercise of intellect. That it does, cannot

well be denied. Every desire that is
&quot; more than an indefinite

yearning
&quot;

is desire for some object either perceived or con

ceived, and, in the formation of such object, intellect has

played its part. Green, however, gives desire too wide a

reference. He speaks of it as an effort of consciousness to

carry itself out into the world, and he says,
&quot; Towards this

extinction of itself in the realisation of its object every desire

is in itself an effort.&quot;
x But desire is not strictly speaking an

effort. It may lead to effort, but between it and the effort

that is to satisfy it there lies the consideration not only of

the means of its gratification, but also of our right to use

these means, the consideration, indeed, of the moral character

of the desire. When this is noted by us, we observe that the

implication of intellect in desire is not so great as we might at

first sight suppose, and as Green is inclined to think. A desire

suggests to the self within which it is awakened the identi

fication of itself with the object by which it has been excited,

but that suggestion may either be entertained or rejected ;
and

it is in the treatment of that suggestion that the self deter

mines itself, and it is as the result of this self-determination

that effort is put forth. In other words, desire is the possi

bility of an act of will. This Green does not admit. To

him the desire is an act of will : desiring is willing. What we

have spoken of as desires he would speak of as
&quot;

passions as

influences affecting a man,&quot; or, by way of accommodating
himself to our manner of expression, but under protest, as

&quot; mere desires.&quot; He closes his section on Desire and Will

with these words :

&quot; The true distinction lies between passions

as influences affecting a man among which we may include

1

Prolegomena to Ethics, bk. ii. ch. ii. 131.
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mere desires if we please and the man as desiring, or putting

himself forth in desire for the realisation of some object

present to him in idea, which is the same thing as
willing.&quot;

1

This statement we cannot accept. Notwithstanding all that

Green says to the contrary, we are of opinion that willing is

more than desire. Without, however, pursuing this matter

further, we admit what indeed is obvious that intellect is

a necessary accompaniment of desire in whatever sense it is

employed, and certainly in the sense in which it is employed

by Green, and with which consequently we have at present

to do.

It thus appears that while desire always involves intel

lect, intellect does not always involve desire. We may know
jff

, /_&amp;lt;_ ,

what we have not desired to know, what we could not desire

to know, for the simple reason that, until it was known, we

were not aware of its existence, and could not therefore *~*

experience any longing in its direction. Having, however, &amp;lt;*+

learned of its existence and gained a certain knowledge con

cerning it, we may experience a longing in its direction : it

may become for us an object of desire, and may impel us to

intellectual activity, to speculative thinking. Here the

question naturally occurs, Is the desire in this case the same

as it is in practical thinking ? Does it demand the same

kind of self-determination ? Green, of course, holds that it

does. He says, referring to the acquisition of knowledge to

which one is impelled by the presentation of a fact that does

not at once fit itself into our theories of the world :

&quot; The

learner of course knows not how he will assimilate the

strange fact till he has done so, but the idea of its assimila

tion as possible evokes his effort, precisely as, in a case

naturally described as one of desire, the idea, let us say, of

winning the love of a woman evokes the effort of the lover to

realise the idea.&quot;
2 In this passage two things are treated as

identical which are distinct and ought to be distinguished.

The distinction between them Green so far recognises. He
1
Prolegomena to Ethics, bk. ii. ch. ii. 147. 2

Ibid. 134.

3
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speaks of the condition of a lover as
&quot;

a case naturally

described as one of desire.&quot; This expression indicates that

there is a difference between the case of a lover and the case

of the learner, with which he is dealing. That difference,

however, is not definitely apprehended. What is it ? In the

one case there is desire for an object, the assimilation of

which is believed to be possible ;
in the other, there is desire

for an object with which he who desires it has already iden

tified himself. Take the two instances suggested by Green.

In the first we have a man who studies a fact with which he

has been brought into contact, because he believes, or hopes,

that he will be able to appropriate the interpretation and

the information supplied thereby. The desire of such an one

is vague and indefinite. It is clear and definite enough

so far as the proximate object sought is concerned, but it

is vague and indefinite so far as the ultimate object is con

cerned. It aims at the interpretation of the fact, but in

what way the fact, when interpreted, will affect him who is

to gain the interpretation it does not know. It does not

imply the identification of the individual desiring with the

thing desired, but only a general expectation on his part that,

if the thing desired be secured, it will in some way or other

take its place in the content of his rational life. It is quite

different with the other instance. In it we have a lover who

seeks the love of a woman. Here the desire is clear and

definite. The lover does not seek something which he

believes he will be able to assimilate. He seeks something

which he knows he will be able to assimilate, something with

which he has already identified himself, and the possession of

which will certainly afford him satisfaction. When thus

examined the difference between the two cases becomes plain.

We might say that, in the first, the object of the desire

excited is knowledge about a given thing, whereas, in the

second, it is the given, or rather the accepted, tiling itself :

or that in the first the immediate object of desire is the

means to a possible end, which can only be understood when
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the means have been secured
;
while in the second it is the

end itself distinctly apprehended. This difference in the

object of the desires implies a difference in their basis. Both

may rest on self-determination, but the self-determination is

not the same for both. In the one it is fuller than in the

other. In the one it is the self as identified with, and there

fore as expressed in, terms of a fixed object ;
in the other it is

merely the self as capable of assimilating material to be

gained in a certain way, but the nature of which is not

perceived. Self-realisation may, therefore, result from the

fulfilment of both desires, but it is not the same in each. It

is of course the same self that is realised, but it is that self

in different aspects. In the one case it is the self as capa

city, in the other it is the self as potentiality. These two

aspects of the self are recognised by Green when he speaks

of thought or intellect as the effort of consciousness &quot;

to take

the world into itself,&quot; and of desire as the effort of conscious

ness
&quot;

to carry itself out into the world.&quot; That which takes

&quot; the world into itself
&quot;

must gain satisfaction therefrom, satis

faction that, since it is due to the filling up of the measure of

our receptivity, must be self-realisation, the realisation of

ourselves by apprehension and appropriation of that which, as

rational beings, we were designed to know. And that which

carries
&quot;

itself out into the world
&quot;

must manifest itself

thereby ;
and since this manifestation is due to the impulse

generated by our sense of imperfection and of capability, it

must be self-realisation, the realisation of ourselves by de

velopment and attainment of that which, as rational beings,

we were designed to be. Neither the taking of the world

into ourselves nor the carrying of ourselves out into the

world can leave us precisely where and what we were. It

must affect us in the way of enriching and expanding our

nature
; and, inasmuch as our nature is rational, it can be

enriched only by assimilation and expanded only by growth.

But we can assimilate only that which is in harmony with

our constitution, and we can grow only by the forthputting
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of our powers. In the former case we have a demand that

we must meet, in the latter we have a germ that we must

unfold. We might almost say, that in the former we attain

to self-realisation through self-satisfaction, while in the latter

we gain self-satisfaction by self-realisation.

Green would of course deny the accuracy of the distinc

tion we have drawn between Intellect and Desire, or

speculative thinking and practical thinking. He would

insist that the capacity and the potentiality of which we

have spoken are fundamentally one, and that we are realising

ourselves as truly in taking the world into ourselves as in

carrying ourselves out into the world, because in each case

we are overcoming the world which stands over against us.

He tells us that &quot; the element common &quot;

to Intellect and

Desire
&quot;

lies in the consciousness of self and a world as

in a sense opposed to each other, and in the conscious effort

to overcome this opposition.&quot;
l &quot;

Each,&quot; he says in another

connection,
&quot;

implies on the part of the soul the conscious

ness of a world not itself or its own. Each implies the

effort of the soul in different ways to overcome this negation

or opposition.&quot; Now, admitting the fact of opposition, or

rather of the consciousness of opposition here emphasised,

we have to note that the opposition is to be overcome &quot;

in

different
ways,&quot;

and difference in the way of overcoming it

involves difference in its nature or operation. Mr. Bradley,

in the Analytical Table of Contents, states the different ways

as follows :

&quot;

Desire, to the consciousness desiring, strives to

remove the opposition by giving reality in the world to an

object which, as desired, is only ideal. Intellect strives to

reduce a material apparently alien and external to intelligi

bility ;
i.e. to make ideal an object which at first presents

itself as only real.&quot;
3 In the former case we seek to make

real what is ideal. The ideal is the aim with which we have

identified ourselves, and which we seek to realise in and by

means of our surroundings. We have formed that ideal as

1

Prolegomena to Ethics, bk. ii. ch. ii. 130. 2 Ibid. 133. 3 Ibid. p. xvii.
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a particular end which we seek to attain; and if it be a

worthy ideal, it is a special expression of the central

principle of our nature, that by our action is to embody
itself in a perfect life. In the latter case we seek to make

ideal what is real. The real stands before us as an existing

fact or combination of facts, and we endeavour to apprehend
it by seizing its meaning. We do not form the real, we

only come into contact with it, and, recognising that it

stands in relation to us, we set ourselves to appropriate it.

Now, between these two activities there is a real difference,

although they are activities of a single subject. Confining

ourselves to the point that bears on the matter we are at

present considering, let us ask what it is that is prominent
in each as an impulse to effort. In the case of Intellect, it

is the fact
;
in the case of Desire, it is the self. The self is

certainly present in the former, but not present in the same

way as in the latter, for the simple reason that in the latter

it is the self that constitutes, we might say that is, the ideal

pursued, whereas in the former the real to be made ideal is,

so far as existence is concerned, independent of self. Hence,

while in the former the self is satisfied, and, by being

satisfied, is realised, in so far as the fact is apprehended and

assimilated, in the latter the self is realised, and, by being

realised, is satisfied. Or, otherwise stated, in Intellect the

self, definitely conceived, is not set before us to be satisfied

and realised, while in Desire it is. And thus, as we

have already expressed it, the former involves self-satisfaction

and self-realisation only as a result, whereas the latter involves

these both as aim and as result.

Our discussion of self-consciousness has shown us that,

in its practical reference, it involves self-determination, self-

satisfaction, and self - realisation. It remains for us to

determine the exact significance of these terms, and the

relation in which they stand to each other.

By self-determination we simply mean, that the resolu

tion come to has its ground within the self, that it is not
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due to pressure from without, but that, though the occasion

for it may spring from our surroundings, it is only because

the appeal addressed to us is taken up by us, and is, in one

of its references, accepted by us, that there is decision. Of

course the decision come to issues, or at least is intended to

issue, in an overt act, but the act is distinct from the

decision of which it is the expression. The decision is

really a state of the individual that manifests itself in a

certain course of procedure. Self-determination is thus the

outcome of the identification of the self with an object

presented to it and apprehended by it, and the moral process

of which it is the result deals with that identification. I

speak of a process, because the identification is not neces

sarily immediate. It may be, and often is, preceded by
deliberation. What then is the subject of deliberation ?

What, so to speak, is the question asked ? It is, Does the

object apprehended harmonise with the self, of which I am

conscious, as interpreted by me ? And according as this

question is answered in the affirmative or in the negative

will our determination be in one direction or in another.

Thus self-determination, whether right or wrong, is deter

mination of the self by and within the self.

From self-determination we pass to self - satisfaction.

Speaking generally, this term indicates the state that results

from the possession and enjoyment of an object that is

congenial to the self. In the practical sphere, within which

we are at present moving, the object possessed and enjoyed

is not only one that is congenial to the self, but one that,

having been definitely identified with the self, has been an

object of desire
;
so that self-satisfaction is the attainment of

a desired object. We experience self-satisfaction in this form

when we gain that for which we have been longing. We
might indeed say that it is the longing that is satisfied, but

inasmuch as the longing is ours, a state of the self, its

satisfaction is the satisfaction of the self. But the self that

is satisfied, is the self as identified with the object and
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expressed in the longing. It is a special form and manifes

tation of the self, determined by the conception of the self

accepted by us. Now, this conception may be either true or

false. The interpretation of our nature, of which it is the

product, may be accurate, so far as it goes, or it may be

fundamentally mistaken and erroneous. And according as

it is the one or the other will the satisfaction felt be super

ficial or essential. If it be the former, then it is nothing

more than the gratification of a particular desire which the

self has been led to entertain, because, having brought itself

within the limits of a particular appetite, it has surrendered

itself to the object which solicits it. If it be the latter,

then it is the meeting of the claim of the self in general ;

it is the supply of the fitting content for the form that lies

within our nature
;

it is the fulfilment of the conditions

which our constitution embodies
;

it is the assimilation by
us of that which harmonises with the central element of our

being. It is more than mere gratification : it is conformity

to that which is fundamental. The words &quot;

self
&quot;

and
&quot;

satisfaction,&quot; indeed, have different meanings in the two

applications of the term self-satisfaction we are seeking to

describe. In the narrower of these,
&quot;

self
&quot;

means the self

in a special aspect, the self in a single mode, the self reduced

to one of its phases, and &quot;

satisfaction
&quot; means the appeasing

of the appetite roused, the stilling of the passion that has

been stirred
;

in the wider,
&quot;

self
&quot; means the self in its

fulness and essence, as the spiritual principle which con

stitutes the rational being, and &quot;

satisfaction
&quot; means the

gaining of that which is in accord with that principle, and

which when secured fills, in whole or in part, the capacity

which that principle creates, corresponds to the central

feature in our nature and answers its deepest want.

It thus appears that the term self-satisfaction admits of

two widely different applications. And as it is desirable

that these should be clearly marked off from each other, so

that the one may not be confounded with the other, we shall
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speak of the former as self-gratification, and of the latter as

self-satisfaction.

We now turn to the last of the terms in question, viz.

self-realisation. Kegarding it, little requires to be said.

Its bearing lies on the surface. It suggests the fulfilment

of the design embodied in the self, the development of the

germ that lies in our being, the actualising of the possibility

inherent in us as rational creatures, the attaining, by con

scious activity, of all that we are capable of becoming, the

successful striving after the ideal that is implanted in our

constitution. Self-realisation is growth, expansion, the un

folding into ever fuller and richer form of the vital element

that makes us what we are, and that is the prophecy of the

fulness of the stature of a perfect man.

In the light of what we have learned as to self-deter

mination, self-gratification, self-satisfaction, and self-realisation,

we go on to consider the relation in which these stand to

each other. And we shall deal first with the connection

between self-gratification and self-realisation, then with the

connection between self-satisfaction and self-realisation, and

lastly with the connection between these three and self-

determination.

Now it is evident that self-gratification is different from

self-realisation. It is not only different from it, but is

opposed to it. For when we aim only at the gratification

of desire to which we have subjected the self, and not at the

satisfaction of the self as determining the desire, so far from

realising, we are destroying, the self. We are hindering and

not helping its growth. Instead of contributing to its

development, we are denying to it that without which

development cannot take place.

But what of self-satisfaction and self-realisation ? These

are often spoken of as if they were synonymous ;
and that

they are very intimately related is apparent from what we

have discovered as to their significance. Still there is a

distinction between them which, though one of degree
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rather than of kind, deserves attention. In both we have

to do with the self, and with the self in its true character,

as the spiritual principle that constitutes the rational being,

but we have to do with it in different aspects. We might

indicate the difference of aspect in the two cases by saying,

that in self-satisfaction we view the self statically, and that

in self-realisation we view it dynamically. In the former

we think of the self as a definite object with a capacity to

be met
;
in the latter we think of the self as an expansive

energy, which by its expansion is to fulfil a purpose that is

inherent in it. Or, otherwise stated, in self-satisfaction we

regard the self as it is, manifesting itself, of course, in

decisions, and we endeavour to execute these decisions, that

by their execution we may do and supply what is harmonious

with it
;
whereas in self-realisation we regard the self as it

ought to be, and endeavour to do and supply that which is

needful in order that it may attain perfection. The differ

ence between the two rests on different estimates of the self.

According to the one, the self is a fixed quantity, conformity

to which is to be sought in all our decisions and efforts
;

according to the other, it is a vital force which is not only

to embody itself in all our decisions and efforts, but is to

rise through these to fuller expression. If we accept the

former estimate, we shall move within the sphere of duty,

and shall act according to rule, the rule which we believe

to be the transcription of the law written in the heart
;

if

we accept the latter, we shall transcend the sphere of duty,

and shall be guided and controlled in our action by an

inspiring conception and an upward impulse, the conception

of an exalted character to be gradually attained by us, and

the impulse of an inherent affinity with righteousness and

truth and purity.

There is thus a real and suggestive difference between

self-satisfaction and self-realisation. It is, however, as already

said, a difference in degree and not in kind. We might

even say that the relation is greater than the difference.
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For self-satisfaction is the condition of self-realisation, and

self-satisfaction tends to self-realisation, though it may stop

short of this. In any case, so far as our present purpose is

concerned, they may be treated as identical, since both have

to do with the self in its essential nature, though taking

account of it in different aspects.

We are now in a position to deal with self-determination,

and to settle its connection with the other elements in moral

action. These are self-gratification and self-realisation, the

latter embracing self-satisfaction. From the preceding dis

cussion it follows that both self -
gratification and self-

realisation are objects of self-determination, and that they

are the only possible objects that it can have. That is to

say, self-determination is a resolve to seek either the one or

the other. In the case of the former it is a resolve to seek

the satisfaction of a longing into which the self has, for the

time, narrowed itself; in the case of the latter it is a resolve

to seek the satisfaction of the self in its central feature, by

the possession of an object that is in harmony with it, and

the possession of which will contribute to its growth and

attainment.

The result to which we have been brought touches the

question already discussed as to the alternative, which is the

ground of deliberation, and in view of which a motive is

formed. That alternative, as we saw, sets before us a right

and a wrong course of procedure, and the analysis we have

just concluded suggests to us a way of stating the difference

between these in their subjective reference that serves to

bring out clearly the basis and import of that difference.

The wrong course is that which points to self-gratification,

and the right that which points to self-realisation. Both

involve self-determination, but the self in the interest of

which the determination is made is not the same in the two

instances. In the one it is the self reduced to the limits of

desire
;
in the other it is the self expressing itself in desire.

In the former, what is sought is simply the gratification of
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the present state and longing of the self, without reference

to anything beyond present satisfaction
;
in the latter, what

is sought is the gratification of the present state and longing

of the self because, in and by that gratification, the self, as a

permanent and developing subject, will not only experience

satisfaction but gain in fulness. Satisfaction is the aim in

both, but the conception of satisfaction is different in each.

Our examination of self-consciousness has thus confirmed

and elucidated the conclusion formerly reached, viz. that

the object of morality is the action of a rational being as

such, action, that is to say, that has moral value and

significance as embodying and expressing a motive which is

the issue of self-determination, due to the identification of the

self with one of the lines of effort, suggested by environment,

and to the conviction that, by following the line chosen, the

self will experience satisfaction and attain to realisation.



LECTUKE II

THE MORAL IDEAL

IN the last lecture we saw that the object of morality is the

motive, and that the motive is due to self-determination is,

in truth, self-determination in its outward reference as the

efficient cause of action. We must now inquire what this

conclusion involves. For it marks not the close, but only a

stage in our investigation. We must go deeper than we
have yet done if we are to discover that which is funda

mental. Self-determination is not an ultimate fact. All

that it tells us is, that the conduct of a rational being is not

a mechanical response to the appeal addressed to him by his

surroundings, but is the result of a decision come to by him
in view of that appeal. As to the conditions of that

decision, it tells us nothing. It declares that, as a matter

of fact, there is decision, but it does not exhibit the basis

on which decision rests. In other words, we have discovered

that without self-determination there cannot be action having
moral worth, but we have not discovered what that is

without which there cannot be self-determination, and this

we must discover if we are to learn the place of .morality in

the sphere of human life.

What then does self-determination imply ? Clearly it

implies a standard. Whatever else it may demand for its

exercise, it certainly demands this. We have seen that our

surroundings bring us face to face with an alternative, and

that we have to decide with which of the objects presented
to us we shall identify ourselves. Now, acceptance of the
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one and rejection of the other must rest on something

beyond the alternative. The two terms of the alternative

must be each brought into contact with a third, and it is on

their correspondence with this third that the selection turns.

We have to make a choice between two courses set before

us, but a choice rests on a ground outside the things

between which we have to choose. Were there no such

ground there could be no choice. In such circumstances

we should not have determination
;
we should have caprice.

A standard, then, we must have. But this standard, though
it must lie outside the alternative presented, cannot lie

outside the rational being to whom that alternative is pre

sented. It cannot be something entirely external to him.

That follows from the conclusion to which we have come as

to the origin and nature of the motive. That conclusion

testifies to self-determination, but determination in view of

a standard that is apart from and outside the individual is

not self-determination. By self-determination is meant, not

simply determination of the self, but determination of the

self by the self. Xow, had we only an external standard,

self-determination in this sense would be impossible. We
might, indeed, be said to accept such a standard as the rule

of our action, but for our acceptance of it we should need

to account, and we could account for it only by reference to

another standard external to us, since ex hypothesi this is the

only kind of standard admissible. The acceptance of this

second standard we could account for only by reference to

a third, also external to us, and so on ad infinitum. Were

we, on the other hand, to rest the acceptance of the first

standard on an internal basis, we should give up the external

standard, because not it, but the internal basis of our accept

ance of it, would be the real ground of our determination.

In this case, our determination would be self-determination

in the full sense of the term. That, since it is determination

of the self by the self, is no merely formal procedure such

as might have place between two separate individuals, and
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might rest on what was distinct from both. It is a move

ment within the circle of one being, a movement that though

complex is still a unity, a movement by which the being

whose it is gives to himself character and direction. The

self-determining and the self-determined are one, and the

act of self-determination is the manifestation of this unity

in concentration of effort, whereby the essential nature of

that unity, as conceived, may be expressed.

This point will become clear if we pass from self-

determination to self-satisfaction and self-realisation, with

both of which we have seen self-determination is closely

connected.

We shall look first at self-satisfaction. What has it to

say as to the standard ? It unmistakably declares in favour

of its internality. Mere conformity to an external standard

cannot yield self-satisfaction. What is satisfied by such

conformity is the standard imposed or the person who has

imposed it. It is true that I may experience satisfaction by

acting in harmony with a standard that is prescribed to me,

but, if I do so, it is because the standard has affinity with

my nature, and, in virtue of that affinity, is the transcription,

we might say the projection, of my self. There is self-

satisfaction in such circumstances, but that is enjoyed not

because of, but in spite of, the externality of the standard.

The law without must be the formal statement of the law

within, if observance of it is to yield satisfaction. This

principle obtains on the lower level of our physical nature.

We have wants that must be met. These wants are not

independent of each other. They are different phases of

a single being. They are our appetites, and we seek their

satisfaction with a view to health and comfort. Now, what

is required in order that this may be secured ? It is not

enough that we adopt a dietary arranged by experts in

gastronomy. We must consider how far that dietary

harmonises with our constitution, because only in so far as

it does so will it afford satisfaction. The satisfaction
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enjoyed by us is therefore due, not to obedience to a standard

without us, not even to obedience to a standard within us

with which we compare our desires, but to submission to

our physical nature itself. In other words, the standard is

the nature. Now, as with the lower, so with the higher.

Self-satisfaction, in its moral reference, springs from con

formity to a standard that is within the self because it is

the self. Nothing else and nothing less than the self will

suffice for a standard, conformity to which will issue in self-

satisfaction. The conformity, indeed, and the self-satisfaction,

are but different aspects of the same thing.

Our consideration of self-satisfaction has done more than

confirm the conclusion drawn from self-determination. It

has carried us a step beyond that conclusion. We have

learned not only that we must admit a standard, and a

standard that is within and not without the rational being,

but also that this standard is the self in its fundamental

character, the self of which we are conscious.

We must now direct our attention to self-realisation, of

which self-determination is the logical antecedent, and self-

satisfaction the logical condition. And but little reflection

is needed in order to discover that it supports the opinion

already formed. As to the inwardness of the standard, that

is presupposed in the very idea of realisation, and as to the

identity of the standard with the self, without that, self-

realisation would have no meaning. Only that which is

present in &quot;

promise and potency
&quot;

can be realised, and only

that which, in its very essence, is a &quot;

promise and potency
&quot;

can be the subject of self-realisation. Thus, as in the case

of self-satisfaction, we not only establish the result already

reached, but advance a stage. So far we have spoken of a

standard, but we now perceive that this term does not

accord with the point of view to which we have been

brought. It is suggestive of a law that is above us, which

we are to honour and by which we are to be tested. But

this is a conception that is alien to the circumstances of the
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case, as these have been disclosed to us by our analysis.

For &quot;

standard,&quot; therefore, we must substitute &quot;

ideal.&quot; It

is an ideal that we carry with us. At first that ideal is but

dimly apprehended by us, but our apprehension of it is not

the measure of its content or of its influence. It is an

abiding presence that continually obtrudes itself on our

notice, and that is constantly pressing for recognition and

manifestation. We are urged to know ourselves in order

that we may be ourselves. This is the obligation that rests

upon us. Our duty is a duty to ourselves, the duty, viz.,

of gradually realising that which we are capable of being,

and which we must ever yearn to become. Obligation

and duty are not indicative of an authority with which

we have only an accidental connection. They rest on the

ideal that is wrapped up in our nature. They are the

demand of that ideal for free, full expansion, and, inasmuch

as that expansion can take place only with our concurrence,

responsibility attaches to us. An ideal is more than a germ.

Given the necessary conditions, and a germ develops neces

sarily. It contains within itself a possibility that, in favour

able surroundings, cannot but actualise itself. An ideal is-

different. It requires for its realisation more than favourable

conditions. The conditions must be fulfilled by the individual

in whom the realisation is to take place. This is essential,

because the ideal is only the indication of a possibility. It

presents itself to the person in whom it is to be embodied

as an attainment toward which he is capable of rising. It

is therefore, so to speak, complete in his thought before it

embodies itself in his character. It invites him
;

it does

not compel him. It is not that which must be
;

it is that

which ought to be. If it were only that which must be,

there would be no need for its being exhibited in order to

its realisation. As necessary, it would simply work itself

out along its own fixed lines. But since it is that which

ought to be, there is need for its being exhibited. With

out this there would be no room for determination or
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obligation. These can exist only where there is a perceived

end.

It is true that the ideal in question is the self, and that

therefore the obligation is imposed on the self by the self
;

but this does not mean, as might be supposed, that the

obligation imposed is the obligation of necessity. Though
the ideal is the self, there is scope for the obligation of

freedom. This assertion is justified and explained by self-

consciousness, in virtue of which the self can be projected

by the self and become an object to the self. Such pro

jection is inconsistent with, if not impossible to, an existence

whose progress is settled apart from its own action or decision.

An existence of this kind could not transcend in thought,

even if it could definitely apprehend, the stage in its develop

ment which it had reached. Consequently, self-judgment

could not be exercised by it. But the rational being judges

himself, and by this judgment he proves himself superior to

the stage he has reached. He tries himself as he appears

in his act, by himself as he appears to his consciousness.

This he would not do, could not do, if he did not recognise

-obligation and duty.

The possession and the consciousness of an ideal, then,

impose obligation and constitute duty. The impulse towards

perfection that makes itself felt within, since it is an impulse

that springs from our own being and strives toward the

complete fulfilment of that being s design, cannot be dis

regarded by us with impunity. It is a call to effort, addressed

to us by the central element in our nature. As such it is

the exhibition of that which is essential to our comfort,

because fundamental to our highest existence. It is the

claim which we have and which we make upon ourselves,

a claim, therefore, that we are bound in honour to meet, and

bound by no external considerations or engagements, but by
the bond of our personality. From this obligation we can

never escape, because to escape from it would mean to escape

from ourselves. The ideal from which it springs belongs to

4
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our selfhood, and this being so, we could cancel it only

by the destruction of the self. By nothing less than

self-annihilation could we pass from under the sway of

duty.

Thus to the fact of obligation and duty springing from

the presence of an ideal in our nature, we have been brought

by our analysis of self-determination. But, closely allied to-

this fact, there is another of equal importance, viz. freedom.

Obligation and freedom are closely related. The one pre

supposes the other. Neither can exist without the other, and

both rest on the same basis. The basis of obligation is the

ideal that lies in our nature, that is at once &quot;

the root and

the offspring
&quot;

of our character as rational beings. This is

also the basis of our freedom. Here we must recall the

result of our examination of our ideal. That, we found, is

different from a germ, which simply and necessarily develops

in given circumstances. It is like a germ in that it is only

a possibility, but it is unlike a germ in that it is a possi

bility that it is seized and apprehended in its relative

fulness by the subject of which it is the possibility, and is

consciously cherished and realised by that subject. It is notr

therefore, imposed on the subject, but is presented to him for

acceptance as the spring and aim of effort. It is the self-

interpretation of his capabilities, and is thus the stimulus to

attainment in the line of his constitution. It is, therefore,

at once the self and that which the self may become. It is-

the self in idea, in design, in purpose, seen by itself and

made an object to itself. But such a condition of things is

inconceivable without the notion of freedom. The presenta

tion of an ideal to a creature that is bound by necessity

would be either a superfluity or a mockery. If the creature

is irrational, it would be a superfluity, because he could not

apprehend it
;

if the creature is rational, it would be a

mockery, because, though he could apprehend it, he could

not realise it, and would consequently be pained by its

apprehension. But neither of these cases is possible. An
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ideal, just because it is an ideal, cannot be presented to an

irrational creature, that is, a creature devoid of the faculty

for ideas. As little can an ideal, the realisation of which is-

absolutely beyond his power, be apprehended, as an ideal, by
a rational creature, for the simple reason that an ideal is

merely the highest possible manifestation of a given nature,

and can, therefore, be apprehended only by one possessing

that nature. In other words, we cannot think of perfection

in a sphere from which we are excluded by the lack of

powers, the possession of which is the very condition of

admission thereto, as an ideal for us. A man utterly devoid

of musical sense, e.g., cannot set musical attainment before

himself as an end to be striven after. He can think of it as

an object of ambition for some of his fellows who are music

ally gifted, but not for himself
;
in other words, he cannot

apprehend it as an ideal. The very fact, then, that we are

conscious of an ideal, testifies to our ability to realise it
;
in

other words, to our freedom. Such consciousness implies, on

the one hand, that we can become that which we perceive to

be the full expression and embodiment of the principle

that lies at the root of our existence as rational beings, that

we are not bound to our present state, but may transcend it,

rising ever higher and higher ; and, on the other hand, that

this is to be accomplished by definite acceptance of the ideal

as the goal of our endeavour, and strenuous effort after its

fulfilment.

Of our freedom we can never be deprived. Free we are

and free we must remain, because we can never wholly lose

our ideal. That ideal may be obscured, its appeals may
become weaker and weaker, but it can never be wholly

destroyed or completely silenced. If this were possible, then

there would be a stage beyond which remorse and reforma

tion would be impossible. It is just the indestructibility of

this ideal that furnishes a ground of appeal to the base and

wicked. To surrender our freedom and to become a creature

of necessity would be to surrender the infinite side of our
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nature and limit ourselves to the finite, and this we cannot do.

As with obligation, so with freedom. As long as the self exists,

it is alike under obligation and in the enjoyment of freedom.

These indeed are but different phases of the same fact.

And by freedom we are not to understand lawlessness.

This interpretation of it is inconsistent with the fact that the

two terms of the equation lie within the self. In the

exercise of freedom we are not called upon simply to select

one from amongst a number of objects that present them

selves to us. We are called upon to determine ourselves in

one or other of two directions, and our determination is in

harmony with the general attitude we have assumed. Our

freedom is manifested less in relation to the details of life

than in relation to its governing principle. The former are

but varied applications of the latter. As it is, so will they

be. Hence it is said that a man must decide according to

his character. This is true, but it is not to the point,

because the main question is as to the character. Is that a

fixed quantity ? If so, then the matter is settled, but not in

favour of freedom. If not, then what is its ground and how

is it governed ? This question we shall best answer by asking

another. What is character ? It is the attitude assumed

toward the ideal inherent in the self. Now, that attitude

may be one either of submission or antagonism. But both of

these involve the presence of the ideal, antagonism as truly

as submission. Hence the assumption of the one or of the

other must be due to the action of the self: it must be an

act of freedom. It is the adoption of a certain standpoint in

preference to its opposite, which is equally within our reach.

The selection which we make is not necessitated by that which

operates from without, since the alternative is within our own

nature
;
and to say that it is necessitated by the character is

to say that the self is bound by its own product, and, in the

case of a bad character, that is to say that it has committed

rational suicide, and is dead in finitude and limitation.

By the exercise of freedom, then, we turn in the direction
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either of the finite or of the infinite
;
we set ourselves to the

realisation of the ideal, or we refuse to do so. And according

as we do the one or the other, we pass into liberty or into

bondage. We attain to liberty by fulfilling the purpose of

our being ;
we sink into bondage by submitting to that

which is alien to our true nature. We are only really free

when we find full scope for the harmonious employment of

our powers, and that cannot be gained by us save by submis

sion to the ideal of our existence. Submission to the finite

is subjection to what is alien to us, because it is subjection

to that which is to be transcended by us.

Freedom is thus employed by us in two different senses.

These we may name freedom of choice and freedom of existence,

or freedom of determination and freedom of realisation. The

former is that which we exercise, the latter is that which we

enjoy. We must not treat these either as independent or as

identical. They are distinct, and yet related. We cannot

have freedom of existence or realisation without freedom of

choice or determination. Self-realisation rests on self-deter

mination. The freedom that could be gained by us without

a free rational act on our part would not be rational freedom ;

it would not be the freedom that consists in that balanced

upward movement which is the conscious evolution of our

being in its essence, lifting itself without let or hindrance

toward the goal to which our natures point. It would not

be our freedom, but a freedom secured to us by another.

Freedom that is ours must be entered into by an act of

freedom on our part.

What has been said as to obligation and freedom, and in

particular as to their relation to each other, may be illustrated

and confirmed by reference to a form of expression that is

common amongst us, and that has been employed without ^% .

remark in the preceding discussion, viz. the term &quot;

Ought.&quot;

That is a word that we constantly, almost instinctively, use in

speaking of conduct or character. However much some may
desire to banish it from their ethical vocabulary, they cannot do
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so, or, if they do so, they must find a substitute for it that will

be identical in meaning. The idea which it conveys is central

to our nature and standing as rational beings, and consequently

demands continual recognition. It is therefore desirable that

we should consider it carefully, and note its precise bearing.

And, speaking generally, it implies that there is some

thing which men are called upon to be and to do beyond

what they are or have done
; something for the performance

or attainment of which they were designed, so that failure to

give effect to it in action and in life will bring condemnation

or loss, or both
; something that, while presenting an aim to be

fulfilled, presents it merely as a possibility which, though

congruous to the nature of those to whom it is presented,

may not be realised by them. It is thus the middle term

between a standard or ideal and conformity thereto. It

indicates the existence of the former and the need of the

latter. But it does more than this. It is addressed to

individuals, and it expresses their relation to the standard or

ideal on the one hand, and to conformity to it on the other.

It asserts that the standard or ideal suggested is the formal

statement of the course they are expected to pursue, and that

conformity to that standard or ideal will be the test applied

to decide their advance therein. It thus not only indicates

the existence of a standard or ideal, and the need of con

formity to it, but shows on whom the standard or ideal

makes demands, and by, or rather in, whom conformity to it

is to be manifested. This, however, is not all. It does not

merely involve the existence of a standard or ideal, and the

relation of individuals thereto, it involves also a consciousness,

or at least the possibility of a consciousness, of these things

on the part of the individuals concerned. The standard or

ideal, and the relation of the individuals to it, must be capable

of apprehension by the individuals. This is so, because the

apprehension of these is the condition of their acknowledgment

and realisation. I say of their acknowledgment and realisa

tion, not of their existence, for that is not necessarily dependent
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on their apprehension. They may, and certainly, in the

deeper sense of the term &quot;

ought,&quot; they do, exist apart from

apprehension, but, whether they do or not, they cannot be

given effect to without it. That which we ought to do is

something that we can know, and something that we cannot

do unless we know it. It cannot be said that we ought to

be satisfying the demands of a relation that is unknowable

by us. It may indeed be said, and with truth, that we ought

to be satisfying the demands of a relation that we have not

recognised. But that is only saying that we ought to know

what we do not know, and that we ought to know this not

only because it can be known, but because it concerns us

intimately. The term &quot;

ought
&quot;

then implies the existence of

a standard or ideal, and a relation between it and individuals
;

a relation that can be known by the individuals, and that

must be known by them if it is to be honoured by them, a

relation, therefore, by their attitude to which, even by their

acquaintance with which, the individuals are to be judged.

It thus clearly presupposes both obligation and freedom, and

these in close union and vital co-operation. Take away

either, and the conception which it expresses will disappear.

The value of our analysis, indeed, consists in this, that it

proves conclusively that these cannot be separated : that with

out freedom there could be no obligation, and without obliga

tion there could be no freedom, that these are different phases

of one complex condition rather than different conditions.

And it proves this by exhibiting to us the elements that go

to constitute each, or at least to render each possible, in such

a way as to make plain at once their special features and

their mutual dependence, to show that, while each has its

own basis and character, the one implies the other. In view

of this result, what we have to do is to endeavour to interpret

each in the light of the facts reached by us, and by the

interpretation of each to discover the connection between them.

We begin with obligation. And what we have to do is

to show that it rests on, and is the expression, in one of its



56 MORALITY

aspects, of the fact suggested by the term
&quot;ought.&quot;

That

fact, as we have learned, is the consciousness on the part of

those to whom it is applied of a relation to a standard or

ideal. Our contention, then, is that only those who possess,

or may possess, this consciousness can be described as under

obligation. That this is the case will become apparent if we

observe what such consciousness means. On the one hand it

means more than the recognition of the existence of a standard

or ideal
;

it means the recognition that the standard or ideal

which we know to exist is a standard or ideal for us. On
the other hand it means more than the fact of a relation

between us and a standard or ideal
;

it means the recognition

by us of that fact. If it meant only the recognition of the

existence of a standard or ideal, it would not involve obliga

tion. There must be a relation between it and me before it

can have any claims upon me, and a relation of such a kind

that it is a standard or ideal for me. But a relation is not

enough. That, of itself, will not yield obligation. Before it

can do this it must enter into my consciousness I must

apprehend it
;
and then it is not the relation, but the appre

hension of it, or, if you will, the relation as apprehended,

that is the ground of obligation.

There is, however, another element in the consciousness

with which we are dealing that must be taken account of

when we are treating of obligation. The relation of which

we are conscious is a particular kind of relation, a relation of

potentiality and not of actuality ;
a relation, that is to say,

that does not express as attained, but suggests as attainable,

a certain condition. This, indeed, is involved in relation to a

standard or ideal. What that indicates is something that

does not exist, but that is to be produced. That which per

fectly fulfilled the standard or ideal could scarcely be spoken
of as related to it

;
it would embody, or rather, it would be,

the standard or ideal. But apart from perfect fulfilment,

there is relation, and relation that is a call to conformity.

This is an important point as regards obligation. Without it
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our view of obligation would be incomplete. We should not

discern exactly either its ground or its nature.

It thus appears that obligation involves more than the

existence of a standard or ideal, more even than the existence

of a relation between a standard or ideal and individuals
;

it

demands a consciousness of that relation, and a consciousness

of it that demands conformity. But what does this conscious

ness imply ? It implies that the standard or ideal is not

imposed on us, but is presented to us
;
that it is not the sign

and measure of what we are, but the sign and measure of

what we may become. In other words, it implies freedom.

Were we not free to give, or not to give, effect to a standard

or ideal, we should riot be conscious of it, at least not as a

standard or ideal
;
we should at most be conscious of it as a

fact in our constitution and existence. Being conscious of it y

however, in the sense explained, we can set it over against

ourselves, and can assume either of two attitudes toward it.

But in our ability to do this lies our freedom, or, more

correctly, our ability to do this is due to our freedom. And

the other side of that ability is obligation. For since it is a

relation that points to conformity to a standard or ideal with

which we have to do, the one possible attitude must be right,

and the other must be wrong, for the simple reason that

the one is the fulfilment of the relation and the other is not.

That is to say, the relation in question defines the course that

is in harmony with, or rather pertains to, our standing, and

therefore expresses the claim which that standing makes upon

us, a claim which, since it springs from our standing, rests not

only on an external, but also on an internal basis, and connects

itself with what is fundamental in our constitution. I have

spoken of it as relation to a standard or ideal. As relation

to a standard, the claim which it expresses is external in

basis
;
as relation to an ideal, the claim which it expresses is

internal in basis. Both references need to be taken account

of in the present connection
;
but while both have to be taken

account of, it has to be observed that the latter is, from the
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standpoint we are now occupying, the more important,

because if the standard were not an ideal we should not be

conscious of it. A -claim, then, of the nature described

clearly imposes obligation. We are responsible for our treat

ment of it. If we meet it, we are true to our position ; if we

do not meet it, we are false to our position. In either case

we undergo judgment : in the one case, judgment that issues

in commendation
;
in the other, judgment that issues in con

demnation. But judgment of this sort implies freedom.

From obligation we turn to freedom. And what we

have to do is to look at it in the light of the result reached

by our analysis of the term &quot;

ought.&quot; That, as we saw,

implied the consciousness, on the part of the individual, of

relation to a standard or ideal that called for conformity

thereto. This consciousness, we have learned, involves free

dom, inasmuch as it involves power to deal with the rela

tion to the standard or ideal of which we are conscious in

either of two ways. But this is not all that it involves. It

carries us much further than this. It points to a condition

that is the manifestation of our nature and the enjoyment of

our true life. The relation with which we are concerned is

not formal, it is essential. It therefore indicates the design

and aim of our existence. It shows us what we must do and

become if we are to be all that we are capable of being, and

were meant to be. The standard or ideal to which we stand

related is a standard or ideal for us. That is to say, it is the

summary statement of our being in its deepest significance

and central purpose. It is not prescribed for us
;

it is

impressed on us and implanted within us. It is what it is

because we are what we are
;
or perhaps we should say, we

are what we are because it is what it is. This being so, it

teaches us that, short of its acknowledgment and of submission

to it, we are short of the attitude and the attainment which

accord with our nature and standing, and which alone can

yield us satisfaction by affording full play for our powers and

faculties. In other words, failure to acknowledge it is sub-
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jection to limits that prevent self-realisation. And so long

as that failure continues we feel that we are under restraint,

that we are being hindered by what is alien to us. Now,

the mere existence of a relation between us and the standard

or ideal would not produce this feeling. What is required

for its production is the consciousness of that relation.

Apart from this consciousness the bondage might exist, and

might be apprehended by those who could observe and study

us, but we ourselves should not know it. Only as we are

aware of a relation, in arid by the fulfilment of which alone

we can enter on our inheritance, can we recognise that we

-have fallen short of that inheritance by denying that relation

and yielding to another that is delusive, because opposed to

our central feature and quality. And, conversely, because

we are aware of such a relation when we are faithful to it,

we experience the joy of realisation, of spontaneous movement

.and activity, of the possession and expression of ourselves

without let or hindrance, in a word, of freedom in its highest

-and fullest sense.

But this freedom, which we have called freedom of

existence or freedom of realisation, suggests, and is closely

connected with, the other kind of freedom, which we have

called freedom of choice or freedom of determination, and to

which we alluded in treating of obligation. What we are

now dealing with is not simply the fact of freedom, but the

experience of it. That experience, however, we cannot have

apart from our own act. The free working and manifestation

of our being is freedom to us only as it is the outcome of our

decision. I can feel that I am free only as I make myself

free. In like manner, I can feel that I am bound only as I

surrender my freedom. No one can enslave my nature but

myself. My body may be enslaved by another, but not my
reason. With my reason I alone can deal. It is just this

fact that is, in the case of failure, the ground of regret and

remorse. Were it not for the conviction that my condition

is due to my own act, that I am what I am because I have
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not done what I might have done, I should not be filled with

shame. And, on the other hand, were it not that it was I

who had accepted and responded to the standard or ideal pre

sented to me, I should not know satisfaction and peace.

Someone else may observe a law on my account, and by so-

doing may secure for me escape from punishment. But the

freedom thus attained is purely external. Though I gain the

benefits of it, it is not really mine. It is merely freedom in

respect of the results of the law
;
not freedom in respect of

the law itself. That can be gained only when the law is, by
a conscious act, taken in and assimilated by me. Then I

obey the law not as something laid upon me and constraining

me, but as something within me which I acknowledge and

honour, and in acknowledging and honouring which I ex

perience freedom. This point will become perfectly clear if

we think of the law as an ideal. The realisation of an ideal

is freedom in the higher sense. But the realisation of an

ideal is not a mechanical process ;
it is a rational act,

Eeason and the exercise of reason are involved from beginning

to end. Without reason we could not apprehend the ideal
;

the ideal, indeed, is reason in its practical reference. And

without the exercise of reason we could not give effect to it.

But a rational act is a free act. It is an act of self-deter

mination
;
and if the self-determination be right, it is the

introduction to self-realisation, and therefore to freedom.

It is thus apparent that freedom of realisation involves-

freedom of determination, that without the exercise of free

dom we cannot have the enjoyment of freedom. This does

not mean that freedom of realisation is due solely to freedom

of determination. The exercise of freedom is not the only,

is not the main, ground of the enjoyment of freedom. In

other words, it is not simply, as the result of a free act, that

the realisation of the ideal is a state of freedom. In dealing

with, and estimating the relation between, the act and its-

issue, and the character of the latter, we must take account

of the content as well as the form of the act. It is the
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quality of the thing chosen, as well as the fact that it is

chosen, that defines the significance arid value of the issue.

Were it not chosen it would not be what it is, but it is not

what it is simply as chosen. This is a point that must be

carefully noted by us. If it is not, the position we have been

led to assume will occasion much difficulty. Our discussion

will seem to prove too much. We may be inclined to argue

that, if the realisation of the ideal be a condition of freedom,

because the outcome of a free act, the rejection of the ideal

must be equally a condition of freedom, because it also must

be the outcome of a free act. Or, otherwise stated, if our

treatment of the ideal be an act of freedom, it must be so

because there is possible for it either realisation or rejection ;

but if this be the case it must have the same value in both

references, and, consequently, if it lead to a condition of

freedom in the one reference, it must lead to a condition of

freedom in the other. The answer to this possible difficulty

has just been suggested by the statement of the connection

between the choice and the resulting state. As has been

said, while the state would not exist apart from the choice,

its qualities are not due wholly to the act of choosing, but

chiefly to the nature of the thing chosen. This, indeed, is

implied in the description of the state as the realisation of

the ideal. Freedom of choice is not liberty of indifference
;

it is the liberty of a being with a definite aim, toward which

he may, or rather must, assume either a negative or a

positive attitude, a liberty, therefore, that may issue either

in freedom or in bondage, either in fulfilment or in non-

fulfilment of the aim that marks for him the course of

spontaneous movement. As conscious of an ideal, which is

the expression of my capacity and potentiality, I am conscious

of a call to a certain line of action whereby my capacity and

potentiality will be met and developed ;
to that call I may

either respond or not. If I respond, I become what I was

meant to be, and, as a result, I experience the peace and

happiness of a free and harmonious activity and existence.
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If I do not respond, I do not become what I was meant to-

be, and, as a result, I experience dissatisfaction and restraint,

being withheld from my true good and compelled to act in a

manner that is opposed to the requirements of my nature.

Our freedom is thus conditioned by our circumstances. It is

freedom to choose the right or to choose the wrong, and

according as we choose the one or the other do we attain to,

or come short of, the condition of freedom, the possession

and manifestation of ourselves.

It may, however, be asked if the assumption of a negative

attitude toward the ideal does not indicate that freedom of

choice has been lost, or at least has not been exercised. In

other words, it may be suggested that the vicious are under

bondage in entering on this evil course, and that by their

conduct they simply confirm that bondage. And in this

suggestion there is an element of truth. We must, however,

observe carefully its exact bearing. It describes the condi

tion of the vicious after they have begun to be vicious. We
may state the matter in this way. Every time an individual

assumes a negative attitude toward the ideal that is his as a

rational being, he removes himself further from its influence,

and weakens the force of the alternative which, in virtue of

it, his circumstances present to him. The scope, we might

almost say the necessity, for choice is thus diminished.

Having committed himself to a certain position, he simply

maintains that position. But does the power of choice

diminisli with its necessity ? There is a sense in which we

may say it does, and there is a sense in which we must say

it does not. It may be said to do so, so far as particular

habits are concerned
;

it cannot be said to do so, so far as the

fundamental nature is concerned. We might express the

state of the case by saying that it is surrendered, not lost ;

that it falls into desuetude, but is not repealed ;
that it is

suspended, but not destroyed. That this is the condition of

affairs we recognise when we remember that it is possible,

by appeal, to intensify the alternative, and raise the neces-
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sity of choice to the highest pitch, by compelling con

sideration of the position assumed
; and, in this way, to

succeed in effecting a change of position, a change that can

be brought about only by the exercise of the power of choice.

With the necessity, the power reveals itself. And this being

so, it cannot have been forfeited. At most, it has been

latent. But what has been said carries us further than this.

It teaches us that in the initial act at least this power must

have been exercised. The force that reverses the process-

must, in the circumstances, be the same in kind, though not

in degree, as that which began it. It is a process within

the self, a process of the self
;
a process, therefore, with which

the self alone can deal. That which can be resumed by a

free act must have been set aside by a free act. In the

initial act, then, it must have been exercised. But if in the

initial act, then really in all succeeding acts, though not in

so pronounced or prominent a manner
;

less consciously,

because of past procedure, but not less truly. We thus see

that the suggestion we have been considering, while emphasis

ing a point of importance, does not in any way affect the

conclusion to which we have come.

We have learned, then, that freedom is implied in the

consciousness of a relation to a standard or ideal, calling for

conformity thereto, of which the term &quot;

ought
&quot;

is the sign.

And, having regard to all that has emerged in our discussion, \

we cannot help recognising that freedom implies obligation.

Obligation, indeed, is but the other side of freedom rightly

understood. We attain freedom by doing that which we are

under obligation to do, inasmuch as that obligation is internal

as well as external in basis. Were we not under obligation,

we could not in any real sense enjoy freedom. Our lives would

be a series of capricious acts, without connection, because

unrelated to a permanent principle of action. The man who

gratifies his every whim and passion is not really free. He

may fancy that he is, but he is mistaken. A rational being

is only free when he is master of himself, and is expressing him-
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self in all that he does
;
that is to say, when he is true to the

purpose of his existence, and is meeting faithfully the claims

which he has upon himself. This is the only service in which

there is perfect freedom. It is the truth, and the truth alone,

that makes free, the truth not merely as known but as

assimilated and applied. Indeed, we only know the truth

when we have experience of it, operating within us and

bringing us into harmony with ourselves and with the system

of which we form part. To have such experience is to enjoy

liberty, because it is to rise above all that is alien and that

might hinder the full and spontaneous movement of our

nature.

Before leaving this subject it may be well to note that

the term &quot;

ought
&quot;

is sometimes employed in a non-ethical

sense. We often say, that we ought to have done a certain

thing, or to have taken a certain course, when we are not

thinking of moral obligation, but of the conditions of success.

If we fail in some enterprise which we have undertaken, we

may be constrained to say that we ought to have foreseen

and provided against some contingency ; or, having regard to

the circumstances of some friend, we may tell him that he

ought to be adopting a certain line of procedure. After

what has been said, it is not difficult for us to determine the

significance of the word as thus employed, and to mark the

difference between this employment of it and that which has

ethical value. That difference may be briefly stated by

saying, that the former is relative, whereas the latter is

absolute. Or, otherwise expressed, the one is conditional,

whereas the other is categorical. The ought, in the first case,

is the
&quot;

ought
&quot;

of means
;
in the second, it is the

&quot;

ought
&quot;

of

end. In the former reference, what we ought to do is some

thing that will contribute to the attainment of the purpose

we have in view. It is not to be done for its own sake, but

for the sake of that of which it is the condition. It is an

obligation that is imposed upon us by the object which we

have set before us
;
an obligation, therefore, that is extrinsic



THE MORAL IDEAL 65

in basis and temporary in claim. It is altogether different

with the moral &quot;

ought.&quot;
What it urges us to do is an end

in itself, the one supreme end. It is to be performed simply

and solely for its own sake, and not for the sake of what it

will yield. Its reward, so far as it contemplates a reward, is

in the doing of it. When we tell a man that he ought to

be truthful, and honest, and pure, and generous, we do not

intend to suggest that truth, and purity, and honesty, and

generosity will help him in reaching the goal toward which

he may be struggling. What we intend to suggest is, that

these are themselves goals, or, rather, different aspects of the

one goal, which he should be seeking to reach. We here

touch the error of utilitarianism. To it
&quot;

ought
&quot;

has but one

value. It admits only the
&quot;

ought
&quot;

of means. The question

that determines obligation is, for it, a question of utility, of

power to secure pleasure. Happiness is the aim we are to

pursue, and the things that we ought to do are the things

that will conduce to that result. We are not to be truthful

and honest and pure and generous because truth and honesty

and purity and generosity are ends in themselves, but because

they will bring us pleasure. Now, that they will bring us

pleasure is not denied, but the pleasure which they will

bring is their accompaniment, not their product ;
it does not

spring from them, but is associated with them. Hence we

are to seek them and not it. It, indeed, cannot be sought.

It is not a condition but the quality of a condition, and it is

the condition and not the. quality that must be the object of

our quest. Without, however, pursuing this point further,

let us note that the
&quot;

ought
&quot;

which utilitarianism acknow

ledges is the &quot;

ought
&quot;

of means and not the
&quot;

ought
&quot;

of end
;

that the obligation which it enforces is an obligation that

does not carry its own justification, but must look for that

to what is external to it. And this, it is evident, is out of

harmony with all that we have learned as to moral action.

That is determined by an ideal, and is the realisation of an

ideal. But an ideal demands more than the &quot;

ought
&quot;

of

5
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means
;

it demands the
&quot;

ought
&quot;

of end. Its imperative is

categorical, not conditional
;

its claim is absolute, not rela

tive. An ideal must seize and captivate us in and by itself,

and must be sought and realised in and for itself. And it is

to an ideal of which we are conscious that
&quot;

ought
&quot;

in its

deeper sense points, and, because pointing to such an ideal,

it involves both obligation and freedom, and these in close

and intimate union.

At this point the question naturally occurs, Whence comes

the ideal of which we are conscious ? This question we

must endeavour to answer, for not until it is answered will

our investigation be complete, and the basis and presupposi

tion of morality be discovered.

I have asked whence it comes, because it is not created

by us. We do not make it
;
we find ourselves in possession

of it. We do not call it into existence
;
we become con

scious of its existence within us. It is an essential element

in our rational life, and must, therefore, be coincident with

that life in its birth. It is thus received by us. And the

point for investigation is, whence or from whom it is

received.

Let us observe carefully what the question is for which

we are to seek an answer. It is not, How are we to account

for the moral ideals of the present day ? We are not, mean

while, concerned with these. They are particular interpreta

tions of the obligation that rests upon us, and special forms

of duty, the results of experience, of reflection, and of

speculation on human nature and its various relations, and

these lie beyond the range of our present inquiry. That

touches the basis of obligation and duty. It deals with the

fact of an ideal, not with the forms in which that ideal may
manifest itself. It does not inquire into the validity of this

or that injunction, but into the origin or seat of that principle

in our constitution that supplies a reason and a justification

for the framing of injunctions. I have spoken of moral

action as that which results from the felt presence within us
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of an ideal, claiming recognition by us and realisation in

our character. This, however, does not mean that we are

always definitely conscious of the ideal, and in every decision

deliberately bring it to bear on the practical problem pre

sented for solution. We may, and do, come under its influence

without discerning its nature. It is only, indeed, when we

direct our thoughts to the struggle that takes place within our

breasts, with the view of learning its cause and the issues at

stake, that we apprehend the existence within us of a stand

ard which, as bound up with the rational nature, presses for

fulfilment in our every act. And the more thorough our

examination of ourselves as agents, the more full and clear

will be our view of the standard. We shall be made aware

not only of its existence, but also of its nature. We shall

know not merely that it is, but also what it is. Thus, at

different periods in our own history and in the history of

humanity, we shall find different degrees of moral conscious

ness. At one stage, that consciousness will be vague and

indefinite, little more than the sense of a conflict in which we

are so involved that the outcome depends on us and will

materially affect us
;

at another, it will be well defined,

embracing an insight into the conditions of the inner strife,

a knowledge of the rival forces, and a distinct recognition of

the ideal supplied by the self, as that which seeks to find for

itself embodiment in the result, and which should be accepted

by us as the determining factor. But, in the former as truly

as in the latter, the ideal is operative, though not operative

in the same degree or to the same extent. In each instance

it is the self that prefers its claim and demands its due.

This being the case, what we have to account for is not the

apprehension, but the presence, of the ideal
;
not the ideal as

it appears to the cultured of the present day, but the ideal as

an essential element in a rational being, on whatever level of

civilisation he may stand. As was stated at the outset, it is

man, as moral, as capable, that is, of living a moral life, that

is the object of our investigation. It is therefore his funda-
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mental features that call for consideration, and not his attain

ments in the apprehension and development of these features.

It is true that the study of those attainments will enable us

to appreciate the features of which they are the apprehension

and development, but we must distinguish between the

apprehension and development and that which is apprehended

and developed. And it is necessary that this distinction

should be emphasised at this point, because, if it be overlooked,

we may be led astray in our quest and may go in search of the

wrong object. We may busy ourselves explaining the ground
and means of self-knowledge, instead of exhibiting the source

of the self that is known, or rather of the ideal which is the

practical side of that self.

Whence then comes this ideal ? In order to answer this

question we must change somewhat our standpoint. So far

we have dealt with the self in a formal fashion. Nothing

more than this was required for the elucidation of the points

raised by our analysis. The bearings and implications of self-

determination, as a fact, could be grasped and presented without

reference to the nature of the self. All that had to be shown

was, that there was such a thing as a self, that it wrought in

a certain manner, and that it could not so work unless it

carried with it an ideal, the presence of which implied obliga

tion and freedom. In other words, what we had to treat of

was the conditions of the activity of a self. What a self was

did not concern us, so long as we were only noting how it

manifested itself. We could observe its behaviour, and could

discern what was necessary in order that such behaviour might

be possible, without investigating its nature. In order to

understand self-determination we were bound to admit the

existence of an ideal, but we were not called upon to exhibit

its content. It is different when we have to face the origin

of this ideal. It then becomes necessary to inquire into its

nature. For only when its nature is seized can we see what

is presupposed in its existence, and whence consequently it

came. We must therefore inquire into the nature of the ideal,
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and that means inquiring into the nature of the self, of which

it is the interpretation. And the first thing that strikes us,

when we enter on this inquiry, is, that the self is not self-

contained, but has manifold relations, and that it is in and

through these relations that it exists and expands. We
cannot think of a human being as independent, free from

relations of every kind
;
we cannot, indeed, think of anything

as independent in this sense. A human being is essentially

the subject of relations, numerous and varied, and these

relations can be apprehended by him. It is, indeed, in virtue

of his apprehension of these relations that he becomes and

continues to be self-conscious, and it is on the ground of these

relations that he is called to self-determination. He is

embraced in a vast system, and he not only knows this, but

is capable of estimating his position and of meeting the claims

which that position makes upon him.

Hitherto we have neglected this aspect of the subject.

We have spoken of man as an individual, as if his task were

simply to realise his own nature, as if self-consciousness

involved nothing beyond the self of which the individual is

conscious. But this is only part of the truth, valid and useful

up to a certain point, but inaccurate beyond that point.

When we consider self-consciousness more closely, we discover

that it points beyond itself. We are conscious of a self only

as we are conscious of a not-self. The subject realises itself

only as it differentiates itself from the object. Consciousness

is not untroubled passivity ;
it is movement and activity, mani

fested in response to appeals from that which is distinct from

the conscious being. A person is not a monad, self-centred

and self-contained, automatic and isolated in his growth and

effort, having all the conditions of his feeling and action within

himself, and needing not to pass beyond the limits of his own

being. A person is a member of a large and complex

organisation, acted on by, and reacting upon, the several

members, and realising himself in and through such action and

reaction.
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The highest division of that system (and to it we confine

ourselves at present) is that which embraces self-conscious

beings. We may call it the social section, meaning by that

the sphere in which we observe the relation of self-conscious

beings to each other. That sphere has different departments,

such as the Family, Society, the State
;
but all rest on the

same fact, the inherent connection of man with man as man.

Were there no fundamental tie binding men together, the

Family, Society, the State would be factitious unions, due

solely to prudential considerations, or to caprice, and dis

solvable at will. Now, this may be the character of special

forms of such unions, but not of such unions in their idea,

and that for the simple reason that they spring from, and rest

on, what is fundamental and essential in human nature.

Here, then, there emerges a new view of the self-conscious

being. As self-conscious, he is conscious of selves other than

himself, and of himself as essentially related to these. Thus

self-determination with a view to self-realisation is the

determination of a self that is social in nature, with a view

to the realisation of itself as part of a system of selves. The

individual self is an abstraction. The attempt to realise it

apart from contact with, and relation to, other selves is an

absurdity.

In view of all this we must pass beyond the point formerly

reached. We must widen our notion of the ideal that

influences us in the formation of motives to activity. At

first sight, it may seem that we have to alter it entirely. For

the issue of the foregoing considerations appears to be that

we are called upon to determine our course by the claims of

our fellows. We have apparently to think of duties to others,

to ask in every case what we owe to the members of the

Family or the State or Society or Humanity. This is true, but

it does not necessitate an entire alteration of the notion of the

ideal already reached, inasmuch as the duties of which we

think are not obligations imposed on us by an external

authority, but obligations that spring from our own constitu-
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tion. In other words, in discharging the duties we are realising

our nature.

The main point to be attended to, however, is, that the

individual, in deciding his course of conduct, must pass beyond

himself to the extent of regarding himself as part of a com

munity, in whose corporate life he is to share, and toward

whose perfection he is to contribute. That is to say, the self

is essentially social, and consequently the ideal of which the

self is conscious is a social ideal. It suggests to the individual

a type of existence which he can reach only by transcending

the limits of his individuality. This does not mean that he

is to destroy his individuality. It only means that, inasmuch

as his individuality is the subject of manifold relations, it

cannot be maintained and developed save by the apprehension

of, and submission to, these relations. The type of existence

presented is a type of existence for him, and the conditions

laid down are conditions to be fulfilled by him, so that the

outcome is his, the realisation of his self. But, as both the

type and the conditions spring from his connection with the

system in which he is embraced, the outcome is more than

his
;

it affects the whole of which he is a member. The

realisation of his self is the filling by him of his place, and

the playing by him of his part, in the organism of which he

is a member. Thus the ideal for the individual is a social

ideal, and, as such, it shows that he is what he is in essence,

because by his very constitution he belongs to a social

sphere.

Our object in seeking to determine the value of the self

was to discover the source of the ideal associated with it.

Have we then gained the material needful for solving that

problem ? It might be supposed that we had. It might be

argued that since the self is social, realising itself only as a

member of a vast society, it must be indebted to that society

for its ideal. In other words, it might be held that the moral

ideal is created by the relationships in which the human

being is held.
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But a little reflection suffices to convince us that this

is not the case. For what is the society in question ? It

is a community of self-conscious beings, each of whom has an

individual life. These are not its products, but its constituent

parts. They do not owe their existence to it, though they

cannot exist save in connection with it. They are members

of it, not elements in it. In other words, save as a union of

self-conscious beings, society is an abstraction. Now a union

cannot create its own conditions. The relationship of which

society is the expression and medium cannot be the work of

society. Those who are bound together by reciprocal ties

cannot be indebted for their character to the system formed

by those ties. The ties, indeed, are manifestations of the

character. Society, so far from being the author of the

selves which it embraces, is but the sign of a common

element which they possess, and in virtue of which they

are mutually related. Hence we must go behind society if

we are to discover the scource and ground of the principle

or power that works in it in its various forms. With this

principle or power every self-conscious being must have a

vital connection. It is in virtue of this connection that all

self-conscious beings are essentially bound to each other
;

and the full and hearty apprehension and fulfilment of the

obligations which that connection imposes, would be at once

the realisation of social morality and the attainment of

individual perfection. Thus, the self determines and realises

itself as a social being. In its deliberations and decisions,

it aims at identifying itself with the system of which it

forms part, not losing itself in the system, because consciously

accepting its relation to it as the basis of action, and not

separating itself from it, because, while determining itself,

doing so in virtue of its relation to the whole
;
and all this

because it passes behind both itself and the system, or rather

behind the system of which it is a part, to the creative and

informing principle of which the system is a manifestation,

and allies itself with this principle as the source and ground
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of existence, its own and that of the system, and, conse

quently, as the author of the rule of life.

The point on which we have been insisting may gain in

clearness if we think of society as an organism, of which the

individuals composing it are the members. It is often so

spoken of, and the phrase is something more than a meta

phor. Now, an organism is the sum of its members. It

does not create them. It is not prior to them, and it does

not survive them. It is nothing apart from them, and they

lose their character if separated from it. We may speak of

a body without reference to limbs and organs, but we know

that, without these, it would be a name and nothing more;

or we may speak of hands or feet without reference to a

body, but we know that, without a body, they would be mere

shapes. The organism, then, displays unity in diversity, but

it does not account for either; on the contrary, it needs itself

to be accounted for. The members stand alongside each

other and discharge their several functions with relative

independence, and this they do, not despite the fact that

they constitute a whole, but in virtue of it. The ground

of the unity must, therefore, lie behind the organism, and

with it the several members must be closely connected.

Were this not the case, there would be no organism. It

is the common relation of the different parts to that which

underlies them, that makes the organism or the unity possible.

In the case of the body, this is the life the soul. Because

it is all in every part, the several parts cohere in a unity,

and yet do not lose their independence. It is the same with

society. It points to that which is beneath it, on which it

rests, and of which, as giving form and character to the in

dividuals that compose it, it is the reflection.

Whilst, then, society does not supply the ideal that

influences us in our action, it shows us in what direction

we must look if we would discover its source. It teaches

that morality has its basis neither in the individual nor in

the system of which he is a member, but in that which is
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behind and beneath both the individual and the system ; that,

ultimately, it rests on the common relationship in which

each individual stands to the power or principle that under

lies and operates in the manifold departments of the universe,

within which he moves and acts.

It is clear that an ideal coming from such a source will

display the features which we saw were characteristic of the

ideal implied in self-determination, self-satisfaction, and self-

realisation. It will impose obligation, and it will conserve

freedom.

It will impose obligation because, as the creation of that

which is the foundation and spring of existence, it sets forth

the very conditions of life, suggests what is essential if we

are to meet the requirements of our position and to fulfil the

design of our nature as rational beings.

It will conserve freedom because, coming from no alien

source, but from that whence we ourselves have sprung, and

with which we must ever stand connected, it opens to us the

possibility of spontaneous movement and full attainment, and

yet, as only suggestive of the highest and best, it leaves to us

to decide whether or not we shall strive after the end which

it presents to us.

But it will do more than this
;

it will guarantee the

power needful for its realisation. It is a social ideal to be

realised in and through individuals. This necessitates at

once the separation of the individual from his fellows, and

the identification of the individual with his fellows. He
must seek his own good and the good of his neighbours at

one and the same time. Now this he cannot do save as he

conceives himself and others to be bound together by an

internal tie, which is created by a common participation in

a vital principle that underlies and animates an organism

of which they are severally members. Such a conception

carries with it the possibility of the individual accepting the

central principle as his own, so that, whilst he is living his

own life, he is advancing the life of the community. This he
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could not do were he limited either to the purely individual,

or to the purely social, standpoint. In the former case, it

would be beyond his power to pursue the social aim, and, in

the latter, it would be beyond his power to pursue the indi

vidual aim, for these would be, respectively, alien to the sphere

within which he was confined. If purely individual in stand

point, he could only pursue the social aim as far as its attain

ment would yield benefit to him personally, and in respect of

this result. That is to say, he could only pursue it as an

individual. His point of view would be utilitarian, and

utilitarianism can never be the impulse to social effort in

the proper sense of the term. On the other hand, if purely

social in standpoint, individual interests must be sacrificed,

for the assertion or the admission of claims on the part of the

individual would be the abandonment of the social position.

Nor do we dispose of the difficulty by thinking of

society as a congeries of self-conscious beings, held together

by accidental circumstances. That will never bring about

the identification of the social ideal with the ideal of the

self, and without this the individual is powerless to seek

and to gain the realisation of the one in and through the

realisation of the other. But what is needful is secured when

we recognise that, if we are to understand society aright, we

must not approach it merely from the point of view of the

members composing it, or merely from the point of view of the

unity in which these members are embraced, but from the point

of view of the vital principle which differentiates itself in the

members and binds them together in an organic union, of which

society is the sign and manifestation. For we then see that

the individual, if he estimates his position aright, and accepts

alliance with the central principle, in virtue of that alliance

gains not only a rule of life, but also a stimulus to obedience.

He seeks his own perfection, but he does so in order that,

being perfect, he may contribute to the perfection of the

whole. He does not seek individual perfection for its own

sake. On the contrary, he recognises that merely individual
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perfection would not be true perfection, inasmuch as, in that

perfection, the fundamental principle would only realise itself

in part. Whilst, therefore, he works under the guidance of

the ideal prescribed by his own individual self, he regards

that ideal as but a side, so to speak, of the general ideal that

is to be realised, and thus he unites himself to that which is

the ground of this ideal, and as a result of this union he gains

power to fulfil in himself a purpose that stretches far beyond
himself power that is consistent alike with a given ideal to

be realised and a free realisation of the same. Apart from

such a union with the principle that underlies all, the

necessary energy would be lacking. For, without this, the

underlying principle, which is to be our rule of life, would

stand apart from us, and we should have to find a reason

outside both it and our relation to it as the ground of our

acceptance of it or submission to it
;
and that would mean,

that we did not look upon it as the highest. We might yield

respect to it because of the benefits it would bring, but this

would imply a standard by which we should decide what

were benefits, a standard that would be distinct from the

underlying principle itself. Submitting ourselves to this

principle would thus be rather a means than an end. What

is demanded is, that we recognise our fundamental connection

with that principle, and, accepting that connection, become

the willing agent in its expression, by opening ourselves to

its inspiration and appropriating its energy.

It thus appears that man is essentially a social being,

and that, consequently, when we seek to understand him as

moral we must regard him as social. Though social, however,

he is not the product of society. He is a member of it, at

once constituting and being constituted by it. This being so,

his moral ideal is not gained from society. Though implying

society, and dependent on society for its realisation, and even for

its apprehension, it springs from a source that is prior to, and

deeper than, society. It belongs to the essence of the indi

vidual, and is wrapped up in his very being. It is thus, in a real
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sense, individual in character. But it is not merely individual
;

it is also social. It must be social, because the individual

within whom it lies is social. And it can be social while

individual, because it is the manifestation of that which ex

presses itself in society as an organism. Men are more than

individuals, and stand in vital relation to each other in virtue

of a common fundamental relation to the power or principle

that underlies and operates in the universe. As fundamental,

that relation involves an ideal in each that is the central fact

of his constitution
;
and as common, it implies mutual depend

ence and reciprocal duties on the part of all. The ideal of

one is, indeed, the ideal of the whole in one of its aspects, so

that the realisation of it by one contributes to the realisation

of it by the whole; but just because it is the ideal of the

whole, it cannot be created by the whole, and must therefore

be communicated by that which is anterior and superior to the

whole, and this communication can be made only to and

through, or rather in, the persons of whose corporate existence

the whole is the sign.

The position which we have adopted and expounded is

different from that occupied by the advocates of social

evolution. According to them, man becomes social by de

velopment. He is not social at the beginning, and in virtue

of his constitution, but, influenced by his circumstances and

surroundings, he gradually gains this character and displays

this quality. At first he is purely individual in standing,

but by degrees he becomes social, and, as he does so, he

ceases to think of himself and his own good, and thinks of

the community and its good, and therefore as he becomes

social he becomes moral. Clearly, if this is a true account

of the progress of man, the moral ideal is not inherent in

man
;

it does not pertain to him as man, seeing that there

was a time when he had it not. In his first estate his aim

was pleasure, personal satisfaction and comfort. Of a connection

with others, that imposed on him obligation and defined for

him the end to be pursued by him, he had then no concep-
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tion. Such a conception was the result of experience, the

creation of his environment, the issue of a process of discipline

through which he passed. It may, indeed, be said that the

account given of the rise and appearance of social feeling and

of the moral sense is simply a statement of fact, a record of

what actually took place, and that by it nothing is decided

as to the original condition of the human being. In other

words, it may be argued, that all that is offered is a descrip

tion of the path along which man moved toward the con

sciousness of himself as moral, and that such a description

does not deny, but leaves untouched, the question of the

inherent character of the moral ideal, inasmuch as, even if it

were inherent, it could exist at first only as a germ, and

would therefore need to be developed. This, however, is not

the case. The terms in which the theory is presented

convey much more than this. They imply that the condition

of man, after the advance sketched, was different in kind, and

not only in degree, from what it was before. The theory,

therefore, has interest for us at this stage of our inquiry. It

runs counter to the conclusion to which we have just come,

and consequently demands consideration.

As a statement of it, we shall take that given by Fiske

in his Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy. It is a concise and lucid

exposition, from which we can without difficulty learn the

position assumed and the arguments by which it is supported.

It differs, indeed, in some respects from statements made by
other Social Evolutionists, by Mr. Herbert Spencer for instance,

but the difference between it and them is not essential
;

it is

a difference of detail and not of principle. In dealing with

it, therefore, we are dealing with them, in their fundamental

reference. The following is a summary of it. The moral

sense is
&quot; the last and noblest product of evolution which

we can ever know.&quot;
l It is a mistake to regard it as an

ultimate fact,
&quot;

incapable of being analysed into simpler

emotional elements
&quot;

;

2
because, though

&quot;

ultimate for each in-

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 324. 2 Ibid. p. 325.
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dividual&quot; at the present time, it is &quot;derivative and . . . has

been built up out of slowly organised experiences of pleasures

and
pains.&quot;

l These experiences are its
&quot; emotional ante

cedents,&quot;
&quot;

as exhibited in ancestral types of pyschical life
&quot;

;

2

and their organisation, of which it is the issue, is due

to the emergence and growth of sociality. How then did

sociality come into existence ? This will be most easily seen

if we note the distinction between it and gregariousness,

which was its precursor, and from which it sprang.
&quot; Gre

gariousness differs from sociality by the absence of definitive

family relationships, except during the brief and intermittent

periods in which there are helpless offspring to be pro

tected.&quot;
3 It

&quot;

implies incipient power of combination and

of mutual protection.&quot;
4 It is not, however, in this reference

that we are to look for its relation to, and difference from,

sociality. What we have to think of, in this connection,

are not unions for defence of a community, but unions for

propagation of the species. Such unions involved &quot;

family

relations.&quot; But these were at first weak and temporary.

This was the case because the offspring, for the production

of which they had been formed, speedily attained independ
ence and parted from the parents, and these, not being held

together by the necessity of caring for their young, separated

from each other. The family relations, if such they can be

called, were thus dissolved after a brief existence. But as

we rise in the scale of being, we find that with each advance

the time during which offspring are dependent on their

parents lengthens, and with this change in the need of the

offspring there comes, of course, a change in the strength

and duration of the family relations formed in connection

with their protection. When we reach man, the maximum
of dependence is attained, and, as a result, the family relations

become permanent. With this permanence of family relations,

sociality comes into existence. Social evolution &quot;

originated

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 327. 2 Ibid. p. 327.
a Hid. p. 341. 4 Ibid. pp. 340, 341.
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-

when families, temporarily organised among all the higher

gregarious mammals, became in the case of the highest mammal

permanently organised ... In the permanent family we

have the germ of
society.&quot;

l How, out of the permanent

family, society arose, it is not difficult to see. Within it

there were first called forth and developed filial and fraternal

ties. Then, as it expanded, tribal ties were formed. Later

the tribe, by growth, or by alliance with other tribes, became

a nation, and national ties were created. Thus by a natural

movement, a varied and complex condition of things came

into existence, with manifold and diverse relations to be recog

nised and honoured by those who were embraced within it.

Such is the genesis of sociality and society, and, concurrent

with their genesis, was the genesis of the moral sense. Indeed

the latter is an element in, or at least a necessary result of, the

former.
&quot;

Thus,&quot; says Mr. Fiske,
&quot; we cross the chasm which

1 .

-
&quot;

divides animality from humanity, gregariousness from sociality,

hedonism from morality, the sense of pleasure and pain

from the sense of right and wrong. For ... by the time

integration has resulted in the establishment of a permanent

family group with definite family relationships between the

members, the incentives to action in each member of the

group have become quite different from what they were in a

state of mere gregariousness.&quot;

e
* What then we have now

to observe, is this difference
&quot;

in the incentives to action.&quot;

What is that difference ? According to the first part of the

quotation, it is the difference between &quot; the sense of pleasure

and pain
&quot;

and &quot; the sense of right and
wrong.&quot;

The former

belongs to gregariousness, the latter to sociality. Pleasure

and pain concern the individual
; right and wrong concern

the community.
&quot; The actions deemed pleasurable are those

which conduce to the fulness of life of the Individual, the

actions deemed right are those which conduce to the fulness

of life of the Community.&quot;
3 It is the chasm between the

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 340. 2 Ibid. pp. 345, 346.

3 Ibid. p. 338.
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incentives to these two kinds of actions that we have crossed.

That this is a somewhat wide chasm is apparent. On the one

side are
&quot;

pleasures and
pains,&quot;

which are purely individual
;

on the other, are
&quot;

right and wrong,&quot; which are purely social.

The former, we are told, would be sufficient
&quot; in dealing with

the incentives to action in a race of brute animals,&quot;
1 but are

utterly insufficient in dealing with incentives to action in the

case of man. For him, the community is to be all-important,

and its well-being is to be sought by him even when that is

incompatible with his pleasure. A wide chasm, in truth.

By what bridge do we make the passage across it ? By the

threefold bridge of sympathy, remorse, and mythology. Let

us note what these are and what they supply.

Sympathy is
&quot;

the power of ideally reproducing in one s

self the pleasures and pains of another person.&quot; This power,

which is
&quot; manifested in a rudimentary form by all gregarious

animals of a moderate intelligence,&quot; must
&quot; be strengthened and

further developed when a number of individuals are brought

into closer and more enduring relationships.&quot;
&quot; Given this

rudimentary capacity of sympathy, we can see how family

integration must alter and complicate the emotional incen

tives to action.&quot;
3 This sympathy however, this

&quot;

power of

ideally reproducing in one s self the pleasures and pains of

another
person,&quot; does not at first affect conduct to

&quot;

strangers

and lower animals&quot;; it affects only conduct &quot;within the

limits of the clan,&quot; and it affects it there because &quot;

a curb
&quot;

is

put upon the exercise of
&quot;

brute-like predatory instincts
&quot;

by
&quot;

a nascent public opinion, which lauds actions beneficial to

the clan and frowns upon actions detrimental to
it,&quot;

and

which is the product of
&quot; a sense of collective pleasure or

pain.&quot; As a result of the curbing of sympathy by
&quot; a

nascent public opinion,&quot;

&quot;

the mere animal incentives com

prised in personal pleasures and pains
&quot; must be often, and in

some instances habitually, overruled.
&quot; The good of the

1
Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol ii. p. 338.

2 Ibid. p. 346.
:!

Ibid. p. 346.

6
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individual must begin to yield to the good of the

community.&quot;
1

Remorse and regret, the feelings of which &quot;

are the funda

mental ingredients of conscience,&quot; have to do with the

contrast of past and weaker impressions with the ever-

enduring social instincts, a contrast that brings retribution.

In other words,
&quot;

the incentives to actions beneficial to the

community are always steadily in operation,&quot; while &quot;

the

purely selfish impulses
&quot;

are
&quot;

accompanied by pleasures that

are brief in duration and leave behind memories of com

paratively slight vividness
&quot;

;
and consequently, when one of

the latter has been gratified, the fact that the impression

which remains is weak compared with that which would

have remained if one of the former had been obeyed, occasions

dissatisfaction with conduct. 2

By mythology,
&quot; incentives of a mysterious and super

natural character&quot; are furnished. It emerges at the point

at which &quot; some curiosity is felt concerning the causes of

phenomena,&quot; and its first form is fetichism. The object

worshipped is reckoned the tutelary deity of the tribe, and is-

supposed to punish
&quot;

actions condemned by the community.&quot;
a

It is then by sympathy, remorse, and mythology, as

explained, that we cross the chasm that divides
&quot; hedon

ism from morality, and the sense of pleasure and pain

from the sense of right and wrong.&quot;

&quot; These combined

agencies
&quot;

enforce upon the savage
&quot; an amount of self-

restraint, in view of tribal sanctions, which differentiates him

widely from any gregarious animal.
&quot; 4

This, however, is-

only
&quot;

the germ of a moral sense.&quot;
&quot; The incentives which

influence him are not what we call moral sentiments, in the

strict sense of the phrase. They are simply sentiments that

precede and make possible those highest sentiments which do-

not refer either to personal benefits or evils to be expected from

men, or to more remote rewards and punishments.&quot;
5 The

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. pp. 347, 348.
2 Ibid. p. 348.

3 Ibid. p. 349.

*

4 Ibid. p. 350. UbL p. 351.
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feelings that pertain to this stage are happily characterised

by Mr. Spencer as
&quot;ego-altruistic,&quot;

whereas those that come

under &quot; the head of pleasures and pains are purely egoistic or

self-regarding.&quot; Ego-altruistic feelings
&quot; concern the happiness

of the individual in so far as it depends upon the feelings

with which his fellow-creatures regard him.&quot; Generosity, for

instance, is to a very large extent &quot;

ego-altruistic.&quot; It is

altruistic as exercised to benefit another, it is egoistic because,,

when benefit is done to another,
&quot; the recipient s feeling

toward the giver and the approval of spectators
&quot;

is more

vividly represented than &quot;the pleasure given.&quot; It &quot;is,

however, unmixed in those cases where the benefaction is

anonymous.&quot;
x

The complete development of
&quot;

the germ of a moral

sense,&quot; which the savage possesses, has been accomplished by
&quot;

the enormous expansion of sympathy due to the continued

integration of communities.&quot; It is true that all sympathy,
or

&quot;

the vivid representation of the pleasurable or painful

feelings experienced by others,&quot; is
&quot;

in its origin a kind of

self-pleasing,&quot; but &quot;

the actions dictated by sympathy
&quot;

are

not on that account to be described as
&quot;

selfish.&quot; For though
it is the case that

&quot; when we relieve a fellow-creature in

distress we do it only because it pains us to see him suffer,&quot;

it is also the case that
&quot; when the pain occasioned by the

sight of another s suffering, or by the idea of suffering and

wrong when generalised and detached from the incidents of

particular cases, becomes so strong as to determine our

actions, then the chasm is entirely crossed which divides us

psychically from the brutes.&quot;
*

That is to say, sympathy as
&quot;

the power of ideally reproducing in ourselves the pains of

another,&quot; is
&quot;

a kind of self-pleasing,&quot; inasmuch as what it

impels us to do, is to remove that which it is painful for us to

see
;
but gradually it loses this character, because it ceases

to be &quot;

the power of reproducing in one s self the pain of

another,&quot; and becomes the power of
&quot;

representing feelings
1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 352. 2 Ibid. p. 353.
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detached from the incidents of particular cases,&quot; from which

power there comes the &quot;

instinctive
&quot;

abhorrence of actions

which the organically registered experience of mankind has

associated with pain or evil,&quot; a power that, as
&quot;

the sympathetic

feelings are extended over wider and wider areas,&quot; becomes

stronger and stronger, until at last it generates
&quot; an abstract

moral sense, so free from the element of personality that to

grosser minds it is unintelligible.&quot;
l

There is a further and final stage in the development of

the moral sense. That is reached when &quot;

ethical conceptions

begin to be reflected back upon the conduct of the individual,

where it concerns chiefly or only himself; and the self-

regarding virtues, as Mr. Darwin calls them, which are quite

unknown save in a high state of civilisation, come into exist

ence.&quot; As a result of this advance,
&quot;

the injury of one s

self, by evil thoughts, intemperate behaviour, or indulgence of

appetite, comes to be regarded as not only physically injurious,

but morally wrong ;
and there arises the opinion that it is selfish

and wicked for one to neglect one s own health and culture.&quot;
2

MA/
Such as * understand it, is Mr. Fiske s theory of the

&quot;genesis of man, morally.&quot; I have stated it, as far as

possible, in his own words. In order, however, to make his

meaning quite plain, I have brought together deliverances

bearing on the different points that, in his exposition, lie

apart from one another. In doing this, I have sought to

avoid in any way misrepresenting his position. That position
I have set forth somewhat fully, because it seems to me that

its exhibition is its best refutation. We have only to

apprehend it in order to be convinced that it is untenable.

Mr. Fiske has indeed crossed &quot;the chasm that divides

animality from
humanity,&quot; but he has done so on the wings

of imagination, and not by the solid bridge of fact and proof.
At every stage in his argument he has to make assumptions
that are not merely unwarranted by, but are at variance

with, his main thesis, and to draw conclusions that are un-
1
Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. pp. 355, 356. - Ibid \\ 357.
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supported by the evidence that he adduces. &quot; Ex niliilo nihil

fit&quot;
is a principle that is practically denied on almost every

page. Contradictories are treated as if they were identities,

and states of mind and principles of action are represented as

rising naturally out of, or as in friendly alliance and co

operation with, other states and principles that are essentially

distinct from them. These are strong statements, and it

behoves us, having made them, to justify them. It is, how

ever, impossible, and happily it is unnecessary, for us to deal

with all the fallacies that underlie the theory presented.

With that theory we are concerned only so far as it touches

the point in our inquiry which we have just been discussing.

That is the origin of the moral ideal. All, therefore, that is

requisite at this point, is to examine the view expounded as

it bears on this question.

What, then, is said of the origin of the moral ideal ? It

might be replied that nothing is said on this subject, seeing that

what is constantly spoken of is the moral sense. But the

moral sense as treated of by Mr. Fiske is really the moral

ideal. It is the only moral ideal that can be admitted by
him. It is that which supplies incentives to moral action,

and without which there would be no moral aim to pursue.

When, therefore, we have been told how the moral sense has

been generated, we have been told what are the source and

the nature of the moral ideal.

Now, according to this theory, the moral sense is the

product of evolution, its
&quot;

last and noblest product.&quot;
It

therefore belongs to the final stage of that all-embracing

movement. Fortunately, however, it is not necessary for us

to follow the whole course of the process, at the conclusion of

which it stands, in order to understand its genesis and signi

ficance. The transition point that marks its birth stands out

clear and distinct, so that from it we can take our start.

That transition point is the passage from gregariousness to

sociality. When we leave the former condition and enter

the latter, we cross the chasm that divides
&quot; hedonism from
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morality, the sense of pleasure and pain from the sense of

right and wrong.&quot;
In the former there is no moral sense; in

the latter there is a moral sense, at first feeble and uncertain,

but gradually gaining strength and clearness, until at last it

stands complete. Such is the view that we have to examine.

And in order that we may appreciate aright the task that we

have to perform, we must observe carefully the characteristics

of the two conditions referred to, that from which we pass

and that into which we come, so far as they bear on the

ethical questions we are discussing. These are suggested by

the terms &quot;hedonism and morality,&quot;
and by the phrases

&quot; the sense of pleasure and pain
&quot;

and &quot;

the sense of right

and wrong.&quot; Gregariousness is hedonistic. The incentive

to action in it is
&quot; the sense of pleasure and

pain.&quot;
That

incentive is individual in reference ;
it is a self-regarding

impulse. It is not, therefore, moral in value. It suffices for

&quot; a race of brute animals,&quot; but it is insufficient for rational

beings. On the other hand, sociality is moral. The incen

tive to action in it is
&quot; the sense of right and wrong.&quot;

What

exactly that incentive is, will be seen from the following

statement, in which it is contrasted with the incentive to

hedonism. &quot; While the actions deemed pleasurable are those

which conduce to the fulness of life of the Individual, the

actions deemed right are those which conduce to the fulness

of life of the Community. And while the actions deemed

painful are those which detract from the fulness of life of the

Individual, the actions deemed wrong are those which detract

from the fulness of life of the Community. . . . The conduct

approved as moral is the disinterested service of the com

munity, and the conduct stigmatised as immoral is the selfish

preference of individual interests to those of the community.
And bearing in mind that the community, which primevally

consisted of only the little tribe, has by long-continued social

integration come to comprise the entire human race, we have

the ultimate theorem, . . . that actions morally right are those

which are beneficial to Humanity, while actions morally wrong



THE MORAL IDEAL 87

are those which are detrimental to Humanity.&quot;
1 This quotation

sets before us plainly the moral ideal that belongs to, and is

created by, sociality, and by doing so it defines for us our

task. What we have to inquire is, Can such a moral ideal

be produced in the manner suggested ? Is the evolution

traced a real evolution, and does it issue in a moral sense

corresponding to, or rather supplying, the moral ideal here

represented ? We do not meanwhile discuss the value or

validity of that ideal. We admit it for the sake of argu

ment, and inquire whether or not the process described is

adequate to its formation.

In dealing with this question, we shall begin by consider

ing the difference between gregariousness and sociality.

Briefly stated, it is a difference in the duration of relations,

a difference between temporary and permanent relations, a

difference that is due to a difference in the circumstances of

the individvals related, in virtue of which the relations were

formed and maintained. It is not a difference that is due

to a difference of nature. The mammals for whom family

relations were temporary, were the same essentially as the

mammals whose family relations were permanently organised.

Hence the relations were fundamentally the same in the one

condition as in the other
; they were distinguished only by

the time during which they lasted. When we note this fact,

we perceive that the change from gregariousness to sociality

is merely a change of form. But if it be merely a change of

form, it cannot effect, or supply what is needful for effecting,

the substitution of morality for hedonism. If
&quot; the sense of

pleasure and pain
&quot;

were the dominant principle of activity in

the gregarious state, it will be the dominant principle of

activity in the social state. The mere lengthening of the

term of a relationship does not alter the relationship. A

temporary relationship may become permanent, but unless

the change is due to a change outside the relationship, in

which case a new relationship will be formed, the relation -

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. pp. 338, 339.
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ship will remain the same in nature. Indeed, the per

manence in such a case is more apparent than real. It

is but the prolongation of temporariness, so to speak ;
but

temporariness, however far prolonged, is temporariness still
;

that is to say, the prolonged temporary relationship may

cease to exist at any moment. Only that which pertains to,

and is grounded in the nature, can be in the strict sense per

manent. But the relationship from the prolongation of

which sociality springs does not pertain to, and is not

grounded in, the nature of the individuals related. It is due

to external conditions and necessities. It is not, therefore,

really sociality : it is only gregariousness in a different form,

and therefore the incentives to action are not other than

they were. For right, as equivalent to the well-being of the

community, there is no place in this so-called sociality.

The individual can only render
&quot;

disinterested service
&quot;

to the

community if in some way he can identify himself with the

community, and this he can do only if the relation between

him and his fellows is a real relation, springing from com

munity of nature, and not simply due to the fact that he and

they have been held together by the demands of their

environment. In other words, the change in the duration of

the relations referred to by Fiske is dependent on a difference in

the nature of the individuals that cannot be accounted for by

mere alteration in circumstances. Men do not become social

because brought into certain unions, but they form these

unions because they are social. Social evolution, as here

presented, confounds cause with effect, and because it does

this, it cannot account for the existence of morality, or

for the presence and operation of a moral ideal and a

moral sense. We may prolong the process as long as

we like, but inasmuch as it is purely external in character,

seeing that it is initiated and controlled by the demands of

environment, unless the individuals are social, potentially at

least, at its inception, they will not be social at its close
;
but

if they are even potentially social to start with, their last
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state will not be separated by any chasm from their first

the one will not be non-moral in essence and the other moral.

The assumption of the theory criticised, however, is that they

are not social even potentially, but that they become social in

virtue of the change in their relations wrought by their cir

cumstances. But a change of nature cannot be produced by

a change of relation. It is the nature that explains and

determines the relation, not the relation the nature.

It may, however, be said, that what we have been dealing

with is not the cause of the moral sense, but only the condi

tion that is needful for the efficient operation of that cause.

That is to say, sociality does not itself produce the moral

sense
;

all that it does is to supply the environment within

which, and under the influence of which, a force or quality

inherent in the constitution of the individuals brought into

permanent relationship is so developed and expanded that it

becomes the moral sense. That force or quality is
&quot; mani

fested in a rudimentary form by all gregarious animals of

moderate intelligence,&quot; but it is quite different as manifested

by them from what it is as manifested by those who are within

the sphere of sociality and are members of a society. The

change from gregariousness to sociality affects it in such a way
as to invest it with a new character. And with the rise of

sociality into society, that character is confirmed and strength

ened. This being the case, the force or quality in question does

not produce the moral sense, but is transformed into it, and this

transformation is due to the altered circumstances in which

it has to be displayed. We must, then, examine this trans

formation with the view of determining its nature and worth.

And the first thing to be done is to inquire what precisely

is the force or quality referred to. It is named sympathy,
and it is described as

&quot;

the power of reproducing in one s self

the pleasures or pains of another person.&quot;
Its practical

outcome is, of course, effort on the part of those in whom it

operates to conserve the pleasures, or to alleviate the pains,

that have been reproduced in them. And it is with its
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practical outcome that we have alone to do. What, then, is

the exact import of the effort to which it impels ? What is

the nature of the incentive to action which it supplies ?

Why do we seek to aid one whom we see suffering ?

The answer which we must give to this question will be

apparent, if we remember that it is because the suffering of

him on whom we look is reproduced in us that we are led to

act
;

if we remember, that is to say, that it is suffering which

we ourselves experience, because of the reproduction in us of

the suffering of another, that creates the impulse to which we

give effect. What in such circumstances we seek, and must

seek, is ultimately our own comfort, our own freedom from

suffering. We seek, of course, the comfort of the suffering

one, but we seek that as a means, not as an end
;
we seek to

free him from suffering because, by freeing him from suffer

ing, we shall free ourselves from suffering. This, Mr. Fiske

frankly admits. He says,
&quot;

it is true,&quot; that
&quot; when we relieve

a fellow-creature in distress, we do it only because it pains us

to see him suffer
&quot;

;
and he admits that &quot;

all sympathy is in

its origin a kind of
self-pleasing.&quot;

l In other words, the aim
of sympathetic effort, in its primary form, is not the happiness
of the person whose misery has been forced upon us, but our

own happiness, which has been destroyed, or at least disturbed,

by the spectacle he presents and the reproduction of his

misery in ourselves. The incentive to action furnished, is

thus essentially individual and self-regarding, and therefore

non-moral. What it contemplates is pleasure and pain, and
we have been taught that these are incentives only for

&quot;

a

race of brute animals.&quot;

This, however, it is asserted, is its character and refer

ence only when we first meet with it, and that is in the

gregarious state. It is allowed that, to begin with, it is

undoubtedly selfish and
self-regarding, but it is said that

in its final shape, so far from being selfish or self-regard

ing, it is social and disinterested. This change in its
1
Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 353.
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nature is due to development and expansion. Indeed, that

development and that expansion are the gradual transition

from the purely egoistic to the purely altruistic standpoint.

Beginning with the purely egoistic, we pass through the ego-

altruistic to the purely altruistic. But this transition seems to

be, not evolution, but revolution, not development, but sub

stitution, not the steady rising of one thing out of another,

but the violent displacement of one thing by another. Out

of the purely egoistic, it appears impossible for the purely

altruistic to come. Nor does the employment of the ego-

altruistic as a middle term remove the difficulty ;
it rather

increases it, for it suggests the combination of opposites

without any higher conception in which they are reconciled.

One naturally supposes that what is essentially selfish in its

origin and nature, will be selfish throughout its history, and

selfish in its last state. That it can become utterly un

selfish,
&quot;

entirely free from personality,&quot; is a startling assertion,

and yet that is the assertion that is made in the name of

social evolution. Let us observe in what way the marvel

lous change declared to have been wrought is accounted for.

And the first factor in the upward movement that falls to

be noticed, is
&quot; a nascent public opinion.&quot; This places a

&quot; curb
&quot;

on the exercise by the individual of his brute-like

predatory instincts within the limits of the clan. It is

rendered possible, of course, by the permanent family rela

tionships that have been established, and thus these generate
M new incentives to action, unknown in the previous epoch of

mere gregariousness, which must often, and in some instances

habitually, overrule the mere animal incentives comprised in

pleasures and pains. The good of the individual must begin

to yield to the good of the community.&quot;
x It is not easy to

see what the connection is between this public opinion and

sympathy. The two seem to be quite distinct and inde

pendent. It does not appear, either, that sympathy is

required for the creation of a public opinion that will be a

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 348.
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curb on the exercise of the brute-like predatory instincts

within the clan, or that such public opinion, when formed,

will influence sympathy and help it forward from the selfish

to the social standpoint. And yet that the two are closely

related, and act and react on each other, is implied. The

introductory words of the paragraph dealing with the subject

are :

&quot; Given this rudimentary capacity of sympathy, we can

see how family integration must alter and conplicate the

emotional incentives to action.&quot;
l We must, therefore, look

at the statements made from the point of view of sympathy.

And the first thing that suggests itself is, that for those

possessed of even &quot;

a rudimentary capacity of sympathy,&quot; a

curb is unnecessary. For sympathy, as has been explained,

is
&quot;

the power of reproducing in one s self the pleasures and

pains of another
person,&quot; and, inasmuch as this reproduction

is pleasurable or painful, it compels those in whom it takes-

place to act in the way of securing pleasure or removing pain
in their surroundings. But if this be its nature and its

result, where is the need or the room for a &quot;curb&quot; on

&quot;predatory instincts&quot; within the limits of the clan any
where indeed, but there in particular ? Since the relations

that subsist between the members of the clan are permanent,

sympathy must manifest itself freely, and must of itself

restrain
&quot;predatory instincts.&quot; For, what would the

exercise of these predatory instincts lead to ? It would lead

to the infliction of pain, but the pain inflicted would be

reproduced in him who inflicted it, and would cause him pain
which would impel him to seek, for his own comfort, to undo
the evil that he had done, and to refrain from its repetition.

Indeed, to speak of control by public opinion is to abandon

sympathy altogether as an incentive to action. So far,

however, as this theory is concerned, they coincide in respect
of aim. They are both ultimately individual and self-

regarding. We have just seen that this is true of sympathy.
That it is true of public opinion we shall see without

1
Outlines of Cosmic PMlosoitfiy, vol. ii. p. 346.
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difficulty if we recall what we have learned as to the value of

the permanent relations that make public opinion possible.

They are not essential, resting on the nature of the indi

viduals related, but are accidental, resting on their circum

stances. Such being their character, in what way will

public opinion appeal to those who come within its range ?

On what ground will it secure respect ? Simply on the

ground of self-interest. It is the embodiment of the will

and power of the majority, and the individual will recognise

that it is better for him to submit to these than to rebel

against them. By doing so, he will escape punishment and

enjoy as much happiness as is possible for him in his

surroundings. We are thus carried back to hedonistic

ground. It would, of course, be different if the society,

whose mind was declared in the public opinion, were rational

in its basis, for then the individual could identify himself

with it, and recognise that in giving effect to it he was

realising his true self.

We have seen that sympathy, in the sense in which it is

here used, does not need public opinion as a &quot; curb
&quot;

to the

exercise of the predatory instincts. But it is as true that

public opinion does not need sympathy for its formation.

This becomes evident when we note its content. We are

told that it
&quot; lauds actions beneficial to the clan, and frowns

on actions detrimental to it.&quot; What, therefore, it considers

and registers, is the well-being of the clan. And what is it

that determines that well-being ? It is
&quot;

the present sense

of collective pleasure or
pain.&quot;

I confess I am not quite

sure what this phrase means, but I suppose it means the

pleasure and pain of the individuals collected, or of the

majority at least, who compel the minority to forego the

pleasure and endure the pain which they would fain pursue
or avoid. In any case, it is pleasure and pain, and pleasure

and pain as felt or imagined by the individuals, that form the

basis of public opinion. But public opinion created in this

way has nothing to do with sympathy. It is altogether
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independent of it in its origin and in its operation. It may,

indeed, be said that it renders it possible by enabling the

individuals collected to enter into the feelings of their fellows,

and, by reproducing their pains and pleasures, to decide what

is for the common good. But if this be so, would it not

embrace in its working those against whom it is directed and

reproduce in their neighbours the pleasures and pains of such,

and in this way mould public opinion so as to include and not

to curb them ? If, however, this were the case, there would

really be no such thing as public opinion. It would be too

comprehensive and colourless to deserve the name, and, since

it would admit the desires of all, there would be none on

whom it would, or could, be imposed.

It thus appears that, on the ground furnished by the

Cosmic Philosophy, sympathy and public opinion stand quite

apart. This brings us to the main point, viz. In what way
does public opinion influence sympathy, so as to contribute

to its transformation from selfish to social ? That it does

influence it in this way is the assertion of our author. It is,

indeed, with a view to accounting for this transition that it

is referred to. In view of all that has been said, the ques
tion raised should occasion no difficulty. The answer to it,

in truth, lies in the conclusions to which we have come as to

the connection, or rather want of connection, between the two.

If they are independent, as we have shown they are, the one

cannot affect the other in such a way as to produce, or help
to produce, within it a radical change.

We shall, however, for the sake of a full examination of

Mr. Fiske s position, admit that the one might influence the

other in the fashion suggested, and we shall inquire what the

nature and result of that influence would be. Here we must
recall what we have learned as to the nature of the public

opinion with which we have to do. We saw that it was
based on, and was organised by, &quot;the sense of collective

pleasure or
pain,&quot;

and that it lauded &quot;

actions beneficial to

the clan, and frowned on actions detrimental to
it,&quot;

and that,
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such being the case, it was fundamentally hedonistic, indi

vidual and self-regarding. The only effect, therefore, it could

have on sympathy, would be to make it hedonistic, individual,

and self-regarding, but this is just what it was not to do.

These were the features of sympathy in its rudimentary, non-

moral form, and of these it was to be purged in order that it

might become moral. Clearly, it cannot be so purged by
this agent. In its first shape it wrought for the benefit of

those whose condition came within its view, but this it did

not for their sake, but for the sake of those within whom
it wrought. Public opinion, of the sort allowed by this

theory, may bid it do what is beneficial, and refrain from

what is detrimental, to the clan, but this it can do only on

the basis of a
&quot; sense of collective pleasure or

pain,&quot;
and that

is practically the basis on which it has already been acting.

What sympathy was before public opinion came into exist

ence, that it is after it has made its appearance.

A brief reference may, at this point, be made to the
&quot;

ego-altruistic feelings.&quot;
These mark the result of the

influence of public opinion on sympathy, and they indicate

what is still required for its purification and elevation.

They, therefore, have interest for us at this stage of our

examination. We are told that
&quot;

they concern the happiness

of the individual in so far as it depends upon the feelings

with which his fellow-creatures regard him.&quot;
l When we

read this sentence, we naturally ask, Where is the altruism ?

The egoism is apparent enough. It is, in truth, all that is.

Our happiness depends upon the feelings with which our

fellow-creatures regard us, and we act in such a way as to

secure that they will approve our action. When we do so,

what is the incentive to our action ? It is our own happi

ness, neither more nor less. We may, indeed, be led to help

another, but why are we led to do so ? Because that is the

means by which our happiness can be secured. Mr. Spencer,

in a passage quoted with approval by Mr. Fiske,
2
says :

&quot; The
1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 352. 2

Ibid., p. 352.
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state of consciousness which accompanies performance of an

act beneficial to another is usually mixed
;
and often the

pleasure given is represented less vividly than are the

recipient s feeling toward the giver and the approval of

spectators.&quot; Before pronouncing an opinion on this state

ment, we must know whether the representation indicated

was before, or after, the performance of the act. Did it con

stitute the aim, or was it due to a result of the act, not con

templated when it was decided to be performed ? If it were

the former, then the act was egoistic and not altruistic,

despite the fact that some one received benefit
;

if it were the

latter, it has nothing to do with the character of the act.

As already suggested,
&quot;

ego-altruistic
&quot;

is a contradiction in

terms for a theory such as this, that sets egoism and altruism

over against each, or, rather, really admits only of egoism.

It has some meaning for a theory, that regards man as by
nature social, so that, in the highest sense of the terms, he is

most egoistic when he is most altruistic, realises himself

most truly when he surrenders himself most fully. In

harmony with such a theory we can have the mixed motives

referred to by Mr. Fiske and Mr. Spencer, for we can have

the preponderance of either of two impulses, both of which

are to be admitted, but which may not always preserve the

balance which gives each its due, as different phases of one

fundamental principle.

The only other point that calls for notice is the so-called
&quot; enormous expansion of sympathy which has been due to the

continued integration of communities.&quot; l
By way of explain

ing this &quot;enormous
expansion,&quot; we are told that &quot; when the

pain occasioned by the sight of another s suffering, or by the

idea of suffering and wrong when generalised and detached

from the incidents of particular cases, becomes so strong as

to determine our actions, then the chasm is entirely crossed

which divides us psychically from the brutes.&quot;
2 It is

&quot;

this

expansion of the power of sympathetically representing
1
Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 352. -

Ibid. p. 353.
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feelings detached from the incidents of particular cases,&quot;

that generates
&quot;

at last an abstract moral sense, so free from

the element of personality that to grosser minds it is un

intelligible.&quot;
l Of this expansion little need be said. It will

suffice to point out, that expansion of an idea does not alter

its essential significance. All that it can do is to widen the

range of its application. We may generalise and detach from

the incidents of particular cases the idea of suffering and

wrong which these particular cases have suggested to us, but

such generalisation and detachment cannot in any way affect the

intrinsic value of the idea generalised and detached. That

idea must be the feeling that we experienced on account of

the reproduction within us of the pain which was endured by
those whom we saw, and we have learned that that feeling,

as ours, is individual and self-regarding. The action to

which it at first led was action that had our comfort as its

aim, that sought to free us from the pain reproduced in us.

Such being the case, however wide our generalisation, and

however complete our detachment of it may be, it must

remain individual and self-regarding. The only difference

between &quot;

the pain occasioned by the sight of another s

suffering&quot; and &quot;the generalised and detached idea of that

suffering,&quot;
is that, in the one case, we are moved by a

painful sight, and, in the other, by a painful imagination ;

and these, so far as their aim is concerned, are one and the

same. They are distinctly personal in their bearing, and it is

impossible to extract from either of them a moral sense that

is
&quot;

free from the element of
personality.&quot; The truth is,

that the element of personality is the only thing that they

can yield. They begin with that which is personal, and

they must end with it, for nothing intervenes that can

affect it.

Our examination of this theory has proved that it does

not, as it professes to do, explain the
&quot;

genesis of man,

morally.&quot; It leaves man where it finds him, in the sphere of

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. pp. 355, 356.

7
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the individual, the self-regarding incentives to action. Pro

fessing to lift him above the dominion of
&quot;

the sense of

pleasure and
pain,&quot;

and to introduce him to the dominion of

&quot; the sense of right and wrong,&quot;
it only succeeds in reducing

&quot;

right and wrong
&quot;

to the level of
&quot;

pleasure and
pain.&quot; Or,

at most, it leaves the two alongside each other, and tells us

that both must be recognised. In summing-up his exposi

tion, Mr. Fiske says :

&quot; On the one hand, it is a corollary

from the laws of life that actions desired by the individual

and approved by the community must in the long run be

those which tend to heighten the life respectively of the

individual and of the community. And, on the other hand,

it is equally true that there is a highly complex feeling, the

product of a slow emotional evolution, which prompts us to

certain lines of conduct irrespective of any conscious estimate

of pleasures or utilities.&quot;
1 But what we want to know, and

what a science of ethics should tell us, is not merely that

these principles of action exist, but how they are to be recon

ciled, and what is the unifying conception that will bring them

together, whilst doing justice to both. Mr. Fiske sees the

individual
;
he sees also society ;

and he recognises that both

should be equally accepted and honoured
;
but this he fails to

do, because he begins with the abstract individual and endeav

ours, by the influence of his environment, to make him social.

His failure is the natural result of his attitude and method.

He cannot explain social evolution, because he does not start

with that which is social, and he cannot preserve the indi

vidual because he must construct society. At the close, he

makes a valiant attempt to save both. He says that
&quot; con

scious devotion to ends conducive to the happiness of society

is the latest and highest product of social evolution
&quot;

;
and he

tells us that &quot;

at this stage, ethical conceptions begin to be

reflected back upon the conduct of the individual where it con

cerns solely or chiefly himself
;
and the self-regarding virtues,

as Mr. Darwin calls them, which are quite unknown save in a

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 356.
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high state of civilisation, come into existence.&quot;
1 Thus the indi

vidual is to devote himself consciously to ends that conduce

to the happiness of society, and, at the same time, to devote

himself to the cultivation of those virtues that touch him

personally. How is he to unite those two different aims ?

To this question, a system such as Mr. Fiske s can furnish

no answer, for its boast is, that when it crossed the chasm

that divides Gregariousness from Sociality, it left behind the

&quot;

self-regarding feelings
&quot;

;
but &quot;

self-regarding virtues
&quot;

imply
&quot;

self-regarding feelings.&quot;
The system that will supply what

is required must not leave these feelings behind, but must

carry them forward with it, purifying them as it does so, by

disclosing their true significance, as the feelings of one who,

while an individual, is not merely an individual, but is a

member of a vast organism, in the life of which he finds his

true life, because he and those who constitute it stand in a

common vital relation to the power or principle that animates

and sustains it, and that seeks to manifest itself in and

through it. The ideal which such a system will present to

its members will be the fulness of life of the community in

harmonious union and co-operation with the fulness of life

of the individual. Eight and wrong will be individual as

well as social in reference, for they will apply to an indi

vidual who is fundamentally social, and who consequently,

when he acts rightly or wrongly, meets or fails to meet the

demands at once of his own nature and of the system within

which he is embraced.

Our examination of social evolution, as presented by Mr.

Fiske, has thus confirmed the position we were led to assume

with regard to the origin and nature of the moral ideal. We
possess a moral ideal as social beings. This means that we

are members of a social organism, and that, as such, we have a

relation to the power or principle that animates that organism,

a relation in virtue of which we are related to our fellow-

members. The ideal which is thus set before us can be ful-

1 Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 357.
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filled only by free surrender to the underlying power or

principle, whereby we open ourselves to its inspiration and

appropriate its energy.

But it is evident that we here pass beyond the moral

sphere and enter the religious. What I have spoken of as

the underlying principle is God, whatever we understand by

that term, and the alliance with God, on which I have

insisted, is a religious act, an act of faith, an act of more or

less conscious surrender to a power that is alike over us

and in us, in virtue of which we are quickened and en

lightened and invigorated, so that we realise ourselves as

spiritual beings, fill our place in the system in which we

are embraced, and attain the highest individual perfection.

Associating ourselves with the basis and ground of all, we

naturally, and therefore gradually and spontaneously, by

becoming what we ought to be, contribute to the perfection

of the whole, and by our own elevation elevate the organism
of which we are members.
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RELIGION

LEOTUEE III

SCOPE AND METHOD OF INQUIRY

HAVING completed our examination of morality, we proceed,

in accordance with the plan sketched at the outset, to the

consideration of religion. And our treatment of it will be

the same in method and in aim as our treatment of morality.

We shall subject it to critical examination, with the view of

discovering its nature and bearings, and, in particular, with

the view of discovering whether or not it stands in a definite

relation to morality. Eegarding it simply as an element in

human life, we shall seek, by an inquiry into its ground and

essence, to determine its connection with the other elements

of human life, and especially with those that manifest them

selves in the practical sphere.

Before, however, beginning our examination, we must, as

in the case of morality, decide what exactly it is that we are

to examine. And this we shall best accomplish by noting the

most important of the different senses in which the term

religion is employed by us.

And, in the first place, it is frequently used as synonym
ous with ritual, in the widest sense of that word. So used,

it includes all acts and observances in the performance of
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which man gives expression to his spiritual feelings and

aspirations. It indicates the service in which man s spiritual

nature seeks free utterance for its emotions and full com

munion with its object by means of praise, prayer, sacrifice,

and similar exercises. This application of the term is

familiar to us all, and, inasmuch as ritual is the outer and

visible form of religion, it is a use that is legitimate and

admissible, so long as its exact significance is kept in view.

Speaking broadly and generally, the kind of service in which

an individual takes part defines for us his religious standing,

and may be spoken of as his religion. We have, as a rule,

no difficulty in deciding under what religious category, men,

individually or in an assembly, are to be placed when we see

the acts and observances that are performed by them at their

sacred seasons and in their sacred buildings. We at once

speak of them, e.g., as Protestant, or Catholic, or Jewish, or

Mohammedan. As the expression of religion, ritual takes its

character from the system with which it is associated.

In the second place, the term religion is often employed by

us as synonymous with creed. In this case it suggests a body of

truth that is taught and accepted. We speak of the Religions

of the world, meaning the ideas and principles and doctrines

that have influenced men spiritually in different countries.

Buddhism, Mohammedanism, Judaism, Christianity, c.y. as

names of Religions, are symbolic of views of man, of the

world, and of God, that have been received by, and have

impressed the minds and hearts of, large sections of the

human race. This application of the term, like that already

noted, is permissible, we might even say necessary, for it is

really only by associating a man with a creed that we can

mark his place in the diversified field of religion ;
but here, as

there, we must be careful to observe its scope and limits.

The third, and only other, use of the term to which it is

needful at this point to direct attention, is that which denotes

a state or attitude of mind and heart. By this reference we

are carried within the man to the region of feeling, emotion,
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conviction, aspiration. It is difficult to find a single word

that rightly represents the sphere of which, in this connection,

we are to think. On the whole, sentiment seems the most

suitable. It has, it is true, associations that detract somewhat

from its fitness, but, leaving these out of account, and keeping

before our minds the sense in which it is accepted, we may

employ it without risk as indicative of that inner condition

which we call religious. Eeligion as sentiment, then, suggests

an effect produced, and a movement excited, within the

individual. I have spoken of it as a state or attitude of

mind and heart. Speaking of it as a state, I seek to em

phasise its inward, personal character, as an experience of the

man
; speaking of it as an attitude, I seek to emphasise its

outward reference, its direction toward that which is external

to the man. The main thing to be observed, however, is that

it is not something that the man does, or something that the

man accepts, but something that the man is or experiences, a

condition into which he has come in virtue of submission to

an influence exercised on him.

Such are the main references of the term religion, and of

these the last is the most important. It alone, indeed,

indicates that which, of itself, has true religious value. On

association with it, the other two depend for recognition.

Without sentiment as their basis and inspiration, ritual and

creed are vain and profitless. The performance of acts and

ceremonies is not religious, unless it be the expression of a

state of mind and heart. If it stand by itself, it is worthless,

because it is not spiritual in character. On the other hand,

the acceptance and profession of a system of doctrine have

religious significance only if they are the sign of sincere con

viction, the outcome of apprehension or experience of the

truth exhibited in the system accepted and professed. Eitual

and creed thus stand in intimate relation to sentiment. This

is the centre, connection with which alone imparts to them

life and value. Only as resting on this basis have they

meaning or justification. When challenged, this is the one
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admitted authority to which they can appeal, the one valid

plea which they can urge in their support and defence.

From ritual and creed, then, we naturally pass back to

sentiment, as that on which they rest. And this common

relationship to sentiment constitutes a bond between them,

in virtue of which they influence each other. Eitual and

creed correspond to each other in their essential features.

The ritual of Judaism, e.g., could not conceivably be linked to

the creed of Confucianism. It is in harmony with, is, in one

sense, the product of, the creed of Judaism. And it is the

same with other systems. Nor is the reason for this far to

seek. It springs from the fact that the two meet in the senti

ment, and that in it the one, so to speak, passes into the other.

This is a point that will bear closer examination. And,

in order that it may be clearly understood, we shall try to

discover in what ways ritual and creed are related to senti

ment. From one point of view, creed is the cause, and ritual

is the product, of sentiment. In other words, it is the

acceptance of a creed that stirs within us religious emotion,

and it is the impulse to express that emotion that gives rise

to ritual. The first part of this statement may be met by the

objection, that a creed may not be framed until after sentiment

has been experienced, and that, in such a case, it is as much

a product of sentiment as is ritual. We may admit the

premise of this criticism, and yet dispute and reject the

conclusion drawn from it. It may be true, that a creed is not

framed until after sentiment has been experienced, and yet

not true, that the creed so framed is the product of sentiment.

For what is this creed ? It is an exhibition of the contents

of the sentiment. It is an attempt, on the part of the

subject of the sentiment, to explain and to justify to himself

his experience, and the only way in which he can do this is

by analysing, as far as possible, his mental and spiritual state.

Such an analysis, whatever else it may do, will bring before

him, with more or less clearness and fulness, the appeals and

truths which have so affected him as to stir within him the
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conviction and feelings of which he is conscious. He will

learn what it is he believes, and the formal statement of

what he believes, is his creed. His creed is thus the result of

his examination of his experience, but, though the result of

his examination of his experience, it is in no sense the

product of his experience. On the contrary, it is the

explication of that experience, and what is discovered and

declared is the cause of the experience, that without which

it would not have come into existence. Whether, therefore,

a creed be formulated prior to sentiment, and prescribed

for acceptance in order that sentiment may be stirred, or

be the interpretation of sentiment, it is the cause of senti

ment, inasmuch as its substance is the ground of the state

of mind and heart produced.

From what has just been said, it will be apparent that

when we say that creed is the cause of the religious sentiment,

we do not mean either that a creed, in the sense of a fully

formulated system of doctrine, must be presented to, and

accepted by, an individual before the religious sentiment can

be stirred within him, or that the presentation of such a creed

is sufficient to bring about this result. As to the first point,

all that is urged is, that religious conviction as rational in

nature is produced by the operation of truth in some form or

other, and that this truth is capable of being set forth in

doctrinal form, and is, to a greater or less degree, so set

forth by all who submit themselves to it. Every professedly

religious man has a creed, long or short, simple or elaborate,

and his creed is the translation of his sentiment, the state

ment of what he believes. He may, of course, accept as his

creed certain dogmas that bear the stamp of authority, but

these only truly constitute his creed in so far as they have

affected him spiritually. His Confession of Faith, whatever it

may be nominally, is really the exhibition of the content of

the state of mind and heart that is due to acceptance of, or

submission to, truth
;
and this being so, his creed is not the

issue, but the ground, of his experience. Though later in
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point of time, it is earlier in point of fact
;

for it is the

presentation, in more or less complete and definite form, of

the truth, to the operation of which the sentiment is due.

As to the second point, the creed or cause requires certain

conditions in the individual before it can operate with effect
;

but of these we do not speak meanwhile, because they do not

bear upon the matter under consideration.

In the sense explained, then, creed is the cause of senti

ment, and, as such, it gives character, content, and direction

to the sentiment. A man s religion will be in harmony with

the truth he has accepted.

From creed we pass to ritual. That was declared to

be the product of sentiment, and this declaration will be

admitted by all. Ritual always is, or professes to be, the

expression of an inner state or movement. It is only as such

that it has meaning or value. It is true that it may, by
individual adherents of a system, be divorced from its inner

basis and practised for its own sake, but that does not affect

its essential character and original import.

Our object, in dealing with the relation between creed and

sentiment, and between ritual and sentiment, has been to bring
out the relation between creed and ritual. That, it is apparent,
is very intimate. The spiritual service which a man renders

will be affected, shaped, and coloured by the spiritual truth

which he accepts. The creed will determine the ritual, and

the ritual will reflect the creed. It is true that, as a matter

of fact, this harmony is not always preserved in detail. It

would be easy to enumerate acts and observances performed

by adherents of a religion of any and every religion that are

not fully in accord with the creed of that religion as professed

by these adherents. Such discrepancy, however, would not be

difficult to explain. Creed and ritual do not adjust them
selves automatically. Men are never perfectly consistent.

Hence the inconsistency noted does not disprove the truth of

the assertion made.

Creed and ritual, then, are related to each other in virtue
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of their common relation to sentiment. A system of doctrine

would not give rise to a system of rites and ceremonies if it

did not influence, or were not viewed as influencing or

designed to influence, men as spiritual beings. And a system

of rites and ceremonies would not be framed if men were not

stirred spiritually by conceptions, more or less definite, which

could be formulated in a system of doctrine.

We have now seen the more important of the different

senses in which the term religion is employed. We have

also seen that each of these applications of it is admissible, so

long as its precise bearing is observed and remembered.

We have, further, marked off the several spheres which they

embrace, and have traced out the links of connection that

bind them together. From what we have learned, it is

evident that each has its own contribution to make to the

study of religion, and that that study will be full and fruitful

in proportion to the care and completeness with which the

different lines of investigation, suggested by the preceding

discussion, are followed out, and the results reached brought

together and harmonised. But while each has a contribu

tion to make to this study, their contributions are not of

equal value. That follows from what we have discovered as

to their connection with each other, and their relative

importance. Creed and ritual are incomplete without

sentiment. The one is its content and therefore its cause,

and the other is its product. But neither the content nor

the product of a sentiment is equivalent to the sentiment

itself. Both, in different ways and in different measures,

serve to indicate its character, but neither fully represents

or embodies it. The mental state is more than the truth,

the reception of which produces it, or the act, the performance

of which is its expression. Behind both, and deeper than

both, there is the emotion, which these can only suggest, and

the state of mind and heart, which these can but partially

reveal. This being the case, an examination of creed and

ritual cannot yield such rich results as an examination of
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sentiment. The two former, indeed, must be interpreted in

terms of the latter before they can add to our knowledge of

religion. They are but signs and marks which, in the

present connection, we examine not for their own sake, but

as shadowing forth that which is greater than they. Eeligion,

in the deepest application of the term, is, on the one hand,

creed transformed into experience by a rational process of

apprehension and appropriation, and, on the other, ritual

reduced to experience by the warmth and glow of spiritual

fervour, in which the form is dissolved. It thus appears

that what we have ultimately to deal with, is religion as

sentiment. We have to direct our attention to the state of

mind and heart which we call religious, with the view of

discovering its essential features, and we have to take account

of creed and ritual only in so far as these shed light on the

the inner movement and attitude to be examined.

It is of the utmost importance that we should seize and

keep clearly before our minds the distinction on which we

have been insisting. If we neglect it, we may include in the

object of our inquiry elements that do not belong to it.

Many have done so, and because of this their investigations

have been less fruitful than they might otherwise have been.

What we have to recognise is, that religion being in its

essential significance a state of mind and heart, we can

understand it only by apprehending the nature of the state of

mind and heart in which it consists, by learning what that

state of mind and heart is in itself, as a movement and

attitude of our spiritual nature.

A theory of religion is sometimes spoken of as accounting

for the beliefs and ideas which men entertain regarding their

deities. To account for these beliefs and ideas is, on this

view, to explain religion. Before, however, admitting that

this is the case, we must inquire what is meant by account

ing for these beliefs and ideas. We may account for them

by reference either to the external circumstances and

surroundings, or to the mental and spiritual constitution, of
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those who entertain them. Man is determined in religion,

as in other matters, both by his environment and by his

nature, but his determination by the former is different from

his determination by the latter. Determination by environ

ment affects the form and colour of the beliefs and ideas

entertained
;
determination by nature affects the state of

mind and heart with which the beliefs and ideas are associ

ated. We might say that, in the first case, we have to do

with beliefs and ideas entertained, and that, in the second, we

have to do with the entertaining of beliefs and ideas
;
or that,

in the one, we are concerned with beliefs and ideas, and, in

the other, with believing and with conceiving or accepting

ideas. We distinguish, in short, between the sentiment in

itself as a movement of our being, and the content or

expression of that sentiment as shaped by outer conditions.

When this distinction is grasped by us, we perceive at once

that when we speak of accounting for the beliefs and ideas

entertained by men regarding their deities, we are using

ambiguous language. We may mean, or may be understood

to mean, either, showing, by an accurate description of environ

ment or condition, how this or that creed gained currency,

showing, that is, how, e.g., polytheism became the accepted

system in one country and pantheism in another, or showing,

by a consideration of man s nature, how polytheism in the

one country and pantheism in the other touched men and

secured their acceptance. Between these two interpretations

of our statement there is a wide and vital difference. The

one will yield facts about religion, the other will yield a

theory of religion.

It is sometimes said, for instance, that by a belief in

ghosts men came to assume a religious attitude. Now

suppose that this were an accurate theory of the origin of

religion, would it tell us what religion is in its essence, as a

state of mind and heart ? It would not. It would only

tell us what religion was, as creed, at a certain stage in the

history of the human race, or rather, what were the conditions
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of the appearance of religion. Having discovered that a

belief in ghosts stirred the religious sentiment, we should

have to inquire how it did so, in what way it affected the

believer, to what elements in his nature it appealed, and, con

sequently, with what kind of mental and spiritual movement

it was associated. Only when we have gained an answer to

these questions, have we reached the result of which we are

in search. It must have been because the ghosts in which

men believed, or the belief in the existence of ghosts, to

which they were impelled, touched them at some special

point, and met some particular longing, that the ghosts

became themselves, or led to a recognition of, objects of

worship ;
and what we wish to know, and must know, if our

consideration of the circumstances is to afford us an insight

into the essence of religion, is what that point and that long

ing were. Short of this, we do not learn what religion is
;

we only learn the conditions of its appearance.

We have thus discovered what it is that we are to

examine and analyse. We have, that is to say, marked it off

from other objects, and in particular from those objects with

which it is closely allied, and with which it may easily be

confounded. We have learned that it is with religion, in its

subjective reference, that we have to do
;
that what we have

to study is a state of mind and heart what we have called

sentiment as distinct from creed and ritual, which are

respectively its content and expression. But to the study of

this phenomenon we cannot at once proceed. There are some

preliminary points, on the settlement of which depends the

method to be adopted by us. We must, to begin with,

determine the standpoint from which the object before us is

to be viewed. All the facts of human life are complex and

many-sided, and may therefore be looked at in several

relations, each of which, when considered, yields truths

valuable in the sphere within which they lie. We must
therefore decide with which side of the fact under review we
are to deal, and in which of its relations we are to consider
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it. Otherwise we may approach it in the wrong way, and fail

to gain the help it is fitted to afford us in our inquiry. Now
it is evident that in the present instance we are concerned

with that which is essential and fundamental. Our ultimate

aim is to discover what religion implies, and to what it neces

sarily leads. This we can discover only by directing our atten

tion to its central feature. But what is that feature ? That

is the question we must now answer. Having answered it, we

shall know what precisely we have to investigate, and shall

also be in a position to select the right course to be pursued.

And we shall be guided to the answer required if we

look closely at the object with which we have to deal. So

far we have only distinguished it from other objects. We
must now think of it by itself, and ask what it is in its

constitution. We must endeavour to apprehend its ground,

and genesis, and character. It is the religious sentiment, or

rather religion as sentiment, a state of mind and heart,

which is described by the term religion. And in order that

we may gain a clear view of its nature we shall, meanwhile,

speak of it merely as a sentiment, as a state of mind and

heart. We shall not, that is to say, take account of its

speciality, of that which separates it from other states of

mind and heart, but shall place it before our minds solely as

a movement or attitude of our being. In other words, we

shall regard it simply as an experience, and shall seek to

learn the conditions of its rise and existence as such. What
then does an experience, any and every experience, experience

in general, imply ? On what does it rest ? Subjectively, it
!

rests on our constitution, on our capacities and faculties
;

objectively, it rests on the presentation of an object corre

spondent to our constitution, in harmony with our capacities

and faculties, and, therefore, fitted to meet and stir these to

activity. It is the response of our nature to the appeal of

that which is congenial to it. This is the common ground
of experience. Ultimately, our experiences, merely as experi

ences, rest on our powers and endowments. They testify to
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inherent qualities and impulses, the possession of which

renders them possible. They depend on, and result from,

the fulfilment of certain conditions that lie in our nature,

and are the very elements of our being. They reveal the

presence and activity of capacities and faculties, without

which they would never arise. They also, as has been

stated, reveal the presence and activity of an object; but

inasmuch as that object operates only in respect of its agree

ment with the capacities and faculties affected by it, it does

not in this connection demand attention.

Such being the character of experience in general, it is

evident that, if we would understand the significance of any

special experience, we must do more than look at it in its

totality as a single result, apart from the process of which

it is the outcome
;
we must break it up into its constituent

elements, its cause and condition, the factors that combine

and co-operate in its production. And, in particular, we

must inquire what the capacities and faculties are that, by
their exercise, have produced it, for only when we discern

what these are, can we estimate it aright, and assign it its

proper place in the circle of human life. Here, then, we

reach that which is central, and learn to what we must direct

our thoughts when we endeavour to determine the nature

and significance of a given state of mind and heart.

In every experience, then, we have a manifestation of

inherent qualities and impulses stirred by the appeal of an

object congenial to them. But whilst this is the case, the

manifestation of the qualities and impulses in question is

not always the same in degree and extent. We know well

that a special kind of experience, grief or joy, let us say,

may, and does, vary much in intensity. It may be super
ficial or profound ;

it may only break the surface of our

being into a gentle ripple, or it may stir that being to its

depths. Now, to what is the difference due ? As has just

been suggested, it is due to a difference in the excitement

and exercise of the capacities and faculties that supply the
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basis of the experience. In proportion to the fulness and

range of the excitement and exercise of any of our capacities

and faculties, will be the fulness and range of the experience,

of which the capacities and faculties excited and exercised

are the ground. It cannot be otherwise, because the excite

ment and exercise of the capacities and faculties is the

experience. The experience is not so much the effect, as a

special aspect of that excitement and exercise. When our

powers are stirred into activity, they make themselves felt in

the sphere of consciousness, and whatever comes within that

sphere is an experience. Hence the activity and the experi

ence are substantially one and the same thing, and, con

sequently, the keenness and vividness of the experience will

be determined by the activity of the powers. From this it

follows, that if we are to understand completely any special

experience, we must take it at its greatest intensity ;
for only

when we take it at its greatest intensity can we see what

precisely are the capacities and faculties that express them

selves in it. The fuller the expression of these, the clearer

will be the manifestation of their nature.

Another point that demands attention in this connection

is, that the same kind of experience may be produced by
different objects, at least by objects that differ in form and

appearance. We have seen that the object producing a

certain kind of experience must be correspondent to the

capacities and faculties of which the experience is the out

come, but the correspondence demanded is a correspondence

of idea, not of form. We have already referred, by way of

illustration, to joy and grief. Now, these may be awakened

within us by a variety of objects and circumstances, and yet,

as experiences, they are the same, the same, that is, in respect

of the process excited within us. The several objects and

circumstances, however diverse in aspect, all make to us

practically the same appeal, address us substantially in the

same way, and touch us really at the same point. This

identity of result, in different surroundings, is a matter of

8
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the utmost importance in relation to the question which we

are now considering. It confirms what we have already

learned as to the method of procedure to be adopted by us

in investigating an experience, with the view of discovering

its exact character, and giving it its proper setting in the

context of a rational life. It shows that it is not sufficient

to direct attention to the object. That undoubtedly has its

claim on our regard, a claim that must be honoured by
careful examination; but it is subordinate to the experience

as a phenomenon of consciousness. To confine our thoughts

to it, therefore, would be to run into confusion, and to

separate states of mind and heart that are identical in basis.

What we ought to think of, primarily, is the state of mind

and heart. This we should analyse, and having by our analysis

reached the capacities and faculties of which it is the product,

we shall be in a position to assign it its right place and value.

Not only this, but our analysis will shed light on the object,

and will disclose to us its true character. From the stand

point reached we shall be able to study it aright, and to dis

tinguish between that which is ideal and that which is formal.

We have thus dealt with experience in its general aspect.

We have now to apply the results gained to that special

kind of experience of which we are treating. What are

these results ? Briefly stated, they are as follows. An

experience is a fact of conscious existence, that is due to, or

rather consists in, the response of our nature, in one or

other of its phases, to the appeal of an object that is corre

spondent to it in that phase. As such it implies the exercise

of certain capacities and faculties. Consequently, if we are

to apprehend its character, and discover its place and rela

tions, we must learn what these capacities and faculties are.

Further, as every kind of experience may and does manifest

itself in different degrees of fulness and intensity, and as the

activity and, therefore, the expression of the capacities and

faculties involved are proportionate to the fulness and inten

sity of the experience, we shall best understand the form
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of experience examined by us if xwe take it at its highest.

And, lastly, since objects varying in aspect may, in virtue of

their ideal significance, be the means of producing what is

fundamentally the same experience, we ought not to deter

mine the nature of the experience by the object, but, having

noted what the experience is, we should seek by analysis

to discover what capacities and faculties it reveals, and in

view of these determine the object.

Keeping these conclusions in view, let us now turn to

the religious sentiment, to that state of mind and heart

which we call religion. That sentiment, whatever else it is,

is an experience, and as such it implies the excitement and

activity of capacities and faculties that belong to us as

rational beings. These capacities and faculties are, and must

be, operative, wherever that sentiment appears, and, conse

quently, if we are to apprehend the sentiment, we must

apprehend the capacities and faculties. In no other way
can we penetrate to the essence of religion as a state of

mind and heart. But the religious sentiment, like every other

experience, is not always of equal intensity and depth and

fulness. It appears in manifold forms, and displays the

greatest possible variety. The difference between some of

its phases seems at first sight a difference of kind and not

merely of degree. But, despite this apparent diversity of

phase, it is ever fundamentally the same. This being the

case, in so far as any one phase is rightly interpreted, light

is shed on the rest. To analyse accurately a single state of

mind and heart, is to gain a key to the significance of all the

others. But while any phase will yield information and

guidance, the higher the phase the more reliable will the

information and guidance be, because, in and by it, the

powers which supply the conditions of the experience

express themselves most clearly and distinctly, and can be

most truly discerned. Indeed, the lower the phase the

greater the possibility of error, for the lower the phase the

more partial the manifestation of the powers involved, and



n6 RELIGION

the examination of a partial manifestation can give only a

partial view, and a partial view may be misleading. What

we are to seek after, then, is the complete manifestation.

If we can secure this, we do not need anything else
;

certainly we do not need anything less, for in that which is

complete, the meaning of that which is incomplete is fully

disclosed. If we can bring under review the perfect form of

the religious sentiment, we shall gain a perfect insight into

the meaning of religion in this reference. Nor does the

multiplicity of the objects that have excited the religious

sentiment affect the point. These, though different, must all

in some way, and to some extent, have possessed qualities in

accord with the constitution of man, for without such

qualities they would not have affected their devotees as they

did. But these qualities must all be possessed by the object

which stirs the perfect sentiment, and, consequently, to

understand that object is to understand all the others.

From all this it follows, that in order to discover what

religion is, as a state of mind and heart, it is not necessary

to subject to scrutiny all the known forms of religion in their

subjective reference
;
it is not necessary to subject to scrutiny

more than one, if that one be perfect in character. To the

result of our examination and analysis of that which is

perfect, nothing would be added by the consideration of that

which is imperfect. One full-blown flower will tell us all

that can be learned regarding the species to which it belongs.

Certainly the information gained by a study of it, would be

in no way increased or corrected by the study of a number

of buds. What lies in the bud is fully disclosed in the

flower. As seen in the bud, it is immature, and can therefore

supply only partial knowledge, that cannot be truly ap

preciated save from the standpoint of the completed product.

So is it with the subject before us. What we have to do in

order to reach the end we have in view, is to fix our thoughts
on that which is perfect, and, by careful investigation,

endeavour to seize that which is central and fundamental.
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We have to direct our attention to the state of mind and

heart, that is, the full expression of our nature on its religious

side, and, by an analysis of it, seek to discover what are the

capacities and faculties of whose excitement and exercise it

is the outcome. In so far as we are successful in our quest,

we shall learn what religion is, and in what way it stands

related to the other elements of our rational existence. Not

only this, but we shall be in a position to estimate aright the

immature movements of man s spirit with which the history

of religion makes us familiar
;

for we shall know what is the

ground of these, what it is that makes them possible, and

what it is that is seeking to express itself in them. Having
listened to the full-voiced utterance of man s heart and

understood its significance, we shall listen with discriminating

sympathy to the broken and faltering utterances of that

heart as it seeks to articulate the feelings and aspirations

that have been stirred within it by the glimpses it has

gained of Him for whom it was made, and in response to

whom it finds its life and its joy.

Before dealing with religion on the lines laid down, it

will be of advantage for us to look at some of the other

methods that have been adopted by writers on the subject.

And I select for consideration those followed by Professor

Max Mliller and Professor Edward Caird in their recently

published Gifford Lectures. These distinguished scholars

approach the study of religion from standpoints that differ

from each other in important respects. An examination of

their procedure will therefore serve to illustrate and justify,

in different ways, the course which we intend to pursue.

We shall look first at the method of Professor Miiller.

This it is not easy to characterise. We experience difficulty

in placing it because of the want, on the one hand, of

clearness and consistency of statement, and, on the other, of

uniformity of procedure. The several statements made vary

not merely in form, but also in substance, and the procedure

at one point differs from the procedure at another.
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Let us look at some of the statements. In the first of

his lectures Professor Mliller says :

&quot; The science of religion
&quot;

consists,
&quot;

first of all, in a careful collection of all the facts of

religion ; secondly, in a comparison of religions with a view

of bringing to light what is peculiar to each, and what they

all share in common
; thirdly, in an attempt to discover, on

the strength of the evidence thus collected, what is the true

nature, the origin, and purpose of all
religion.&quot;

l In

the first clause of this sentence he speaks of
&quot;

the facts

of religion
&quot;

;
in the second, of

&quot; a comparison of religions
&quot;

;

and, in the third, of the nature, origin, and purpose of
&quot;

all

religion.&quot; There is here ambiguity. We cannot help asking
if

&quot; the facts of religion
&quot;

to be collected are the details of

&quot;the religions&quot; that are to be compared, or are something

different, and if
&quot;

all religion
&quot;

is equivalent to
&quot;

religions,&quot;

or is to be taken as meaning religion in its essence. It is

clear that &quot;

religion
&quot;

is here used in different senses
;
and I

call attention to the fact not because it occasions perplexity
in this instance, but because it is common in this author s

works, and in many instances leads to confusion. He

frequently passes from the singular to the plural, without

apparently recognising that in doing so he is passing from

one meaning of the term to another. &quot;

Religion
&quot;

is not the

same as
&quot; a

religion,&quot; and the distinction between them ought
to be carefully noted and observed in a scientific treatise.

But to come to the method suggested by the statement.

It is a method of collection and comparison of
&quot;

the facts of

religion,&quot; or of
&quot;

religions.&quot; So far nothing has been said as

to the arrangement of the facts, but elsewhere we are told

that it is to be historical. This, indeed, is the special feature

of the method, and it is on this feature that its claim to

superiority is based. As has just been indicated, we are left

in doubt as to whether or not &quot;

the facts of religion
&quot;

and
&quot;

religions
&quot;

are to be regarded as identical. And subsequent
deliverances do not quite dispel dubiety. In the second

1 Natural Religion, p. 11.
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lecture we read :

&quot;

If the Science of Eeligion is to be treated

as one of the natural sciences, it is clear that we must begin

with a careful collection of facts, illustrating the origin, the

growth, and the decay of religion
&quot;

;

l and in the third lecture

a distinction is drawn between &quot;

Comparative Theology, or what

may be called the Science of
Religions,&quot;

and &quot; the Science

of Religion,&quot; the former being described as that which &quot;

studies

religions as they have been, and tries to discover what is

peculiar to each and what is common to all, with a silent

conviction that what is common to all religions, whether

revealed or not, may possibly constitute the essential elements

of true
religion.&quot;

: These sentences leave the matter very

much where it was. It may, indeed, be urged, that the only
&quot;

facts of religion
&quot;

are
&quot;

religions
&quot;

;
but that is not the case.

There are
&quot;

facts of religion
&quot;

that may be dealt with apart

from a consideration of religions. We may take sacrifice,

e.g., and discuss it without reference to any special system.

But without dwelling on this point, we may accept these

utterances as declaring that facts, as contrasted with theories,

are the objects alike of the Science of Eeligion and the

Science of Eeligions.

We are further led to understand that the historical

method is evolutionary in character.
&quot;

History,&quot;
we read,

&quot;

if it is worthy of its name, is more than a mere acquaint

ance with facts and dates. It is the study of a continuous

process in the events of the world, the discovery of cause

and effect, and, in the end, of a law that holds the world

together.&quot;
3

Evolution, our author says,
&quot;

is history, or what

used to be called pragmatic history, under a new name.&quot;
4

And he tells us that his
&quot;

principal object has always been

to discover a historical evolution or a continuous growth in

religion as well as in
language.&quot;

5 But this
&quot;

historical

evolution or continuous growth
&quot;

is not to be taken as a

movement along a single line, stretching from the first

1 Natural Religion, p. 27. 2 Ibid. p. 53.
:$ Ibid. p. 259.

4 Ibid. p. 259. 5 Ibid. p. 143.
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appearance of religion among men up to the present day.

It is rather a process that travels along parallel lines, so

that different collections of historical facts, while showing the

same principle at work, show it at work in different ways

and under different forms.
&quot; Far be it from me,&quot; he writes

elsewhere,
&quot;

to say that the origin and growth of religion

must everywhere have been exactly the same as in India
&quot;

;

l

and he tells us, that
&quot;

though each religion has its own

peculiar growth, the seed from which they spring is every

where the same.&quot;
:

And, as indicating what can be done in

the sphere of religion, he makes a reference to what has been

done in the sphere of language ;
he says :

&quot; The Historical

School . . . cannot claim to have accounted for the origin

of all language, but only of one or two or three families of

human
speech.&quot;

3
Alongside these quotations, it is instructive

to place the following :

&quot;

If the historical school has proved

anything, it has established the fact . . . that in religion as

in language there is continuity, there is an unbroken chain

which connects our thoughts and our words with the first

thoughts conceived and with the first words uttered by the

earliest ancestors of our race.&quot;
4 &quot;

Though we can nowhere

watch the first vital movements of a nascent religion, we can

in some countries observe the successive growth of religious

ideas.&quot;
5 We have not yet, however, got the full exhibition

of the historical method as Professor Miiller conceives it. In

replying to some criticisms passed on him by Dr. Flint, he

expresses himself as follows :

&quot; The historical school, because

it calls itself historical, does not profess to devote itself to

the history only of any given science . . . What the

historical school meant to teach was that no actual problem
of any science should be studied without a reference to what

had been said or written on that problem from the day on

which it was first started to the present day.&quot;

6 And, with

1 Hibbert Lectures, 2nd ed. p. 132. 2 Ibid. p. 50.
3 Natural Religion, p. 207. 4 Ibid. pp. 103, 104.

Hibbert Lectures, 2nd ed. p. 129. 6 Natural Religion, p. 277.
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reference to the work done by the historical school, we have

this utterance :

&quot; All that the historical school ventures to

assert is that it explains one side of the origin of religion,

viz. the gradual process of naming and conceiving the

Infinite.&quot;
l

Finally, he assures us that the historical school

&quot;begins with no theoretical expectations, with no logical

necessities, but takes its spade and shovel to see what there

is left of old
things,&quot;

2

only warning us that the old things

dug up by us are by no means the oldest.
&quot; The Rig Veda,&quot;

he says,
&quot;

though it is the most ancient document of Aryan

thought within our reach, contains relics of different ages,

and even its most ancient relics are relics of Aryan thought

only, and are separated by an immeasurable distance from

what people are pleased to call the beginning of all
things.&quot;

3

More definitely still he writes :

&quot; These first beginnings are

quite beyond the reach of what we mean by history. We
shall never know what primitive man, or what the first man

on earth, may have been. When we speak, nevertheless, of

primitive man, we mean, and can only mean, man as he is

represented to us in his earliest works.&quot;
4

From these statements, in which the method to be pur
sued is described, we turn to consider the procedure followed,

and, when we do so, we are struck by the fact that the first

thing that Professor Miiller does, is to go in search of a

definition. He admits that, without this, it is impossible to

make a careful collection of the facts of religion. And by a

definition he does not mean a general description, marking
out the sphere within which the collection is to be made, but

a summary presentation of the essence of religion, an exhibi

tion of its fundamental features. With the view of leading

up to and justifying his own definition, he subjects the more

important of the definitions that have been offered by others to

examination. That which he aims at reaching is a historical

definition, and this he declares to be &quot; a definition of what

1 Natural Religion, p. 219. 2 Ibid. p. 201.
3 Ibid. p. 131. Anthropological Itcligion, pp. 184, 185.
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religion has been, rather than of what, according to the

opinions of various philosophers, it ought to be.&quot;
x Now, how

does he set about constructing this definition ? He begins by

looking
&quot;

into the workshop of what we call our mind,&quot;
2 and

then he enters on a discussion of the nature and relations

of sensations, percepts, concepts, and names. This discussion

involves considerations both of a psychological and a meta

physical character, and it is on the outcome of this discussion

that he bases his definition. Having constructed this defini

tion, he proceeds to collect and compare his facts
;
but in

doing so he does not limit himself at one time to one field,

and at another to another, but makes excursions into any
field that seems to offer him a fact that will lend support to

his interpretation of the facts specially under review. In

truth, he is as often proving the validity of his definition as

collecting facts of religion, comparing religions, or tracing out

the historical evolution and continuous growth of religion.

The quotations I have given, and the references I have

made, are more than sufficient to show how difficult it is to

bring Professor Miiller s method under any of the recognised

categories. It is, indeed, not one method but a combination

of several, and the consequence is confusion, a gathering of

facts, interesting and suggestive, but, for lack of a single

guiding principle, leading to no definite result, so far as our

interpretation of religion is concerned. It professes to be

historical, with an eye only to facts, but it is as much

psychological as historical. This, indeed, Professor Miiller

practically admits. He says :

&quot;

If the psychological analysis
of the earliest religious concepts as I have given it is cor

rect ... it follows that religion is a psychological necessity.&quot;
3

Now, a truly historical method does not need, and in truth

would not accept, at the outset, a full-blown definition,

especially a definition that had been got by looking into
&quot;

the

workshop of the mind,&quot; and analysing sensations and percepts
and concepts and names. It would set itself simply and

1 Natural Religion, p. 90. 2
Ibid. p. 119. 3 Ibid. p. 194.
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severely to discover and bring together the movements of the

several religions, in order that the material might be supplied

either for framing a definition, or for testing definitions that

had been framed on different grounds. Professor Mliller

really excludes himself from the historical school when he

says that it
&quot;

begins with no theoretical expectations, with no

logical necessities, but takes its spade and shovel to see what

there is left of old things,&quot;
l for he begins with some very

definite
&quot;

theoretical expectations
&quot;

and &quot;

logical necessities,&quot;

and, before addressing himself to the collection of the facts of

religion and the comparison of religions, with the view of

discovering what is
&quot;

the true nature, the origin, and purpose

of all
religion,&quot;

2 sets down the conditio sine qua non of all

religion in four particulars. The truth is, he has run into

error by not distinguishing between religion as sentiment, as

creed, and as ritual
;
or between religion and religions, be

tween that which is, in its essence, permanent, and that which

is, from its very nature, transient. Neglecting that distinc

tion, he constantly commits the mistake with which he charges

theorists and philosophers, of confounding what has been with

what ought to be. Of this, the following is an instance :

&quot;

I

only assert as a historical fact, whatever that may be worth,

that if once the phenomenal and the non-phenomenal had

been conceived, man being what he is, was constrained, and, in

that sense, justified in conceiving the author of both under

the form of the best he knew.&quot;
3

Surely this is not &quot; a

historical fact.&quot; A historical fact, as such, cannot tell us what

man, being what he is, was constrained to do. It can tell us

of external constraint, but not of internal. It can tell us

that man did a certain thing ;
but whether or not he was con

strained to do it,
&quot;

being what he
is,&quot;

we must learn from

other considerations than those resting on a purely historical

basis. In other words, we must distinguish between that

which is accidental and that which is essential, in any his

torical fact, before we can gain information from it regarding
1 Natural Religion, p. 201. 2 Hid. p. 11. 3 Ibid. p. 251.
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the nature of man, and, in order to do this, we must pass

beyond the merely historical standpoint. And this, as we

have seen, Professor Mliller does.

His lectures, indeed, so far from justifying the historical

method, suggest its inadequacy as a means for determining

the essence of religion. Its aim, he tells us, is to dig down

and discover what is left of old things to collect the facts of

religion. Now, the value of such work no one will venture

to question. The more we can learn of the various religions

of the past and the present, the better. Our knowledge of

these enables us to understand the problems presented

by religion, and helps us toward their solution. We
should, therefore, seek to make that knowledge as full and

accurate as possible ;
and we are under a deep debt of gratitude

to those who, like Professor Miiller, have by their labours con

tributed so largely to this result. But the question is, as to

the possibility of gaining, in this way, a theory of religion

that will meet the necessities of the case. And in dealing

with this question we have to observe, that by the historical

method may be meant either the study of the several religions

that have existed or that still exist, each by itself, or the

study of the whole course of religion in the world, of which

the several religions are elements and stages. By Professor

Mliller it is accepted at one time in the first of these refer

ences, and at another in the second. But the two are

different in import. In the former, we have to deal with

movements that run along different lines and on different

levels, all of which, however, express the same principle,

though in diverse ways. In the latter, we have to deal with

a single movement, that, taking its rise in the primeval

state, has advanced along a definite line, manifesting itself in

a variety of forms. Now, it is evident that, in the former

case, the historical method must be supplemented by the

comparative is, indeed, merely preliminary to it. This, Pro
fessor Miiller allows. He says :

&quot; The science of religion

consists, first of all, in a careful collection of the facts of



SCOPE AND METHOD OF INQUIRY 125

religion ; secondly, in a comparison of religions with the view

of bringing to light what is peculiar to each, and what they

all share in common.&quot;
l But if our comparison is to be ade

quate and fruitful of valid results, it must include all religions.

One or two will not furnish what is required, for in them

some feature that is essential may be lacking, or may be so

obscured as to be overlooked or undervalued by us. A full

knowledge of all religions, even the simplest and crudest, is

necessary for a true and safe induction. Such a knowledge we

do not possess. Great as has been the advance in this direc

tion in recent years, we are still a long way from the goal.

Our acquaintance with religions of whose existence and

general characteristics we have long been fully aware, is

gradually extending, compelling us to alter, in some important

respects, our estimate of them
;
and we have been discovering

religions among peoples and tribes who were supposed and

declared to have none. Our information is thus deficient alike

in fulness and in range. Our survey does not embrace either

all religions or all the facts regarding those that are observed.

Hence the comparative method cannot, for lack of material, be

applied with effect in the way of determining the nature of

religion. A comparison of the religions known to us is, in

the highest degree, suggestive and instructive in the way of

illustrating, and, it may be, modifying, our theory of religion,

but it cannot of itself furnish such a theory.

This consideration leads to another point, viz. that even

if our knowledge were practically complete, mere comparison

would not furnish what is sought. By such comparison we

should learn
&quot; what is peculiar to each, and what they all share

in common.&quot; But how are we to deal with their differences

and their likenesses ? Are we to reject the former as acci

dental, and to accept the latter as essential ? If we do this,

we shall certainly run into error. For the differences may
be as valuable as the likenesses. Religion is an experience

that is due to the responsive activity of an inherent capacity
1 Natural Religion, p. 11.
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or impulse. But that activity is not necessarily uniform in

its manifestation. It is affected by the surroundings that

call it forth, and may, therefore, express itself in different

ways. A religious experience may be onesided and partial,

and, consequently, beliefs and observances that accurately

reflect such an experience are not necessarily alike either in

appearance or in significance. To neglect difference is, thus,

to neglect what may be of the utmost value. On the

other hand, if we confine our view to the likenesses, what

shall we get ? From one point of view, we shall often get

nothing at all. Comparison will become contrast. For

there are religions that, viewed externally, are the very anti

theses of each other, the facts of which their creed and ritual,

e.g. stand over against each other without any apparent

point of contact. But even if we pass behind the facts, and,

by interpretation of them, reach their basis and meaning, we
shall get a residuum so small and poor, that from it we
can gain no real insight into the nature of religion. To

understand what religion is, we must see it at its fullest,

when all its sides and elements are present and harmonised

in one complete experience. If, therefore, by the historical

method be meant the study of individual religions in their

rise and progress, with a view to comparison and induction, it

must be pronounced unequal to the task assigned to it.

What, then, of its other reference ? That is, the study of

the whole course of religion in the world, of which the several

religions are elements and stages. Taken in this sense, it is

really the Evolutional method. By it a process of develop
ment is traced, with the view of grasping the principle involved

and operative. This method Professor Muller seems at times

to recognise and adopt.
&quot;

History,&quot; he says,
&quot;

is the study of

a continuous process in the events of the world, the discovery of

cause and effect, and, in the end, of a law that holds the world

together
&quot;

;

l and he declares that evolution is history under
another name. But, while recognising this method, he does not

1 Natural Religion, p. 259.
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consistently apply it. His point of view is particular rather

than general. It is mainly the development of special sys

tems that claims his attention. While apparently assuming

that all the systems that have appeared are bound together

by one evolutionary movement, he does not steadily follow

that movement through its successive forms and stages. We
shall not, therefore, stay to deal with it, as suggested by him,

but shall turn to the work of Professor Edward Caird, in

which it is set forth from a different standpoint.

In his Gifford Lectures, Professor Caird has given us a

valuable and suggestive treatise, the study of which will prove

stimulating and helpful. Even though we may find ourselves

compelled to dissent from some of his conclusions, the attempt

to master his point of view, and follow him in his exposition,

will bring us much benefit, enlarging our horizon and purify

ing our vision, giving us a wider and more varied outlook, and

a deeper and more appreciative insight into the meaning and

bearing of the moral and spiritual efforts and movements of

the past and the present.

It is not our purpose to examine his work in its full

extent. All that we propose to do, meanwhile, is to glance

at his method. That, however, is so bound up with his

theory, that it is almost impossible to consider the one apart

from the other. We can only, at the outset, emphasise the

side with which we are dealing, so that the scope of our

criticism may be noted.

As the title of the Lectures indicates, the basis of his

treatment of religion is Evolution. He seeks to show the

significance of &quot;the great reconciling principle of Development&quot;

for this sphere of human interest and endeavour, or rather to

indicate, in a general way, what that significance is.
&quot; What

I have aimed at throughout,&quot; he says in the Preface,
&quot; has

been rather to illustrate a certain method of dealing with the

facts of religious history in the light of the idea of develop

ment, than to exhaust any one application of that method.&quot;
1

1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. pp. xi-xii.



128 RELIGION

This being his aim, the first point that demands our attention

is his idea of development. This he states briefly as follows :

&quot;

Development is a process in which identity manifests itself

just in change, and returns upon itself just ~by means of change.&quot;
1

Here identity and change are presented as the poles of the

development process. Let us note their relation to each other.

Identity is logically prior to change ; but, actually, it is co

existent with it, since it manifests itself in it. Without

change it would not truly exist. But while manifesting itself

in change, it does not lose itself in change ;
on the contrary, it

&quot; returns upon itself just ly means of change.&quot;
In and through

change it expresses itself and maintains itself. Without

change it would not realise itself in any sense or in any

degree. Now, it is evident that if the process thus described

is rightly named development, we must give a special character

to the change referred to : we must think of it as a certain

kind of change, that kind of change in and by means of which

the identity not only manifests itself and returns upon itself,

but, in doing so, attains greater fulness. That this is implied

in the above statement is apparent from the succeeding

sentence, which speaks of
&quot; a movement into difference from a

unity which is never lost in that difference, but which holds

its elements together even in their extremest antagonism, and

which therefore in the end restores itself in a higher form

just by means of that antagonism.&quot;
2 The &quot;

therefore&quot; in the

last clause depends, of course, on the nature of the holding

together of the elements in their antagonism, or rather assumes

that that holding together is of such a kind as to contribute

to the expansion and elevation of the unity. It may be said

that the only kind of change in which an identity can mani

fest itself, and by means of which it can return upon itself,

is a change that involves the result indicated. But this is

not quite evident, even if true. In any case, it is desirable

that the point should be distinctly stated, so that we may
clearly understand that the important matter, according to

1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. p. 172. 2
Ibid. vol. i. pp. 172, 173.
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this definition of development, is not merely that the identity

developing, passes through change, but that it passes through

change of such a kind that, in it, it manifests itself, and from

it, it returns upon itself in a higher form. In other words,

what is emphasised is not bare change, change viewed in a

purely abstract fashion as simple difference of condition, since

that idea of change gives no indication of the value of the

result to which it leads, but change that is progressive in

direction, that is advance, and advance in the way of expansion

and attainment. What we are concerned with is not simply

movement, but forward movement, movement from a less to

a more perfect state.

The conception of development which we thus gain is

quite general in reference. All that it tells us is, that in

dealing with objects, or departments of existence that have

been the subjects of development, we must be able to trace an

onward and upward process by means of which there has been

growth and fulfilment of purpose. Much more, however, than

this is implied in Professor Caird s position. Development,
to his mind, has to do with the content, as well as the

direction, of the movement to be traced. Hence development
has for him different meanings in different spheres of inquiry.

This seems to me a misleading use of the term. Two things

that ought to be distinguished from each other are confounded

with each other, viz. the process of development and the

thing developing. It is true that there cannot be a process

of development without a thing that is developing. We
cannot have a forward movement unless we have something
that is moving forward. But we can have any number of

things moving forward. Each, of course, is moving forward in

its own way and in the line of its own nature, but to each

the general formula is applicable. The thing that is develop

ing is, as developing, but a special instance of a general pro

cess which a multitude of other things are undergoing, and

not a special process which affects it, and it alone. Every
case of development, indeed, has its own peculiarity by which

9
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it is marked off from every other, but it has this peculiarity

not in virtue of, but apart from, its being a case of develop

ment. That is to say, its distinction does not rest on the fact

of development, but on the qualities that are being developed.

The bearing of these remarks will be seen, if we look at

a passage in which Professor Caird states his view on the

point in question. He says :

&quot; The transitions, from motion

to life, and from life to sensation and consciousness, are

qualitative ;
and the endeavour to extend those principles,

which enable us to explain the lower terms of the series,

to all its higher terms, is doomed to inevitable failure. Thus

the general faith that the world is an intelligible system

requires to be justified in a different way in every new science.

Physics and chemistry have secrets which cannot be unlocked

with a mathematical key ;
nor would biology ever have made

the advance, which in this century it has made, without the

aid of a higher conception of evolution than that which

reduces it to a mere mode of motion. And if the effort which

is now being made to explain the nature and history of man
is to succeed, it undoubtedly will require a still higher con

ception or principle of explanation.&quot;
1 With the general

drift of this statement I fully agree ;
but there are in it one

or two expressions that call for remark. The chief of these,

as touching the point we have been discussing, is the phrase,

&quot;a higher conception of evolution.&quot; This phrase suggests
that there are different conceptions of evolution, some higher
and some lower. But in what sense can we speak of different

conceptions of evolution ? Or rather, are different conceptions
of evolution possible ? To my mind they are not. There is,

and can be only one conception of evolution, the conception,

viz., of a movement from a lower to a higher state. Evolution

is purely formal in its reference. It may be applied to

different processes within different spheres and on different

levels, but its meaning is the same in each case. The pro
cesses in question are all alike evolutionary, because, whatever

1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. p. 5.
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be their matter, in them identity is manifesting itself in change,

and returning on itself by means of change, in such a way as

to reach, through change, a higher form. We can speak of

different conceptions of evolution only if we take account of

the content of the process; but if we do this, we give to evolu

tion a meaning which does not rightly belong to it. This,

Professor Caird seems to me to do. He speaks of a conception

of evolution as a principle of explanation, and the explanation

of which he is thinking is the explanation of the essence of

the movements referred to. Now, a conception of evolution

can only be a principle of explanation, in this sense, if evolution

be taken to mean a special instance of evolution, and then it is

not as evolution that it furnishes explanation, but as the record

of the working of the essence of the object to be explained

toward realisation. In other words, we bring to the examina

tion of the object the conception of evolution. That marks

out for us the line of our inquiry, in so far as it tells us that

the present state of the object is connected with all its past

states, and that consequently, to understand it fully, we must

be able to trace the connection between its different states,

because only when we have done so have we detected the

central power that has been working itself out. Under the

guidance of this conception, we carry on our investigation and

gain an insight into the meaning of the process we are seek

ing to interpret. That insight supplies the principle of

explanation ;
but this principle is something different from the

conception of evolution : it is the conception of something that

is evolving, of something that is subject to the law of evolu

tion. In a note to the passage we are examining, Professor

Caird says :

&quot;

Ultimately, every object requires the highest

principle to explain it, at least for a philosophy that accepts

the principle of evolution.&quot; Here, apparently, a distinction

is recognised between the principle of explanation and the

principle of evolution. The latter is taken in its formal

sense, as indicating a certain kind of process which governs

the whole of existence, and in virtue of which every part is
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related to every other, and all have their place in the develop

ment of an idea. If this is so, then, of course, everything

will require for its ultimate explanation that which is funda

mental. But what I wish to point out, is a want of harmony
between the text and the note. In the former we are taught

that different conceptions of evolutions lower and higher

are principles of explanation for different objects ; but, if this

be so, then the highest principle of explanation will be the

highest conception of evolution, and not something different

from it. On the other hand, in the latter we are taught that

the highest principle of explanation is different from the con

ception of evolution
; but, if that be so, then the lowest must

be different also. We have thus two different results, accord

ing as we take the one deliverance or the other. As I have

already indicated, it seems to me that Professor Caird con

founds what is formal with what is material, and transforms a

regulative into an essential principle.

But I pass to another point. If different conceptions of

evolution are demanded, as principles of explanation, for the

different spheres of existence, what comes of the claim made

on behalf of evolution, that it binds the whole universe of

being together, by the proof which it furnishes that the

highest phase has sprung out of the lowest by regular and

natural growth ? What we have, according to Professor

Caird s statement, is not a single continuous upward move

ment from nebulosity to spirituality, but a number of move

ments on successively higher levels parallel movements, so

to speak, but movements that are separated from each other

so completely that a different conception of evolution is

required for each. This cuts at the root of the theory of

evolution as an interpretation of the origin of the existing

state of things, according to which it is but the latest stage in

a process of development. This, Professor Caird practically

admits. In the quotation given above he says :

&quot; The transi

tions, from motion to life, and from life to sensation and

consciousness, are qualitative ;
and the endeavour to extend
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those principles, which enable us to explain the lower terms

of the series, to all higher terms, is doomed to inevitable

failure.&quot; But if the transitions which we observe are

&quot;

qualitative,&quot; we cannot apply to them the term evolution ;

we cannot even, strictly speaking, call them a &quot;

series.&quot; Each

stands apart from the other in respect of its specific quality.

This difficulty Professor Caird seeks to overcome by extending

the meaning of the word development.
&quot; The change,&quot;

he

says,
&quot; which we call development is always qualitative as

well as quantitative, and to treat it as merely quantitative is

to omit the distinctive characteristic of the facts we have to

explain.&quot;
1 But this statement is inaccurate. Development

is always quantitative and never qualitative, i.e. it is always

an increase in the fulness, never an alteration in the nature,

of the subject. If it be the latter, how is it brought about ?

Differentiation and integration will not account for it. These

rest on identity ;
and the only result which they can yield, is

the expansion of that identity by the unfolding of its inherent

powers and features. To admit a qualitative change is to

sacrifice the identity. An identity cannot manifest itself in,

or return on itself by means of, a change that affects its

quality. Identity is simply maintenance of quality. It is

no doubt true, as Professor Caird says, that
&quot;

to treat

development merely as quantitative is to omit the distinctive

character of the facts we have to explain
&quot;

;
but that does not

prove that development is qualitative as well as quantitative.

What it proves is, that development is inadequate as an

explanation of the manner in which the manifold forms and

grades of existence have come into being.

The above statements, indeed, are at variance with others

to be met with in the lectures. We read, e.g., that &quot;

the

essential characteristic of development is that nothing arises

de novo, which is not in some way preformed or anticipated

from the beginning
&quot;

;

2 and that
&quot;

the identity of a being

that lives and develops is shown above all in the fact that,

1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. p. 50.
2
Ibid., vol. i. p. 182.
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though it is continually changing in its whole nature, yet

nothing absolutely new is ever introduced into it.&quot;
1 The

latter of these statements, it may be remarked in passing, is

not self-consistent. It speaks of a being that &quot;

is continually

changing in its whole nature,&quot; and yet preserves its identity,

and it declares that this preservation of identity is possible,

because, although
&quot;

continually changing in its whole nature,

nothing absolutely new is ever introduced into it.&quot; But

surely, on the one hand, a change in
&quot;

the whole nature
&quot;

of

a being would be the destruction of that being s identity ;

and, on the other, a change of
&quot;

the whole nature
&quot;

implies

the introduction of something
&quot;

absolutely new.&quot; If not, then

we must take the change indicated to mean merely a change
of the arrangement and combination of parts and elements,

and that is a change of condition rather than of nature. It

is certainly not a change of the whole nature.

But what I wish to bring out, is the want of agreement
between the statements quoted and that which we have been

considering. In the latter, it is asserted that development
is a qualitative as well as a quantitative change ;

in the

former, that the essential character of development is that

&quot;nothing arises de now&quot; that &quot;nothing absolutely new&quot; is

introduced into the nature of the being developing, that what

results from development is
&quot;

in some way preformed and

anticipated from the
beginning.&quot; These two assertions seem

to me irreconcilable. A qualitative change involves the

rise of something de novo, the introduction of something
&quot;

absolutely new &quot;

;
and the drawing forth of what has been

&quot;

preformed or anticipated from the beginning
&quot;

is not an

alteration, but a revelation, of the quality of the subject.

In other words, a change that does not admit what is

&quot;

absolutely new,&quot; but works solely in the way of evolving
what is

&quot;

preformed and anticipated from the beginning,&quot; is

merely a quantitative change, a change in the fulness of the

manifestation of the being undergoing the change, not a
1 The Evolution of Religion vol. i. p. 199.
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change in the being itself. The attempt to give it the

latter significance leads to a self-contradictory position.

That it does so is shown, as already indicated, in the

quotation made above, in which identity is spoken of as

maintained through continuous change of its whole nature,

and a change of the whole nature is spoken of as produced

without the introduction of anything absolutely new.

The point on which we are insisting is of the utmost

importance. It reveals the weakness and insufficiency of

the Evolution theory as a complete explanation of the manner

in which the existing state of things has come into being.

In it different qualities are discerned, and the question for the

Evolutionist is, How were these different qualities produced ?

This question he can answer, consistently with his position,

only in either of two ways. He must either reduce differ

ence of quality to difference of quantity or find a mode of

transition from quantity to quality. In the former case, he

will admit nothing but quantitative change will, indeed,

require nothing but quantitative change to account for the

rise of different phases and forms of existence. In the latter,

he will admit qualitative change, but it will be qualitative

change that emerges naturally from quantitative change, and

in order to find room for this qualitative change he must

hold that quantity can, by its own movement, transform

itself into quality. These two positions, however, differ

only in appearance. Quality that emerges naturally from a

quantitative change is simply quantity under another name.

Self-transformation of quantity can issue in nothing but quan

tity under a new phase. The thoroughgoing Evolutionist is

thus thrown back on quantitative change as the only kind

of change that he can recognise ;
and what he has to show is,

that the qualitative changes, or rather the changes that seem

to be qualitative, are in reality quantitative. If he can do

this, then we shall be forced to believe that in the primal

star-dust, or whatever else was the germ from which all

that now exists has sprung, there lay preformed the powers
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and faculties that are possessed and displayed by the highest

product. If he cannot do this, then his theory, however

suggestive and valuable, must be rejected as utterly inade

quate to the requirements of the case. The meaning which

Professor Caird gives to the term evolution surmounts the

difficulty; but it does this only because it allows departure

from the straight line of development departure that involves

the exercise of influences that have their source apart from

the objects on which they are brought to bear, and that

affect these objects in such a way as, by alliance with them,

to endow them with qualities and powers not formerly

possessed by them. In other words, it admits intervention,

by whatever name we choose to call that intervention, inas

much as it recognises a difference of quality that cannot

be accounted for by merely quantitative change. Possibly

Professor Caird would reply, that such intervention is quite

consistent with evolution, because in all God or the spiritual

principle is revealing Himself, and, this being the case, the

self-realisation of the Divine Being supplies the necessary

basis and nexus. But granting that this is so, what then ?

The qualitative changes to be accounted for are new and

fresh expressions of that Being or principle that is realising

itself in nature and in man
;
and such new and fresh expres

sions mean, that there are forces at work and features

exhibited which were not at work or exhibited formerly,

and the appearance of which was due to a movement within

the Being or principle seeking realisation, and not merely
within the realisation which had already been reached. Gocl

may be in all and realising Himself in all, but He is not in

all and realising Himself in all in the same way and to the

same extent
;
and it is just this diversity of realisation that

has to be explained, and it is not explained by simple appeal
to the unity that underlies the diversity. For the whole

question is as to the manner in which the unity realises

itself. Does it do so by one effort, in the result of which

there lies implicitly all that is required for its full realisation,
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so that it has only to make explicit by change that which

lies within it ? or does it do so by successive efforts, in each

using as its base and material all that have preceded, but

transforming these by the introduction of a new force ? If

the former, then there can be only quantitative change,

because there is only evolution
;

if the latter, there can be

both quantitative and qualitative change, because there is

more than evolution.

We have sought to discover what precisely Professor

Caird s view of Evolution is, in order that we may be able to

deal rightly with the special application which he makes of it

in his lectures. Accepting it as universal in its range and

operation, he must bring human life in all its references and

movements under its sway, or rather must believe that human

life is conditioned by it, and must seek to arrange or interpret

history in accordance therewith by marking the several stadia

in the process through which it has passed in its onward move

ment. In the work before us he endeavours to do this for history,

viewed on its religious side
; or, as he puts it in his Preface,

he seeks &quot;

to illustrate a certain method of dealing with the

facts of religious history in the light of the idea of develop

ment.&quot;
l What that method is we gather from the following

statement :

&quot; The unity of mankind must for our purpose be

interpreted as involving not only the identity of human nature

in all its various manifestations in all nations and countries,

but also as implying that in their coexistence these manifesta

tions can be connected together as different correlated phases

of one life, and that in their succession they can be shown to

be the necessary stages of one process of evolution. The

conception of development is thus a corollary which cannot

be disjoined from the principle of the unity of man itself.&quot;
:

We have here identity and change, the identity being
&quot; the

unity of mankind,&quot; and the change the coexistent and the

successive manifestations of that unity. The change is, of course,.

1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. pp. xi, xii.

2 Ibid. vol. i. pp. 24, 25.
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determined by the nature of the identity. Hence, in dealing

with the statement before us, we have mainly to consider the

identity. And we shall look at it in relation, first, to the coex

istent manifestations, and then to the successive manifestations.

What, then, is the identity in question ? It is the unity

of mankind, and that unity is organic. Mankind is an

organism of which men are parts and members. These are

bound together, not as possessing a common nature, but as

participating in a single life. In other words,
&quot;

the funda

mental fact of self-consciousness which unites them all to

each other
&quot; l

is not the self-consciousness of the men united,

but is a universal self-consciousness in which they are

embraced. They are not, strictly speaking, united because of

what they are, but they are what they are because they are

united. Hence the coexistent manifestations are
&quot;

different

correlated phases of one
life,&quot;

and the successive manifesta

tions are
&quot;

necessary stages of one process of evolution.&quot;

Hence, also,
&quot; the conception of development

&quot;

is a corollary

from &quot;

the principle of the unity of man.&quot; But is this view

of the unity of mankind admissible ? That there is an

organic connection between the members of the human race

cannot be questioned. We cannot help regarding mankind

as a whole, the several parts of which are so related that they

influence one another, and influence one another in such a

way that the achievements of one age become the inheritance

of its successor. But to understand this organic connection

after a fashion that reduces the movements of the several

parts to moments in the growth and expansion of one life, is

to do injustice to the parts and to deny reality to the move

ments. The parts are rational beings, and their movements

are the outcome of their rationality. They must, therefore,

have a relative independence, and an independence that,

though relative, is real
;
and for this there is no room in the

unity of which the conception of development is a corollary.

But, further, Professor Caird speaks of coexistent manifesta-

1 The Evolution of Religion ,
vol. i. p. 15.
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tions of human nature, and declares them to be &quot;

different

correlated phases of one life.&quot; Though coexistent manifesta

tions, they are different
;

but though different, they are

correlated. Their correlation thus implies reconciliation.

That it does so will be apparent if we think for a moment

of the diverse manifestations that present themselves to us

in the field of history at every epoch. Very different are

the conditions and activities of contemporaneous nations.

The link binding these together, and making them &quot;

corre

lated phases of one life,&quot;
is not at once visible, and will, in

many cases, be difficult to find. But what one feels con

strained to ask is, If human nature be an organism in the

sense that it is the organ of one life which is present in all

the members, and which uses these as its instruments, how is

it possible for it to put forth different coexistent manifesta

tions that need, because of their diversity, to be reconciled

and correlated ? A life is a unity, and as such its manifesta

tions at a given time must be uniform. It may have successive

manifestations that differ widely from each other, but it

cannot have coexistent manifestations standing over against

each other and needing to be reconciled. On such a view as

that we are considering, the diversity that displays itself in

every age is inexplicable. There might indeed be variety of

operation, different members playing their parts, and all

uniting to make up one manifestation
;
but that would not

give us coexistent manifestations differing from each other,

as the manifestations of human nature do, in every era :

there would indeed be but one manifestation of one life. The

varied operation would be co-operation. We are thus taught

that to translate identity of human nature into participation

in one life is illegitimate, and that, whatever the organic

unity of human nature may mean, it cannot mean the

absorption of the individual human beings in one existence.

The unity of mankind, thus understood, leaves unexplained,

indeed renders impossible, the variety of state and effort that

constitutes the coexistent manifestations with which we are
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confronted when we survey the world in the several eras of

its history.

But from the first part of the sentence under examination

we turn to the second. This is for us the more important,,

because it shows what the application of evolution to history

implies. It declares that the unity of mankind must be

interpreted as involving,
&quot;

that in their succession
&quot;

the various

manifestations of human nature
&quot; can be shown to be neces

sary stages of one process of evolution.&quot; They are
&quot;

neces

sary stages.&quot; By this, as is evident from the context, is

meant, that precisely these stages and no other could have

been passed through by the one life of which the manifesta

tions in question are correlated phases. The necessity

emphasised is the necessity of an inherent energy which was

bound to move, not merely toward full expression, but along

the very line by which it has, as a matter of fact, travelled.

In other words, the course actually pursued was determined

by the essence of the unity. It was due solely to the inner

dialectic of the central principle. This is true of all history,,

secular as well as religious. But it is with religious history

that we are at present concerned
;
and in it we discern,

according to this theory, three main stages in the onward

movement of this dialectic. These are Polytheism, Pantheism,,

and Monotheism. Polytheism was the first result
; then, by

a necessary recoil, Pantheism appeared ;
and later, by an

equally necessary recoil, Monotheism arose. Not only did

these three forms spring up, and spring up in the order

named, but just these three forms and no others could have

sprung up, and they could not spring up in any order save

that in which they actually appeared. They, and the order

in which they rose, are the reflex of the constitution and the

governing principle of the unity whose manifestations they are.

Now, it is clear that the position here laid down rests on

one of the many conceptions of development referred to by
Professor Caird in an earlier quotation. He does not, that

is to say, employ the purely formal conception viz. that in&amp;lt;
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some way or other the several manifestations must be related,

a,s antecedent and consequent as his guide, and proceed to

discover what the precise relation is between the different facts

which observation has collected. He starts with a unity,

and a unity that has a well-defined character, a character, too,

of such a kind that it must develop, and must develop in a

specified direction. The unity, in other words, with which he

begins, not only points distinctly to a particular goal toward

which, as the realisation of itself, it must struggle, but also

defines the path by which it must travel to its goal, a path

from which it cannot turn aside, but along which it is con

strained to go. This is the bearing of the closing sentence in

the quotation we are considering :

&quot; The conception of develop

ment is thus a corollary which cannot be disjoined from the

principle of the unity of man itself.&quot;

What, then, of the unity in question ? Of it we have

already spoken. We have seen that while organic, it must

afford scope for the free activity of those embraced in it.

It is a rational unity, a unity of rational beings bound

together by community of nature, and by community of

relation to an underlying rationality. It is, therefore, at

once one and many, a whole and a company of individuals.

But we have also seen that if only a unity, in the sense of

a single life, then different coexistent manifestations would

be impossible. The unity must therefore admit of diversity :

the one life underlying the manifold life of humanity must

so communicate itself as to render possible relatively inde

pendent action on the part of its products. Now, if such

be the nature of the unity, we cannot deduce from it the

course which it, or rather its embodiments, will necessarily

take
;
nor can we say that it, or they, must have taken just

that course and no other, so that the successive manifesta

tions observed are
&quot;

necessary stages in one process of

evolution,&quot; for that would be to deny the relative independ
ence without which different coexistent manifestations would

be impossible.



i 4 2 RELIGION

Without, however, dwelling on this point, let us look at

the matter from a somewhat different standpoint. It is

with evolution that we are at present concerned, and this,

we have been told, is identity manifesting itself in change,

and returning on itself by means of change. This, we

learned, implies not only change, but a certain kind of

change, change in harmony with, and within the nature of,

the identity, in and by which the identity rises to a higher

form. The successive manifestations then, since they are

stages in a process of evolution, must be changes of the

kind described. But what is required in order that such

changes may take place ? There is required the presence of

an object which appeals to, and stirs to activity, the identity

which is the subject of change. Were it not thus affected,

the identity would remain in statu quo : differentiation and

integration would be impossible for it. The self must come

into contact witli a not-self if it is to move, and the not-

self must be in harmony with the self, so that it may
influence it and be assimilated by it, if that movement is to

take the form of evolution. Evolution might be described,

in this aspect, as the result of appropriation of the object by
the subject. The point, however, demanding attention is,

that change demands for its production an object as well as

a subject that evolution implies surroundings and en

vironment, and the action of these on the identity. Now,
what will be the precise character of the action of his sur

roundings and environment on the rational identity. It

will not only rouse him to activity, but will determine the

form of that activity. The same kind of activity may be

called forth by different circumstances, but it will manifest

itself in different ways in the different circumstances, in

ways that are in harmony with the circumstances.

What has just been said bears very definitely on the

point we are now discussing. If evolution requires both a

subject and an object, an identity and an environment by
which it is affected, and affected not only in the way of ex-
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citement to effort, but also as to the shape which its effort

will assume, we cannot, by simply observing the identity,

mark out the course which it will pursue in its evolutionary

movement. In order to do this we must know what the

environment will be, and, consequently, under what influences

it will come. A study of the identity may enable us to forecast,,

in a general way, what its future will be, but it cannot enable

us to describe definitely the various changes through which it

will pass on its way to that future. Even the former it will

enable us to do only in a limited fashion, for it is only as it

manifests itself that the essence of an identity can be truly

apprehended by us. This, Professor Caird shows with great

clearness and force. He argues, and the argument is in its

general bearing at least unanswerable, that if we are to

understand religion we must study it in its highest form, for

only in that form have we the full disclosure of its essence,

and only as we perceive that essence can we estimate it

aright. He, however, grounds his argument on evolution.

It is because the highest form is the last stage in a neces

sary process that it furnishes a key to the past. But a con

sideration of the facts tells against the view that we have

one process of evolution, so regular and continuous that the

several religious systems must be regarded as necessary stages

in an onward movement, culminating in the highest system

known to us. What a consideration of the facts reveals, is

a number of systems arising more or less independently, and

moving along different lines
;
but lines that, though different,

all converge on the same point, so that the system emerging

at that point has a relation to all that have preceded, and

yields a principle of interpretation that enables us to assign

to each its true value.

The point of connection between the several systems is

community of nature. Men, in their religious efforts, whatever

shape these efforts may assume, are all moved fundamentally

by the same impulses, are all seeking to satisfy the same

yearning and to express the same aspiration ; and, because
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this is the case, to understand aright the perfect effort is to

understand aright those that are imperfect. The diversity

of the efforts put forth are accounted for by the diversity of

influences under which those came who first put them forth.

Of their surroundings, as well as of their nature, account

must be taken, if we are to estimate aright the various

religious attitudes assumed by men in the past and in the

present. And this, it seems to me, is what Professor Caird

fails to do. He fixes his thoughts on the nature of man,

interprets that nature after a certain fashion, and requires

that the course of events shall be arranged in harmony

therewith. Accepting evolution as a principle of explanation,

he insists not only that a connection must be traced between

the religious systems that have appeared, of such a kind that

each must be seen to rise naturally out of its predecessor,

but also that that connection must exhibit a particular charac

ter, and must follow a particular line of advance. Thus, it

appears to me, he confounds the Philosophy of Religion with

the Science of Eeligions, the inquiry into the nature of

religion, that aims at discovering its essence and learning what,

in all its varied forms, it is and must be, with the inquiry

into the origin and the accessories of the different systems

that have come into existence. These two are not entirely

independent of each other, but still they have their separate

spheres, arid they ought to be carefully distinguished. In

the volumes before us they are not distinguished as they

should be, and because of this the theory offered is defective.

By his philosophy, Professor Caird constructs a frame into

which the various religions must fit. But into this frame

they will not go. This he himself is compelled to admit.

He says, the different religions
&quot;

are, in many cases at least,

to be regarded rather as successive stages in one process of

development,&quot;
l and &quot;

though there may be great difficulties

in placing the different religions in any definite genetic

relation to each other so as to exhibit a complete scheme of

1 The Evolution of licliyion, vol. i. p. 40.
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development ; though, perhaps, it is an unattainable ideal to

arrange all the forms of religion according to such a scheme,

yet there can be little doubt or controversy as to the general

direction in which the current of history has run.&quot;
l These

sentences amount to a surrender of the position taken up.
&quot; In many cases

&quot;

is not sufficient to meet the demands of

the theory presented, nor is the phrase,
&quot; the general direction

in which the current of history has run,&quot; quite synonymous
with the declaration that the successive manifestations are

&quot;

necessary stages in one process of evolution.&quot; All that

the former suggests, is a movement in the past that, on the

whole, shows advance toward a certain end
;
and that there

has been such a movement everyone will readily admit.

But such a movement is not evolution, in the strict sense of

the term. Professor Caird errs by concentrating attention

on the subject of development, and neglecting the environ

ment which conditions the course of development. Only
when both are carefully observed and duly honoured, can we

do justice to religious history. And not before, but after

we have done this, with more or less fulness, can we decide

whether or not, and if so, how far, evolution is applicable to

this department of the universe of being.

Having thus examined the method adopted and pursued

by Professor Caird, we feel ourselves compelled to pronounce

it faulty. The fundamental objection to it is, that it seeks to

apply evolution to a sphere to which it is not applicable. Its

supposed applicability to that sphere rests on two assump

tions, neither of which is warranted. The first is, that evolu

tion admits of qualitative change in the evolving subject ;

the second is, that the unity of mankind is organic, in the

sense of being the organ of a single life. Of these, the latter

is for us the more important, because it indicates the author s

view of the nature of religion. According to it, the unity of

mankind implies more than community of nature, more than
&quot;

the identity of human nature in all its various manifesta-

1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. p. 56.

10
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tions in all nations and countries
&quot;

:

1
it implies oneness of

being, participation in an existence that is steadily realising

itself in the states and acts of the parts. But if this be the

character of the unity of mankind, then religion is primarily

a general process and not an individual experience. It is, of

course, an individual experience ;
but that experience is only a

moment in a general movement, the deepening self-conscious

ness of the spiritual principle, that is the ground and source

of all and the vital force that works in and through all

toward its complete expression. To me it seems that this is

a mistaken view. To my mind, religion is primarily an

individual experience, and with it, as such, we ought to begin.

Only when we start from that point when we inquire what

religion means as sentiment, as a state of mind and heart-

can we rightly estimate it, and discover what its essence is.

Beginning with individual experience does not mean limiting

ourselves to that which is individual. We shall find that

through the individual we must pass to the universal
;
that

the experience of the individual, while distinctly individual

in value, must, in order to be truly understood and appre

ciated, be regarded sul specie cctcrnitatis, that in it there lies

and works an element that links it vitally to the
&quot; one

increasing purpose&quot; that through the ages runs, and to Him
of whose thought that purpose is the embodiment and execu

tion
;
but this discovery will not lead us to regard religion, in

its various manifestations, as
&quot;

correlated phases of one life
&quot;

and &quot;

necessary stages in one process of evolution.&quot; It will

rather lead us to regard these as different efforts, in different

conditions and surroundings, on the part of men as spiritual

beings to satisfy their longings and express their aspirations ;

longings and aspirations that are due to the divine breath

that has been breathed into them, and that, consequently,

by their satisfaction and expression contribute to the

fulfilment of the divine purpose. Occupying this stand

point, we shall be able to bring the most diverse systems
1 The Evolution of Religion, vol. i. p. 24.
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under the one category, without compelling them to take

their place in a system of development with the forward

march of which they are inconsistent. Community of nature,

as proving identity of spirit amid variety of manifestation,

constitutes the only unity that is necessary for this result.

Learning, by a study of its highest manifestation, what that

nature is, we shall gain the key to the interpretation of its

other and lower manifestations, without reducing them to

&quot;

necessary stages in one process of evolution.&quot; And this is-

the method we propose to follow.



LECTUEE IV

THE EELIGIOUS SENTIMENT

IN the last lecture we determined the method to be adopted

by us in our inquiry into the nature of religion. We saw

that what we have to deal with is the religious sentiment,

that state of mind and heart which we call religious, or

rather religion. We saw, further, that if our investigation is

to yield a satisfactory result we must study that sentiment

at its highest, must seize and examine religion as a state of

mind and heart in its perfect form. Here we are met by the

question, Can we find anywhere the religious sentiment at its

highest ? Can we come face to face with a state of mind

and heart that is a perfect religion ?

Before attempting to answer these questions, we must

observe in what way it is possible for us to deal with such

a state of mind and heart as that indicated. It is evident

that we cannot deal with it directly. It does not lie within

the region of the visible and tangible, and cannot, therefore,

be seen and touched. We can reach it only through its signs

and manifestations. Our knowledge of its existence, and,

still more, of its nature, must be gained by inference and de

duction. We can, indeed, turn our gaze inward, and note the

workings of our own mind and heart. In this way it might

seem possible for us to study immediately the qualities and

movements of our mental and spiritual nature. It might be

supposed that our own experience would furnish the object

of which we are in search. We have to remember, however,

that we are concerned not with experience in general, but
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with a special form of experience ;
not with the workings of

our mental and spiritual nature formally viewed, but with

these moving in a definite direction and taking a particular

shape, in response to a particular appeal. Were the former

the object of inquiry, then an examination of our own con

scious life would be legitimate and fruitful, since the condi

tions of thought and feeling are the same in all rational

beings. But it is quite different when we have to treat of

the latter. In this case, if we confined ourselves to our own

experience, we should reach a result that would be limited,

we might almost say individual, in its application ;
for whilst

the experience examined by us would be the special form of

experience which we desire to understand, it would be that

special form affected by the peculiarities of our personality,

and, to that extent, it would be less than, and different from,

the mental and spiritual state to be examined in its fulness

and purity. It would be ours, and, because ours, not truly

universal in character. It would not necessarily accord fully

with that of any other, for it is doubtful if there are in the

whole world two persons whose religious feelings exactly

correspond. Fundamentally the same, that is, due to the

presence and activity within them of the same elements,

their emotions are, to however slight a degree, different,

because coloured and moulded by their idiosyncrasies. Self-

examination would thus yield too narrow a result. Instead

of a single issue, we should have issues as numerous as the

individuals subjecting themselves to examination
;
and as, in

many of these, peculiarities of temperament and accidents of

environment would overshadow that which was fundamental,

it would be an extremely difficult task to discern the tie

binding them together, and to determine that which is

common to them. Not only this, but before any effort in

that direction could be made it would be necessary to fix on

a principle that would furnish needful guidance. And that

would imply the consideration of the sentiment in question

in its broad and general aspect, apart from its appearance in
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this or that individual. This, then, is the matter to which

we must address ourselves, and, addressing ourselves to it, we

shall reach a result that will explain individual experiences,

enabling us to separate that which is essential from that

which is accidental.

But how shall we reach this general sentiment ? As has

just been said, we can reach it only through its signs and

manifestations. We must approach it by the path of creed

or ritual, or both. We must consider what the state of mind

and heart is that is associated with this or that creed, or with

this or that ritual. Only in this way can we secure that

which is requisite for our investigation. Hence we must alter

somewhat the form of the question put by us. Instead of

asking, Can we come face to face with a state of mind and

heart that is a perfect religion ? we must ask, Can we say
of any system, past or present, that the state of mind and

heart associated with it is the full and accurate expression of

our nature on its religious side ? And this question, it

appears to me, admits of an affirmative answer, to this

extent at least, that there is one system, viz. Christianity,

which is fitted to evoke the perfect expression of our nature

on its religious side, though it may never have actually

done so.

Proof of this assertion will, no doubt, be demanded by
some. And, were we free to accept and appeal to revelation,

it would not be difficult to meet that demand. It would

suffice to say, that a revealed religion, as the communication

of truth to men by Him who is their creator, must, in its

final stage, be capable of stirring to their highest possible

activity and exercise the capacities and faculties of men, and

therefore of producing a perfect religious sentiment, and to

point out that the final stage in such a religion was reached

when in the fulness of the time God sent His Son into the

world, and, speaking by Him who was &quot;the brightness of

His glory and the express image of His
person,&quot; gave a

direct and definite declaration of His thought in relation to
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the human race. The lines, however, that we have laid

down for our discussion preclude such a reference. We
must, meanwhile, leave revelation out of account, and deal

with the system alluded to, as with other systems, on purely

rational grounds. &quot;Where then can we find justification for

the claims made on its behalf ? We can find it, on the one

hand, in the harmony between it and our nature, and, on the

other, in the results achieved by it, in what it is and in

what it has done. Viewed simply as a body of truth and a

means of salvation, it is seen to accord with our constitution

and our circumstances. And thus, even though, as a matter

of fact, it may have failed as yet to produce a perfect state

of mind and heart, the consideration of it will show us what

that state of mind and heart would be, and will enable us to

picture an ideal condition in which nothing will be lacking,

and the analysis of which will supply that of which we are

in search. Into this question of the correspondence between

Christianity and our nature we cannot here enter. Its

treatment would lead us far away from the subject in hand.

And it is not necessary that we should deal with it, because

we can gain all that is requisite for our purpose by a glance

at the other ground of justification referred to, viz. the

results achieved by it. We may accept it for its work s

sake. What is that work ? I have said that it has as yet

failed to produce a perfect state of mind and heart. In

saying this, I refer, of course, to individuals. I mean that,

in no single instance has it done its perfect work and

produced its highest possible result. But though that is the

case, it has accomplished much. Its effects on men have

been striking and varied
;
and even its greatest achievement,

so far from suggesting that the utmost has been done, has

suggested a higher possibility. While, therefore, we do not

see, in any single instance, the complete issue, by taking the

different issues and bringing them together, and, at the same

time, noting the suggestion, in even the most advanced, of

a fuller attainment, an attainment that is infinite in its
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reference, we discover cause for viewing it as qualified to

bring about the full manifestation of the religious capabilities

of men. A consideration of the influence exercised, and the

results achieved, by it, is thus sufficient to convince us that

it is in complete accord with our nature, and that, such being

its character, it supplies the guidance that is needful for

studying the religious sentiment at its highest, and, by

analysis, learning what are the ground and constituent

elements of that sentiment.

We take Christianity, then, as our starting-point. And,
in dealing with it, we shall, as far as possible, leave out of

account its special doctrines, and confine ourselves to its

general characteristics. We shall regard it rather as religion

than as a religion. We shall note only those features of it

that interpret for us the state of mind and heart which we

call religion. And when we study it from this point of view,

the feature that first arrests attention and claims considera

tion is worship. That, if not the chief fact in Christianity,

viewed as religion in the sense in which we are using the

term, is one of the most prominent and important, and is

certainly the one best suited to our present purpose. What
ever else a Christian may be, he is a worshipper. His

peculiar tone and spirit and attitude are more fittingly

described by the term worship than by any other. And

by worship I do not mean external rites and cere

monies and observances, but a disposition and direction

of mind and heart which these are designed and profess to

express.

We have, then, to consider worship in its spirit and

essence, and, in particular, worship as it appears in con

nection with Christianity, and to ask on what it rests.

We have to inquire as to its spring and animating breath,

the inner movement and condition that render it possible and

give to it existence, its peculiar feature and quality. And
the answer to these questions is not difficult to find. It is

fear, godly fear as it is often called. Without this, worship
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is impossible ;
the form may be there, but the reality cannot.

This is evident, so far as Christian worship is concerned.

That it is true of all worship will be apparent by the time

our discussion is closed. But what is fear ? To this ques

tion we must devote some little attention, because fear is an

ambiguous word. It is employed to denote two conditions

that are radically distinct. It may mean either dread or

reverence. These states are often treated as if they differed

only in degree ;
but when carefully examined, they are seen

to differ in kind. On the ground of this fundamental

difference, we assign to the one a religious value which we

deny to the other. Reverence is, dread is not, an element

in worship. It is, therefore, with the former, and not with

the latter, that we are at present concerned. But it will

help us to understand the former if we contrast it with the

latter. Doing so, we shall discover the distinction between

them, and, in the light of that distinction, shall discern the

precise nature of that with which we have to do, and shall

thus be preserved from the somewhat common mistake of

confounding the fear that is religious in reference with the

fear that is not.

Dread is due to the apprehension of exposure to

danger. We experience it when we are brought face to face

with power in some form or other, power that seems

antagonistic to us, free to act, and superior to the force at

our command. These are the conditions of the existence of

this emotion, or rather they are the constituent elements of

the one condition on which it can exist, for all must be

present before it can arise. If any one of them be absent,

it cannot be stirred within us. Power in itself, however

great, is not sufficient to produce this state of mind. It can

do so only when it assumes, in our eyes, a threatening

aspect, and appears to us able to carry out its threat because

unrestrained by that which is stronger than it or unhindered

by effort on our part. A child turns and flees from a

stranger whose appearance is to it forbidding and menacing,
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and hastens to its father for protection. The person from

whom it seeks to escape may not be stronger than its father,

and yet it shrinks from him. The difference between the

two is to it a difference not of power, but of attitude.

There is power on both sides
;
but in the one case it is

associated with desire to injure, and in the other with desire

to defend. Further, it is only when the power of the

stranger, that appears to threaten, is compared by the child

with its own power, and therefore seems able to inflict the

injury that appears to be threatened, that it is the occasion

of terror. So soon as it is compared by the child with the

power of the father, which presents itself as able to prevent

its working injury, it ceases to cause dread. Or, to take

another illustration, an angry lion in a cage affects us very

differently from what it would do if it were at liberty.

We stand calmly beside the bars of its prison, watching

without anxiety its impotent rage, but we should flee from

it in alarm if we met it in street or field. It is not its

power to injure us that affects us, for that is the same in

both cases, but the possibility of its exercising that power

with effect. And what is true of these, is true of all cases of

dread. That emotion is always due to the conviction that

we are liable to attack by a hostile power that is greater

than we are, and is capable of doing us injury.

On the other hand, reverence is excited by excellence or

nobility of character. It is the response of our nature to the

appeal of greatness or goodness. It is honour paid by us to

that which is higher and better than we. And this honour

is paid by us spontaneously. It is not the issue of a purely

intellectual process. There is of course an intellectual process,

which results in the apprehension of the excellence before us
;

but the excellence being apprehended, the feeling ensues at

once. We do homage immediately to the worth and dignity

that stand before us
; but, though thus immediate, the

homage rendered is rational, for it is the response of a

rational being. The intellectual and the emotional move-
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ments of our nature are both alike rational, but in the former

the rationality is explicit, while in the latter it is implicit.

In the former there is argument and conclusion and accept

ance
;
in the latter there is recognition and acknowledgment.

Grief, love, hatred, e.g.,
are not the outcome of ratiocina

tion : they are produced directly by facts or circumstances

or persons. By these, men are affected, touched, moved
;
and

the emotion displayed is the issue of the influence exerted.

Such is reverence. It is the spontaneous going forth of our

being to that which, by its elevation, stirs us to respect and

esteem. It is felt by the child in presence of age with its

venerable aspect, by the student in the company of the dis

tinguished scholar, by all with any soul of goodness in the

society of men of rare moral worth and high spiritual tone.

It is the silent confession by each of these :

&quot; He is greater,

wiser, holier than I.&quot;

Dread and reverence, then, are quite different in basis.

The one springs from the apprehension of danger, the other

from the apprehension of excellence. The one is called forth

by manifestation of power ;
the other by exhibition of char

acter. Putting the matter in this way, we come in sight of

another important distinction between the two, or rather of

a different and more fundamental way of stating the distinc

tion just noted. It is this, that dread has always a thing,

while reverence has always a person, for its object. Here, as

will be evident, the term thing is used in its widest sense,

as applicable to whatever lacks personality. We do not,

then, dread a person ;
we dread only a thing. We often,

indeed, express ourselves otherwise. We speak, for example,

of a slave dreading his master; but that is not a strictly

accurate statement. What the slave dreads is not the

master, but the power which the master has at his command

not the master qua man, but the man qua master
;
the man,

that is to say, in a certain relation. He does not think of

his character in the exact and full sense of the term. He

may think of certain features and qualities displayed by him,
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his harshness and cruelty, for instance, but he thinks of

these in connection with the force which he can employ to

give effect to them. What impresses him is not the person

ality of the man, but his position, and the ability to inflict

injury with which that position invests him. He, indeed, seizes

on an accident of his owner, makes an abstraction of it, sets

it before his mind and cowers in the presence of its forbidding

aspect. Think of him before and after emancipation. The

character of the master is the same at both periods, but the

attitude of the slave toward him is different. He is no

longer moved by terror in his presence. The accident, which

was the ground of his terror, has been removed. The power

of the master has been taken away, and, as a consequence, he

treats him with indifference, if not with contempt. And we

may deal in a similar fashion with every case of dread, and,

dealing with it thus, we are carried back to some object,

some abstraction, some thing as its exciting cause, and never

to a person or character.

It is quite the reverse with reverence. It always has,

and always must have, for its object a person, and never a

thing. What excites it is excellence, manifesting itself in

attainment or character, and that implies personality. We
do not revere a man for what he has, but for what he is.

Those who touch us most deeply, and evoke our highest

esteem, are often those who have neither position nor author

ity. They display no power, they utter no threat, we

should perhaps only smile if they did, yet we honour them,

we instinctively bow before them, we are at once humbled

and elevated by their sweetness and grace and purity, by
their saintly tone and temper.

Allied to this point of difference is another of great

importance, namely, that dread relates itself to the lower,

reverence to the higher, side of our nature. We might
almost say that dread is physical in its reference, while

reverence is psychical. In other words, dread contem

plates possible injury either as distinctly physical, affecting
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the body or the estate, or, if not distinctly physical, viewed

from the physical standpoint, whereas reverence is always

concerned with that which is mental, moral, or spiritual in

reference. It might appear as if the feelings we experience

because of danger threatening us on account of our action, that

is to say, punishment, involved more than a physical reference,

or at least might do so. But if we think only of the punish

ment, this is not the case. Though the punishment in

question be definitely connected with the moral nature, the

moral nature may be left out of view, and we may think

merely of the suffering which we are to undergo, and may
overlook the true evil that is done to us, the moral punish

ment that results from the breach of the eternal laws of

truth and goodness. We may even represent the future

punishment of sin in a material way, so as to obscure its

true character as moral and spiritual, and make it little, if

anything, more than physical. If we forget that the worm

that never dies and the fire that is never quenched are

only analogies, and treat them as indicating realities, we

descend from that high level on which alone moral and

spiritual reformation can be wrought, and come perilously

near the sphere of hedonistic or utilitarian religion. It

may be urged, in opposition to this view, that a man under

conviction of sin is filled with alarm, and that this alarm

often issues in conversion, which it could not do if it were

physical in reference. Now the reality of such an experience

may be, indeed must be admitted, and the validity of the

conclusion, that the result indicated could not ensue if the

alarm were physical, may be allowed, and yet the view

enunciated may be maintained. It is, in truth, just because

the alarm in question is not physical, in other words,

because it is not dread, that it can issue in conversion. It

is more than dread, because it passes behind the punishment
to its ground, recognises the justice of which it is the appli

cation, and trembles before the righteousness which it reveals,

and in view of which there is self-condemnation. It is, in
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truth, incipient reverence, impure because of an element of

terror blending with it, but still the beginning at least of

reverence. And it is this element of reverence that survives

in the conversion. As a result of conversion, dread is

growingly overcome, and finally completely expelled, while

reverence, so far from being overcome, gains in intensity,

as the righteousness behind the law is increasingly appre

hended.

Springing from the distinctions just noted, there is

another that deserves consideration. Dread contemplates

that which is alien, reverence that which is allied, to our

nature. It is the strange, the unknown, the unfamiliar, the

unfriendly and antagonistic, real or fancied, that awakens

within us terror or alarm. These emotions are caused by
the sense of opposition. They rest on and express the con

viction, that the power before us is menacing us, that is to

say, has aims and wishes not only distinct from, but adverse

to, ours.

It is altogether different with reverence. That, as we

have seen, results from the appeal made to us, and the

influence exerted on us, by excellence
;

but the excellence

that appeals to and influences us is, and must be, excellence

in the line of our own nature. The features that awaken

within us esteem, are features in harmony with our being.

We could not be affected in this way by what is wholly

foreign to us and with which we have no affinity. The

elevation of the object above us must not blind us to its

relation to us. Whilst there is separation, there is also

connection. It is, in truth, just this combination of separa

tion and connection that forms the condition of reverence.

Were there no correspondence there would be no point of

contact. It is the union of correspondence with difference,

and difference in the way of superiority and inferiority, that

makes reverence possible. Only in so far as there is some

thing common to us in the character presented to us, can we

be moved by it. We are not stirred by qualities and attain
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ments that lie apart from our nature and constitution. That

which calls forth a response must be in harmony with that

which gives the response. Keverence, then, is distinct from

dread in this respect. The latter excludes, while the former

includes, relationship between the object and the person ex

periencing it. This relationship, however, reveals itself

primarily in a feeling of disparity. It is not at first apparent

as a binding tie, because the distance between the objects is

so great as to absorb attention. But reflection shows that,

underlying the difference, there is unity ;
that without this

unity the difference would not be apprehended by the indi

viduals who stand over against each other, although it might
be by those looking on both. When we manifest reverence,

we really compare ourselves with those whom we revere, and

the reverence manifested is the result in us of the comparison
instituted. But comparison rests on a community of nature

;

we cannot truly compare things that are essentially different.

There is thus consciousness of relationship between us and

those in whose presence we experience reverence
;
but with

this consciousness of relationship there is a consciousness of

disagreement, which brings home to us our inferiority. In

dread there is merely the sense of separation separation so

complete as to become antagonism. In reverence there is

the sense both of separation arid of relation, and consequently
of separation that may be overcome, and of relation that may
be strengthened.

In harmony with these conclusions are the respective

attitudes assumed by the subjects of dread and of reverence.

What the subject of dread contemplates is flight. His one

desire is to escape from the presence and power of the

menacing object. So long as he remains near it, he is in

danger. He must thus seek a place of shelter and safety,

or must secure these by some act of conciliation, in virtue of

which the antagonism is overcome, but overcome in an

external fashion. On the other hand, the subject of

reverence does not contemplate flight. What he desires is
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approach to, and closer contact with, the object. That has

brought before him an ideal, has awakened within him

homage and aspiration, and these stir an impulse in the

direction in which the homage and aspiration point. But,

along with the desire to approach, there is hesitation and

shrinking, because of felt unworthiness. We would fain

come near the person who has moved us. The honour we

pay him is, in one aspect, the declaration of our desire for his

favour. Because he embodies our ideal, we long for his

approval and for fellowship with him. There is thus in

dread a purely repelling force
;
while in reverence there is

an attractive force, moderated by a restraining factor. This

is in accord with what we have learned as to the two

emotions. The former, we have seen, involves no relation

ship save that of antagonism, and from this there can result

only repulsion ;
the latter, while involving relationship, pro

duces a conviction of unworthiness, and from this twofold

reference there results a twofold movement, toward, and away
from, the object ;

or rather a movement toward the object that

is hindered by the consciousness of unworthiness, and, as a

consequence, of unfitness for communion. This result has

another side, or, to speak more correctly, it gives rise to

another movement. The desire to approach and to gain the

favour of the person who has touched us into awe will lead

us to strive to overcome the hindrance that lies in our way.
In other words, it will constrain us to put forth endeavour,

that we may realise the ideal set before us, seeing that only
in proportion as we do so can we enjoy the favour and

fellowship for which we long. We may state the matter

otherwise in this way : since there is at once the sense of

relation and the sense of separation, the emotion produced
will be more than regard or esteem, it will be also longing
and desire. We shall not only honour the excellence looked

upon, we shall yearn after it. Because that excellence is in

a line with our nature, we cannot help wishing that it were

ours. There is, indeed, presented to us an ideal which,
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because it is an ideal, must rouse within us aspiration.

To take an illustration already suggested : let us suppose

a student filled with reverence for his teacher, who is

a master in the department in which he is working. The

reverence which he manifests is more than honour paid

by the student to the learning of the teacher
;

it is the

expression of the student s own ambition. His natural

bent is in the direction of the teacher s attainments, and

whilst doing homage to that attainment, he is stimulated

to endeavour by the sight which it affords him of the goal.

In the reverence which he displays, he at once expresses his

inferiority and his longing to transcend it. Eeverence is

thus a complex state, embracing acknowledgment of in

feriority in presence of excellence manifested in attainment

or character, a desire for the favour of and for communion

with the object of regard, and, with a view to this, aspiration

after the excellence perceived, without which the favour and

communion desired cannot be enjoyed.

The preceding analysis has more than justified the assertion

made, that the two states indicated by the word fear differ

in kind and not only in degree. This has often been over

looked, and reverence has been spoken of as if it were only

a higher form of dread. That this is not the case is apparent

from what has been said. The two emotions are radically

distinct, though they may often assume forms that resemble

each other. They differ in cause and object, in attitude and

expression. We are told that
&quot;

perfect love casteth out

fear.&quot;
x And this statement is in harmony with the results

reached, for the fear contemplated in it must be the fear

that is dread, and not the fear that is reverence
; only the

former can be cast out by love, the latter cannot. So far

from being cast out by love, reverence continues with it, and

grows with its growth, and strengthens with its strength.

We cannot love perfectly that of which we stand in dread.

Neither can we love perfectly that which we do not revere.

1
1 John iv. 18.

II
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The fear that is dread, then, is radically different from

the fear that is reverence. In view of this difference, we

have to ask with which of these states worship, and conse

quently religion, is concerned. And this question is answered

by the analysis we have just completed. In the light of the

results reached by that analysis, we can without hesitation

say, that it is with reverence and not with dread that

religion is concerned. It is apparent from what we have

learned, as to their origin and nature and working, that

reverence can, and that dread cannot, be an element in

religion ;
in other words, that the former is, and that the

latter is not, in harmony with the religious sentiment.

Dread, as we have seen, springs from a sense of separation

that, as absolute, takes the form of antagonism, suggestive of

danger and injury ; reverence, from a sense of separation

that, as relative, takes the form of appeal, suggestive of

attainment and communion. Or, otherwise stated, in dread,

we stand over against the object in an attitude of defence, or

seek to escape from its presence and power ;
whereas in

reverence, we stand apart from it in an attitude of obeisance,

desiring its favour, and only hesitating to draw near because

of felt unworthiness. Now, the state of mind indicated by

the former is alien to religion. Without committing our

selves to any opinion as to the etymology of the term, we

may say that religion implies a relation, and a relation that

is ideal. But dread is due to the absence of relation. To

speak of it as religious would therefore be a contradiction in

terms. It is quite different with reverence. That rests on

a relation, and a relation that is ideal, and is, therefore, con

sonant with the requirements of religion.

It may of course be argued that dread implies a relation,

and would be impossible without a relation
;
that we could

not be terrified by that which was out of all relation to us.

This is true
;
but it does not affect the preceding statement,

because the relation implied in dread is negative and

accidental, touching only what is external. It does not
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embrace that which is essential; it is not ideal, and therefore

cannot be the basis of religious feeling.

This general consideration might be confirmed by re

ference to the details of the analysis, but the bearing of

these on the point is sufficiently clear to render special treat

ment unnecessary.

With reverence, then, we have to deal. This is the

emotion that manifests itself in worship. So far, however,

we have looked at it only in its general bearing, and are not

therefore able as yet to say more than that it can be an

element in religion are not able, that is, to say that it always

is religious in value. Indeed, we have spoken of it as

existing in circumstances that are not religious. We have

spoken, e.g., of a student being moved to reverence in the

presence of his teacher, and there is nothing religious in such

a case. We must, therefore, go on to consider what it is

that invests it with religious significance. Let us recall

what we have gathered as to its nature. It comes into ex

istence in presence of an ideal that affects us because of its

affinity with our nature, compelling us to acknowledge its

worth and to strive after its realisation. But such an ideal

must be embodied in a character, and must be presented to

us in a person by whom we are impressed, to whom we feel

drawn, and whose favour and fellowship we long to gain and

enjoy. Hence the cause or object of reverence is an ideal

person whom we instinctively honour, and likeness to whom,
the favour of whom, and fellowship with whom, constitute

the aim of our effort
; or, otherwise stated, the cause or

object of reverence is one whom we instinctively honour

because ideal, whose favour, as the basis of fellowship, we

instinctively desire because a person, and likeness to whom
we strive after, as the condition of approval and of fellow

ship, because an ideal person. Such is the conception of

reverence in general which our investigation has yielded.

But reverence may have a wider or a narrower range. It

may be a partial or a complete movement of our being, and
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its extent will depend on our view of the object, on the

standpoint from which we regard it, and on the side or

phase which it presents to us. In other words, it may be

excited by special qualities displayed by the individual, or

by the individual in the fulness of his personality. We may
revere a person who is pre-eminently wise, or brave, or

generous, merely as wise, or brave, or generous ;
or we may

revere him because of what he is in spirit and disposition

because of the character which gives direction to his several

qualities, which is the central element influencing and con

trolling all else, and investing the whole with value. Now,

it is evident that religious reverence, in its full sense, must

be of the latter sort must be stirred not by special qualities,

but by a character in which these are united and blended
;

for religion has to do with the individual as a whole, and

that which moves him must be a person in the fulness of

his personality.

For the sake of clearness I have, in the foregoing analysis

and statement, used only the terms reverence and dread to

designate the two kinds of experience covered by the term

fear. These however, strictly speaking, apply to the respect

ive experiences only at their highest. Within each sphere

there are different grades that form a scale of intensity.

Dread is the extreme of anxiety on account of possible

danger ;
and between the mere suspicion of harm and the

terror that masters, there are several intermediate stages.

Eeverence is also an extreme, the extreme of respect for

that which is in itself worthy ;
and between the simple

feeling of regard and the awe that fills us and moves us

to the depths of our being, there are several intermediate

stages. These we may designate respect, admiration, honour,

esteem, and so forth. Such emotions are akin to reverence.

They differ from it only in degree. In reverence the feeling

manifested in them is raised to its highest power. This point

calls for notice here, because it brings out the fact that only

in religion does reverence, in the accurate sense of the word,
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appear. It appears only in that region, because only there

have we an object that can lift respect to its highest possible

manifestation. As we have just seen, it is not individual

qualities that excite or sustain this emotion in its intensity, but

a person or character in which the qualities that appeal to us

unite and blend, and such a person or character can be found

only in the sphere of religion. In other words, we can

reverence only God, whatever we mean by that title, the

Being whom we recognise as supreme, because the embodi

ment of all that is noblest and most inspiring. We cannot

reverence anything or anyone less that the highest, and, con

sequently, where we have reverence we have religion ;
where

we have that which is less than reverence, we have not

religion we have, at most, its possibility.

Keligion has been defined by Professor Seeley as
&quot;

habit

ual and permanent admiration.&quot;
1 But this definition is

defective, at least in its expression. Admiration is not

religous in value. It lacks intensity. The object of our

admiration is not necessarily above us. We do not worship

it, and we cannot. Admiration involves judgment and

approval on our part, and we do not fall down before that

which we judge and approve. We fall down before that

which is so far above us and so much superior to us, that

judgment and approval on our part would be arrogance and

insult
;

or rather, we fall down before that which is the

highest conceivable by us, and therefore judgment and approval

of it on our part would be absurd, seeing that we could judge

and approve of it only on the ground of its own nature.

Enough, however, has been said to show that reverence

not only may be religious, but, in the strict sense of the

term, always is religious ;
and that it has as its cause and

object, the Highest and Best known to or conceivable by us.

Having thus discovered what reverence is and what it

involves, we must consider in what ways it expresses itself in

worship. And it is evident, from what we have learned

1 Natural Religion, p. 74.
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regarding it, that it will express itself in two different ways.

These rest respectively on the sense of separation and the

sense of relation, which we have discovered to be the two

sides of reverence, or rather the two elements, the union of

which constitutes reverence. The former will take the form

of homage, of adoration, of ascription of praise and celebration

of dignity. The separation recognised is, as we saw, the

separation of perfection from imperfection. The recognition

of moral and spiritual perfection must evoke our adoration.

Constituted as we are, we have an affinity with goodness, and

cannot therefore help acknowledging goodness when we stand

before it. Unwillingly even we may do it honour, just as we

may be compelled to admit and admire the grace and beauty

of some one whom we dislike.

But along with homage, springing from the sense of

separation, there will be aspiration, springing from the sense

of relation. Having seen and acknowledged our ideal, we

cannot help feeling a desire to rise toward it. This desire

may be evanescent, yielding no result in effort or attainment
;

but it must be excited, and in worship it is definitely and

decidedly expressed. Worship is more than adoration,

implying acknowledgment of superiority and confession of

inferiority ;
it is yearning, implying desire to overcome

inferiority and conviction that this is possible. And it is

with this side of reverence that we have at present to do
;

for

it is on this side, if anywhere, that a connection between

religion and morality will be discovered.

We have, then, to consider aspiration as an element in

worship, and, because an element in worship, shedding light

on religion. And, as we have learned, it is stirred by the

presentation and apprehension of an ideal person, and

involves a longing to approximate to that person in character

and attainment, that in virtue of likeness to Him we may
gain His favour and enjoy free fellowship with Him. There

are thus two points that demand recognition and considera

tion : first, a desire to become like Him who has moved us
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by His excellence, and, second, a desire to secure His approval

and enjoy communion with Him. But these two points

are really one, inasmuch as it is with a view to the second

that the first is admitted. In other words, the second is the

end, and the first is the means. We seek commendation and

communion, and these can be gained only on the ground of

similarity of character. The primary question, then, is as to

the attainment of that likeness which is essential to favour

and fellowship. Turning our attention to the human sphere,

we discover that in it this is possible, and can be accom

plished by observing the laws which have been observed

by those commanding our esteem, and by putting forth

endeavour such as they have put forth. That is to say,

the excellence which we have observed in them, and which

has roused within us aspiration, is due to the fulfilment

by them of certain conditions
;
and if these conditions be

observed by us, we shall reach the same level as they,

and, standing alongside them, shall have intercourse with

them. Such is the answer that comes to us when we

move within the human sphere. Is it applicable to the

higher region into which worship lifts us ? But little

reflection is needed to convince us that it is not. We
see that it is inapplicable whenever we contemplate the

object of our reverence. He is not a Being who occupies

a position and displays a character that have been gained by

obedience to law and the fulfilment of conditions. He is

Himself the law, and the conditions are the features of His

own nature. He is simply self-consistent and self-controlled.

He is not one among many who occupy an exalted station,

and display striking qualities, any one of whom might

have influenced us. He stands alone in His dignity. He is

the highest, the purest, and the best conceivable. We cannot

think of anyone above and superior to the object of our

reverence, because to think of such an one is to make him

the object of our reverence. How we have reached the

knowledge of such a Being, whether by speculation and



1 68 RELIGION

investigation, or by intuition and reflection, or by revelation,

is a matter of no consequence in this connection. All that

concerns us is the fact that, if we worship at all, we must

worship that which appeals to what is noblest in us, and

which does so in virtue of inherent goodness, and not

in virtue of a goodness reached by conformity to an ideal

that has come from without. What we long for, then, as

the aim of the aspiration stirred within us, is not growing

up, as it were, alongside the object of our reverence, that,

being tried by the same standard as He, we shall not be

found wanting ;
but growing up toward Him, as the end of

our effort and the perfection of our character, that, being

tried, and approved, by Him, we shall gain His favour and

be fitted for fellowship with Him.

Here we naturally ask, How is this result to be achieved ?

And this question constrains us to take note of another

point, viz. that the object of our reverence is the fountain

of life, the source of strength as of inspiration. He is the

maker and the governor of all that exists, of the world and

its inhabitants
;

&quot;

in Him we live and move and have our

being.&quot; He is supreme, the one living and true God.

That being so, if we are to grow up into Him, we must

do so in virtue of help rendered, and of strength imparted

by Him. There is no other from whom we can receive

what is needful. All others are not only less than He,
but dependent on Him, even as we are. We are not

simply to imitate Him; we are to reproduce His character,

and this we cannot do save by submission and assimilation.

What we aspire after can be secured, not by striving, apart
from Him, after an ideal He has realised and a goal He
has reached, but by union to Him, who is Himself at once

ideal and goal.

The result reached by us enables us to advance a stage
in our inquiry. What we have learned as to the aspiration
that springs from, or is involved in, reverence, gives to us a

deeper insight into the nature of worship. It suggests self-
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surrender as its note. Since the ideal, toward the realisa

tion of which we are urged to strive, is not something

outside and above God which is exemplified by Him, but is

God Himself, and since God is the source of life from

whom we must draw the strength needful for growth and

attainment, the spiritual state which corresponds to the

yearning for the realisation of that ideal must be a state

of submission. When we worship, we yield ourselves up

to Him whom we worship in the belief that by so doing,

and that only by so doing, can we become that toward which

our thoughts and desires have been turned.

With self-surrender, then, we have to do in worship.

This indeed may be accepted as its central feature. But

in order that we may appreciate it aright, and may discover

what light it sheds on the nature of religion, we must

examine it carefully. It is self-surrender, the surrender of

the self to the influence and control of Him who is the

highest and best. It is the recognition that not by isolation

from, but by submission to, God, can we become like Him
;

that not by our own effort, but by effort initiated and

sustained by the Divine Being, can we become good and

pure ;
that not by independent endeavour can we fit our

selves for communion with Him who has awakened within

us yearning, but by opening ourselves to the transforming

operation of His spirit.

To understand, however, what precisely this self-surrender

implies, we must note carefully two things regarding it.

The first is, that it is a voluntary, a conscious act
;
and the

second, that it is not an end but a means.

First, it is a voluntary, a conscious act. As self-surrender

it is not only the surrender of the self, but the surrender

of the self by the self, and therefore the issue of a decision

definitely come to. It is a rational procedure, the deter

mination and work of a rational being. I have spoken of

it as an act, but it is more correctly described as an activity ;

for it is not a single act but a series of acts, constituting
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a sustained attitude of mind and heart. It is a continuous

movement, initiated and maintained by a personal resolve.

The decision by which the course was entered on is con

stantly repeated, so long as the course is pursued. From

this it follows, that it is not self-destruction. To surrender

the self is not to efface the self. Self-surrender is not

spiritual suicide. It is not the sinking of the self in the

object to whom the surrender is made. Were this its nature,

there could not be an activity or attitude such as that

referred to. There could be only a single act, for self-

destruction could happen only once. With self-destruction,

there would, of course, be the loss of conscious existence
;

and if conscious existence were lost, self-surrender would be

impossible. There would be no self to be surrendered, and

there would be no self to make the surrender. The fact

that religion is not summed up in one supreme effort, but

is a permanent form of rational life, growing in fulness and

richness, proves that the self, though surrendered, is preserved.

The mystic, indeed, claims to surrender himself so com

pletely that he loses himself in the object of his devotion.

But, in proportion as his claim is valid, he passes beyond the

sphere of religion, because beyond the sphere of consciousness.

The state into which he rises or sinks is a state of suspended

animation, to which no term suggestive of actual experience

can be applied. It is a mental and spiritual swoon, about

which nothing can be said save that rational activity and

apprehension have ceased. He does not only surrender

himself, he destroys himself, or at least attempts to do so.

He fails, of course, as fail he must, seeing that the self

cannot be annihilated by the self. He returns to con

sciousness, wakes up again to the sense of individuality; and

this return is proof of his failure, proof, indeed, that he is

attempting the impossible. He is seeking to quiet the

cravings of his soul by lulling it to sleep, and to still its

longing for communion with God by lifting it to a height

on which the capacity for communion is stifled.
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Self-surrender, then, is compatible with self-preservation.

It is due, indeed, to a sense of dependence ;
but this sense

of dependence, keen though it is, does not deprive the

dependent being who experiences it of his sense of personality ;

nor does his recognition of and submission to it destroy

the conscious and voluntary character of the resolution taken

by him, and the resulting condition. A glance at the

dependence to which we are subject will enable us to

appreciate the point with which we are dealing. It is

sometimes spoken of as absolute; and by Schleiermacher

religion was defined as a feeling of absolute dependence.

Now, from one point of view, man is absolutely dependent.

He has come into the world apart from desire or decision

on his own part; and the conditions of his existence have

been laid down and are rigidly enforced, so that to them

he must conform if he is to live and prosper. Further,

for the strength that is needful for the fulfilment of those

conditions, he is indebted to Him who is the source of all

vitality and vigour. Not being self-produced, he cannot be self-

sustained. The life imparted to him may at any moment be

withdrawn. Despite his earnest wish and strenuous effort, he

may become weak and may die. And this, in its general bear

ing, is true of the higher, as of the lower, side of man s nature.

Mind and spirit speak, as emphatically as does the body,

of relation to something that is prior and superior to them,

and of relation to it that is dependence. That something is,

for religious thought, the Supreme Being. Eeligiou acknow

ledges that all that a man can become or have, that his

actual and his possible attainment and achievement, rest

primarily on his reception of power from above. If he is

to be or to do anything, he must accept the energy necessary

from Him who, as omnipotent, at once manifests all power and

generates and distributes all power. Not only this, but if he

is to experience peace and happiness, he must enter into fellow

ship with Him to whom he is thus bound. Looked at from this

standpoint, man is rightly spoken of as absolutely dependent.
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But there is another standpoint from which he must be

regarded, and, occupying it, we see cause to qualify, or at

least to limit, his dependence. He knows his dependence,

and knows it not only as a fact that can be recognised, but

also as a condition that can be accepted ; knows, that is to

say, not only that he is what he is because he has been a

recipient, but also that he cannot remain what he is, still

less rise to a higher level, unless he consent to continue

a recipient. Now, if his dependence were absolute, in the

full meaning and reach of the term, he would not know

it at all. The knowledge of dependence, on the part of

the dependent being, proves that the dependence known by
him is not absolute

;
shows that there must be an element

present and operative that modifies the dependence. That

element is the consciousness of freedom within the limits of

the dependence. As indicated above, the dependence is a

dependence of conditions. We have said that, if man is to

be this or that, he must assume a certain attitude. We state

the matter hypothetically, and must do so
;
but there is no

room for hypothesis in the domain of the absolute. The

hypothesis suggests that the dependence may either be sub

mitted to or not
;

in other words, it indicates that in order

to reach a given result, a definite and well-marked course

must be pursued. We are absolutely dependent, then, if

absolute be taken extensively and be understood to mean

universally, in every act and movement, in simple existence

and in special endeavour
; for, as we have seen, we can

never separate ourselves from Him who has called us into

being. We are not absolutely dependent, if absolute be

taken intensively and be understood to mean wholly, com

pletely, the determination of our actual procedure and

endeavour. Absolute dependence, as thus defined, can be

known, not only can be, but must be, known, for only as

known can it be submitted to in such a way as to make
the submission rendered of value. But the knowledge of it

is not enough. That knowledge must issue in acceptance
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and submission. We must not only recognise the fact, we

must also recognise that action in harmony with the fact

is demanded, if the full benefit is to be reaped. We must

perceive that the dependence is not an arbitrary limitation,

but rests on the very nature of things and touches the very

essence of our constitution, and that to honour it is to gain

free play for our faculties and full satisfaction for our yearnings.

From what has been said, it will be evident that religion

is not rightly defined as a feeling of absolute dependence

upon God. It has already been suggested, that it is not the

feeling of absolute dependence that constitutes religion, but

the attitude and action which that feeling produces. The

feeling of absolute dependence is nothing more than the

recognition of the conditions on which existence and effort

are possible ;
and the important question is, What effect does

that recognition make upon us ? Do we joyfully submit to

the conditions or not ? A feeling of absolute dependence

would paralyse the whole nature. Submission would be a

necessity, and, consequently, would neither possess worth nor

yield satisfaction. But the truth is, a feeling of absolute

dependence is an impossibility. So far as conceivable, it is

a state of mind that is self-destructive. The more complete

our feeling of absolute dependence, the less capable should

we be of experiencing such a feeling. The perfected feeling

of absolute dependence would be the effacement of the

individuality and the death of consciousness. We need

something more than a feeling of absolute dependence.

That can at most give us a present fact, an experience.

Beyond this we must go to a conviction of a permanent and

universal condition, a conviction that will take form in a con

scious acceptance of that condition as the way of life and attain

ment and happiness. Thus the feeling of absolute dependence

will be the counterpart of the feeling of absolute freedom.

This discussion was entered on with the view of bringing

out clearly the nature of self-surrender, and, in particular, of

showing that the surrender of the self is not the destruction
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of the self, but is consistent with its preservation. It has

not only brought out the compatibility of self-surrender with

self-preservation, but has taught that self-surrender is the

means to self-realisation. This reminds us of the second

point to be observed in connection with self-surrender, viz.

that it is not an end but a means. We do not surrender

ourselves for the sake of surrender. We could do so only

on the basis of mysticism, or of the false idea of absolute

dependence which we have just criticised. But we cannot

do so on the basis of a rational interpretation of human life.

Let us here recall what we have learned as to reverence.

Briefly put, it embraces adoration and aspiration. Aspiration,

in this reference, is desire to become like the person who

has moved us, in order that His favour and fellowship may
be enjoyed. But as the person in question is the One

Supreme Being, likeness to Him can be gained only by

growing up into Him. From this it follows, that we must

exercise self-surrender. This self-surrender, we have learned,

is a conscious act, consistent with self-preservation and con

tributing to self-realisation. But, that being so, it cannot

end in itself. It is a bringing of ourselves into line with

the nature of things, and, above all, with Him who is the

object of our desire, in order that a certain result may ensue.

When we surrender ourselves, we open ourselves to the power

on which we recognise ourselves to be dependent, that, by

the operation of that power within us, we may display the

features and qualities in which that power naturally manifests

itself. Self-surrender is thus a means to self-elevation. We
must not, however, suppose that this elevation is wrought

out in us apart from our own effort. The process is not

mechanical but rational. This is implied in all that has

been said. It is self-elevation, the elevation of the self

by the self, and it is associated with, is, indeed, the outcome

of, self-surrender, which is a voluntary and conscious act. It

must, therefore, be rational in nature. The power exercised

on us is assimilated by us. We receive and absorb it, so
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that it becomes ours in a real sense. We work out our

salvation, though it is God that works in us. Self-surrender

is thus not complete in itself, or performed for its own sake.

It is performed with a view to the appropriation and assimi

lation of that renewing and transforming energy without

which we cannot reproduce the character of Him who has

touched and moved us, awakening within us desire for like

ness to Him and communion with Him.

We have now learned something as to the nature of

religion. We have discovered what religion as a state of

mind and heart demands for its rise, what are its elements

and what its modes of activity. We have seen that it is

stirred by the presence and appeal of a personality who is

the embodiment of the best and purest we can imagine,

and that it expresses itself in adoration and aspiration ;
the

latter being twofold in aim, since it yearns after fellowship,

and after perfection as the condition of fellowship. With

a view to the attainment of perfection, it surrenders itself

to the object, and by such surrender it assimilates and

appropriates the strength communicated by the object, which

strength naturally transforms the individual within whom
it works, so that he becomes like Him from whom it has

been drawn.

Keeping this result before our minds, we go on to ask,

what the practical issue of the religious attitude will be

in the case of those who assume it. Will it be purely

subjective, or will it be objective as well as subjective ?

Will it affect the individual only in his feeling and per
sonal attainment, or will it affect him also in his actions

and social relations ? Will it be solely a matter between

him and the Being who is the object of his adoration and

aspiration, or will it colour his view of, and mould his

behaviour toward, his surroundings and his fellows ? The

answer to these questions may be reached from either of

two standpoints, from the standpoint either of the object or

of the subject.
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The Being, who is the object of religion, is supreme.

There is none above Him or beside Him. He is the first

and the last and the living One. He is the source and the

centre of all that is. From Him all things come, by Him

all things are governed, and to Him all things tend. It

is His will and purpose that are being executed through

out the wide universe of being. On Him the whole sphere

of existence, with its manifold departments, depends, and in

harmony with His nature and thought are the disposition of

its parts and the course of its movements. It is to such

a Being that the individual, who assumes the religious

attitude, surrenders himself, and it is after likeness to such

a Being that he aspires. What he strives to secure is

participation in the life and thought of Him whom he

adores. But participation in His life and thought will

determine conduct in every direction, since everything stands

in definite relation to Him depends on His life, and is

informed and controlled by His thought.

The same result is reached if we contemplate the

subject. Keligion touches that which is central and funda

mental in human nature. It does not attach itself to what

is accidental, but to what is essential, in the constitution of

man. It is spiritual in reference. It is an affair of the

heart. It affects the personality of the individual. But

the individual is a unity. He cannot be broken up into

parts, nor can he pursue wholly independent lines of effort.

His action may be varied in form, but it is one in source

and spirit. As his, it is the outcome of what is deepest

in his nature- From this it follows that religion cannot

be confined in its operation to one section of human life or

one sphere of human activity, but must affect those who

come under its sway in their every relation and movement.

It generates an impulse that dominates action, whatever be

its special shape or immediate aim. It covers the wide

and diversified field of human interests and concerns in its

length and breadth.
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We have thus, working on the lines laid down, reached

a definite conclusion as to religion. Accepting Christianity

as the most advanced form of religion known to us, and,

therefore, the form best fitted to afford us an insight into

the nature of the religious sentiment, we have taken its

characteristic feature and have endeavoured, by analysis and

investigation, to interpret it in general terms, so as to reach

a result that will be universal in its application. In this

way we have learned something as to the nature of religion

and the religious sentiment in themselves, viewed, that is,

simply as facts of human experience, and not merely in

the special phase they have assumed in one particular set

of circumstances. We have, of course, dealt to a certain

extent with a special form of religion and a special content

of the religious sentiment those of Christianity ;
but we

have dealt with these not in their special aspects, but as

affording striking illustrations of that which is the common
basis and factor of all forms, however varied and diverse.

It was only because the special form in question was the

most pronounced manifestation of the general principle of

which we were in search, that it received the consideration

which it did, and the aim of that consideration was not

the explanation of the peculiar manifestation, but the appre
hension of the principle manifesting itself in that fashion.

As the issue of our inquiry, then, we have discovered what

religion is in its essence, what the religious sentiment

demands for its existence, and what its movements and

expressions are, whatever be the character of its object or

the form of its activity. In other words, we have dis

covered the foundation and spring of religion regarded

merely as a phenomenon in the history of the human race,

presenting itself now in this light and now in that, appear

ing now in one guise and now in another, but ever sub

stantially the same, having the same source and the same

impulse in human nature.

But the claim to universality put forth on behalf of
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the conclusion reached may be disputed, on the ground

that it is inconsistent with facts. It may be said that a

single glance at the history of religion is sufficient to dis

prove its validity. Systems may be cited to which it does

not seem applicable ;
and it may be urged that few if any

of the religions, either of the past or of the present, have

sprung from reverence as described, have expressed them

selves in surrender and appropriation, and have issued in

morality. In other words, it may be contended that the

outcome of our discussion is particular and not general in

its range, valid, perhaps, as an interpretation of Christianity

and kindred systems, but invalid as an interpretation of

systems distinct from these in character. Now, it must be

admitted that if these objections could be sustained, the

conclusion reached would not be what it professes to be, and,

not being so, it would not only be inadequate, but would be

worthless for the purpose for which it was sought ;
it would

not only fail to shed the light required on religion in

general, but it would fail to shed that light on any special

form of religion, even on Christianity. For it must be

remembered that our study of Christianity has been carried

on, not with the aim of discovering what is peculiar to

Christianity, but with the aim of discovering what is the

essential quality of Christianity as religion, and what con

sequently is the ground, in human nature, of religion as a

form of experience, the ground on which religion must

always rest, the ground, therefore, that is common to all

religions. If, then, the issue of our inquiry prove to be

incompatible with any special religious system, it is clear

that it cannot be an exhibition of the common ground of

religion, and cannot therefore be the ground of that from

which it has been deduced. It may register facts, significant

and important, concerning its rise and progress in the indi

vidual, but it cannot mark the ultimate fact, the funda

mental condition, and if it cannot do this it must be

rejected.



THE RELIGIOUS SENTIMENT 179

What, then, of the objections referred to ? Can they be

met by us ? Can we justify our conclusion, as the embodi

ment of a universal truth regarding religion and the religious

sentiment ? Before endeavouring to answer these questions,

let us observe what precisely is the point raised, and what

exactly is required of us. By an examination of the most

advanced form of religion known to us, we may say the

perfect form, we have reached a result that, if our examina

tion has been rightly conducted, must be applicable to all

religions, to those that are imperfect as to that which is per

fect. Its applicability to the imperfect religions, or at least

to some of them, is disputed, and it is declared to be out of

harmony with much that the Science of Religion has taught

us. Now, that there is great diversity among the religious

systems with which we have been made familiar we are all

aware, but that, as religions, they have a common basis and a

common principle, is a self-evident fact. And it is with this

common basis and this common principle that we are con

cerned. What, then, we have to show is, that we have

reached that basis and principle that the truth, to which we

have been led, is consistent with, and expresses the essence

of, all the forms that have appeared in the past and that

exist in the present, the perfect and the imperfect alike. To

do this fully, we should have to take all the religions of the

world, and subject each in turn to a careful scrutiny. Such

a course is clearly impossible within our limits. We must,

therefore, seek another and shorter line of procedure. And
.this is easily found. We can deal with the matter in a

general way, by showing that the truth which we have gained

admits of diversity, and of that kind of diversity with which

we meet in the several systems known to us
;
in other words,

we can leave details out of account, and can fix our thoughts

on the main features of the beliefs and practices with which

research has made us familiar.

I have spoken of imperfect, not of false, religions, because

all religions, whether false or true, are religions. This is the
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case, because they are due to the presence and the operation

of the same element in human nature. The terms false and

true, indeed, as applied to religions, have no meaning in the

sphere in which we are at present moving. They attach

themselves to the object worshipped, to the beliefs held, to

the creed professed, and with these we have meanwhile

nothing to do. We have to do only with that which makes

profession of a creed possible, which underlies belief, which

constrains men to worship, with the feature in our constitu

tion that renders us capable of these things. When we

exchange a false for a true religion, we do not call into

exercise a new faculty ;
we give to the faculty already exercised

a new direction, a direction that is in harmony with its nature

and design, and that, consequently, affords it full scope. The

exercise of this faculty is the same in essence in both cases
;

the difference is, that it is fuller and freer in the one case than

in the other, because engaged in congenial work. Hence we

use the terms perfection and imperfection when speaking of

religion in this reference.

It is, then, as imperfect that we have to regard all the

religions of the world except Christianity, and, regarding them

thus, what we naturally expect to find, and do find, is, that in

them the principle which we have discovered gains partial

expression. It is not enough, then, to point to diversity in

the systems in order to prove that the result reached is

inapplicable. That result admits of diversity, because what

it presents is the condition of religion at its highest and

fullest, in its complete form, and, short of this, there may be

numerous variations. Let us observe how these variations

may arise.

Speaking generally, religion touches man s relation to

God. It is the response which he makes to the appeal

addressed to him by God. What is the nature of that appeal,

and how is it made ? It is the appeal of excellence. He

who makes it is supreme, the highest conceivable, uniting in

Himself all the qualities that can impress men, and these at
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their best. He is, e.g., powerful, wise, just, tender, holy ;
or

rather, He is power, wisdom, justice, tenderness, holiness, and

it is the exhibition of Himself as such that appeals to men,

and touches them into reverence. But how is that appeal

made ? It is not made directly, by the personal appearance

of God in the fulness of His personality, but indirectly, by the

manifestation of His attributes. He cannot present Himself

to men in all His- perfection. He can only reveal that per

fection by varied activity. In His acts and movements He

displays the manifold features of His character, and in and

by these acts and movements He speaks to men, impresses

them and stirs them to reverence. But His acts and move

ments do not all display the same features, or rather

do not display the same features with the same fulness.

Though each may be truly said to reveal His whole nature,

all do not reveal it in the same degree. One emphasises one

attribute, and another, another. In this, power is promi

nent, and in that, righteousness ; here, wisdom stands out

impressively, there, love. Along with the special quality

manifested all the others are present, but they are subordinate,

and are only discovered by reflection. All are present in

every instance, because He of whom they are attributes is,

and acts as, a unity ;
but some are in the forefront and some

in the background, because, coming within the limits of time

and space, He must reveal Himself partially and successively.

Here we perceive the possibility of that diversity which we

have to explain. Men may take account of only one quality,

and may identify the Divine Being with it. Impressed with the

phenomena on which they look day after day, they may con

fine their thoughts to the features of which these are the

manifestation, to the exclusion of others. Thus, for instance,

God may be regarded merely as a God of power, and may be

worshipped as such, the service rendered assuming a form in

accordance with this view of His character.

We must now turn from the appeal to the response which

it calls forth. That response is complex in its character,
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embracing adoration, aspiration, surrender, and appropriation.

These are the constituent elements of reverence, and that

emotion is perfect when they are all present in due pro

portion, and blend in complete harmony. But that is not

always the case. One or other may assert itself, if not to

the exclusion, to the overshadowing, of the rest. The sense

of separation, e.g., may be specially keen in certain circum

stances, so keen as to deprive the sense of relation of well-

nigh all its force. It cannot wholly destroy it, because, as

we have seen, the sense of separation rests on a sense of

relation, but it may reduce it to a vague underlying feeling,

without strength enough to constrain recognition. Where this

is the case, the outcome will be adoration and homage, with

but little aspiration. Adoration and homage may be so pro

nounced, indeed, that utter prostration will be the issue a

state of humiliation so great as to amount almost to paralysis

and despair. On the other hand, the sense of relation may
be in excess of the sense of separation, and in proportion as

this is the case will men tend to the opposite extreme.

Instead of adoration and homage, aspiration will be dominant.

And the sense of relation, divorced from the sense of separa

tion, will create a mistaken view of the relation. It may, e.g.,

be regarded in an external fashion, and, as a result, the worship

offered will consist of rites and ceremonies, in return for the

performance of which benefits may be gained. The desire for

the favour of God may assume a material character. Its

expression may become little more than a request for protec

tion and prosperity, for temporal goods and physical comfort.

The surrender made will not be the surrender of self, but the

surrender of that which belongs to the self, a surrender that is

formal, and that is made, not as the ground and means of the

appropriation of the life of Him to whom surrender is made,

but as an act that will create a claim on His regard and help.

Because the precise character of the relation felt is missed,

favour is not associated with fellowship, or based on likeness.

In such ways as these diversity may manifest itself in the
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response given by men to the divine appeal, but this diversity

is not inconsistent with the position laid down as the result

of our investigation. It is not opposed to the idea that

reverence is the note of religion. On the contrary, the diver

sity is due to the separation of the elements that are found

in reverence, or rather to the recognition of one element and

the neglect of the others, and when examined it disappears

in the unity of the emotion. The mistaken lines of action

referred to are not the fruit of something entirely distinct

from the religious sentiment, but are only imperfect manifesta

tions of it. They point to that which is higher and purer than

themselves, and are the product and embodiment of an energy

that, if permitted to work freely, will transform them, doing

away with that which is imperfect. The service rendered is

determined and dictated by the character of the divinity to be

honoured
;
and he who renders it brings himself, or at least

professes to bring himself, for the time at least, into harmony
with Him to whom it is rendered.

In what has been said we have met the objection based

on the diversity of belief and practice displayed by the

imperfect religions, by showing that different degrees and

shades of reverence are possible, even necessary, in the cir

cumstances, and that, consequently, variety of form is in no

way excluded by the principle which we have reached and

accepted. There is, however, another and more formidable

objection to be met. The result of the foregoing discussion

may be accepted ;
and it may be admitted that reverence may

be stirred in various ways and may manifest itself in various

forms, but along with this admission there may be doubt,

caused by a consideration of facts, as to the validity of the

assertion that, in order to the existence of religion, reverence

must be stirred in some way, and must manifest itself in

some form. In other words, the possibility of different

degrees and shades of reverence in religion is not the same

as the necessity of reverence for religion, so that proof of

the one is not proof of the other. The two, indeed, are
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to a certain extent distinct, and of the two the latter is

the more important. We must, therefore, devote our atten

tion to it.

The outcome of our analysis and investigation, was the

conclusion that religion always rests on, and springs from,

reverence. In opposition to this it may be declared that, so

far from this being the case, there have been, and are, many

religions that have sprung from, and that rest on, dread.

Now it is true that there are not a few systems, with which

we are familiar, that seem to justify this criticism. It would

not be difficult to draw up a somewhat lengthy list of beliefs

and practices which betray the presence and working of

terror in those who accept and observe them. There have

been, and there are, multitudes who approach the objects of

their worship with anxiety and trembling, whose limbs

quake, whose voices quiver, and whose faces are shadowed

with alarm, when they stand in presence of the Deity.

These think of Him, to whom they render homage and offer

sacrifices, as the terrible One, manifesting Himself in the

blinding glare of the lightning, the deafening roar of the

thunder, the wild sweep of the hurricane, the destructive

rage and fury of the storm; and they crouch before Him,
afraid lest He may crush them by His might. How then

are we to deal with these facts ? Must we not, in view of

of them, surrender the position we have assumed ? In order

that we may answer these questions satisfactorily, we must

note one or two points.

And the first thing to be remembered is, that our mental

and emotional states are not simple, but complex. Many
influences contribute to the production of our commonest

feelings and desires. These influences, too, may be, and

often are, diverse in character. Considerations and aims that

are really incompatible with each other may co-operate so

as to affect us in a certain way, and determine us to a

certain attitude or course of action. It is just this com

plexity that creates difficulty in judging human conduct
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aright. Singleness of purpose is much rarer than we are apt

to suppose. Blending with and affecting that which seems

the sole ground of decision, there are frequently others which,

if known to us, would modify considerably the opinion we

form and the praise or blame we express. I may, e.g., take,

in some special case, the line which duty demands, and may
seem to be governed solely by a sense of responsibility. It

may, however, happen that interest coincides with duty. I

may see clearly that to pursue the path of righteousness and

truth will be to secure for myself the greatest gain, and this

belief may add much to my resolution. Desirous of doing

what is right, I am greatly helped in giving effect to my
desire by the thought of the benefit that will be reaped by

me. Further, the execution of my resolve may mean injury

to some one who has offended me. Revenge combines with

duty and interest, and lends a certain zest to my action. I

do not, and perhaps would not, deliberately form a vindictive

plan, but I have none the less a certain satisfaction in knowing

that, what I ought on other grounds to do, will have the effect

of annoying and hurting him against whom I have a grudge.

Besides these, other thoughts may influence me in my be

haviour, but these will suffice for illustration. Now, in the

supposed case, it may be difficult to determine the precise

character of the motive, because it may be difficult to discover

which of the factors is central and which accidental, and

what are their relative contributions to the result
;
and until

that is discovered we are not in possession of the material

necessary for forming an opinion. In other words, we re

cognise that one of the factors is chief, while the others are

subordinate, and that it is the former, as affected, of course,

by the latter, that gives the resulting deed its place and

value, the former being essential, while the latter are only

accessory.

In the illustration employed it has been assumed that

the several factors are present to the consciousness of the

individual when deliberating as to his procedure. But that
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is not always, is not generally, the case. We are often swayed

unconsciously by diverse considerations, and only when we

reflect on our conduct do we learn how manifold, and it may
be conflicting, have been the impulses that have moved us.

Now all this bears on the point before us. We are con

fronted with religions that unmistakably display signs of

dread, but we are not warranted in at once concluding, either

that they are the offspring of dread, or that dread is the only

emotion stirred within their adherents. To do this would be,

in effect, to affirm that our mental and emotional states are

necessarily simple, due to the operation of a single influence
;

and this, we have just seen, is not the case.

In the present instance we have two elements to deal

with. Our investigation teaches us that reverence lies at the

basis of every religion, that is one element
;
our observation

reveals to us the presence and operation of dread, that is

the other element. Now, our analysis showed that these two

elements are distinct from each other in origin and character.

The question, therefore, that we have to answer is, Can they

coexist and co-operate ? May both be stirred simultaneously

and combine to produce a state of mind apparently simple in

nature ? If these questions must be answered in the negative,

then the conclusion yielded by our inquiry must be rejected

as particular and not universal in range. But if they must

be answered in the affirmative, then the conclusion will hold

its place as universal in range. And that the affirmative

answer is the correct one, it will not be difficult to show.

Our analysis of dread and reverence taught us that the

former was excited by a thing, and the latter by a person.

We reverence the character which the individual displays,

which, indeed, is the individual
;
we dread the power which the

individual has at his command, and which he may exercise

on us. These emotions are thus different in rise and nature.

But, despite this difference, they may coexist and co-operate.

The possibility of this coexistence and co-operation lies in

the possibility of the union of power and character in an
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individual in such a way that both may impress. Let us

suppose that we stand in the presence of a man of saintly

character, who is in weakness and in humble circumstances,

utterly devoid of power and authority, and let us ask what

our feeling will be. It will be regard, esteem, veneration. We
shall do honour to the moral and spiritual nobility on which

we look. On the other hand, let us suppose that we stand

in the presence of a man of saintly character, who occupies

a high position, is invested with authority and is able to

exercise power, and let us ask what our feeling will be. As

in the former case, it will be regard, esteem, veneration.

We shall do honour to the moral and spiritual nobility dis

played. But, along with this, there may be anxiety, alarm,

dread, caused by the apprehension of authority, and of power

associated with authority ;
and this will almost certainly be

the case if we are definitely under the control and government
of the individual in question, and accountable to him for

our conduct. In that condition, too, the anxiety and alarm

may be so great as to obscure to a large extent the regard

and esteem which we feel, and yet the latter is the deeper

and stronger of the two emotions, and is the real basis of our

desire to act in harmony with the character displayed. This

is evident from the fact, that the former may be overcome

without in any way weakening the longing for conformity to

the ideal presented, whereas if the latter disappear the long

ing will disappear with it, and there will remain at most a

formal obedience to commands enforced.

The state of mind with which we are at present con

cerned is most fittingly indicated by the term awe. When
we stand in awe of one, we fear him in both senses of the

word. We recognise both his goodness and his might, and are

influenced by both. The influence of the one, however, may
be greater than the influence of the other, and, in proportion as

the one or the other preponderates, our awe will approximate

to dread or to reverence, sinking into the one or rising into

the other if the respective influences be wholly withdrawn.
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Awe, then, is a state of mind and heart produced by
the co-operation of two influences that, though working to

gether, are quite distinct, and may therefore be wholly

separated. Those two influences are, briefly, character and

might, and what they suggest is authority justified by good

ness and supported by power.

We have thus discovered the possibility of the coexist

ence and the co-operation of dread and reverence. And we

have only to carry the results reached up into the religious

sphere, to see that the objection under consideration does not

hold. In the Supreme Being, who is the object of worship,

goodness and power combine, and both these qualities are

manifested by Him. Both, however, may not impress men,

or may not impress them with the same intensity, and

according to the impression will be the emotion experienced.

Confining ourselves to the condition of things contemplated

by the objection, we have to think of men in presence of

nature, and of nature in her sterner moods, and we have to

think of them as moved by terror at the display of the power
which they witness. They are the subjects of terror, as

excited by the apprehension of the force that seems to

threaten them. Now, what will be the issue of such terror ?

The answer often given is, worship. Men, it is said, moved

by terror, offer sacrifice and prostrate themselves in abject

humility. But this answer is not strictly correct. The force

is personified, the power is related to a Being who exercises

it, and it is to Him, and not to it, that worship is rendered.

Further, worship is rendered to that Being because of a felt

relation to Him on the part of the worshipper, and in this

felt relation we have the germ of reverence, and, consequently,

that which invests the act with a religious character. What
is required in order to lift the nature-worshipper to a purely

religious position, is the development of this germ, and

as it develops, the terror decreases. So far from being

religious, dread is alien to religion, a hindrance to it, marring
its purity. Its true character may be overlooked, because of
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its association with religion ;
but a careful examination of the

circumstances shows us that it is quite distinct from religion,

and that, in uncivilised and rude ages, religion existed not in

virtue of it, but in spite of it. In those religions there was,

and must have been, present in some degree, however slight,

that reverence which Professor Caird rightly calls the &quot;

saving

salt
&quot;

of religion.
1

1 The Evolutimi of Jteligion, vol. i. p. 224.



LECTURE V

ILLUSTRATION OF RELIGIOUS SENTIMENT

IN the last lecture we analysed and examined the religious

sentiment, with the view of apprehending the nature of

religion. As a result of that analysis and examination, we

have learned that the note of religion is reverence, and that

reverence embraces adoration and aspiration ;
the former

springing mainly from a sense of separation, and the latter,

from the co-operation of the sense of separation and the sense

of relation. We have thus discovered the essential features of

religion. We have seen what are the constituent elements

of that state of mind and heart, the content of which is creed,

and the expression of which is ritual. Our inquiry, therefore,

has taught us that, in whatever ways it may manifest itself,

the religious sentiment involves a sense of separation and a

sense of relation, and, as the outcome of these, adoration and

aspiration. Both may not, indeed, be equally prominent, one

of them may be so much more conspicuous than the other as

to cast it entirely into the shade, but neither can be wholly

absent. That which may, at first sight, seem to be lacking,

will disclose itself to earnest and sympathetic investigation.

A consideration of some of the forms which religion has

assumed will justify this assertion, and at once illustrate and

establish the conclusion to which we have come.

We shall look, first, at religion as it appeared in India in

early times. I speak of religion, and not of religions, because,

from the standpoint which we at present occupy, the religions

of which we shall have to speak are special phases of one
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movement, different stages in one process that bring into

prominence different factors in its underlying impulse and

motive. Of these manifestations there are three that demand

consideration, Vedism, Brahmanism, and Buddhism. But

these three are one in respect of their basis in human nature,

and it is because of this unity that they have interest for us

at this stage. Their unity, however, can be discovered and

apprehended only by a study of their diversity. We must,

therefore, look at each and observe its special features, if we

are to see the relation in which they stand to each other, and

to understand the process of which they are stages. And
inasmuch as Brahmanism sprang from Vedism, and Buddhism

rose partly out of, and partly in opposition to, Brahmanism,
we must deal with them in the order of their appearance,

and, in dealing with them, we shall not attempt to do more

than mark their outstanding features and characteristics.

Our aim will be to apprehend what is fundamental. We shall

thus leave out of account details and diversities within the

systems, and shall fix our minds on that which enters into

their substance. More than this it is impossible for us to do

within the limits at our disposal, and more than this is not

required for the object we have in view.

We begin with Vedism, and we use this term as desig

nating the period prior to that in which Brahamanism took

shape. It is difficult, if not impossible, to draw a sharp

chronological line between these two, and to say where the

one ended and the other began. But it is not difficult

to mark them off from each other, so far as their main

features are concerned. Though we cannot say exactly at

what point Vedism gave way to Brahmanism, we can say

that here we have Vedism, and that there we have Brahman

ism, and we can determine in what respects they differ from

each other.

Vedism, then, speaking generally, was a religion of nature.

The objects of its worship, when we first meet with it, were

the powers of nature. These were, however, to a certain
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extent personalised, and their personalisation was continued

until all, except perhaps Agni and Soma, lost their physical

character. Monier Williams says :

&quot; The phenomena of

nature were thought of as something more than radiant

beings, and something more than powerful forces. To the

generality of worshippers they were more than distinctly

concrete personalities, and had more personal attributes.&quot;
l

There was thus a multitude of divinities. But, though that

was the case, the system was not, strictly speaking, poly

theistic. It is best described as henotheistic. While each

of the special deities was invested with its own special

character, it was to the worshipper, whilst he was engaged in

its service, the only deity a form of that which was supreme.

This was a feeling rather than a doctrine. Men acted under

its influence without bringing it out into clear consciousness.

De la Saussaye says :

&quot; The belief in the unity of the world

may be said to be the fundamental dogma of all Hindu con

ceptions.&quot;
*

But, long before that belief became a distinct

dogma, it was present and operative in the thoughts of men.

There was a sense of unity prior to, and as the precursor

of, a belief in unity. In the Vedic period, that sense asserted

itself with increasing emphasis. But, as it only gradually

gained the mastery, we find the greatest variety in the terms

in which religious minds expressed themselves.
&quot; The early

religion of the Indo-Aryans was ... a belief which, according

to the character and inclination of the worshipper, was now

monotheism, now tritheism, now polytheism, now pantheism&quot; ;

3

and the theology of the Veda &quot; hovers between two extremes
;

on the one side, polytheism, pure and simple ;
on the other side,

a species of monotheism with several titularies, the central

figure of which is, if I may say so, always changing places

with another.&quot;
4

But in due course the unity claimed and secured full

1

Religious Thought and Life in India, p. 7.

~ Manual of the Science of Religion (Eng. trans.), p. 499.
y Monier Williams, Religious Thought and Life in India, p. 11.
4
Earth, The Religions of India, p. 29.
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recognition. With this recognition, Brahmanism came into

existence. Behind all, beneath all, in all, there is one power
of which all existences are, in various ways and degrees,

manifestations. This primordial Being is Brahma. He is

Atman, breath, spirit. He is without attributes.
&quot; The one

beent,&quot; says Oldenberg,
&quot;

is neither great nor small, neither

long nor short, neither hidden nor revealed, neither within nor

without
;
the No, No is his name, inasmuch as he cannot

be comprehended by any epithets, and yet his representation

is the syllable of affirmation, Om
;

he is the ens realissi-

mum.&quot;
] Henotheism has broadened into pantheism. How

that change was effected, what the different steps were in the

advance from many to one, does not concern us here. All

that we have to observe is, that Brahmanism, in its complete

form, recognised only one existence,
&quot; one bi:

ent,&quot; as Oldenberg

expresses it.

Buddhism was a recoil from Brahmanism. And, from

the present point of view, the two systems seem to present
the most complete contrast. In Brahmanism a god is

acknowledged who not only embraces all that exists, but who
is all that exists. Whatever appears to be distinct from him
is mere appearance, an illusion. In Buddhism no god is

acknowledged. No god is needed, and no place for one is

found. Man is concerned with himself alone. As Oldenberg

puts it,
&quot; God and the universe trouble not the Buddhist :

he knows only one question : how shall I in this world of

suffering be delivered from suffering ?
&quot; - Hence Buddhism

is spoken of as a religion without a god. These remarks, it

may be observed, apply only to the earliest Buddhists
;
we

might say only to Buddha himself, for to his followers

Buddha supplies the place of a god. To their minds he

takes the character and is clothed with the authority of a

divinity. But what of the earliest Buddhists? What of

Buddha himself ? What of Buddhism in its central feature ?

It is, of course, indubitable that Buddha did not acknowledge
1

Buddha, p. 37. 2 Ibid. p. 130.

13
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a god, and that his system, as propounded by him, was con

structed without reference to a god. But that does not settle

the point. A theory may involve more than its author is

aware of. It may, indeed, include the very features that

it is designed and supposed to exclude. A change of name

or of standpoint may be mistaken by us for a change of

object. How is it with the theory under consideration ?

The circle within which it moves is that of suffering. Its

aim is deliverance. It is from the fact of suffering that it

starts, and it is to freedom from suffering that it points.

But what is the cause of suffering ? It is desire for continued

existence. That desire may, of course, take different forms,

but fundamentally it is the wish to be. But why is desire

for continued existence the cause of suffering ? Because it is

desire for the impermanent, for that which is unreal, for that

which does not endure, for that wrhich is not. The knowledge

that all material forms (sensations, perceptions, etc.) are im

permanent, is freedom from desire and, therefore, salvation.

He who possesses this knowledge
&quot; turns himself from material

form, turns himself from sensation and perception, from con

formation and consciousness. When he turns therefrom he

becomes free from desire
; by the cessation of desire he

obtains deliverance
;
in the delivered there arises a conscious

ness of his deliverance
;
re-birth is extinct, holiness is com

pleted, duty is accomplished ;
there is no more a return to

this world, he knows.&quot;
l It is the impermanence of its object

that makes desire produce suffering. But impermanence

implies permanence ;
the unreal presupposes the real. If

men turn from material forms because they are only appear

ances, they must turn to that which is more than appearance.

In the passage quoted, Buddha speaks of a consciousness of

deliverance rising within the delivered. But a consciousness

must have a positive as well as a negative side, and, since its

negative side is freedom from desire for the impermanent, its

positive must be a sense of union to the permanent. Of this

1

Buddha,, p. 214.
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side, Buddha says nothing definite. He evades, indeed, ques

tions regarding it, and insists on the negative side as that

with which alone he is concerned. But his refusal to deal

with the subject does not dispose of it. The point for us,

when we endeavour to understand the general bearings of his

system and determine its character as a religion, is not what

he set before his followers, but what his teaching and his

attitude implied. Oldenberg is right when he says :

&quot; The

characteristic fundamental outlines of Brahmanical speculation

turn up again in this discourse of Buddha s with dominant

force. We have shown how that speculation works in the

conception of a dualism. On one side the eternal im

mutable, which is endowed with the predicates of supreme
freedom and happiness : that is the Brahma, and the Brahma

is nothing else but man s own true self (Atman). On the

other side the world of origination and decease, birth, old

age, death, in a word, of
suffering.&quot;

l In other words, in this

reference, the difference between Buddhism and Brahmanism

is not that the latter has a god while the former has none,

but that while the latter acknowledges and gives a character

to its god, the former is silent regarding that which is the

background of its thought, and which, if admitted, must have

been assigned the place and character of a god. Buddhism is

agnostic, not atheistic. It confines its attention to the present

and the manner in which the present should be regarded,

without recognising that which is essential to the view of the

present which it holds and proclaims. It emphasises the

mutable and the need of escaping from its fascination and

control, but it does not observe that the mutable can only

appear as mutable in contrast to the immutable, or that

escape from its fascination and control can be accomplished

only by submission to the immutable. What, however, was

not evident to, or at least was not definitely declared by,

Buddha, is clear to us when we subject his system to examina

tion. Oldenberg says :

&quot; The speculation of the Brahmans-

1
Buddha, p. 214.
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apprehended being in all becoming, that of the Buddhists be

coming in all apparent being.&quot;

1 But the becoming appre

hended by the Buddhists was controlled.
&quot; The world is the

world s process, the formula of causality is the expression of

this process of the world, or at least of that side of the

process, with which alone man, bound in sorrow and seeking

deliverance, has anything to do. The conviction of an absolute

law, which rules the world s process expressed in this formula,

deserves to be set out in bold relief as one of the most essen

tial elements of the body of Buddhist
thought.&quot;

&quot;

Being is,

we may say, the procession regulated by the law of causality

of continuous being at every moment self-consuming and

anew
begetting.&quot;

3 A causal nexus is thus recognised, and a

causal nexus implies an underlying ground and governing

principle.

In harmony with the positions assumed, as to the exist

ence of a divinity or divinities, by Vedism and Brahmanism

and Buddhism, were their views as to worship. In Vedism

sacrifice had a large place. The sacrifices offered varied alike

in substance and in significance. It is difficult to determine

their precise value in the eyes of those who made them.

Doubtless that value differed at different times and in

different circumstances. In one case it was a thank-offering,

in another its aim was to secure the favour of the god to

whom it was offered, and to gain benefit from him. But

with the ideas of gratitude and conciliation there seern even

in early times to have united others that were deeper and

purer. Benefit was conceived as gained not from, but in, the

sacrifice. Sacrifice was, as it were, the principle of existence,

so that, in sacrifice, men brought themselves into contact

with that which was central. Sacrifice was thus omnipotent.

By it the gods were actually created.4 It was by sacrifice,

indeed, that they gained their high estate. It was on an act

of sacrifice also that the first act of creation rested
;
and it

1
Buddha, p. 251. 2 Ibid. p. 249. 3 Ibid. p. 262.

4 Do La Saussaye, Manual of the Science of Religion (Eng. trans.), p. 511.
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was by sacrifice that what we may call providence was

rendered possible. The sacrifice not only induced, but

enabled, the gods to act in the way desired by the

worshipper.
&quot;

Sacrifice is the condition for the regular

course of the world, as well as for the preserving of life.&quot;
L

Oldenberg speaks of the offering as
&quot; the great fundamental

power, and the fundamental symbol of all being and of all

procession of being
&quot;

;

2
and Earth says :

&quot; In the conscious

ness of the believer, sacrifice is a highly complex act
;
but

before everything else it is a mystery, a direct interference

with the phenomena of nature and the condition even of the

normal course of
things.&quot;

3 A point of interest and import

ance in this connection, is that the study of the Veda was

regarded as sacrificial in character. It was one of the five

daily duties to be scrupulously performed by all. From

these references it is clear that sacrifice had a very wide and

varied meaning ;
but beneath all the difference there lay the

desire to secure the favour and help of the divinity thought

of, by acting in harmony with his character, and supplying

what was necessary for his activity.

When we pass from Vedism to Brahmanism, we come

face to face with a condition of things different from that

just described. The view entertained of sacrifice, and the

attitude assumed towards it, in the later, are materially

distinct from what they were in the earlier, system. In

the later, indeed, there appear two tendencies that diverge

somewhat widely on this point. There is a ritualistic

tendency and there is a philosophical, and each has its own

theory of sacrifice. For the former, sacrifice is of the utmost

importance ;
the sacrifices that have to be offered are numer

ous, and everything depends on the manner in which the

offering is made. The utmost care must be exercised in

carrying out the various details, for the slightest mistake

or omission will render the service worthless. In order

1 De La Saussaye, Manual of the Science of Religion (Eng. trans.), p. 511.
2
Bvddha, p. 46. 3 The Religions of India, p. 36.
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that there may be no such mistake or omission in the per

formance of the rites imposed, a sacerdotal community must

be formed and maintained whose office it will be to minister

in things sacred. Sacrifice thus holds its place, but the

estimate of sacrifice has changed. It has taken a new

character. It is now regarded as symbolical, and the

symbolical aspect of it gradually excludes every other. It

is this estimate of it that forms the ground of the elaborate

ritual that is insisted on, and that gives the priestly caste

their standing and authority. For the philosophical tendency,

on the other hand, sacrifice is secondary and subordinate. It

has value for those who move on the lower levels, but it is

worthless for those who have gained the heights of insight

and knowledge. To those who occupied the philosophical

standpoint, it seemed that if there were only one power
or existence that manifested itself in all forms of being,

there was no room for offerings.
&quot;

If every man was a

part of God, what necessity was there that God should

propititate Himself ?
&quot; l The aim to be pursued was

deliverance by identity with the one universal spirit, and

that could and must be gained by other means than

sacrifice.
&quot;

Deliverance is the attained unity of the soul

with its true mode of being, the Brahma &quot;

;

2
and this is to

be gained by the path of knowledge, not by sacrifice. When
that path is entered on, the ordinary course and interests of

life must be abandoned. Earthly concerns, since they belong

to the sphere of illusion, can only hinder return to, and union

with, the One Existence
; they must therefore be eschewed.

&quot; The appearance of the doctrine of the Eternal One and the

origin of monastic life in India, are simultaneous : they are

two issues of one important occurrence.&quot;
3 For those who

have not attained to the knowledge that is deliverance, and

who continue attracted to earthly concerns, sacrifice, as has

been said, has a certain value. It may secure prosperity and

1 Monier Williams, Religious Thought and Life in India, p. 25.
2
Oldenberg, Buddha, p. 47. 3 Ibid. p. 32.
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comfort during the present existence, and attainment by

transmigration to an honourable position in a future exist

ence, but that is all
;

it cannot secure return to, and identity

with, the underlying principle.
&quot;

Sacrifice is only an act

of preparation ;
it is the best of acts, but it is an act, and

its fruit is consequently perishable.&quot;
l

Buddhism, consistently with the position taken up by it,

turned wholly aside from sacrifice. For it worship had no

meaning. In its view there was no object to which worship

could be offered. Man had to act for and by himself alone.

Knowledge of the
&quot;

four truths
&quot;

was all that was demanded

for deliverance, and these dealt with the present and the

visible. Freedom from the sway of that which appears to

be, but is not, sums up the condition of salvation. Of what

is, if there be any such thing, no account need be taken.

For such a theory, it is clear, worship in the ordinary sense

of the term could have no meaning. On one occasion,

Buddha, after citing various kinds of offerings, says :

&quot; The

highest offering which a man can bring, and the highest

blessing of which he can be made participator, is, when he

obtains deliverance and gains this knowledge : I shall not

return to this world. This is the highest perfection of all

offering.&quot;

We might, perhaps, correctly characterise the three

systems with which we are dealing as follows. Vedism,

as a religion of nature, sought the favour and help of the

gods by meeting their desires and coming into sympathy
with them in such a way as at once to influence and aid

them. Brahmanism, as a spiritual pantheism, sought by

transcending difference to gain identity with the one

universal spiritual power. Buddhism, fixing its gaze

wholly on the present, with its movement and change

and suffering, sought to escape from trouble by the ex

tinction of self through concentration of self, by means

1

Earth, The Religions of India, p. 81.

2
Oldenberg, Buddha, pp. 173, 174.
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of which, relation to what was impermanent would be

destroyed.

Having thus noted the more important features of the

three forms which religion took in India, we go on to ask,

how far they harmonise with, and illustrate, the conclusion

reached by us as to the nature of religion. According to

that conclusion, religion embraces adoration and aspiration,

the former springing mainly from the sense of separation, and

the latter from the combined sense of separation and relation.

Adoration expresses itself in praise ; aspiration is the desire

for approval and communion, and, as the condition of these,

for likeness to the object apprehended. And the likeness

sought can be gained only by assimilation, and assimilation

can issue only from surrender and appropriation. We saw

that, while these elements constitute the essence of religion,

they do not necessarily all appear with equal prominence in

every form of religion, but that one or other may in a

particular form be so pronounced in its manifestation as to

overshadow the others, and lead to the opinion that it, and it

alone, is present and operative. What, then, of the forms of

which we are at present thinking ?

In these we perceive the presence and operation of both

the sense of separation and the sense of relation, but the

proportion between them is not the same in all. In one the

sense of separation is greater than the sense of relation
;
in

another the sense of relation is greater than the sense of

separation. Indeed, it is just the change that takes place in

the relative positions and values of these factors, as one

system makes way for another, that invests the process, of

which these systems are stages, with significance for the

inquirer into the nature of religion. We shall endeavour to

trace this change.

In Yedism, the sense of separation and the sense of

relation are both active, but clearly the former is in excess of

the latter. The powers that are worshipped are conceived of

as the bestowers of benefit, as protecting and providing for
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those who satisfy their needs and demands. Originally

powers and forces of nature, they have been personalised

As powers and forces of nature, they were, of course

regarded as standing apart from men, and their personal

isation did not, at once, at least, bring them nearer men.

They had in the later, as in the earlier period, to be

influenced by sacrifice, if their aid was to be secured

This, indeed, was the chief, if not the only thing that was

required from men in order that blessing and bounty might
be dispensed by the several divinities. There was, strictly

speaking, no yearning for communion, no conviction that

more than benefit should be sought, if full satisfaction were

to be enjoyed ; that, if this were to be gained, there must be

union and fellowship with the object of worship, since to

the object the worshipper was essentially related. This,

indeed, was impossible in any real sense for those moving
within the Vedistic sphere. For, though that was not

purely and simply polytheistic, it embraced
&quot;gods many

and lords many
&quot;

;
and this multiplicity, even if viewed in

a henotheistic light, was inconsistent with that strong sense

of essential relation that is the basis and spring of a longing

for union and fellowship. Monotheism, in some form or

other, is necessary for the existence and manifestation of a

sense of essential relation.

The sense of separation, then, was the dominating in

fluence in the Yedistic worship. But the sense of relation

was also present and operative. It is involved, indeed, in

the appeals made for assistance to the gods. Had there not

been some kind of feeling of relation between the devotee

and the divinity, the confidence that was reposed in the

offering would not have been felt by the offerer. The

offering was meant to form a tie between the offerer and

the deity to whom the offering was made, which should be

the channel of blessing, but the belief that such a tie could

be formed rested on the latent sense of a natural relation.

This latent sense is a postulate of sacrifice. In order, how-
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ever, that we may appreciate fully the activity of this sense

of relation in the Vedistic ritual, we must observe the

meaning that was attached to sacrifice. It was conceived

of as a means, not merely of gaining the favour and assistance

of the deity by gratifying his taste, but also of fitting the

deity for performing the act required by meeting his wants.

&quot;Without sacrifice, and the right kind of sacrifice, the deity

not only would not, but could not, grant the request pre

sented.
&quot;

It was by sacrifice it is not said to whom

that the gods delivered the world from chaos, just as it is

by sacrifice that man prevents it lapsing back into it.&quot;

l

Sacrifice was thus conformity to the condition of things in

which gods and men were alike embraced, and, by this

conformity on the part of men, the gods were both inclined

to, and qualified for, the action that was requisite for the

relief and comfort of those appealing to them. This view

of sacrifice was doubtless definitely accepted only by the few,

the more thoughtful and speculative, but it is none the less

significant on that account. It is but the interpretation

and articulation of the attitude and action of the adherents

of the system within which it arose. And its significance

consists in the testimony which it offers to the presence

and operation of the sense of relation. This feeling was

revealed in the mere act of sacrifice. That involved the

recognition of a relation, but the relation recognised was

not necessarily internal and essential : it might be only

external and economical. What was sought was material

benefit and physical satisfaction. In order to secure this

there must be surrender, but not self -surrender. What

was offered was something that belonged to the individual,

not the individual himself. On this a considerable advance

is made when sacrifice is viewed as affecting the ability

of the gods, because touching the order of existence. In that

conception of it we have, at least, the suggestion, not only

of an intimate connection between the person sacrificing and
1

Earth, The Religions of India, p. 37.
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the person to whom the sacrifice is offered, but also of the

need for harmony between the two, if the result desired is

to ensue.

It thus appears that this form of religion is in accord

with the conclusion reached by us as to the nature of

religion. In it all the features to which that conclusion

points are not equally manifest, but it may with truth be

said, that those which appear to be wanting are present in

germ. There is adoration : there is also aspiration in a

somewhat external form indeed, but not without &quot; the promise

and potency
&quot;

of that which is internal. If favour be sought

rather than fellowship, benefit rather than likeness, yet in

the idea of co-operation with the objects of worship by

means of sacrifice, there lies that which points to likeness,

and to surrender and assimilation as the basis thereof.

From Yedism we pass to Brahmanism, and in consider

ing this system, we shall confine ourselves to its more

developed, its philosophical phase. Here we have a condition

of things very different from that which has just engaged

our attention, though rising out of it. The many have

become one, and the one is all -
embracing. With this

change in the object of worship there has come a change

in the attitude of the worshipper. The sense of separation

has given way to the sense of relation. The first has

become last, and the last first. The sense of separation is

still keen and intense, but it is keen and intense because,

relation being recognised, separation is felt to be a con

tradiction. It is not accepted as the normal state, but is

regarded as a state from which escape is to be sought.

We might, indeed, say that the sense of separation is, viewed

by itself, more keen and intense than it was
; but, relatively

to the sense of relation, it holds a less prominent position

than it did. The sense of relation is fundamental, and by

it all else is determined. This is seen clearly in the

estimate formed of sacrifice. It ceases to be of supreme

importance. It may bring to the sacrificer benefits that
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pertain to his continued existence in the present, or in

future, states of being, but it does not play any part in

the attainment of what should be the aim of all, identity

with the one spiritual essence. It is of this that the

philosophical Brahman thinks, and toward this that he

strives. But the attainment of this implies the surrender

of the self
;
not only the surrender of that which belongs

to the self, but the surrender of the self in its essence
;
and

this, in turn, implies sucli a change in condition and circum

stances as will remove the ground of separation and give

free play to the relation.

In this system, as is evident, it is not in adoration

but in aspiration that the religious sentiment expresses itself.

Adoration has almost reached the vanishing point. It is,

therefore, with aspiration that we have to deal. And the

aspiration that is displayed is clearly onesided in its move

ment and manifestation. What is longed for is assimilation r

but it is not assimilation of the power of the deity by the

individual
;

it is assimilation of the being of the individual

by the deity. Union with one spiritual power is sought,

not that likeness may be gained, and on the ground of this

favour and fellowship enjoyed, but that individual existence

may be lost by absorption in the one existence. For like

ness and favour and fellowship, there is no room in a

thoroughgoing pantheism. What, however, concerns us in

the present connection, is the central thought, or rather

the governing impulse of the attitude assumed. And that

is, that man s chief good is union to the Supreme Being,,

and this is of the very essence of religion. The way in

which the union is conceived may be faulty, but that should

not hide from us the recognition of the need for that union.

Further, the union is to be brought about by the

surrender of self. That, again, is a true thought, though

the false estimate formed of the self leads to a mistaken

idea of surrender. The surrender contemplated is, in truth,

an impossibility. Men cannot by any act of their own
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efface themselves. They cannot by insight or knowledge

rise above their personality. That personality was not the

outcome of their decision or effort. It was created and

fixed apart from their consent or endeavour. Hence, all

that is possible for them in the way of attainment is, by

learning its nature, to deal with it wisely, and to observe

the conditions that are needful for its development. When
we thus consider the state of the case, we experience no

difficulty in determining the precise import of the Brahmanic

theory. It is the exaggeration of one element of aspiration,

and the neglect of the others. It is a partial and mistaken

expression of the conviction that, if we are to attain to

peace, we must enter into union with the Supreme Being

by self-surrender. But it regards self-surrender rather as

an end than as a means. It is not self-surrender with a

view to assimilation and appropriation issuing in likeness,

and, therefore, in favour and fellowship, that is contemplated,

but self-surrender that is absorption and annihilation. The

conceptions formed of the self and of the Supreme Being
do not admit of the former. But, notwithstanding this, it

is the true issue and outcome of the sentiment stirred. This

is so far implied in the fact that, in order to self-surrender,

we must bring ourselves into sympathy with the power to

whom we surrender ourselves, for that sympathy is really

assimilation and appropriation with a view to likeness, since

it involves the removal of everything that would hinder our

being possessed and controlled by that existence of which

we form part. There is here a distinct advance on the

Vedistic position. What was aimed at by it was the

reception and enjoyment of benefits, mainly of a temporal

character, whereas here such benefits pass out of view, and

what is thought of is a condition in which these become

of no account to the individual, because in it the individual

is a part of, or rather is lost in, the One Existence, and is

therefore lifted above the need of temporal benefit. In both

there is aspiration; but in the former it is external and
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formal, while in the latter it is internal and essential.

The Vedic worshipper seeks to connect himself with the

gods by means of the sacrifice, or, at least, to act in such

a way, that his act will harmonise with the conditions of

activity that obtain for the gods and thereby secure the end

sought ;
whereas the Brahman seeks to connect himself with

the one god, by ceasing from activity and by surrendering

individuality. Thus in both there is an impulse toward

definite communication with that which is above, an impulse

that expresses itself differently in each, the one expression

emphasising the independent existence of man and God,

the other emphasising the dependence of man on God. The

true expression of that impulse would have emphasised both

these truths, and harmonised them in a theory that would

have insisted on a unity that, though vital, was not identity,,

and an independence that, though real, was not absolute.

From Brahmanism we turn to Buddhism, and when we

look at that system from the present standpoint, we perceive

that it is the assertion and development of the higher form of

Brahmanism on its negative side. The thought of the latter

was twofold. It contemplated, on the one hand, withdrawal

from the temporal, and, on the other, union with the eternal
;

the former being regarded as the condition of the latter. The

thought of Buddhism is, or at least professes to be, single. It

contemplates only withdrawal from the temporal. It can

not anticipate union with the eternal, because for it there

is no eternal. It does not recognise any underlying, encircling,

permeating power with which it must come to terms, but

only changing existence from which it must sever itself.

Such a system cannot urge to adoration, for there is nothing

to adore
;
neither can it urge to aspiration, for aspiration is

desire, and desire is suffering ;
it can insist only on recoil,

retiral, withdrawal, quiescence. But these, when carefully

examined, are seen to involve that which they appear to

exclude. They are, indeed, but one side of that aspiration,

of which they seem to be the denial. Men seek to escape
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from suffering. They therefore long for a state in which

suffering will be impossible. In order that they may reach

that state, they cut themselves off from the existing condition

of things. By meditation they rise to a mental and spiritual

attitude, that implies the severance of the ties that bind them

to the impermanent. But, as has already been shown, that

negative movement implies a positive. Over against the

impermanent there stands the permanent, and movement from

the former is movement toward the latter. This movement,

too, is fundamentally self-surrender, because it is in virtue

of the possession of a self that man is conscious of the imper

manent, and feels its pressure and pain. What he seeks to

escape from is not something lying wholly without, but is an

inner condition, which is the effect of relation to that which

is without. The change demanded then is a change within,

a change that involves a change of relation to that which is

without. But, inasmuch as the relation to that which is

without is determined by the character of the self, by ignor

ance, which is the first in the chain of causes, the change
demanded is really a change in the character of the self, the

removal of ignorance. But that change involves the sub

mission of the self to the knowledge whereby ignorance is

removed. It is, therefore, self-surrender. And self-surrender

is more than a turning of the self from that which is unsatis

factory ;
it is a turning of the self to that which is, or seems

to be, satisfactory. It is the surrender of the self to some

thing other than itself. To surrender, men are impelled by
the conviction that they are not what they might be and

ought to be, and that this they can only become by relation

to what is above them, and that in order that this relation

may be realised, all must be given up that is purely individual

in reference. There is, and must be, something in view of

which, and for the attainment of which, surrender is made,

and it is the contrast between that which we are and that

which we may become that constitutes the impulse to self-

surrender.
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Buddhism, then, is a call to self-surrender, and that with

the view of attaining the ideal state. It is here that the

ground of its influence lies. The teaching of Buddha gained

acceptance, because it appealed to the craving of the human

heart for union with that which is perfect. Perfection to the

Indian mind was rest, untroubled existence, freedom from

pain and anxiety. These seemed to be bound up with exist

ence. Hence, the ideal condition suggested must be the

opposite of existence. Whether that meant non-existence, or

a different kind of existence,
&quot; the Exalted One has not

revealed this.&quot;
l He confined himself to the unsatisfactory

nature of present existence, and to the need for being freed

from its control. Therein he was wise in his generation.

He directed the thoughts of those to whom he appealed to that

which was nearest to them, to that which they felt most

keenly, the burden of this life with its cares and perplexities

and afflictions, and he professed to teach them how they

might rid themselves of this burden. Beyond this, he did

not go. What their condition would be after the burden

had been cast off, he did not say. Each could form and

entertain his own conception of it, and to each it would

present itself as a contrast to that from which escape was

being sought. Deliverance was to Buddha, not a means, but

an end. It was not freedom from that which hindered

growth and development, it was freedom from that which

pained and wounded and saddened. It was this that gave it

power, and that lent to it attraction. There are times when

men think only of salvation in its negative reference, when

their one desire is to be rid of that which oppresses and

annoys, when the ideal of life presents itself to them in a

purely negative aspect, when, we might say, there was for

them no ideal of life, but only the conviction that life is an

evil, and that continually. It was to men in this mood that

Buddhism spoke, and spoke with effect. To such it offered

that for which they were sighing salvation, deliverance,
1
Oldenberg, Buddha, p. 278.
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freedom from care. But salvation, deliverance, freedom

from care imply a change of circumstance. The desire

for these is fundamentally a desire for entrance into a

sphere different from that in which we are. That is not

consciously recognised, but it is none the less true on that

account. Its non-recognition, however, affects the form in

which men present to themselves the nature and way of

deliverance. Thinking of salvation only as detachment from

that which perplexes and pains, men may not inquire as to

the true condition into which they ought to come, may not

take account of any Supreme Being with whom they have to

do, and by union to whom alone the one state may be

exchanged for the other. But, though they may not recog

nise such a condition or such a Being, it does not follow that

they are entirely free from the influence of these. There

may be factors at work within them that are not observed by

them, and that reveal themselves only to reflection. This

was the case with the Buddhist. When he, by meditation,

withdrew himself from the world of the impermanent, he was

yielding to an impulse toward union with the permanent,

and was seeking to bring himself into harmony with it by

gaining the knowledge that was requisite for deliverance.

His action and attitude thus implied self-surrender
;
and

though it appeared to him that it was only self-surrender in

the way of renunciation, it was really self-surrender in the

way of appropriation. The longing for release was at heart

aspiration after attainment.

Having thus examined the different phases of religion as

it appeared in India, we see that these confirm and illustrate

the conclusion to which our inquiry brought us. In them we

discover the presence and working of reverence. We observe

it manifesting itself mainly in the form of aspiration, but not

without suggestions of adoration, even when aspiration is

most pronounced. We observe, further, the different elements

which we have found in aspiration asserting themselves at

different times and in different degrees, one being prominent

14
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at one time, and another at another. The presence and

working of reverence are revealed in the recognition of that

which is above and superior to the limitations of this lower

sphere, and in yearning for alliance with it, to be gained by

surrender to it, a surrender that is sometimes thought of as

identity with the One Existence, and sometimes as deliverance

from the impermanent manifold of the existence that now is,

but the thought of which really embraces both of these ideas.

In the former of these we have the ground of adoration. This,

however, does not find clear or constant expression, because

of the way in which the One Existence that is above and

superior to the limitations of this lower sphere is conceived.

But the very conception of such an Existence carries with it

the impulse to praise and honour. In the early system that

impulse reveals itself often in striking and beautiful fashion

in the Vedic hymns, and though it seems to become weaker

in Brahmanism, and to vanish away in Buddhism, it does not

actually do so. It is only for a time pushed into the back

ground by other impulses that in the course of events press

for manifestation. Its persistence and strength are proved

most impressively by the manner in which it compels even

Buddhism to admit its claim and find scope for its operation.

As has already been said, and as is well known, for the

Buddhists, Buddha occupies the place of God. To him

honours are paid. By his disciples he is adored
;
and in the

adoration which they pay him, we have significant proof that

this feature of reverence cannot be entirely suppressed. It

may be neglected, but if so, it will avenge itself for its neglect

by emphatic and even exaggerated expression.

As to the other element, aspiration, nothing requires to

be said. In the preceding discussion it has been fully con

sidered, and the different forms, with the causes and references

of each, have been adequately dealt with.

From the religions of India we turn to Mohammedanism.

And in order that we may discover whether or not this

system illustrates our conclusion as to the nature of the
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religious sentiment, we shall glance at its history, noting its

main facts and features. And its history divides itself into

three periods, of which, speaking generally, the first ends

with the flight of the Prophet from Mecca
;
the second

extends from his flight to his death
;
and the third covers

subsequent developments of his system. These three periods

we name respectively, the religious, the political, and the

doctrinal. To the first we apply the title religious, because

in it Mohammed appears and speaks most distinctly as a

prophet, believing that he has been commissioned to proclaim

the truth and to work reformation, and devotes himself to the

fulfilment of his commission by endeavouring to persuade his

neighbours to receive the revelations he has to offer, and to

discharge the duties he has to inculcate. The second we call

political, because in it he appears as leader and judge rather

than as prophet, or perhaps we should say, that his prophetic

gifts and authority are exercised in the discharge of civil

and judicial and military functions. A decided change
takes place in his attitude and his activity after he goes to

Medina. He does not merely seek to win men to the accept

ance of the truth
;
he governs those among whom he resides,

dispensing justice and directing affairs, and he leads them

forth to battle. The Church has become the State, and has

well-nigh lost itself in the State. The third period we have

designated the doctrinal, because in it discussion arises as to

the significance of different tenets laid down by the Prophet
and held by the Faithful and sects spring up representing
different views. Of these three periods, the first and the third

demand our special attention. The second does not claim

particular notice, because in it there were few movements by
which the essence of the system was affected. We are con

cerned with the first, because in it the fundamental dogmas
and precepts were formulated and enunciated

;
and with the

third, because in it there were incidents that shed light, either

negatively or positively, on the significance and value of these

dogmas and precepts as means of satisfying the spiritual
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nature of man. To the second we shall only have to refer

occasionally, for the sake of making clear points raised in

connection with the first.

Mohammed was a monotheist. It was as a preacher of

monotheism that he appealed to his fellow countrymen. He

was led to assume the role of Prophet by the revelations

that he believed himself to have received. The first of these

came to him during a season of retirement for prayer and

meditation. But prior to this experience he had turned away
from the polytheism of his time, dissatisfied with it, and yearn

ing for something that would meet, as it could not, his spiritual

longing. The object of his yearning had also in a general way
been perceived by him. In perceiving this he was assisted by

his surroundings. It is difficult to determine what exactly were

the influences to which he was subjected, but it is clear that

he came into contact with those who, more or less, definitely

acknowledged the unity of God. He certainly knew sufficient

of Judaism to understand that this was its cardinal principle.

And there were some in Mecca itself, who, though not Jews,

had passed behind and above the
&quot;gods many&quot;

of the

accepted religion to Allah, who, in name at least, was

recognised as the chief deity, ruling over all and imposing

duties on all. It may be a mistake to speak of these as a

sect, and to identify them with the Hanifs. But whether few

or many, organised or not, their existence cannot well be

doubted, and the movement which they initiated and sus

tained could not but produce an effect on Mohammed in his

time of inquiry.
1 In moving forward in the direction to

which they pointed, he was not really abandoning the faith

of his fathers
;
he was only reforming it, by sweeping away

the false divinities that had been permitted to dim the glory

and usurp the place of Him who was the only Divinity, until

He had become a mere shadow, overlooked and neglected

except on special occasions.

1
Cf. art. &quot;Mohammedanism,&quot; Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed. vol. xvi. p.

546
;
and De La Saussaye, Lehrbuch der RcligionsgescJiichte, Zweiter Band, p. 348.
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The result of his reflection, or, as he declared, his

revelation, is summed up in the well-known dogma which,

Gibbon says, &quot;is compounded of an eternal truth and a

necessary fiction,&quot; that there is only one God, and that

Mohammed is His Prophet. The former was the theme of

which he had to discourse, the latter was the credential he

had to offer, and they were presented as of equal importance.

Both must be accepted by the Faithful. Each, indeed, must

be insisted on, in order to gain acceptance for the other.

The eternal truth was presented rather as an authoritative

declaration to be simply received, than as a spiritual fact that

should commend itself to every man s conscience. He who

presented it must therefore occupy a peculiar position, and

hold a special commission. To cast doubt on the claim of

Mohammed to be the one Prophet of the one God was to cast

doubt on, or, at least, to make it possible to doubt, the

validity of the message he brought. On the other hand, the

Prophet was to direct men in every department of their

activity. This being so, He, in whose name he spoke, must

be the one, the only God
;

for if not, he could not claim the

right to intermeddle with all their interests and concerns. TheO

two were thus intimately connected and mutually dependent.

Both, indeed, were not always emphasised alike
;

at one

time the one was accentuated, and at another the other. In

the first period, with which we are at present dealing, and

which we have called the religious, the former was prominent ;

the unity of God rather than the prophetic standing of

Mohammed was asserted
;
but in the second period, which we

have called the political, it was different. Then the latter

was prominent ;
the prophetic standing of Mohammed became

all-important, because of the judicial and legislative functions

he had to discharge. There was thus highest wisdom in

combining the two, and requiring the profession of them as one.

Though Mohammed was the Prophet of God, he did not

receive his commission direct from God
;

it was conveyed to

him by the angel Gabriel. God was too exalted to hold



2i 4 RELIGION

communion with men, even with His Prophet. The revelation

made to him, however, was divine in source and nature.

The Scriptures were God-given ; they were even eternal,

complete from the beginning, though made known to men in

parts and as occasion demanded. It could not be otherwise,

because the one God must be immutable. He cannot be

subject to change either in Himself or in His relations. He

must therefore have determined from the first what was to

happen, and, consequently, what would be required in the

way of legislation and instruction. And this was written

down in the brilliant and dazzling volume, of which a vision

was granted twice a year to Mohammed.

What has been said suggests the next point in the creed,

viz. Predestination. That all things that happen in the lives

of men and in the history of nations, as in the course of

nature, are irrevocably fixed by Allah, is distinctly declared
;

and, in harmony with this declaration, is the demand made

for absolute submission to the divine will. From one point

of view, indeed, absolute submission is the note of the system.

Islam, the name given to it, and Moslem, the title applied

to those who become adherents of it, both express this idea.

It is, however, difficult to say what exactly predestination

and submission or resignation meant for the Prophet. There

is no doubt that he frequently presents them in a fatalistic

form. He often speaks of God as if He were essentially a

despotic and an omnipotent Being, who issues His decisions

and executes His will in such a way that men have simply to

yield themselves blindly to the circumstances in which they

find themselves. While, however, this is true, it must be

admitted that, at the beginning of his career at least, pre

destination is set forth by him in a manner fitted to encourage

rather than to hinder pious effort, and resignation is incul

cated in a fashion that suggests rational acceptance of the

divine will rather than unintelligent and compulsory accept

ance of an iron necessity.

In this connection we naturally think of the last article of
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the faith, viz. Kesurrection and Final Judgment. Mohammed

emphasised strongly the responsibility of men. It would

appear that this was the thought that pressed most heavily

upon him in his period of preparatory reflection, for it was

to it that his first revelation gave expression.
1 But such a

thought is inconsistent with fatalism. Obligation and sen

tence according to conduct are utterly out of harmony with an

abstract predestination. That leaves no room for deliberation

and decision on the part of men, and where there is no room

for decision and deliberation there is no room for judgment.

The individual has simply done what he was compelled to do,

and for the issue of compulsion there can be neither com

mendation nor condemnation. Duty can have no meaning

for those who are under the sway of a hard fate, and where

there is no duty there can neither be reward nor punishment.

Men are, indeed, taught that admittance to heaven is not

gained by good works, but by God s mercy. This does not,

however, meet the difficulty. Abstract predestination has no

place for mercy. By it everything is absolutely determined.

To whom then does it, or can it, show mercy ? Not to the

person who has simply given effect to its own determination.

That would be to constrain to a certain line of action, and

then to overlook or to obliterate its result. But the latter as

truly as the former would be determined. The mercy, in such

a case, would not create an opportunity that might be embraced;

it would constitute a condition that must be accepted.

As already suggested, the contradiction between pre

destination and judgment was not at first apparent or

operative.
&quot; In the oldest suras we have monotheism

in its positive and practical form,&quot;
2 and in harmony with

this form, these two conceptions were presented as aids

and encouragements to a pious life. Gradually, however,

a change took place, and the unity of God in its abstract

form was proclaimed, with the result that men, instead of

1 Sura xcvi.

2 Art. &quot;Mohammedanism,&quot; Encyclopaedia JBritannica, vol. xvi. p. 548.
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being stimulated spiritually, were arrested and paralysed.

This change was due to the altered surroundings of the

Prophet. It is clearly visible in the second, or political,

period. During that period he found it needful to claim and

exercise absolute authority. Such authority could belong to

him only as the Prophet of an absolute ruler, who did not

speak to the hearts and consciences of men, but who issued

commands that, whatever their character, must be unhesi

tatingly obeyed, and that might be obeyed regardless of

consequences, since by him all things were fixed and settled.

Thus predestination tended to become fatalistic, and judgment

lost its moral quality.

We must now glance at the religious duties imposed by

Mohammed on his followers. These were four, viz. Prayer,

Almsgiving, Fasting, Pilgrimage.

Prayer, the Prophet declared, was the pillar of religion

and the key of paradise. Hence he insisted on it, and gave

minute directions regarding it. Five times a day the

Faithful were to prostrate themselves before Allah. With

prayer were associated preparatory washings and purifications.

At first these had a subjective reference they were symbolic

of the state of mind and heart in which men should approach

God
; later, they lost, to a large extent, if not altogether, this

character, and became formal ceremonies to be observed for

their own sake. What precise value Mohammed attached to

prayer it is not easy to say. So far as his followers are

concerned, it consists mainly in a devout repetition of a

certain number of phrases and ejaculations. That repetition

must be supposed to possess some efficacy and to secure some

benefit
;
but what that efficacy is, and how benefit is secured,

does not appear. By the orthodox Moslem it cannot be

regarded as a means of communion with God, for He is too

exalted to hold communion with men
;
neither can it be

offered with the view of gaining help and support in the

duties of life, for even apart from belief in abstract pre

destination, it is not supplicatory in its terms. The truth,
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perhaps, is that here, as elsewhere, Mohammed s spiritual

nature constrained him to embrace in his religion elements

that were inconsistent with its fundamental doctrine, and

blinded him to the inconsistency of which he was guilty.

Almsgiving was partly compulsory and partly voluntary.

A certain proportion of one s substance was to be surrendered,

and above and beyond this the poor might be helped. This

arrangement, while fostering a feeling of brotherhood, sug

gested the claim which God had upon men in virtue of their

dependence on Him.

On fasting and pilgrimage it is unnecessary to dwell.

Their general bearing is apparent, and their details are not of

importance for our present purpose.

We have thus noted the main features of Mohammedanism

in the early stages of its history, and have discovered the

general characteristics of the system as it was shaped and

moulded by the Prophet himself. We must now glance at

the third or doctrinal period. And what concerns us in it is,

as the title given it suggests, the differences of view that

manifested themselves within, or at least in relation to, the

system. The numerous sects that came into existence are

interesting as affording an insight into the teaching of the

Koran. This they do by making plain the ambiguities and

contradictions in it that render diversity of creed possible, and

by exhibiting its failure to meet certain elements in the

spiritual nature of men, the craving of which they sought to

satisfy by the fusion with it of material drawn from other

sources. To these sects, then, we must turn our attention.

Happily, however, it is not necessary that we should either

enumerate them all or deal in detail with those to which we

refer. Of the seventy-three that are said to have existed,

only a very few need be alluded to, and regarding these a brief

indication of their special standpoint and doctrine will suffice.
1

1 The sketch which I give of the different sects referred to is drawn mainly from

De La Saussaye, Lchrbuch der Religionsgeschichte, Zweiter Band, pp. 375-402,
and art. &quot;Mohammedanism,&quot; Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed. vol. xvi.
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We begin with the Mo tazilites. The subject to which the

members of this sect devoted special attention was the nature

of God. They insisted on His unity and on His righteous

ness. In connection with the former, they discussed the

divine attributes. These they denied. They argued that to

admit that God has attributes is to surrender His unity ;

because such attributes, if they exist, must be eternal, and

being eternal must be kind of deities.
&quot; We ought not

therefore to affirm the existence of an attribute, that of

justice, for example, but simply to affirm that God is

essentially just.&quot;

1 In connection with His righteousness,

they rejected predestination, at least in its hard, abstract

form. Such predestination seemed to them inconsistent with

righteousness, inasmuch as, on the one hand, it involved God

in the evil of the world, and, on the other, it left no room

for human freedom, and, therefore, no room for the judgment
of men by God

;
no room, indeed, for a moral law, or a

moral order of the universe.

The Jabarites were at one with the Mo tazilites with

respect to the divine attributes, but not with respect to

predestination. They believed that every act of the indi

vidual, even the most trivial, had been determined from all

eternity. According to them, men are foreordained to

paradise or to hell for no other reason than that God has

willed it. They did not therefore admit human freedom or

the divine righteousness, as exercised in judging men and

rewarding or punishing them according to contract.

Of the Sifatites nothing requires to be said, excepting

that they opposed both the Mo tazilite and the Jabarite view

of the divine attributes, and that in their zeal for these they

fell into the grossest anthropomorphism.

The Kharijites and the Shfites were distinguished from

each other politically as respectively opponents and supporters

of All, the son-in-law of Mohammed, and his descendants. The

former assumed a democratic position. They refused to admit

Art.
&quot;

Mohammedanism,
&quot;

Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed. vol. xvi. p. 592.
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that the members of any family or tribe possessed, as such, a

special right or special qualifications for the Caliphate, and

insisted on the equality of all believers. Every Moslem was,

in their opinion, fit for that office, and the community had the

right to depose the Caliph. What was of importance, in their

estimation, was character and conduct. They held fast to

the spirituality of Mohammedanism, and the theocratic

character of the society which it was to create
;
and they

protested against the identification of it with a temporal

kingdom, whose basis and aims were secular and political.

The weight they attached to the conduct of men led them to

reject predestination as it was presented by the orthodox.

They declared that a correct life should accompany belief, and

refused to assent to the theory that a great sinner could be a

good Moslem. They have been rightly called the Zealots of

Islam, and compared with the Puritans of England.
1

The Shfites, as already stated, were partisans of Ali and

his house. It is not, however, of their political, but of their

theological, position that we have at present to think
;
and

the important point in that position is their belief that Ali

and his descendants were incarnations of the Deity. This

belief was not held by the earlier Shf ites, but it gradually

gained acceptance, and at length became the central tenet of

the party. This was clearly a departure from the purely

monotheistic standpoint ;
but it secured, if it was not adopted

with the view of securing, authority for those who were

recognised as Caliphs. In any case, it was admitted that

God could appear in human form, and was constantly so

appearing in those who were to govern the Faithful. Of the

Shi ites there were several divisions, each doing honour to a

different descendant of Ali. Of these, the Ismailian is the

most important. They taught that God, who was un

approachable by human reason, had created the universe by
the agency of the Universal Eeason, who was produced by an

act of God s will. The Universal Eeason in turn produced
1 De La Saussaye, Lehrbuch der Ilcligionsgeschichtc, Zweiter Band, p. 377.
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the Universal Soul, which gave being to primitive Matter, to

Space, and to Time. Man, as the creation of these, had a

tendency to reascend to his source. The chief end of his

being was to attain to perfect union with the Universal

Reason. For this he needed guidance ;
and that this guid

ance might be supplied, the Universal Reason and the

Universal Soul became incarnate in the prophets, and latterly

in the descendants of Ali. 1

The only other sect requiring to be noticed is the Sufites.

These were mystics ; they believed that it was possible for

them, by ascetic exercises, to reach a state of ecstasy in which

they could contemplate the Divine Being face to face. Beyond
this belief they did not at first go ;

but gradually they came

to assume a pantheistic position, arguing that &quot; God being one,

the creation must make a part of His being ;
since otherwise

it would exist externally to him, and would form a principle

distinct from him
;
which would be equivalent to looking on

the universe as a deity opposed to God.&quot;
5 This argument is

clearly a contradiction of the fundamental doctrine of

Mohammedanism. Kuenen scarcely puts the matter too

strongly when he says that
&quot;

the true Sufite is a Moslem no

more.&quot;
3 Still his appearance within the circle of Islam is

significant and suggestive.

Apart from the several sects to which we have referred,

the only element in later Mohammedanism that calls for

remark is the worship of saints and the veneration paid to

their burying-places, and these it is sufficient to mention.

Having thus noted the main features of Mohammedanism,

and the chief movements that are associated with it, we must

endeavour to exhibit its harmony with our theory of religion.

That embraces two elements, the sense of separation and the

sense of relation adoration and aspiration. Now, that the

former finds expression in Mohammedanism is evident
; this,

indeed, is its characteristic feature. If the Moslem does

1 Art.
&quot;

Mohammedanism,&quot; Etieyclopsedia Britannica, 9th ed. vol. xvi. p. 593.
2 Ibid. p. 594. 3 Hibbert Lectures p. 47.
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anything at all, he adores Allah. His whole life is a prostra

tion before God, and an acknowledgment of His greatness.

His religion is Islam, resignation to the Supreme Being,

whose will is law. Of that Being he may have no very

definite conception, but he at least believes Him to be the

Highest and the Greatest and the Best of Beings, what

ever these terms may mean. And, in the Koran, every title

is applied to Him that can suggest attributes fitted to awaken

within men feelings of devotion. Adoration there certainly

is in this religion. But is there aspiration ? At first sight

it might seem that to this question a negative answer must be

given ;
but a careful examination of the system, both in its

earlier phases and in its later developments, suffices to con

vince us that this is not the case. It is true that its doctrines

and requirements do not definitely recognise relation to God
;

but, if we pass behind the letter and form of these, and

consider what they involve, and, in particular, if we note the

significance of the different modifications which the system

underwent in different circumstances, we shall discover

indications of the presence and operation of a sense of that

relation. We shall find that, in all stages of its history, it is

influenced by aspiration to a greater or a less degree, and

inasmuch as it yields to this influence, for the most part

unconsciously, we might almost say unwillingly, it furnishes

striking proof that aspiration is an essential element of

religion. We shall seek to justify these statements by a brief

examination of the facts.

It was when Mohammed was in retirement, and in

retirement for the purpose of meditation and prayer, that

he received what he believed to be his first revelation.

That is to say, it came to him at a time when he had gone
aside from worldly engagements and human companionship,

because he felt a longing for truth and for communion with

God. In other words, in acting as he did, he was swayed by
a desire for fellowship with the Divine Being, and by a

conviction that such fellowship was possible. Further, with
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a view to this fellowship, he sought to make himself

acceptable to God. He not only meditated and prayed, but

he engaged in ascetic exercises, which he fancied would fit

him for communing with, or at least for receiving com

munication from, God. When we note these points in his

conduct, we perceive the influence and operation of the sense

of relation. We recognise that aspiration had been stirred

within him, and was manifesting itself in conjunction with

adoration. It may be true that he himself thought only of

adoration
;
but the question is not what he thought of, but

what was involved in his procedure. And light is shed on

his state of mind by the requirements which he laid down for

his followers. For them he prescribed prayers and fasting

and pilgrimage. On prayer he laid special emphasis, insisting

on its regular and punctual observance. The prominent

element in prayer, as ordained by him, was perhaps adoration
;

certainly that has become its characteristic. But prayer

implies more than adoration, more than the acknowledgment

of the transcendent superiority of the being to whom it is

offered. It implies a feeling of need, and of need that can

be satisfied only by Him who is approached. It is speech

addressed to God, in the belief that benefit of some kind will

ensue. But to speak to God is, for the time at least, to

enter into relation with Him. As has already been indicated,

Mohammedanism, taken strictly, leaves no room for prayer.

If God be so exalted that He cannot hold communion with

men, and if all things are fixed so that no change in their

condition need be sought by men, then prayer has no

meaning. But, as was suggested, Mohammed was constrained,

by the necessities of his spiritual nature, to give prayer a

place in his system, and the system, of course, reacted on

prayer. And, in connection with prayer, we have to

remember that purificatory ceremonies were to be observed

before engaging in it. These, too, were at first, whatever

may have been the case later, symbolic in character. They
were suggestive of the inner state that was necessary, if
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prayer were to be effectual or acceptable. And that state

was determined by the character of the object of prayer.

Because He was pure, those who approached Him were to be

pure. When we thus reflect carefully on the whole

circumstances, we perceive that at the bottom of the

admission and practice of prayer, there lay the sense of

relation which is the spring of aspiration. Latent it

doubtless was, but still exercising an influence.

Fasting and pilgrimage point in the same direction.

Take the latter. Why should men betake themselves to

special places, which have been invested with a sacred

character ? Because, at those places, they come near Him
who alone is truly sacred. The professed object may be

to adore the Great and Holy One, but definite association

of the Great and Holy One with particular spots implies a

relation between Him and them, and also a relation between

Him and those who frequent them. The command to visit

Mecca is at heart a recognition of man s need of contact and

communion with God as the means of spiritual benefit. It

is, of course, entirely out of harmony with Mohammedanism,

rigidly interpreted ;
but just because of this it is valuable

and suggestive, as testifying to an element in man s

spiritual nature that may be overlooked, but cannot be

suppressed.

Predestination may seem to be at variance with aspiration,

but when considering it we must remember that it was often,

and, at first mainly, insisted on as a support to pious effort.

Men were encouraged to do what was right by the thought

that, in doing what was right, they were carrying out the will

of God. They were to work because God was working in

them. In harmony with this view was the call to

resignation, to surrender to the divine will. This resignation

was often demanded in the form of irrational and

unintelligent submission to a hard fiat, which expressed an

eternal decree, and it was in this form that it was too often

manifested by the Faithful. But it had another form, and
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that must not be overlooked by us, however much it may
have, as a matter of fact, fallen into the background. And

viewed from this standpoint, predestination and resignation

testify to a sense of relation. He with whom men have to do

has eternally fixed the order of their lives. He does not arbi

trarily decide on one course to-day and on another to-morrow.

What is to happen has been determined from the beginning.

But that implies a permanent relation between Him and

them, a relation that rests, indeed, on His will and not on

His nature, but a relation none the less. And this relation

is to be realised by resignation, which is to issue in a

pious life, and which yields assurance that meets and

sustains aspiration. Of course this involves freedom on

the part of men
;

and Mohammed, so far from expressly

denying this, frequently expresses himself in terms that pre

suppose it, inconsistent though it was with his fundamental

doctrine. That there were irreconcilable elements in his

system is apparent from the different sects that arose, all

claiming to found upon its teaching, while advocating views

the most antagonistic. Of this, a striking illustration,

bearing upon the point more immediately before us, is

furnished by the Mo tazilites and the Jabarites. The former

as we have learned, insisted on righteousness as the essence

of God, and, consequently, proclaimed the freedom of man,

since, without this, righteousness would have no scope ;

while the latter held to absolute predestination, by which

every act of men on earth and their fate hereafter were

eternally and irrevocably fixed. Eesignation, in the one case,

was a rational act, the apprehension of a certain course as

right, because the expression of the divine will, and the

decision to follow that course in order that harmony with the

divine nature might be secured
;

in the other, it was the

necessary acceptance of a settled and unavoidable line of

action, and, therefore, was resignation only in name. The

first was a dim conception of, or a vague feeling after, the

higher freedom which is rational liberty, and the impulse
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toward which cannot be destroyed, or even long suppressed ;

the second was an exaggerated expression of the feeling of

absolute dependence, which has sometimes been regarded as

the very essence of religion. It is true that it is from the

divine, rather than the human, side that the subject is

regarded, and hence it takes the form of righteousness in the

one case, and power in the other
;
but our estimate of the

divine carries with it an estimate of the human corresponding

to it, and when we inquire as to the estimate of the human

that is implied in the two estimates of the divine which we

are contemplating, we perceive that it involves both the sense

of separation and the sense of relation, though in very dif

ferent proportions, and that, therefore, while it seems only to

yield adoration, it by no means excludes aspiration, though

that is rather implied than expressed in the states of mind

produced.

The Kharijites, it will be remembered, maintained the

equality of believers, and insisted on purity of life as a

necessary accompaniment of belief. All the Faithful were

alike in the sight of God. The truth proclaimed and the

society to be formed were spiritual. Mere descent did not en

title to office and authority in the community. Character, and

not birth, was the qualification for the Caliphate. Clearly,

those who assumed this position were under the influence

of conceptions of God that lay outside absolute superiority

and abstract unity. His favour was enjoyed on the ground

of character, of conformity to His will, not in word, but in

deed and in truth. More than mere adoration, more than

formal prostration before Him as Almighty, was demanded.

There must be the embodiment of His commands in conduct,

surrender to His purpose as good and holy.

In the Shfites the idea of incarnation is prominent.

This sect was influenced by Gnosticism, and was not,

therefore, a pure outgrowth of Mohammedanism. But the

fact that it took root and spread on Mohammedan soil is

suggestive of an element in the spiritual nature that was left

15
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unsatisfied by the existing system. That is the sense of

relation with the divine. The orthodox view held God

apart from men. He was too exalted to maintain communion

with them. But the separation declared was too wide. We
have, indeed, seen that, even for the orthodox, it was in reality

by no means so wide as it seemed. In theory, however, it

was presented at its utmost stretch. But a God afar off

does not meet the craving of men, and the acceptance by the

adherents of Mohammedanism of the idea of God entering

into human life in human form is a testimony to a defect in

that religion, in so far as it did not satisfy that craving. It is,

at the same time, a testimony to the partial recognition by it

of that craving. For those who accepted the idea in question

claimed to be Moslems. They believed that their attitude

was consistent with the principles proclaimed by the Prophet,

and this they would not have done had there been nothing in

the system that seemed to furnish a basis for their view.

We have already seen that there were suggestions in it that

pointed to that relation
;
and to these, under foreign influences,

they gave a mistaken, and, in the case of the Ismailians, a

fantastic expression.

The Siifites, as advocates of a pantheistic mysticism,

were far removed from the orthodox position. With them

the one God above men became the one God in men. To

Him as the only Being, all things were not only related, but

united. In this movement, as in the Shi ite, we observe a

neglected spiritual element avenging itself by exaggerated

demands.

A last point, on which a word requires to be said, is the

worship of saints so common in later times. Of this Kuenen

rightly says, that in it
&quot;

the sense of dependence and the need

of redemption assert their claims
&quot; l

;
and he adds,

&quot;

it is a

protest against the very religion in which it occupies so

prominent a
place.&quot;

In worshipping saints, men seek

objects of veneration that, while above them, are yet in

1 Hibbert Lectures, p. 42. ~ Ibid. p. 43.
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sympathy with them, that, while separate from them, are

yet near them, so that with them they can hold communion.

With saints the Mohammedan endeavours to fill the void

that is left by the abstract monotheism of the orthodox

creed.

We thus discover that Mohammedanism, when carefully

considered in all its stages and phases, confirms and illustrates

the result of our analysis of the religious sentiment, inasmuch

as it proves that both the sense of separation and the sense

of relation must be recognised if the spiritual nature of man
is to be satisfied. In its original and orthodox form, indeed,

it aims at expressing only the sense of separation ;
but close

examination shows that it expresses also, though in a minor

degree and unconsciously, the sense of relation, or, more

correctly perhaps, that its expression of the sense of separa

tion is affected by the sense of relation. Though adoration

is its characteristic feature, aspiration is involved in the

attitude assumed and the arrangements made by it. While,

therefore, concentrating attention and effort on the sense of

separation, it is compelled to submit to the influence of the

sense of relation, and, because of this, it testifies in a striking

fashion to the inadequacy of the former, and to the need of

the presence and activity of both in order to the existence

of a religious state of mind and heart. And the testimony
which it offers, in its original orthodox form, is confirmed by
the rise, within its borders, of those sects, in which the sense

of relation forces itself into prominence and claims its right,

even at times to the depreciation of the sense of separation.

These sects were really a protest against the system as

defective, and, such being their character, they disclose the

importance of the element which had been ignored by it.

The system and the sects, indeed, must be viewed by us in

their relation to each other, if their bearing on the matter

before us is to be rightly apprehended. And when we view

them in this way, we perceive that the one emphasises, and

even exaggerates, that which the other overlooks, and that,
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inasmuch as they are parts of one movement, the truth to

which they bear witness is to be gained by bringing them

together, and accepting the different elements which they

recognise as of equal importance, and as related to each other

in such a way that neither can truly exist without the other.

These elements are the sense of separation and the sense of

relation, finding expression in adoration and aspiration.
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THE RELATION BETWEEN MORALITY
AND RELIGION

LECTUEE VI

NATURE OF RELATION

IN the preceding lectures we have analysed and examined

morality and religion. This we have done with the view

of discovering what they individually are and involve, in

order that, having discovered this, we might be in a position

to determine the nature of the relation in which they stand

to each other. As a result of our investigation we have

learned that morality has a religious basis, and that religion

has a moral issue. The former is the case because the

ideal which men are to realise by self-determination, since it

is social in reference, implies, as its ground, a power or

principle underlying and animating the system within which

it is to be realised, a power or principle that is and must

be God the Being with whom religion has to do. And
the latter is the case because the response which men make

to the appeals addressed to them by God, since it is a

movement of their nature in its essence directed toward, and

involving surrender to, Him who is
&quot; head above all,&quot; must

influence their whole thought and effort, and, consequently,

must find expression in the sphere of moral action. These,
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in general, are the conclusions to which our inquiry has led

us, so far as they bear on the point under consideration.

And it is evident that they testify to the existence of a

connection between morality and religion. They do not,

however, disclose the precise character of that connection.

But, while not disclosing this, they offer suggestions that, if

followed up, will lead to its discovery. Having regard to

them, we perceive that the differences between morality and

religion, indicated by our analysis and examination, are not

absolute but relative, and that, consequently, a consideration

of these will reveal the points of contact between morality

and religion, and will thus, by making plain at once their

distinction from, and their agreement with, each other, enable

us to appreciate aright the connection between them. We
shall, therefore, direct attention to the points of difference

with the view of apprehending what precisely they are, and

in what way they can be reconciled with each other.

And the first to be noted is that which touches the

inner states and activities with which morality and religion

are associated. These are, respectively, self-determination

and self-surrender. And that these differ from each other,

in some important respects, is apparent. They imply different

conditions and they point in different directions. Self-

determination is the action of the self on the self; self-

surrender is the submission of the self to that which is

distinct from the self. Self-determination is the ground of

resolve and endeavour
;

self - surrender is the ground of

appropriation and communion. In self-determination we do

not, primarily at least, look beyond ourselves. The struggle

through which, as moral beings, we pass, when we determine

ourselves, is due to an attempt on the part of the present

impulse to defraud the fundamental principle of its right,

and is, therefore, internal, though not without reference to

what is external alike in its rise and its result. In self-

determination, therefore, the self exercises its own powers,

and puts forth the energy that pertains to it as a rational
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being, and this it does with the aim either of gratifying its

longing or realising its ideal. With self -surrender it is

different. In it we look beyond ourselves. From the first

we take account of that which is without us, and is greater

than we, but toward which, though it is without us and

greater than we, we feel drawn, in order that we may gain

from it help and enjoy with it communion. And that which

we seek cannot be secured merely by the exercise of our

own powers, or the forthputting of our own energy. It can

be secured only by submission to the influence and operation

of the object that has touched and moved us. We must

surrender ourselves to it if it is to act on us, or rather

in us.

Such are the characteristics of self-determination and

self-surrender. And at first sight, it seems as if, in view of

these, we must place them under entirely different categories.

But a little reflection suffices to show that they are not so

far apart as they appear to be. Both are activities of the

self, determination and surrender by the self
;
and both are

effects produced on the self, determination and surrender of

the self. Now, the self is a unity, diverse in operation and

experience, but fundamentally one and indivisible. This

being the case, self-determination and self-surrender must

ultimately coincide. And they do so, alike in basis and in

issue. They run back to a common ground and they reach

forward to a common goal. They rest on the personality,

and they contribute to its development. Determination and

surrender are both due to an impulse toward self-realisation.

It is because the self is not yet all that it ought to be and

is capable of becoming, and is more or less conscious of its

imperfection, that it endeavours to attain the end of its

existence by dealing wisely with itself and with that which

appeals to it. We may even go further than this and say

that self-determination involves self-surrender, and that self-

surrender involves self-determination. For what are these

in their full import and bearing ? Self-determination is the
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identification of the self with the purpose of a system within

which it is embraced, and is, therefore, the surrender of

itself to that purpose, under the conviction that its fulfil

ment will conduce to its growth ;
and self-surrender is the

submission of the self to the operation of that which has

touched and moved it, and is, therefore, a determination on

its part to admit that which will quicken and elevate it.

What has just been said suggests another way of stating

the distinction and the agreement between these two move

ments of our being. It reminds us that both imply the

presence and operation of an ideal. The nature, however, of

the ideal, and, consequently, of the influence exercised by it,

are not the same in the one case as in the other. We

may express the difference between the two by saying that

in self-determination the ideal is internal, and that in self-

surrender it is external. That is to say, in self-determination

it lies within the self, and in self-surrender it is exhibited to

the self. In the former, it is bound up with the self, and,

therefore, continually asserts itself, demanding fulfilment in

every act
; whereas, in the latter, it is apart from the self,

and, therefore, appeals to it, inviting it to submission with a

view to realisation. But the difference thus stated between

these two ideals is more apparent than real. When we

consider them carefully we recognise that the ideal of

self-surrender is as truly internal as the ideal of self-deter

mination, and that in so far as the former can be described

as external, the latter can also be so described. As to the

former point, the ideal of self-surrender, apart altogether from

its content, and merely as an ideal, must be internal, because,

from its very nature, an ideal must lie within the being,

whose ideal it is
;

it must, in other words, be a potentiality

of the being who is conscious of it, and feels impelled to seek

its realisation. This being the case, it might seem as if it

were a contradiction in terms to speak of an external ideal,

an ideal exhibited to the self and inviting the self to strive

after its reproduction And, strictly speaking, that is the
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case. But there is a sense in which the expression is

admissible, and even useful. We are not self-centred beings,

living our own life apart from all other forms of existence
;

we stand in intimate and vital connection with that which is

around us and above us. Our ideal, therefore, includes within

it the fulfilment of the various relations within which we are

embraced. Hence it is stirred by the presentation of the

claims which these relations impose upon us. While lying

within us, it is excited to activity by the presence of that to

which it corresponds. As spiritual beings, we have a spiritual

ideal that is excited by manifestations of Him who is Spirit ;

and as social, we have a social ideal that is excited by our

social surroundings. And to that which excites, since it is the

reflex of that which is excited, the title ideal may be applied

When thus applied, that title has an external reference
;
but

it is clear that it has more than an external reference, that it

is applied to the thing presented, not in itself, but as in

fluencing the person to whom it is presented, in the way of

constraining him to recognise what he ought to be. So far,

however, as its external reference is legitimate, it attaches to

all ideals alike, and therefore to the ideal of self-determina

tion as truly as to that of self-surrender. What, however,

specially concerns us meanwhile, is the internality of these

ideals, the fact that both lie within the self. And when this

is recognised by us, we perceive that they cannot be radically

different from each other. For the self, since it is a unity,

cannot have two separate ideals, both of which it is seeking

to realise. What, therefore, seem to be two ideals, and, from

one point of view, are rightly regarded as two, are not funda

mentally two, but are different phases of one. From this it

follows that self-determination and self-surrender, the two

states or activities that are associated with the two ideals, are

not essentially distinct, but are closely related to each other.

A second point of difference calling for notice is that

which obtains between the exciting causes of the states or

activities just described. These, from our present point of
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view, may be spoken of as the objects of morality and

religion. They are the world and God. Morality is con

cerned with the existing condition of things, with the sur

roundings of the individual, with the sphere within which he

has his place, in its various aspects. It is from our environ

ment that those appeals come which stir within us conflicting

desires and call for decision. We have relations with the

universe within which we move, and it is in virtue of these

relations that we lie under obligation. Our duties are simply

the maintenance of right relations with the persons and

things that, along with us, constitute a system, and it is of

our duties that morality takes account. Religion, on the

other hand, is concerned with God. Its object is the Supreme

Being. It is called forth by the appeals which He, who is

the highest and the best, the source of all power, and the

embodiment of all excellence, makes to men. It thus carries

them beyond the present and the visible to the unseen and

the eternal. It lifts them above the existing condition of

things, and brings them face to face with Him who has made

them for Himself, and who invites them to enter into fellow

ship with Him.

There is, thus, an important difference between the object

of morality and the object of religion. But that difference is

not absolute. The two objects, though distinct from each

other, are closely connected with each other. This becomes

apparent when we remember that it is in and through the

world, in its various departments and movements, that God

makes those appeals to men to which religion is the response,

and that, consequently, the world is a manifestation of God.

In it He expresses Himself in manifold ways. By Him it

has been called into existence, and by Him it is continually

sustained. He is its ground and animating principle. The

world and God are related to each other as cause and effect,

as author and product, as vital energy and material form.

They are, indeed, in a sense complementary, at least for us.

So far as our knowledge of them is concerned, they are
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mutually dependent. We cannot, indeed, say that the Being,

who has created and who sustains and governs the system

within which we are embraced, could not exist without that

system, but we can say that without it He would not exist

for us, since it is as its creator and sustainer and governor

that He is known to us. Even at its highest, His revelation

of Himself is a revelation in and by, or at anyrate in rela

tion to, the world in its several departments ;
and our

apprehension of Him is determined in its direction by the

revelation of Himself which He grants. We cannot know

Him save through His manifestations. His attributes are

not merely qualities, they are activities
;
and it is as activities

that we become cognisant of them, and these activities lie

within, or rather constitute, our environment. Hence, and

in this sense, we say that for us God and the world are

complementaries, so that a full consideration of either involves

a recognition of the other. This does not mean that our

knowledge of God is necessarily limited to His manifestations

of Himself in the world, but only that we cannot gain a

knowledge of Him except by means of these manifestations.

It is not limited to them, or at least need not be, because

they suggest more than they declare. They are the expres

sions of a personality, and we can pass behind them to the

personality which expresses itself in them. We can know

God not only in His manifestations, but in Himself, in virtue

of the manifestations which He grants. It is so in the

human sphere. We know our fellows by their words and

deeds, and seek and enjoy their friendship on the ground of

that knowledge. We could not know them did they neither

speak nor act, but when they speak and act we discern what

manner of men they are. We do more than hear what they

say and see what they do, we gain by our hearing and seeing

an insight into their nature and temperament. We are

touched and affected by their manner and tone, by a subtle

and indefinable influence that stirs esteem and affection.

While, therefore, we could not know them apart from their
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sayings and doings, our knowledge of them is not confined to

their sayings and doings ;
it cannot be, for they are more

than their words and deeds. And what is true of our fellows

is true of God. While limited in our knowledge of Him by
His activities, we are limited by these only in respect of the

lines along which we must look, not of the things we shall

see only as to the way of attainment, not as to the object

attainable. What, however, we have to observe at present, is

the existence of a relation between the world and God, and,

as a result of that relation, the reconciliation of the difference

between morality and religion in respect of object.

There is a third point of difference, closely connected

with that just discussed, which claims consideration, viz. the

ends contemplated by morality and religion. From the stand

point of morality, men aim at filling rightly their place in the

system of which they form a part. They recognise that they

cannot separate themselves from their surroundings, and that,

consequently, they determine themselves truly only when they

determine themselves in harmony with these. We may here

be reminded that it has already been urged that morality has

to do with that which lies within the personality, that the

struggle which it involves is a struggle within the self, and

that the determination in which it issues is a determination

of the self with a view to self-realisation, and we may be

charged with inconsistency in now describing the aim of

morality as the right discharge by the individual of the duties

imposed on him by the system within which he is embraced.

But when we remember that the moral being is not a self-

centred being, but is what he is because a member of an

organism, and that it is only as a member of an organism

that he can determine himself, the seeming inconsistency

disappears. He cannot realise himself except in relation to

a whole of which he is a part. Hence, while it is within his

own breast that the resolution has to be taken, and in his

own character that that resolution primarily and chiefiy

manifests its effects, it is in relation to his environment that
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it is taken, and it is on the ground of its congruity or want of

congruity therewith that it is commended or condemned
;
and

this implies that an effect is produced on his environment

corresponding to that produced on his character.

From the standpoint of religion, on the other hand, men

aim at communion with God. But communion with God

cannot be enjoyed by men unless a right relation has been

established, and is being maintained, between them and Him.

Likeness to God is an essential condition of communion with

Him. In proportion as we reflect His character do we experi

ence His favour and enter into fellowship with Him. But

we cannot become like God if we stand entirely apart from

Him
;
we can reflect His character only as we submit our

selves to His influence. Such submission, however, involves a

right relation to Him. Hence religion concerns itself with

man s relation to God
;
and what it aims at is a perfect

relation which will be a living bond of union, the channel of

blessing, and the ground of fellowship.

The end contemplated by morality is thus different from

the end contemplated by religion. But though different,

these ends are not only compatible with each other, but are

intimately related, so intimately that the attainment of the

one implies the attainment of the other. This becomes

apparent when we remember that they deal respectively with

the world and with God. For we have learned that the

world and God are closely connected. The world is a mani

festation of God
;
in it He has expressed, or rather is express

ing, His thought and purpose. This being the case, a right

relation to the world must carry with it a right relation to

God, and, conversely, a right relation to God must carry with

it a right relation to the world. It could be otherwise only

if the manifestation of God were out of harmony with His

character, or if His thought and purpose were essentially

different at different times and in different places. But neither

of these is possible. The manifestation of God always is, and

always must be, a true reflection of His character, for &quot;He
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cannot deny Himself.&quot; And His thought and purpose are and

must be essentially the same at all times, for He is unchange

able in nature, with Him &quot;

is no variableness neither shadow of

turning.&quot; Morality and religion are thus harmonious in aim.

In the former we, so to speak, endeavour to assume the nor

mal attitude toward the various sections and segments of the

circle of existence, and in the latter we endeavour to assume

the normal attitude towards its centre. But these attitudes

involve each other. Right relation to the centre brings us

into right relation to the various sections and segments, and

right relation to the various sections and segments implies

right relation to the centre. Or, otherwise stated, if we fill

truly our place in the system in which we are embraced,

discharging perfectly our duties to its parts and members, we

shall stand in a right relation to Him of whom it is a mani

festation
; and, conversely, if we stand in a right relation to

Him who manifests Himself in the system in which we are

embraced, we shall fill truly our place in that system, and shall

discharge perfectly our duties to its parts and members.

We have thus considered the main points of difference

between morality and religion that are suggested by our

inquiry into their nature, and have sought to show in what

way the distinctions emphasised may be reconciled with

each other. We have learned that these distinctions are not

absolute, but relative
;
and that, when carefully examined, they

prove themselves to be not the opposites, but the complements

of each other. The result of our investigation is, therefore,

the conviction that morality and religion are so closely con

nected that, while each may be treated by itself, neither can

be adequately treated without reference to the other. From

this conclusion, it might be inferred that these two terms are

practically synonymous, and indicate only two sides or aspects

of the same thing ;
in other words, that morality and religion

are ultimately identical. Such an inference, however, would

be a serious mistake. The reconciliation of difference is not

necessarily the establishment of identity. Distinctions may
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disappear in a relation of subordination as well as in a

relation of equality. What pertains to a lower stage may be

proved harmonious with what pertains to a higher, without

the elevation of the lower to the level of the higher. We are

not, therefore, entitled to conclude from what has been said

that morality and religion are equivalent in scope and value.

All that we have learned is, that they are vitally connected.

Whether or not they stand on the same level and are of

equal importance, or stand on different levels so that one is

superior in importance to the other, we have not yet

discovered. This is the point with which we have now to

deal. And it was as preliminary to the treatment of this

point that we entered on the preceding investigation. Our

consideration of the points of difference between morality and

religion and the ground of their reconciliation was intended to

prepare us for determining precisely the nature and extent of

the relation in which morality and religion stand to each

other, by showing in what direction we must look if we would

reach the end in view. And this it has done. It has taught

us that the right apprehension of the relation between morality

and religion rests on the right apprehension of the relation

between their objects ;
and that, consequently, to these we must

devote attention. This follows from the fact that both the inner

states and activities and the ends contemplated are dependent
on the objects. By them the former are excited, and the latter

are determined. Hence, for a right understanding of either of

these, a right understanding of the objects is demanded.

With the objects, then, we are concerned. These are

God and the world. And the world, we have learned, is a

manifestation of God. In order, therefore, that we may
define the relation between them, we must inquire into the

character, or rather the extent, of this manifestation. We
must ask if the world is a complete or a partial expression of

the Divine nature
;
in other words, we must consider the

relation in which God stands to the world. Into this ques
tion we cannot enter at length : we must content ourselves
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with a general indication of what seems to us the true view.

And that lies between the extremes of transcendence and

immanence. God is neither above the world, in the sense of

being apart and distinct from it, nor is He in the world, in

the sense of being one with it. He is both above it and

in it above it and yet not apart and distinct from

it, in it and yet not one with it. He is above it as its

cause, its source, its creator. It is a manifestation of Him,

and He must be superior to His own manifestation. It is

the expression of His wisdom and power ;
but these are

greater than their expression, and He is more than they. On

the other hand, He is in it, as its sustaining energy and its

governing principle. It displays, in its varied movements

and operations, an order and a harmony that testify to a

permanent force and intelligence working in every part and at

every stage with unity of design. The relation of God to the

world is thus twofold, or, rather, may be regarded from two

different standpoints and in two different aspects. We may,

of course, fix our thoughts on one of these aspects to the

exclusion of the other. It may, indeed, be at times necessary

for us to limit ourselves to one, and, for the moment, to

neglect the other. And no harm can come of this, so long as

neglect does not become denial. But if our view and our

treatment of the subject are to be full and adequate, we must

recognise both.

God and the world, then, are not equivalent terms. The

former is more comprehensive than the latter. The latter,

indeed, from one point of view, is but the name for one

side of the activity of the former. The world exists, and

exists in the form in which it does, because God is

what He is
;
but it is not the complete expression of the

divine nature, or the complete embodiment of the divine

thought and power. God determines the world, but the

world does not determine God
;

it only reveals Him, and its

revelation is limited by its finitude. It exhibits to us the

movement of the Divine Being along certain lines and within
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a certain sphere, fixed and framed by His own purpose, but it

does not exhibit to us the movement of the Divine Being in

the utmost range arid complexity of His nature. It does not

display that nature in its essence and fulness. It thus offers

only a partial revelation. But, though partial, the revelation

which it offers is accurate and trustworthy, so far as it goes.

It cannot be otherwise, for there is no division or caprice in

the nature and effort of Him whose work it is. All His acts

are harmonious and consistent, because governed by the central

principle of His being, and are, therefore, each in its own

way and degree, true reflections of His essence. We speak

of the divine attributes, and we arrange these, now on one

principle and now on another, but while we do so we

recognise, or at least ought to recognise, that these are but

phases and modes of a fundamental unity, with which their

exercise must always accord. When, then, we observe the

exercise of one or more of these, we are in contact with the

true and living One, and not merely with evanescent shapes

and appearances that can yield nothing real and enduring,

We have thus discovered the relation in which God

stands to the world, and in the light of that relation have

defined the nature of the world viewed as a manifestation of

God. We must now inquire what bearing the results reached

have on the question under discussion. And we shall deal

with the subject first from the point of view of the world, and

then from the point of view of God.

The world then is, so far as it goes, an accurate and trust

worthy manifestation of God. This being its character, those

who stand in a right relation to it will of necessity stand in a

right relation to God. It is the expression of His will and

purpose, and conformity to His will and purpose implies

harmony with Himself, for His will and purpose are always

the reflection of Himself. But while the world is an accurate

and trustworty manifestation of God, it is not a complete

manifestation of Him. It is partial, limited by the temporal

conditions within which it is given. Hence a right relation

16
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to it is not coextensive with a right relation to God, though

in a line with it. The two are not equivalent, though con

sistent, and in part coincident. The latter is more compre

hensive than the former. It embraces, so to speak, more of the

divine nature, and thus, while including a right relation to the

world as an expression of, and therefore in harmony with, the

divine nature, it goes beyond it, and comprises elements and

experiences that lie outside it.

From the standpoint of the world we turn to the stand

point of God. And, in relation to the world, God is at once

immanent and transcendent. Now it is apparent that right

relation to God as immanent, carries with it right relation to

the world in which He is immanent. Eight relation to Him

involves sympathy with, and apprehension of, His thought,

and these involve a right attitude toward, and a right

treatment of, that in which His thought has embodied itself.

But He is not only immanent, He is also transcendent.

While in the world, He is above it. He has not exhausted

Himself in His creation. This being so, right relation to Him

is more than right relation to the world. It is union to

Himself in the fulness of His personality.

We thus perceive that the relation in which God and the

world stand to each other, from whichever standpoint it be

regarded, not only confirms the conclusion to which we have

come as to an essential connection between a right attitude

toward God and a right attitude toward the world, but reveals

the exact character of that connection. It shows not merely

that the one implies the other, but that the latter is embraced

in, and is subordinate to, the former. Our attitude toward

God is more extensive in range, so to speak, than our attitude

toward the world
;
and hence our attitude toward the world is

determined by our attitude toward God, we might almost say

is a special and limited reference of that attitude. Or, other

wise stated, both attitudes are fundamentally due to the same

impulse, but in the one that impulse finds, or at least may

find, full expression, whereas in the other its expression is
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only partial. The difference between them is not a difference

of impulse, but a difference, on the one hand, of expression of

impulse, and, on the other, as conditioning that expression, of

the sphere within which the impulse expresses itself. This

becomes apparent when we remember that the world is a

manifestation of God, partial but still accurate and trustworthy,

so far as it goes, and that while God is above the world He is

also in it. For since this is the case, we are dealing with

God even when we seem to be dealing only with the world
;

though not dealing with Him directly and in the fulness of

His personality, we are dealing with Him indirectly, in and

through His activity. And inasmuch as God is a unity, ever

self-consistent and harmonious in His thought and activity,

so that in all His movements and operations He expresses

Himself in His essence, or at least in conformity therewith,

the spirit which we display when we deal rightly with the

world is the same as the spirit which we display when we

deal rightly with God. In the former case, however, its-

application is more limited than in the latter, because in the

former we are contemplating only a manifestation of God,

whereas in the latter we are contemplating God Himself.

From all this it follows that a right attitude toward the world

does not merely involve a right attitude toward God, but is

embraced within it and dependent on it.

Here we may with advantage refer to a point that was

raised in connection with self-determination and self-surrender.

When considering how these could be reconciled with each

other, we saw that each involves an ideal, but that inasmuch

as an individual can have only one ideal which he is seeking

to realise, these two ideals cannot be radically different, but

must ultimately coincide. In other words, what seem to be

two ideals are not really two, but are only different phases of

one, that presents itself to us in a twofold aspect. What

this one ideal is, and what consequently is the connection

between its two aspects, we did not inquire, because we were

not in a position to settle the point. This we are now able ta
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do. In the light of the results reached by us we perceive

that the ideals in question are not co-ordinate as aspects of

an ideal that is superior to both, but that the one the ideal

of self-determination is embraced in and is a special and

partial manifestation of the other the ideal of self-surrender.

This follows from the fact that the world is a special and

partial manifestation of God. We have learned that the ideals

of which we are conscious are excited within us by the world

and God, and this being so, the relation between these ideals

must be the same as the relation between the world and God.

The effort therefore to realise ourselves as social selves is not

fundamentally different from, but is an element in, the effort to

realise ourselves as spiritual selves, and only when it is thus

regarded is it rightly understood and truly appreciated. In

other words, our estimate of our position as members of the

system within which we are embraced, and of the duties which

that position lays upon us, is inadequate and faulty unless that

position and its consequent duties are looked at as involved

in our relation to Him of whom the system is a manifesta

tion, and in the claims which that relation implies.

In view of the results reached by us we are able to dis

cern accurately the ground at once of the connection and of

the distinction between morality and religion, and, thus, to

determine exactly the relation in which they stand to each

other. We shall look first at the connection. And, to begin

with, we shall consider it from the standpoint of morality.

That has to do with the world, and the world is the embodi

ment of the thought and purpose of God. Such being its

character, to learn truly its meaning is to learn something

about God, and to fill rightly a place in it is to act in har

mony with the divine will. Viewed apart from God, its

significance for us is missed and its ethical reference is

destroyed. But viewed in relation to God, it discloses an

ethical bearing, and not only affords us scope for moral effort

but invests all our activity with a moral meaning. And, in

virtue of this dependence, a sure and satisfactory basis for
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conduct can be found only in religion. Short of that, we are

within the system, and the system, being dependent, cannot

yield authoritative guidance to its members. Only a system

that is independent and self-existent can do this, for only such

a system carries within itself the reason for its existence. A
system that is determined by that which is prior to and

above it, can be rightly dealt with only by those who go

beyond it and discover the determining power which acts on

it
; and, in the present case, this can be done only by

religion, since it is by religion alone that we can transcend

the present and visible, and come into communication with

that which is fundamental and essential. And, inasmuch as

those who deal with the system are themselves parts of the

system, apprehension of the determining power is not only

knowledge but is also energy, the strength to be and to do

what is required by the constitution of the system, for it is

the recognition of a relation to that power, which implies

alliance with it and submission to it.

From the standpoint of morality we pass to the standpoint

of religion. And by religion we enter into communion with

the Divine Being. Such communion implies recognition of

His greatness and harmony with His character. It is

participation in His nature and submission to His spirit.

But these imply the existence and operation of an impulse to

act in accordance with His will and purpose. And that will

and purpose touch us, as they are embodied in the system of

which we are parts. We recognise that system to be the

outcome of the divine thought, and we acknowledge that our

place in it has been assigned us by Him of whom it is a

manifestation. This at once imposes on us the obligation to

meet the requirements of our position, and sustains us in the

effort so to do, or, rather, it quickens within us an impulse in

the direction of the central purpose which carries us forward

in the right path.

From the connection we turn to the distinction. And, as

before, we begin with morality. That has to do with the
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world, and the world is dependent on God, because a mani

festation of God. But, notwithstanding this, it to a certain

extent and in a certain degree stands by itself. This it does

because it is the embodiment of a relatively complete plan, if

we may use the expression. The several strata of existence

that appear within it are bound together in such a way that

they constitute a universe. It presents itself to us as a

whole, and the aim of our observation and investigation of it

is to apprehend the place and value of its several parts as

members of a sphere of being that has an arrangement of its

own, calculated and designed to work out a definite purpose,

the completion of which will be its perfection. As such, the

world supplies the conditions that are necessary for the disci

pline and development of self-conscious beings, individually

and as forming a community. Though, then, called into

existence and maintained by the Divine Being, it possesses a

real, though relative, independence. It may therefore, for

special purposes, be taken and studied by itself, apart from

Him who created it and sustained it. And the result of this

study, in its highest application, will be morality. It will

give us an insight into the social sphere in which we are to

play our part, and will bring home to us the claims it has

upon us. It will set before us in detail the obligation that

rests upon us, and will enable us to interpret aright the self

that we are to realise in and through the community of which

we are members. For, as we have already seen, though the

self be ours, an ideal within us to be fulfilled by self-determi

nation, it is but a possibility, latent within our constitution,

the potentiality of which can be understood only by reflec

tion
; and, since it is in its essence social in character, the

reflection that is to issue in an understanding of its potenti

ality must ultimately be directed toward the social fabric in

which it has its place and as a member of which it has to

play its part. We thus perceive not only the possibility of,

but the necessity within limits for, morality as a scheme of

duty, a consideration and formulation of man s obligations in
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view of his situation as a member of the Family, of Society,

of the State, and of Humanity.

And as with morality so with religion. If we can deal

with man in relation to the world alone, we can deal with

him in relation to God alone. Not only can we do this, but,

with a view to a clear apprehension of the matter, we require

to do this. Eeligion is more than creed and other than

theology, but it implies both, in so far as these are the expli

cations of its content. It is sentiment, but the sentiment

needs to be excited by an exhibition of the divine character,

and the more full and clear that exhibition is, the deeper and

richer will that sentiment be. Now, in whatever form we

suppose that exhibition made to us, it will demand considera

tion and investigation, if its complete significance is to be

seized by us and its perfect work is to be wrought in us. And

in carrying on that consideration and investigation we

naturally concentrate our attention on the Divine Being and

His manifestation of Himself, to the exclusion of the social

and other aspects of the world, except in so far as these shed

light on the points under discussion.

Such, briefly, are the grounds of the connection and the

distinction between morality and religion. We have stated

these mainly in terms of the objects, because, as we have

learned, it is by the relation between the objects that the

relation between morality and religion is ultimately defined.

And, having regard to what has been said, we perceive that

morality and religion neither stand entirely apart from each

other, nor are merely different sides of the same thing, and

therefore practically identical, but that morality is subordinate

to religion its subordination being analogous to that between

a member and the organism of which it forms part, on which

it depends, and from which it takes its character. Eegarding

them objectively, we may say that morality covers part of

the field, the whole of which is covered by religion ;
or that

morality is limited in range, while religion is infinite, and,

because infinite, is inclusive of morality. Eegarding them
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subjectively, we may say that morality is a special application

of a principle accepted by us, which finds full expression in

religion ;
or that in morality we seek to realise ourselves in

one aspect of our nature, whereas in religion we seek to

realise ourselves as a whole. In the former case, what we

think of is, on the one hand, the manifestation of a person,

and, on the other, the person whose manifestation it is, in the

fulness of his personality ;
in the latter, what we think of is

a movement of our being that, in accordance with our consti

tution, has both a general and a particular aim, and that

therefore, though fundamentally a single movement, may be

regarded either in its totality or in a special reference. The

difference between them is, thus, a difference that implies the

subordination of the one to the other. In other words,

morality is less than, because an element in, religion, and is

therefore dependent on it for the energy required for its

exercise; and religion is more than morality, because em

bracing it, and therefore finds in it a real though partial

expression. As we have already expressed it, morality has a

religious basis, and religion has a moral issue. While, how

ever, morality involves as its basis the whole of the religious

object and the whole of the religious impulse, since without

the whole the part would not exist, religion does not exhaust

itself in its moral issue, but only manifests itself in that form

because, as dealing with the whole, it must deal also with the

part.

We have thus, working on the basis of our analysis and

examination of morality and religion, determined, in its general

bearing, the character of the relation subsisting between these

two spheres of human interest. But, as this is the central

question in our inquiry, it is desirable that it should be looked

at from different standpoints, in order that its solution may
be fully and clearly apprehended. And a suggestive and

instructive standpoint is furnished by the relation in which

science and metaphysics stand to each other. Between that

relation and the relation we are discussing there is an
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interesting and significant analogy, the consideration of which

will not only serve to illustrate the conclusion we have

reached, but will shed light on some important points in our

investigation. We shall therefore, even at the expense of

some little repetition, devote our attention to it.

Science aims at reaching truth of fact. Its object is the

right apprehension of the phenomena and processes that are

open to investigation. It deals with things as they appear,

and strives to learn their nature. The scientist observes,

analyses, classifies the objects and movements that present

themselves for inspection, and the results reached by him are

embodied in laws. He seeks to discover and to exhibit the

different elements that go to constitute the sphere of present

existence, in their combinations, relations, and operations. He
takes the world in its various departments as he finds it, and

examines it with the view of learning what it is and how it

works. Nor does he confine himself to the material region. He
claims as his domain the whole realm of facts and events. He
deals with man as with matter, with the course of history as with

the course of nature, with the psychical as with the physical.

But in all he professes to deal only with what actually exists,

or has actually occurred, within the circle of the visible and

the tangible. And what he attempts to gain, and does grow-

ingly gain, is a knowledge of the forces that manifest them

selves in this mundane region, and of the modes of their

activity.

Metaphysics, on the other hand, aims at reaching truth of

being. Its object is the right apprehension of the ground and

principle of existence in all its forms and phases. It is thus

different from science, in that it goes deeper. It begins where

science ends. It passes behind and beneath what is visible

and tangible and inquires as to the fountain and source of

these. It deals with being in itself, and not with the mani

fold shapes in which it clothes itself, or the manifold processes

in which it expresses itself. It accepts the results of science,

and endeavours to reach, by means of these, a theory of
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existence, or, at least, to construct a theory of existence that

will do justice to these. It proceeds on the assumption that

there is something underneath that with which we come

immediately into contact, which is its basis and determining

principle, and it seeks to discover this underlying element and

to gain an insight into its character. As the scientist sets

himself to note the component parts and the varied operations

of the machinery of the universe, the metaphysician sets

himself to discover the quickening energy and the informing

thought that have fashioned it and that govern it, with the

view of apprehending its foundation and spring, its ground

and essence.

These two departments of inquiry, then, are distinct from

each other, and yet related to each other. Their objects are

different, but their difference is the difference between matter

and form, between vitality and expression. And corre

spondent to the difference between their objects, is the

difference between their methods. The one collects, arranges,

analyses, and classifies facts and events, so as to seize their

constituent elements and their relations
;
the other interprets

and explains existence by penetrating to, and exhibiting, its

central idea and animating force. Each has a work of its

own to do, but the work of neither would be complete

without that of the other. Each may be regarded apart

from the other, and to a certain extent must be so regarded,

but ultimately they must be brought together. Science rests

on metaphysics, and is indebted to it for the conceptions with

which it starts, and without which it would be powerless

either to begin or to proceed. This, indeed, the scientist

often denies. He claims to accept and investigate only what

is given, and, on this ground, asserts that he makes no

assumptions and works independently. But there is nothing

really given. What is supposed to be given is apprehended,

and apprehension involves the use of categories that have a

metaphysical root. But if science needs metaphysics, meta

physics needs science. To the results gained by the former,
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the latter is indebted for expansion and enrichment. Science

requires metaphysics for its completion and justification, and

metaphysics requires science for its exposition and realisation.

Science must fall back on metaphysics, because it deals with

manifestations of that principle of which metaphysics treats
;

and metaphysics must take account of science, because, in

the light of the results reached by science, it is enabled

to discern the movements of that principle with which it

deals and to perceive with increasing accuracy its nature

and value.

Such, in general, is the relation in which science and

metaphysics stand to each other. The analogy between it

and the relation in which morality and religion stand to each

other rests on a parallel between the objects of science and

of morality on the one hand, and those of metaphysics and

religion on the other. If, therefore, we are to appreciate that

analogy, we must apprehend the twofold parallel which is its

basis. And this we shall be in a position to do if we define,

in somewhat different terms from those already employed, the

objects of morality and of religion.

Morality concerns itself with the relation of rational

beings to their surroundings. It takes account of the

existing condition of things, and deals with the attitude

which men ought to assume toward it. It regards man as

an agent, who is under the necessity of determining himself

in view of appeals addressed to him by the system of things

within which he moves. Primarily, therefore, it has to do

with the person or self
;
but as the person or self with whom

it has to do is a part of the system in which he has his place,

it has to do with his treatment of that system, and of that

system as a whole. In other words, morality embraces in its

outlook the world in its widest extent, the whole environment

of the individual, all with which he comes into contact in his

daily life and activity, his material as well as his social

surroundings. Hitherto we have emphasised his social sur

roundings, because these were the more important for the line
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of thought we were pursuing. But his material surroundings
also claim consideration from the standpoint of morality.

The two, indeed, are closely connected. The social system of

which man is a member does not stand entirely apart from

the material, in which he is embraced. It is bound up with

it, finding in it the instruments and means of intercourse

between its members. From the point of view of morality,

indeed, the social and the material systems within which we

stand are less separate environments than different aspects

of one environment, each of which, in its own way, makes

appeals to us with which we must deal, but each of which, in

making appeals to us, involves a reference to the other, more

or less definite. Our treatment of things material affects not

only ourselves and our relation to the material sphere, but

also our relation to our fellows. And, to a large extent, we

discharge our duties to our fellows by using rightly the material

means that are at our disposal, and by taking advantage of

the opportunities which our material surroundings present to

us. Hence the sphere within which morality is to manifest

itself is the world, in the full sense of the term, the whole

system of things with which rational beings stand connected ;

and moral truth is the right apprehension of the connection

of rational beings therewith, and of the obligation which that

connection imposes on them.

Religion, on the other hand, concerns itself with the

relation of rational beings to Him who is the author of their

surroundings, of whom these are manifestations, and whose

will and thought they embody and execute. That there is

a relation between rational beings and the author of their

surroundings is, from our present point of view, involved in

the fact that they do not stand apart from their surround

ings, connected with them only in an external fashion, but

are so closely associated with them as to form, along with

them, a vast and varied universe, and therefore to share,

according to their nature, in the relation that subsists between

the system, thus constituted, and Him who is its source and
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ground. The relation of which religion takes account is, of

course, a personal relation, the relation of the individual to

God. But the individual is not an isolated unit
;

he is

embraced in the world, and, as having a place in it, he is to

a certain extent determined by it. His relation to God is

not, therefore, wholly distinct from his relation to the world.

And, on the other hand, God is the creator of the whole

sphere of being within which the individual has his standing

and of which he is a part. His relation to the individual

cannot, therefore, be entirely separate from His relation to

the sphere within which lie is embraced. In any case, the

object of religion is the Being who, as the source and

sustainer of all that exists, is the moving and animating

principle of the world in its manifold departments, and

religious truth is the right apprehension of the relation

between that Being and His rational creatures.

In view of the descriptions just given of the objects of

morality and religion, the parallel between these and the

objects of science and metaphysics respectively must be

apparent. Science and morality deal with the things that

are seen and temporal; metaphysics and religion with the

things that are unseen and eternal. The former contemplate
the existing order in its various aspects and movements

;
the

latter, the underlying and determining principle that embodies

and expresses itself in that order, imparting to it an ideal

and a spiritual reference and value. And the parallel

between the objects of the different members of the two

pairs indicates the analogy between the relations in which

the members of each pair stand to each other. As science

rests on, or at least implies, metaphysics, morality rests on

and implies religion. Or, otherwise stated, as metaphysics

justifies the presuppositions of science, religion furnishes a

basis for, and lends authority to, morality. And as meta

physics implies science as the investigation of the detailed

expression and operation of the ideas and conceptions with

which it deals, religion implies morality as the application to
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existing circumstances of the principles which it has appre

hended.

Here it may be asked, Are we then to treat science and

morality and metaphysics and religion as respectively iden

tical ? Certainly not. What has been said touches merely

the relation subsisting between the members of each pair,

and points out that there is a striking and suggestive analogy

between the relation of the members of one pair and the

relation of the members of the other pair. This analogy,

however, does not constitute identity, though it suggests

affinity. According to the exposition given, we seem to have

two pairs of terms, each of which covers the whole sphere of

being. Take, first, science and metaphysics. Of these, the

former embraces the things that can be touched, and tasted,

and handled, everything indeed that can be observed and

analysed ;
while the latter embraces the things that are in

visible and intangible, pure being in its essence. Take now

morality and religion. Of these, the former concerns itself

with the present system of things ;
the latter, with Him who

is the author and governor of that system. Each of these

pairs, as has been said, appears to cover the whole sphere of

being, and in a certain sense they do so. Or, to speak more

accurately, the corresponding terms in the two pairs cover

the same field, and the higher of these are each the equiva

lent of all that exists in its basis and source. Are they not

then identical in reference ? If not, what is the difference

between them ? They are not identical, and the difference

between them is a difference of attitude, of point of view.

Dealing in effect with the same objects, they deal with them

in different ways and with different aims.

In science and metaphysics we look out on existence, in

its several phases, as something to be apprehended by us.

We, so to speak, stand apart from it, and regard it merely as

an object that is to be known by us. In morality and

religion we look round on existence as that of which we are

parts. We do not stand apart from it
;
we connect ourselves
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with it, or rather recognise that we have an inherent con

nection with it, and set ourselves to learn what that connec

tion is. Such, briefly stated, is the distinction of which we

are in search. What is its import ? Passing from science

and metaphysics to morality and religion, we change our

standpoint. That is evident. But to say this is not enough.

The change of standpoint must be accounted for. It is not

arbitrary, it is necessary. And the ground of that necessity

does not lie in the object, but in the subject that deals with

the object. The object is to all intents and purposes the

same in both cases. But the very fact that it is to us an

object points to a difference between it and us, and forces on

us the conviction that we are more than objects. Were we

not more than objects, we should not know objects. We are

objects, and objects to ourselves, but we could not be objects

to ourselves were we only objects. It is because we are not

only conscious, but self-conscious, that we can deal with our

selves and our surroundings. When we note this, we reach

the solution of our problem. We may express it in one word,

viz. personality. It is because we are persons that we cannot

rest in science and metaphysics, but must go on to morality
and religion ; that, in other words, we cannot rest content

with knowing what a thing is, but must endeavour to learn

what it is for us. It is not enough that we should note its

elements and activities, we must relate it to ourselves, and

ask how we are to deal with it, or act toward it. Personality

thus marks the distinction between the two standpoints. And
while marking the distinction, it discloses the connection

between them. And that connection does not suggest two-

entirely separate lines of inquiry without relation to each

other, but two lines of inquiry that, while approaching the

same object from different quarters, converge on the same

point. In order that this may be made plain, let us look

first at science and morality, and then at metaphysics and

religion.

Science, let us suppose, makes some discovery, and, in
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order that our illustration may be clear and pointed, we shall

assume that the discovery made is sanitary in reference, and

that by means of it the conditions of health are more fully

and accurately apprehended than they were before. In itself,

and in its first reference, wholly indeed, as a discovery, it is

scientific. It has been reached by observation and investiga

tion within the physical sphere, and it is due to a deeper

insight into nature and a more complete understanding of

natural law. It consists in an exhibition of facts and pro

cesses in the material region that have hitherto been unknown

and unsuspected, and it affects our bodies, disclosing their

dependence on these facts and processes for vitality and

vigour. But, though thus in itself scientific, it is for us

more than scientific. We must, or at least ought to, bring it

within the moral sphere. It enlarges the field of duty, or

perhaps, to speak more correctly, it defines more distinctly

the content of duty in one special department. We have to

think of it as imposing fresh obligation on us, by bringing to

light relations in which we stand to our surroundings that

have up till this time remained hidden. We are bound to

preserve our life. That is a responsibility that rests upon us.

And in the discovery made we have guidance in this direc

tion. We are taught what is necessary, if we are to avoid

disease and continue strong and active. It may be said that

the new laws promulgated touch only the body and do not

reach beyond the physical. But, though touching only the

body, or just because touching the body, which is ours, they

do, as affecting us and claiming our regard, reach beyond the

physical. The preservation of physical life is for us, who are

rational beings, more than a physical necessity ;
it is a moral

obligation. With our physical life there is associated a

psychical. The determination to maintain health is self-

determination, the determination of a self, that is, to realise

itself in and by its dealings with the several parts of the

sphere within which it is embraced. To assume a right

attitude toward the new laws is, therefore, a form of duty
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devolving upon us. We are not only to acquaint ourselves

with them, we are to apply them in our daily life. And the

obligation devolving on us to do this does not rest on self-

interest. It does not touch us merely as individuals. In

determining ourselves to self-preservation we are acting as

social beings ;
we are aiming at meeting to the utmost the

demands that are made upon us by the system of which we

are members. Sufficient, however, has been said to make

plain the point on which we are insisting. That is, that

personality marks at once the distinction and the relation

between morality and science. We have, on the one side,

the knowledge of certain physical facts and processes, or of

the laws which have been gained by a study of these, and,

on the other, a decision to act in harmony with these laws,

in order that by the maintenance of life there may be full

discharge of personal and social duty. Clearly the point of

contact between the knowledge and the decision is to be

found in the personality. The passage from the one to the

other is made by connecting definitely the thing known with

the person knowing, as an agent. As a thing known, it is

scientific
;
as a thing applied, it is moral. In the former case,

it does not carry us beyond the world as an intelligible

system ;
in the latter, it brings us face to face with the

world as a sphere of practice. In the one instance we have

to do merely with elements and operations in the material

region ;
in the other, we have to do with these as factors in

the production of conduct and character. We are concerned

with the same objects in both references, but, in the first, it

is with the object itself, and, in the second, it is with the

object in relation to a person.

What is true of science and morality is true of meta

physics and religion. Metaphysics has, as its subject, pure

being, the fundamental principle and central truth of the

universe, that which underlies, animates, and reveals itself in

the system of things on which we look, the basis and source,

the informing spirit and quickening energy of all that exists.
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An advance in metaphysics, therefore, means a deeper insight

into, and a clearer view and firmer grasp of, the essence of the

world, of the thought and purpose which it embodies, and of

the ground and spring of its manifold forms and movements,

not merely as expressed in these, but in its own nature.

Such advance is, in the first instance, intellectual and theo

retical. It is gained by speculative effort, and it is presented

in philosophical terms. But it may, and indeed should,

become spiritual and practical. An advance in metaphysics

should issue in an advance in religion. For, what does such

advance imply ? It implies a fresh appeal, rising out of

deepened and enlarged apprehension of our ultimate and

intrinsic relations. We are included in the system of things

toward the explanation of which a contribution has been made.

We have, therefore, a definite interest in the new facts and

elements that have been disclosed. They affect our standing

and nature, or rather our conception of these. They teach us

what we are in germ and purpose, by setting before us the

inner significance of the world within which we have our

place. They therefore constitute a call to us to assume an

attitude different from that which we have assumed in the

past, or, more correctly, to move forward on the path on which

we have entered. By extending the horizon of our interests

and possibilities, they urge us to accept and apply them, that

these interests and possibilities may be realised in us. And,

when accepted and applied by us, they cease to be merely

theories discerned and understood by us, and become vital

forces that stir and quicken us, yielding satisfaction because

carrying us onward to attainment. As in the case of scien

tific discovery, we may regard them in themselves as simply

speculative and theoretical, but to do so is to miss their true

value and importance. We should recognise their bearing on

ourselves as rational beings, designed to enter into conscious

relation with the rational ground of our existence. But to

recognise this is to occupy the religious position. It is to

respond to the claims made upon us by that power not our-
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selves, in union with which alone we can live and move and

have our true being. It is surrender and submission of

ourselves to that to which, as central and fundamental, we

must surrender and submit if we are to experience peace, to

that which, as the ground of our existence, creates the condi

tions of our growth and development conditions that can

be fulfilled only by free conscious relation to it. I have

spoken of a power, but the power is a person. This is a

necessity of the religious position, whatever may be the case

with the metaphysical, and into that question I do not enter.

Religion requires personality in its subject. Only a person,

a self-conscious being, can be religious. And personality in

the subject implies personality in the object. A person can

not truly rest in, or hold communion with, anything but a

person. The central and fundamental truth of things is God,

and every metaphysical advance is really a fuller comprehen
sion of the divine nature. That advance may be presented

in the form of abstract truth, but it really runs back to Him
in whom abstract truth has concrete and vital existence,

to Him who is the truth. This is perceived by us when

ever we bring that truth into relation to ourselves. When
we receive it as a principle of life, in its highest reference,

we experience the influence of a personality that touches

us and meets our deepest longings, lifting us to higher levels

of vitality and attainment. We thus discover the connection

between metaphysics and religion. The object of both is the

same, but the standpoint from which it is regarded is different

in each. In the former, it is truth, seen and apprehended as

the truth of existence
;
in the latter, it is truth, accepted and

submitted to by a person, because harmonising with and

meeting what is deepest in his personality.

The position maintained in the preceding paragraphs does

not imply that science and metaphysics have no value in

themselves, and have interest for us only as yielding guidance

in the sphere of conduct. They have great value in them

selves, merely as enlarging our view of the universe, as giving



2 6o MORALITY AND RELIGION

us a deeper knowledge of its central principle and its

manifold details. The impulses of which they are the out

come are not purely or primarily practical. We desire to

know as well as to act, and not simply in order to act.

We do not seek to understand the world merely that we may
rule it. We seek to understand it for its own sake. But

while this is the case, we cannot help bringing the knowledge

we have gained into definite relation to ourselves, and

inquiring how, in view of it, we should conduct ourselves.

This necessity is due to the twofold position we occupy. We
are at once within the world and separate from it. As

separate from it, .relatively, of course, we can know it
;
as

within it, we must conform to it. As conscious and self-

conscious beings we can make the system of things, of which

we are members, an object to be observed and analysed ;
as

physical and social beings we must place ourselves within

the object, so to speak, and, in doing so, we must be guided

in our action by the results of our observation and analysis of

the object. We do not, therefore, set science and metaphysics

on the one side, and morality and religion on the other,

denying to the contents of the former reality and value, or

subordinating them entirely to the latter. What science and

metaphysics furnish is reality, and it is just because it is

reality that we are bound to take account of it in the moral

and religious spheres.

What has been said enables us to deal with a point that

is often raised, and that is supposed to create a very serious

difficulty. When the dependence of morality on religion is

asserted, it is often urged in opposition that moral ideas have

frequently been in advance of religious, and that religions

have often been discarded by nations because they shocked

the moral sense of the community, or have held their place

only by conforming their doctrines and practices to the moral

standard of the time. This statement is frequently made

with the view of disproving a connection between the two.

So far, however, from doing this, it points in the opposite
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direction. The very fact that men insist on moral and religi

ous ideas being in harmony with each other, implies that they

look upon them as in some way related to each other. Were

this not the case, they would not feel that there was anything

anomalous in religions countenancing, and morality denounc

ing, certain courses of conduct. It may, of course, be said

that the demand made that religion should conform to

morality is merely the demand that morality should rule in

every sphere of life, and that, therefore, nothing is involved

in the objection as to the existence of a relation between

morality and religion, or even as to the reality of re

ligion, but that all that is contended is, that doctrines and

practices called religious have been condemned by the moral

sense of the community. But a little reflection shows that

this is not a true account of the matter. There is more

than simple condemnation by the moral sense of the com

munity ;
there is condemnation by the idea of religion. It is

not merely that the practices in question are ethically wrong,

but that, being so, they should not be observed in the name of

religion. The latent conviction is, that if there is to be a

religion, it must be moral in character and bearing ; must, at

the very least, be abreast of the ethical theories of the age in

which it flourishes, that, in short, an immoral religion is a

contradiction in terms.

It is not, then, the fact of a connection, but the nature of

the connection that exists, with which we have to do. And

the objection raised seems to disprove what has been said as

to that connection, and to prove that, so far from morality

being dependent on religion, religion is dependent on morality,

inasmuch as morality has frequently been in advance of it,

and has once and again led to its reformation.

As a preliminary consideration, it might be noted that

not seldom the objection quoted does not amount to more

than this, that adherents of a certain religion fall below the

moral standard of the time. But this contention, which may
be freely admitted, does not touch the question before us

;
or
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it only does so if the adherents referred to are in full accord

with their religion, and that is not always the case. That it

is sometimes the case, however, cannot be denied, and yet

that this does not militate against the dependence of morality

on religion must be maintained. The explanation of the

seemingly serious difficulty is not far to seek. We shall reach

it at once if we think of science and metaphysics. Is it not

the case that metaphysical theories have often to be corrected

in view of scientific advance ? Science, dealing with things

seen and tangible, is first in order of time. First that which

is natural and afterward that which is spiritual. Men may

disregard the invisible sphere, but they cannot disregard the

visible. It is there, touching them at every point, arid they

are driven to seek a fuller acquaintance with it by the neces

sities of their position. But the metaphysical basis may be

neglected. I say neglected, for it is there as much as the

physical fact that compels attention, though it does not

obtrude itself on the notice of the observer in the same way,

and may therefore be unheeded by him, even when he is

carrying on investigations that presuppose it. Men can live

without metaphysics, at least without definite and conscious

recognition of it, but they cannot live without a science of

some sort, without a belief in an order of nature and an

attempt to understand that order as it affects their condition

and activity. Apart from intellectual curiosity and impulse,

practical need will compel them to study their physical

environment. From all this it follows that science will

often be in advance of metaphysics, and metaphysical theories

will often need to be revised in view of scientific progress.

But this does not mean that science is superior to meta

physics, or is even on the same level with it. It only means

that they are intimately connected. Their relative positions

must be determined on other grounds.

Now in what has been said as to science and metaphysics

we have a valuable suggestion as to the difficulty with which

we are dealing. We have already seen that there is an
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analogy between the relation of science to metaphysics and

the relation of morality to religion ; and, following out that

analogy, we perceive that it is possible, might we not say

inevitable, that morality should in some circumstances be in

advance of religion.

Morality has to do primarily with our relations to our

fellows, in the Family, Society, the State. These relations

force themselves upon us and compel us to endeavour to

understand them
;
and if we do not admit a revelation that

sheds light on the problem they present, and guides us to its

solution, we must seek the origin of one aspect or element of

religion in attempts to explain and enforce these. By which

I mean, that men must seek a ground on which these can

be based, and their religious instinct leads them to find it in

a Being who is at the head of the Family, or Tribe, or State.

But, in such a case, we need not wonder that moral ideas

should often be ahead of religious ;
it is only what we should

expect. The God whom man makes for himself must corre

spond to his interpretation of his surroundings, and must

consequently be subject to change, as that interpretation

becomes fuller and clearer. But the changes which advanc

ing interpretation demands may be deferred until the in

congruity becomes so pronounced as to compel alteration.

Moral ideas, since they affect man s present condition, press

for acceptance and application, but religious ideas, since they

may be and often are looked upon as affecting solely that

which lies apart from the present condition, may be for long

left out of view. The sacredness, too, that attaches to them

generates and encourages a conservatism that tells against

alteration even of their form, and delays it until it becomes

absolutely necessary.

If, instead of associating the origin of religion with the

customs and claims of the Family or the Community, we

trace it back to a worship of the powers of nature, the

explanation offered of the advance of morality on religion at

certain stages will be even more pointed and pertinent. We
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can easily see how a religion resting on a purely natural

basis will need constant correction, and will ultimately be

overthrown, or at least completely transformed, by the pro

gressive purification of moral conceptions.

If, once more, we admit a revelation, the case is not

materially altered, and the explanation given applies in its

main reference. For a revelation must be such as can be

apprehended by those to whom it is given. It must be

stated in terms and presented in forms which those who

receive it can understand. It may come in the shape of

definite declarations and specific commands, or it may come

in the shape of dealing and leading ;
in other words, by

communication or by experience. But in either case it

must harmonise with the circumstances and environment of

the people to whom it is granted. This is clear, so far as

the latter alternative is concerned. Dealing and leading, or

experience, is of necessity conditioned by the character and

state of those to be acted on and influenced. Our experiences

must find their basis and starting-point in our attainments

and the capacities which these create. It is precisely

similar with the other alternative, although perhaps not so

apparent. For even the statement of general principles

must to a certain extent take a particular form, dictated by
the intellectual and moral condition of those to whom it is

made. The form, of course, while particular, must, as the

statement of a general principle, be capable of ever fuller

interpretation. And this interpretation will be gained not

always by successive verbal expositions, but often by varied

and wider experiences impelling men to read anew the

statement made in the light of what has happened, and

to seek by that light to gain a deeper insight into its

significance. In other words, communication requires ex

perience in order that it may do its perfect work. Suppose,

then, that we have a revelation. It will be both moral and

religious in character. It must, of course, be religious, be

cause it is the utterance or expression of One who is exalted,
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so exalted that a special movement on His part is needful if

He, or at least His thought and will, are to be known
;
in a

word, of God. But it must also be moral. It must have a

bearing of some kind on the conduct of those addressed and

influenced. The fact that God grants a revelation to a

people means that He has a definite relation to that people,

and such a relation the relation of God to man carries

with it authority on the one hand and service on the other.

And this service cannot be understood simply as ritual.

That may be part, but it cannot be the whole. As a

revelation, it is addressed to men as rational beings. It is

an appeal to them. It is the presentation of truth in

presence of which men are to apprehend their own nature

and to determine themselves. It involves, as we have just

said, a definite relation
;
but a relation is not of one, it is of

two at least in this case, of many. The revelation must

therefore be a revelation of both terms of the relation. In

His revelation God not only makes Himself known to men,

but makes men known to themselves, so that they may appre

hend what is required of them.

A revelation, then, must be both religious and moral, and,

as was pointed out, in whatever form it comes, it must be

capable of development. But the one side the moral may

develop faster than the other the religious. The ground
and possibility of this has already been exhibited, and it is

as strong in the present as in the instances formerly dis

cussed. For the fact that the two are given in one revela

tion does not affect the matter. Though given together and

forming one communication, they must to a certain extent be

given separately. The necessity for this separation could

only disappear in a perfect spiritual state, in which morality

was lost in religion ;
but in such a spiritual state no room

would be found for a revelation.

It thus appears that disparity between morality and

religion does not disprove a connection between them
;

neither does the fact that morality is often in advance of
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religion prove that morality is independent of, or superior to,

religion. The truth is, that each instance of disparity and

advance has to be looked at by itself, and judged on its own

merits.

In the preceding discussion an important element has

been left out of account, viz. emotion. Nothing has been

said as to the place of feeling in morality and religion ;
and

yet that it plays an important part, in religion at least, will be

admitted by all. We must, therefore, turn our attention to

it, with the view of discovering what light it sheds on the

question before us.

We are all familiar with Matthew Arnold s definition of

religion, as
&quot;

morality touched with emotion.&quot; This definition

seems to assume that morality does not include emotion.

But, as we have seen, that is not the case. The basis of

morality is the felt relation between us and our surroundings.

Only from a felt relation could obligation spring. Of course

that felt relation can be grasped and analysed, so that de

tailed duties may be understood
;
but this merely means that

while felt, it is, as felt by us, rational in character. In so

far, then, as it excludes emotion from morality, the definition

offered is defective. It is also defective as identifying the

scope of morality and religion. But, despite these defects,

it is suggestive. It emphasises an important feature in the

relation between morality and religion, viz. that in religion

emotion holds a more prominent place than in morality. In

the latter, it is at the minimum
;
in the former, it is at the

maximum. This statement is in harmony with the results

already gained.

In order that we may discover the precise state of the

case, let us look at the objects. The object of morality is

the sphere in which the individual moves, and, in particular,

that sphere in its highest, its social aspect ;
the object of

religion is God. The former is manifold, the latter is one.

That is to say, in the former we have to consider our relation

to the several parts in other words, our duties
;
in the latter
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we have to consider our relation to the one Being who is

over all and in all. Now this difference of object implies

a difference in the emotion experienced. It will clearly be

more intense in the one case than in the other. In morality

it is diffused
;
in religion it is concentrated. So great is

the difference between these two, that it seems to pass beyond

a difference of degree and become a difference of kind. We

might express the difference by saying, that in religion we have,

and in morality we have not, to do with a person. It is true

that in morality we have to do with persons, but we have to

do with them as parts of a system in relation to which they

have rights as against us, and we have duties as toward them.

In religion it is different. There we have to do with a

person simply as such, a person who has, indeed, manifold

relations of which we are to take cognisance, but who is

above and not within these relations
;
with whom, therefore,

in the fulness of his personality, we come into direct and

definite contact. To put the matter thus, is to discover the

nature of the distinction between the emotions. In morality

it is the emotion that accompanies the fulfilment of duty ;

in religion it is the emotion that belongs to the satisfaction

of the heart.

There is, then, an emotional element in both morality

and religion, but it is much less in the former than in the

latter. We have now to ask what the relation is between

emotion in the religious, and emotion in the moral, sphere.

We have seen that morality and religion rests each on a

felt relation, and that in proportion as to the keenness of

that feeling of relation are we zealous and devoted. We
have also seen that that feeling is keener in religion than in

morality, inasmuch as the relation in religion is relation to

a person, while in morality it is relation to a community.

But since the person and the community are vitally connected,

the latter relation runs back into the former, and the emotion

stirred by the latter is in a line with, and can be stimulated

by, the emotion stirred by the former. Thus the emotion of
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religion quickens the emotion of morality. In other words,

the religious feeling lends force to the moral, so that the

idea of mere duty is transcended, and the fulfilment of obli

gation becomes a labour of love. The note of true religion

is love, love to God
;
and this love, while it strengthens the

obligations that rest upon us, invests these with a kindly

and genial character that wins rather than demands obedience.

Doing duty as unto Him who is the object of our deepest

and purest affection, we find it not a burden or a task, but

a pleasure and a delight. It ceases to be mere observance

of law and precept, to which we are constrained by a sense

of responsibility or necessity, and becomes a spontaneous

response to the appeal of love, to which we are impelled by
a longing to afford gratification, and to experience the joy

of sweet communion. The heart knows nothing of law and

duty ;
it knows only yearning and surrender, impelling to

action that will express its devotion and, by yielding pleasure

to its object, will satisfy its own demands. And it is the

heart that is the seat and organ of religion. If the heart

be set on God, the yoke of law and command will be easy

and their burden will be light ;
for they will appear less

claims and requirements to be met than manifestations of

the nature and desire of Him whose they are, whereby we

are taught what is in harmony with His being and well-

pleasing in His sight. Thus does religious emotion supply

needed stimulus to moral effort, transforming it by the light

of affection, and lending to it a new and an attractive

character by bringing it into living connection with that

service which is highest freedom, the free, glad movement

of our spirit toward Him who is the centre of our thought

and the object of our desire.

We may illustrate the point on which we are insisting

by reference to the state of things within the purely human

sphere. As members of that sphere we are under obligation

to treat justly and kindly those who are akin to us in con

stitution. This obligation rests on the relationship that is
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formed by community of nature. It is thus universal in its

range, embracing men of all classes and conditions. But this

universal obligation, due to a general relationship by which

all are bound together, may be intensified and may assume

a special character in the case of individuals, because of

special relationships formed by them, in virtue of which

they are drawn closely to one or more of their neighbours.

Where this is the case, not only will new duties emerge,

corresponding to the new ties that have been created, but

the old duties that spring from the tie of a common humanity
will take a new character, and will be discharged with in

creased ease and care. Nor will these special relationships

affect those united by them only in respect of the attitude

which they assume toward each other
; they will affect

them also in respect of the attitude which they assume

toward such as stand connected with the object of their regard.

Suppose we are drawn to love one of our fellows. What is

the effect of this tender tie on our conduct ? It, of course,

strengthens our relation to the object of our affection, gives

to that relation, indeed, a new meaning and value, with the

result that we not only accept and discharge fresh obligations,

but meet with heightened zeal the obligations under which

we lay prior to its formation. Or, rather we cease to think

of obligations, old or new, and, under the sway and guidance
of the passion that has been awakened, act rightly toward

our friend. The claims that spring from our affection absorb,

while they transcend, the claims that spring from our common

nature, so that the satisfaction of the former is the satis

faction of the latter, a truer satisfaction, too, than would be

rendered if these had been definitely considered. The duties

that we owe the object of our affection as a man are lost in

the ties that bind us to him as a friend. We surrender our

selves to him and, as a consequence, adopt his welfare as

our aim, and by pursuing that aim honour him truly as a

rational being while offering to him in devoted service the

tribute of the heart. But this is not all. Not only is there
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a change in our bearing toward him, there is a change in

our bearing toward those connected with him. We feel an

interest in them deeper and stronger than that which we

felt before we yielded to his fascination, or would have felt

had we not linked ourselves to him by the bonds of friend

ship. Our interest in them has been vivified and intensified

by our esteem for him to whom they are intimately related.

We feel obligation and discharge duty toward them which,

as to form, may be precisely what they would have been in

ordinary circumstances and intercourse, but which, as to

impulse, are different, and different because mediated by our

affection for him who stands between them and us, and who

has touched our heart. The reflection of his winsome nature

falls upon them and invests them, for us, with a special

character, that incites us to special regard for their interests

and welfare. We cannot separate our friend altogether from

his associations. These must be acknowledged by us, and

their acknowledgment implies recognition of those who are

embraced within them.

It will help us to appreciate the point we are seeking to

present if we think of a family. The members of a family

have duties to each other merely as human beings, but these

duties take a special character and gain a special weight from

the special relationship which the family tie creates and

constitutes. Those embraced in that relationship are to

treat one another not merely as human beings, but as brothers

and sisters. The bond of humanity becomes for them

fraternal. It takes this particular aspect, and by doing so

imposes particular obligation. But on what does the

fraternal relation rest ? It rests on the filial. It is as

children of one father that men are united to each other

as members of a family. The bond of union between brothers

and sisters is common parentage. This being so, they are

linked to each other through the parent, and the admission

of the fraternal obligation implies the admission of the filial.

Hence the impulse to the right discharge of the former is
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the accompaniment of the impulse to the right discharge of

the latter. In other words, brother sees brother, so far as

he regards him as a brother, in the light of his connection

with the father, and in view of that connection accepts

fraternal responsibility. It is love to the father that

incites the children to the right performance of their mutual

duties and sustains them therein, making it a pleasure and

not merely a task. These duties may be performed on other

grounds. Fear of punishment by the parent may compel the

children to refrain from injuring each other, and to render

help to each other. Or children may be drawn to each

other by affinity of nature, and on this basis may manifest

affection for each other. But in neither of these cases do

the children deal with each other as children, as members

of a family, bound together by common parenthood. In the

former case there is no bond of union at all, at least none

is recognised and admitted. The natural bond is denied

and dishonoured, and those who should feel its presence and

submit to its influence are held together by constraint. In

the latter case, the bond of union has no definite relation

to the family. It could exist without it, and outside it, in

the broad human sphere. Filial love, then, is the one ground

of fraternal love. From it, and it alone, can there come

the right impulse to the discharge of duty within the family

circle. Kegard for the head carries with it regard for the

members. Through him who is the centre those composing

the household are connected with each other. If the heart

of the child be set on the parent so that he love him truly,

he will assume a right attitude toward those whom the

parent loves.

We thus perceive the relation of religious feeling to

moral action. The emotion that is an element in the

response made by us to the appeals addressed to us by the

Divine Being supplies the stimulus that is demanded for the

hearty discharge of duty, because through devotion to the

head it brings us into sympathy with the members. Claims
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recognised and admitted by us, that would otherwise be

external obligations to be met by us, because imposed on us,

become impulses within us, the operation of which is con

genial to our nature. Morality, quickened by the genial and

kindling breath of religion, ceases to be a hard, chill

discharge of duty, a constrained and, at times, sullen

obedience to laws that environ us and demand obedience,

and becomes the free, hearty expression of affectionate regard.

We view each other not merely from the standpoint of a

common nature, or of the social system of which we are

members, but in the light of the fatherly love within which

we are embraced, and viewing each other through this medium

we rightly appreciate and gladly respond to the claims that

rest upon us. Assuming any other attitude, it will often

be difficult for us to love the brethren
;
and even when this

is possible, our effort will lack that sweet savour of spon

taneous and hearty interest that will make it not only a

delight to us, but a joy to those who are its objects.



LECTUEE VII

EXTENT OF KELATION

IN the last lecture we defined the nature of the relation between

morality and religion. In the present lecture we shall consider

some questions suggested by the results reached, the discussion

of which will enable us not only to apprehend more fully the

nature of that relation, but also to determine its extent.

And the first of these questions with which we shall deal

is, Can we be moral without being religious ? Or, more

explicitly, Can we have morality without religion as its ground

and support ? Can we gain and maintain a right relation to

the system within which we stand without reference to, or

recognition of, God ? Having in view the course and the

results of the preceding discussion, we at once answer that we

cannot. This answer, however, is met by an argument that

seems pointed and forcible, and that demands careful considera

tion. It is said that the independence of morality is proved

by the lives of men and women in the past and in the present.

Instances are cited of individuals who either took no account

of religion or who definitely discarded it as worthless, and

who were, nevertheless, high-toned, pure, just and honourable

in character, not only rivalling, it is suggested, but surpassing,

in moral quality, some who did not merely make a profession

of religion but who held prominent places within the sphere

of religion. And such instances are accepted and offered as

evidence that without the aid of religion we can discover

what the obligations are that rest upon us as rational beings,

and can fully meet these obligations, discharging faithfully

18
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the duties that devolve upon us and maintaining an un

blemished reputation. Now it is clear that, if the instances

cited are admitted as genuine cases of morality apart from

religion, the conclusion drawn must be allowed, and, if so,

the position we have assumed must be surrendered. We
must, therefore, devote our attention to the subject with the

view of discovering the precise value of the cases referred to,

and the validity of the deduction drawn from them.

And, at the outset, we must determine what the con

tention we have to consider involves, and what are the

points which it raises and which must be dealt with in esti

mating its worth. As generally stated, it is that there have

been men and women who have led moral lives though occupy

ing non-religious positions. In other words, that there has been

moral action without religious influence. Now what do we

mean by moral action ? We mean action in harmony with a

rule or standard that is the interpretation and expression of

our nature and our relations as rational beings and as

members of a rational system. But action in harmony with

such a rule or standard implies a knowledge of it. If we

are to do what is right, so that our doing of it will be moral

in character, we must know what is right, and must decide

to give effect to our knowledge. When, therefore, we say

that there have been men and women who have lived moral

lives, though occupying non-religious positions, we imply that

there have been men and women who, without the help or

the recognition of religion, have constructed or gained a

moral code. But this is not all. More than conscious con

formity to a moral code is demanded by morality. Or,

rather, the question asked by morality concerns the nature of

the conscious conformity. There may be conformity to the

letter alone, but that is insufficient. The rule or standard is

the interpretation and expression of our nature and our rela

tions. It is not, therefore, something that lies entirely with

out us, which we are to obey because it commands, but

something that is to be accepted by us, with which we are to
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identify ourselves, and which we are to realise for its own

sake. In other words, it is an ideal as well as a rule or

standard, and it is as an ideal that it supplies us with an

aim, the pursuit of which invests our action with moral

significance. To say, therefore, that there have been men

and women who have lived moral lives, though occupying

non-religious positions, is to say that there have been men

and women who, without the help or the recognition of

religion, have apprehended and realised as the aim of their

endeavour the ideal of existence. When we thus carefully

examine the objection urged against our conclusion we dis

cover that it is by no means so simple as it appears. It

raises at least two important questions. This has not always

been recognised, and, as a result, its discussion has been partial

and superficial. Those who have offered it, and those who

have sought to meet it, have too often limited themselves to

the deeds performed and the character manifested by those

to whom reference is made, and have left out of account the

conditions on which alone the deeds could be performed and

the character manifested. To follow this course is to mistake

the bearing of the problem to be solved, and to deprive the

solution reached of point and worth. For it is not enough,

on the one hand, to show that certain persons, who made no

profession of religion, and refused its guidance and support,

have lived high-toned and upright lives
;
and it is useless, on the

other, to attempt to deny that there have been such persons.

What ought to be considered is the possibility of men appre

hending the rule or standard and the ideal, of which morality

is the fulfilment and realisation, without the operation of

religion, or the acknowledgment, explicit or implicit, of that

which is the basis and ground of religion. This is the

question that we must discuss if we are to treat the matter

fully and to arrive at a sound and satisfactory conclusion.

And this question, as we have seen, is twofold. What

we have to ask regarding the individuals referred to is, first,,

Did they gain a knowledge of what was moral apart from
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religion or religious influence ? and, second, Did they gain the

ideal, that supplied a moral aim and invested their action with

moral value, apart from religion and religious influence ? To

these we should, perhaps, add a third, concerning the energy

needful for giving effect to the knowledge acquired, and realising

the ideal apprehended ;
but inasmuch as we are regarding the

ideal as furnishing the aim, it practically includes the energy

required for action, so that this does not need to be specially

considered. From what has been said regarding them, it is

evident that the two points stated are closely connected with

each other, so closely that the answer to the one really carries

with it the answer to the other. It might therefore seem as

if it were only needful to deal with one of them. And,

strictly speaking, that is the case. But it is desirable that

both be considered. It is of advantage to view our subject in

all its aspects. Each aspect brings us face to face with

special questions, and the greater the number and the variety

of the questions discussed by us the clearer will be our view,

and the firmer our grasp, of the truth.

Before, however, proceeding with our inquiry we must deter

mine the method to be adopted by us. This is necessary,

because there are two courses open to us. We may regard

the question raised either as a question of fact or as a

question of possibility. In the former case we should begin

with the instances cited, and should endeavour, by discover

ing the forces that were at work around and within those

referred to, to determine what exactly their state and action

involved
;
in the latter case we should begin with the system

of things in which, as rational beings, we have our place, and

should endeavour, by a consideration of its nature, to deter

mine whether or not morality can, in any aspect, exist with

out the influence and help of religion. Or, otherwise stated,

in the former case we should, by the examination of the

special instances cited, seek to establish a general principle ;

in the latter case we should, in the light of a general principle,

gained by an examination of the system of which we are
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members, estimate the character of the special instances

cited.

Of these methods we shall adopt the second. That this

is the wise, indeed the only satisfactory, method will be

apparent on a moment s reflection. Were we to follow the

other we should have to face an extremely difficult, if not an

absolutely impossible, task. For our investigation of any

instances submitted to examination would not be complete

until we had discerned, in their full extent and exact relation,

all the elements that were present and operative in the

environment and in the nature of the persons in question,

since each of these elements would contribute to the resulting

condition and action. And it would be no easy matter to

convince others, even if we could convince ourselves, that we

had embraced in our survey every factor in the case. The

influences under which men come, and by which their thought

and feeling and desire and decision are affected, are often

subtle in their working, and therefore liable to be overlooked

even by a careful and conscientious inquirer. Nor can we

accept as conclusive the statements of the individuals con

cerned. Even they do not always fully realise the nature

of their surroundings or the constituents of their motive.

They may readily overlook circumstances and influences that,

though less pronounced than those detected by them, are

more important than they, and affect to a greater degree

their character and conduct.

Having thus come to an understanding as to our line of

procedure, we go on to the consideration of the first of the

points raised by the assertion of the independence of morality.

That touches the possibility of constructing a moral code

apart from the recognition or influence of religion. What,

therefore, we have to ask is, Can we gain a rule of life by

confining our view to the world, and leaving God and all

ideas and impulses that involve the existence of God out of

account ? Now, in the last lecture we saw that the world,

while a manifestation of God, may be treated as a whole and
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dealt with apart from its cause and ground. And this being

so, we recognise that there is a sense in which the question

asked by us must be answered in the affirmative. We must

admit that, since the system of which men are members has

a relative independence, it is possible for them by reflection

on it to gain a knowlege of its principles and demands, more

or less complete, without in any way going beyond it and

acquainting themselves with its basis and spring, or apprehend

ing Him who has called it into being and impressed on it its

character. By simple observation we may recognise that we

are under law, and by examination and experience we may
learn, with increasing accuracy and fulness, what that law is

in its main idea, as well as its varied applications; and if we

rest content with this result we may be said to stop short

with morality. To this extent, then, we must admit the

possibility of morality without religion, of a theory of the

universe in its practical reference that, in its main lines, is

or may be correct, so far as it goes, and, in so far as it is

correct, affords guidance to those who receive it.

But to admit this is not, after all, to admit very much, for

it is just after this stage has been reached that the problem

of the dependence or independence of morality has to be

faced. It is not enough that we should interpret the system

around us, and embody our interpretation in laws. We must

justify our interpretation, and find a basis for the laws in

which we embody it, if these are to carry weight and

authority and to secure respect and obedience
;
and this we

cannot do unless we pass behind and beneath the system,

with its diversity and its change, to that which is its ground

and informing principle, the permanent and pervading unity

that manifests itself in its variety. It may be possible for a

select few to rest satisfied for a time with an induction from

facts and processes as a rule of life, but there comes a period

of reflection and inquiry when this is felt by them to be

insufficient, and something more fundamental is demanded.

Even if the result of the induction be a right apprehension of
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the principles to be applied, it must become more than an

induction if it is to retain the respect of those who have

accepted it. And, for the ordinary run of men, authority of

some kind or other must be exhibited or professed if laws are

to be honoured and obeyed ;
and the only authority that can

command permanently their regard and homage is an

authority that is self-evidencing, that is not derivative but

original and independent, that carries with it its own

guarantee, that gains its weight and dignity from its own

inherent nature. But authority of this kind does not belong-

to the laws of the system within which moral action is put

forth. That it does not, follows from the fact of its depend

ence. Only an independent, a self-existent system can yield

authoritative guidance to its members, since only such a

system holds within itself the reason for its existence. A

system that is not self-existent must seek the ground and

explanation of its appearance and activity outside itself, and,

if it is to find the full ground and explanation of these,

it must work upward to the one self-existent Being who is

the source of all existence. Now, the world is not self-

existent, it was not self-originated, and it is not self-main

tained. If, then, we are to understand fully its laws and the

conditions it imposes on us, we must pass beyond it to that

which originated it and which maintains it. It is a system

of effects, and effects are due to causes. When we seek to

understand an effect we go in search of its cause. And we are

not satisfied with its proximate cause. That we treat as

itself an effect, the cause of which must be discovered, and

so on backward, along the line of which the effect with which

we have to deal is the last stage, until we arrive at a cause

which is not itself an effect. In it, and in it alone, can we

find the principle that will explain perfectly the phenomenon
that stands before us. Of this principle, then, which is at

once primary and permanent, transcendent and immanent,

surrounding and permeating, we have to think when we

investigate and endeavour to interpret our environment, and
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our interpretation will be full and accurate in proportion to

the clearness with which we discern its presence and work

ing. If we limit ourselves to our environment, and neglect

or exclude or deny its informing principle, we shall fall

short of the truth. We may apprehend much that is

interesting and valuable, but we shall not apprehend that

which is the basis of all, and which, as such, furnishes the true

explanation of the world, and lends to its perceived processes

and laws the character and authority that are necessary if

they are to awaken a keen sense of obligation, and to com

mand respect and obedience for their own sake. In

other words, we may by observation and deduction seize the

form of the claims made upon us by our surroundings, but

we shall miss their spirit, and shall, in consequence, fail to

appreciate their full significance as the expression of eternal

verities possessing supreme weight and value. In such

circumstances we may honour them after a fashion, but we

shall not honour them as we ought ; and, most of all, we shall

lack that deep conviction of their paramount importance

from which alone there can spring the impulse that will

issue in unwavering allegiance and unflinching compliance

despite difficulty and obstacle and loss.

The truth is, that the independence of morality implies

the independence of the world. We can only maintain that

morality is self-sufficient by maintaining that the world is

self-sufficient. For whenever we admit that the world has

relation to that which is above it, we admit that its arrange

ment and constitution, to be fully understood, must be studied

in the light of that relation. If it be a continuous product

and effect, then merely to acquaint ourselves with its

structure and its processes, with its various sections, and with

the activity and interaction of its manifold forces, is not to

apprehend its full meaning, or to estimate aright its signifi

cance. So far from this being the case, what we gain by
such investigation is little more than a knowledge of the

problem we have to solve. Our inquiry does not so much
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furnish an explanation of the world as disclose the nature of

the explanation demanded if its secret is to be discovered. This

applies to all its departments. It applies especially to the

department of morality. Here, more than anywhere else, we

must take account of that which is the basis and determining

principle of the system if we are to recognise aright its

bearing, for here we are in the sphere of deliberation and

resolve and effort. It is not enough that we know, we must

also act
;
and we seek to know in order that we may act. We

cannot rest satisfied with noting what passes before us, the

changes which the world, in its various departments, under

goes ;
we must endeavour to discover the exact nature and

import of these, in order that we may deal with it aright.

And since, in dealing with it, we are really dealing with our

selves, we must seek to apprehend ourselves as well as it, or

rather ourselves as parts of it. And neither of these can we

accomplish by merely observing the course of events, and

deducing therefrom general laws. Such laws will be only

the register of what has been, not the statement of what

ought to be. The latter cannot be discerned save by passing

to the centre and seizing that which is essential. And this,

we have learned, implies a religious attitude and process,

since the centre and essence of all is the Divine Being.

In what has been said we have sought to show that the

theory under consideration, even when taken on its own

terms, cannot furnish a moral code. In other words, we have

assumed, for the sake of argument, what the theory implies,

viz. that, consistently with the view of the world which it

involves, men can gain a knowledge of their surroundings, and

of the demands which these make on them, and have confined

ourselves to proving that such knowledge, taken by itself, can

not yield an authoritative moral standard. This, however, is

an assumption that careful examination of all the circum

stances will compel us to reject. To see that it is not

warranted, it is only necessary for us to note what the

essence of the system must be if the estimate of it, on which
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the theory in question rests, be correct. So far we have not

referred to this aspect of the matter. We have thought of

the system only in its form and relations, not in its quality

and substance, as these must be regarded from the standpoint

we are criticising. But that standpoint affects the latter as

well as the former. The one, indeed, is bound up with the

other. Our investigation would, therefore, be incomplete if

we did not deal with both. The full bearing of the assertion

made, as to the possibility of morality without religion, can

only be seen when all that it includes and presupposes is

exhibited and discussed.

What, then, must be the nature of the system, within

which we are embraced, if the view we are considering be

correct ? In endeavouring to answer this question we shall

start with those features of the system which we have already

discovered. We have seen that the independence of morality

implies the independence of the world
;
and that the world, if

independent, is self-produced and self-sustained, self-existent

and self-sufficient. Our task, then, is to settle what the

essence of a system possessing these characteristics must be.

It is self-produced and self-sustained. All, therefore, that

it is or can be, is and must be the outcome of its own in

herent energy. It may have, in the past, assumed many
different phases, and it may, in the future, assume many more,

but all the changes which it has undergone, or may yet

undergo, must be internal changes, due to the operation of its

own nature. Further, it is self-existent and self-sufficient, and,

as such, it must be identical both in quality and in quantity

throughout. That is to say, its changes must be simply

changes of arrangement ; they cannot be changes either in

essence or in content. It cannot be subject, strictly speak

ing, to growth and expansion, or to transformation
;

for these

imply dependence on external conditions and subjection to

external influences, and such influences are excluded by the

theory under consideration. Now, this being the case, it must

be manifest in its extent and essence at every point and period
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of its history. At no time can it be present only in part, and

at no time can that which is fundamental be absent or hidden.

A self-existent and self-sufficient system must be always

there, and always there in its totality and in its central feature.

It cannot be the subject of development, in the sense of gain

ing increase in bulk or of displaying fresh qualities. Apparent

increase in bulk or display of fresh qualities must be due to

alteration in distribution or setting of its original material,

or to new combinations and activities of forces that are

native to it and that have been operative from the first,

not to addition or introduction, or to the exhibition and

forthputting of energies that have hitherto been latent and

unsuspected. The world then, if it be an independent system,

must have been, and must always be, present in its fulness

and essence. Now, in thinking of it, we observe a great

variety of forms and aspects of state and operation. The

question therefore occurs, In which of these are we to

discover that which is central ? How shall we get behind

the varied distributions of substance and compositions of

forces, with which we meet, to the basal substance and the

central force, of which all that we see are but varied mani

festations ? The answer to these questions is not difficult to

find. \Ve shall gain that of which we are in search if we

note that which is always discernible not that which is to

be found only at one time and stage, or in one section and

not in another, but that which is to be found at every time

and stage, and in every section. Now, what is it that is

thus universally present ? It is matter. At certain points

in the course of the world s history there appeared life and

intelligence, but in the earlier epochs these were not in exist

ence. And yet, if they belonged to the essence of this self-

existent and self-sufficient system, they would have been in

existence from the first, in the earlier as in the later periods, for,

as has been shown, such a system must always be there in its

totality and in its central feature. Matter is the only thing

that is permanently and persistently present and operative.
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Hence we must conclude that matter defines for us the nature

of the system, and that to it all else must be reducible.

Life and intelligence must be looked upon as modes of

matter. Mind and spirit must be pronounced products of

material processes, or rather phases and manifestations of

matter, and must therefore be fundamentally material. We
cannot, consistently with the position under review, assign

them any other character. We cannot regard them as factors-

or energies added to, or introduced into, the system. Such a

theory of their origin is inconsistent with the independence

of the system. Neither can we hold that they were in the

system from the first, as separate and distinct factors and

energies, and that they lay there, hidden from view, until the

hour struck for their appearance. Such an idea is out of

harmony with self-sufficiency. In a self-sufficient system,

that which is central and fundamental must be disclosed and

active at every stage, and inasmuch as the system of which

we are speaking is the visible sphere which lies open to-

observation, its fulness in its main features must be apparent

to us when we reflect on it. It would be different with a

system related to, but lying beyond, the temporal, so far at

least as we are concerned. For, in respect of it, all that we

could perceive would be the expression that lay within the

temporal, and that might, or rather would, be partial and

progressive, assuming one form at one time and another at

another. The point insisted on above, viz. that a self-

existent and self-sufficient system would always be manifest

in its fulness and its essence, would, however, still apply to

it. It would not be partial and progressive in itself, but

only in relation to us, limited as we are to special forms and

successive stages of its activity and manifestation. In itselfr

it would at all times be complete, displaying its central

feature in its every condition, and apprehended in its funda

mental quality by all who could survey it in the wide range

of its existence.

Thus the position under review ultimately leads to, or
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rather rests on and necessitates, a materialistic estimate of the

world. The bearing of this result on the point with which

we are dealing is obvious, and it is in the direction already

indicated. That point concerns the attainment of a know

ledge of the laws and arrangements of the world, as these

bear on conduct, by those embraced within it. In the

previous part of our discussion we proceeded on the assump
tion that such knowledge was attainable by us, even if we

regarded the world by itself as altogether independent of

anything prior to it or above it. But the conclusion to

which we have been brought compels us to declare that

assumption unwarranted. For if the world be independent,

and therefore materialistic in essence, those who are embraced

within it are merely parts of a material organism. But the

the parts or members of a material organism cannot possibly

know anything but their present condition and their past

experience ; indeed, strictly speaking, they cannot know even

these. Such knowledge implies intelligence, and from pure

matter intelligence cannot spring. Eationality can come only

from reason, and if we are to find reason we must transcend

the physical. If there is a mind within the world, that

thinks and observes and reflects, there must be a mind, with

out the world, that is, its creator, and with which it has a

definite and permanent relation. Only in so far as reason

has wrought on and in the world, can reason interpret and

understand the world. The material object or process may
be the sign and expression of thought, but it cannot be its

source and origin. It thus appears that if we are to gain a

knowledge of the system of things that possesses moral signi

ficance, any knowledge, indeed, we must admit, consciously

or unconsciously, that which lies beyond it, and such admission

is religious in its bearing, though it may be a long way from

the distinctively religious sphere. If, then, the world be in

dependent, and therefore materialistic, so far from its being

possible for us to reach an estimate of our surroundings that

is defective as a moral code, merely because it lacks authority,
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we cannot reach any estimate of it at all, and cannot

consequently apprehend, even in their formal aspect, the

demands of morality.

We have, thus, dealt with the first of the two questions

raised by the objection to our conclusion which we are

examining. We now proceed to the consideration of the

second. That, it will be remembered, touches the perception

or acceptance of a moral ideal apart from religion or religious

influence. And, as already indicated, it is that ideal as fur

nishing a moral aim, as supplying the ground of determination

and the end to be sought by us in moral action, that we are

to contemplate.

What, then, we have to inquire is, Are there any grounds

of moral determination open to those who exclude religion from

their lives ? Does the attitude assumed by such admit of a

moral ideal that will inspire and guide ? That attitude implies

that the world is an independent whole, self-produced, self-

existent, self-sufficient, and self-controlled. Those who assume

it must, therefore, regard the system within which they stand

as an end in itself, containing within itself its own ground

and explanation, and generating, by its own movement, the

energy and the impulse that are necessary for its varied mani

festations. It is, therefore, with this estimate of the world

that we have to do
;
and what we have to ask is, Can such a

system furnish a moral end to those embraced within it ?

And it is evident that, if it can, it must itself create it.

Clearly it cannot supply, or even recognise, an ideal that does

not spring from, and is not determined by, itself, an ideal,

that is to say, that lies or points beyond itself. For to do so

would be to acknowledge not only that there is something

beside itself, but that with this something it has definite

relations, and such an acknowledgment is inconsistent with

its independence. And, of course, it cannot admit of ideals-

within itself that are not subordinate to, and elements in, an

ideal that is inherent in, and limited in bearing to, its own

constitution. The admission of such ideals would be a denial
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either of its unity or its independence. The existence within

a self-existent and self-sufficient system of ideals distinct from

the nature of that system, is an impossibility, for it would

mean that those for whom they were ideals had a reference

and a value of their own for which the system had no place ;.

and this would mean that the system was not really a system.

I have said that it would be a denial of the unity of the

system. It would perhaps be more accurate to say that it

would be the assertion that there are several systems. We
should, in fact, have to break up the apparent whole into

a number of parts corresponding to the ideals recognised.

But this we cannot do. The world is a whole, the manifold

parts of which are definitely related to each other. But if

we maintain its unity, as we must do, we must reject as

illusory all ideals that do not issue from its constitution, or

else we must surrender its independence. For the ideals in

question, since they do not issue from the constitution of the

system, must have reference to what is beyond the system ;

and as those whose ideals they are, are parts of the system,,

the system must be involved in that relation, and cannot

therefore be independent, self-existent, and self-sufficient.

Hence if the world, regarded as the theory in question must

regard it, can furnish or admit of an ideal, it must itself pro

duce it, and the ideal produced by it must be limited in its

reference to it.

We have thus narrowed the sphere of our investigation.

We have learned within what limits we must look for the

solution of the problem before us. We have to consider

whether or not the world, viewed in itself, as unrelated to

anything beside or above it, can supply a moral ideal, can set

before men an end that will furnish them with grounds of

moral determination. Now there are three conceivable ideals

or ends three possible grounds of moral determination.

These are, first, the realisation or perfection of the system as

a whole
; second, the realisation or perfection of the individual

members of the system ; third, the realisation or perfection of
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the individual members in and through the realisation or per

fection of the system as a whole. I say these are conceivable

ideals. I do not say that they are all true ideals. Into this

question I do not enter. It is sufficient for our present

purpose that they may be, and have been, in one form or

another accepted as ideals. I merely assume that they are

possible aims for rational decision and action, and I do so

with the view of discovering whether or not they, or any of

them, are consistent with the estimate of the world which we

are examining.

We have then to look, first, at the general ideal. We
have to ask if the world, viewed as an independent, self-

existent, and self-sufficient system, can set before its members,

as the aim and goal of their action, its own realisation or per

fection. And a moment s reflection shows that it cannot.

Realisation or perfection, as an aim or goal, implies advance.

The system that is to be realised and made perfect must be

not only capable of, but impelled to, progress and develop

ment. It must, in other words, be imperfect, and, as imperfect,

it must strive toward perfection, toward completeness of form

and fulness of content. But the system of which we have to

think is ex hypothcsi self-existent and self-sufficient, and such

a system neither needs, nor is capable of, such advance. It

cannot grow or develop, for, as self-existent and self-sufficient,

it is perfect. It may admit of internal movement, but that

movement can issue only in the rearrangement of its parts

and elements, whereby different phases and aspects of its

essence may be disclosed
;

it cannot contribute to its perfec

tion, in the sense of bringing about a fuller realisation of its

nature or a higher fulfilment of its purpose. A movement

that has this as its result is inconsistent with independence.

It points to that which is beyond the subject of the move

ment, which has impressed on it its nature and determined

for it its goal, and on which, therefore, it is dependent. A
self-existent and self-sufficient object must be self-determined

in the fullest sense of the term. It must contain within
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itself all that it is capable of becoming, and that not as a

germ contains within itself the plant into which it may rise

by subjection to, and assimilation of, diverse influences, but

as light contains within itself the various colours into which

it may be broken up. These colours may be exhibited

with varying clearness and fulness, in proportion to the

completeness of the prismatic analysis to which the light

is subjected. We may therefore speak of one exhibition

as more perfect than another, but we do not mean by this

that the light is more perfect in the latter than in the former.

What we mean is, that our apprehension of its constituents

and possibilities is more perfect. The light is constant in

quantity, and is always perfect. That is to say, it always is

what it is, and it can in reality be nothing else. The changes
which it may undergo when affected by atmospheric or

other influences, are changes within it rather than of it. By
them the ray is decomposed, not developed. There is no

such thing as progress, growth, realisation of an end. So

would it be with the world as a whole if it were a self-

existent and self-sufficient system. Were such its character

we could not speak of it as imperfect, and as working
toward perfection. We could not, therefore, speak of the

parts as having the perfection of the whole as an ideal,

according to which they could determine their conduct.

We could only speak of them as manifesting, by their

different constitutions and activities, different elements in

the perfect system. We could, perhaps, think of the self-

sufficient unity as broken up into its constituent elements,

though it is questionable if such a thought is possible regard

ing the world, but we could not think of this breaking up as

a stage in, or a means to, its evolution and attainment, and

consequently as a forward movement with which the members

could ally themselves, and in view of which they could decide

on a course of action.

From the general aim we turn to the particular. That,

it will be remembered, is the perfection or realisation of the

19
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individual. And what we have to ask is, Can such an aim

be supplied by a system that is self-existent and self-suffi

cient ? This is a question that is answered as soon as it is

asked. For an individual who is a member of a system can

not be furnished by that system with an ideal that concerns

himself alone. In other words, he cannot be regarded merely

as an individual. His individuality is conditioned by his

relation to the system of which he forms a part, and, conse

quently, the ideal presented to him must be an ideal that is

bound up with the well-being of the system. Thus the

second of the conceivable ideals mentioned by us runs neces

sarily into the third. That is to say, the perfection or

realisation of the individual must be regarded as an element

in the perfection or realisation of the system of which he is

a member. But we have learned that the system as a whole,

viewed as independent, in harmony with the theory we are

considering, has and can have no ideal. Being self-existent

and self-sufficient, it can have no end toward which it is to

strive, to the attainment of which the individual may contri

bute, and in the attainment of which the individual will

share.

It may, however, be said, that though there is no ideal to

be realised by the system as a whole there may be an ideal

to be realised by the individual, inasmuch as there may be

room within the system for the growth and development of

the members. In other words, it may be contended that a

self-existent and self-sufficient system may admit of internal

movement and change, and that, as having a place in such

internal movement and change, the individual may, or rather

must, have an end to fulfil that fixes the part that he has to

play in relation to it. But, even admitting that there is such

internal movement and change within the system with which

we are dealing, and that the individuals have a part to play

in relation to it, what is demanded would not be forthcoming.

Of this we shall be convinced if we recall what we have

learned as to the nature of the system. We have discovered
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that, consistently with the view we are examining, it must

be regarded as materialistic in essence. And a materialistic

system is a mechanical system, and in a mechanical system

necessity rules. But necessity does not admit of an ideal, of an

aim presented to and accepted by those under it, to be con

sciously pursued by them. Of the parts of a mechanical system

we cannot say that they ought to do this or that, we can only

say that they must do it. They are hemmed in and con

trolled by the constitution of the body and the force that is

working in it. Not only can they not free themselves from

these, they cannot even be conscious of them, so as definitely

to identify themselves with them and accept the role which

they assign them. They may seem to act freely, but they do

not really do so. They may appear to deliberate and decide,

but it is only appearance. As a matter of fact their course

is settled apart from their choice by the constitution and

operation of the organism to which they belong. They may
fulfil an end, and by doing so may at once realise their own

nature, and further the internal development of the system

within which they are embraced, but they cannot know that

they are doing so, and therefore these results cannot con-

stitutute an ideal for them. Thus, even if we admit that

there can be within a self-existent and self-sufficient system,

such as that with which we have to do, inner movement and

change by which an end is fulfilled, we do not reach an indi

vidual aim, we do not find room for conscious endeavour on

the part of the individual after his own perfection or realisa

tion. There is indeed, strictly speaking, no such thing as

an individual. There are objects of diverse character which

may be distinguished from each other, but none of these, not

even those that may be spoken of as the highest in the scale

of being, have personality, that unity of existence which, as

issuing in self-consciousness, is the basis of individuality.

They are but instruments of a power that employs them for

its own purpose, and to which they cannot help submitting,

because apart from it they are nothing.
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It would be different with a rational system, a system,

that is, that is rational not only in design and government,

but in essence. Within such a system there would be room

for individuals and individual ideals, for rational beings who

could apprehend the meaning of their existence and their

surroundings, and could set these before them as ends to be

pursued and attained by them. For such a system, whatever

else it would produce, would certainly produce rational beings,

and the relation between such a system and its products

would be a free relation. They would be more than parts or

members of it
; they would, as rational, be self-conscious, and

would therefore be at once distinct from and connected with

it. They would apprehend themselves as unities, having a

life of their own, to which they themselves are to give form

and direction in harmony with its perceived end, but, at the

same time, they would apprehend themselves as standing in

definite relation to a community, in accordance with which

they must order their conduct if they are to become all that

they are designed to be. I have spoken of a rational system,

but a rational system runs back to, rests on, and is the ex

pression of, a personality. What we have to think of in this

connection is not a power not ourselves that makes for

rationality, but a Being who is rationality, and who as such

seeks to reveal Himself in and to rational creatures with

whom He may commune, and with whom He can commune

in proportion as they cherish the germ He has implanted

within them, and by doing so fulfil the end of their existence

and reflect His nature.

It may, however, be said that we have been pressing the

point unduly, and it may be urged that our discussion and

conclusion lack point and force because the estimate of the

system on which we have founded our argument, as involved

in the theory we are considering, would be repudiated by

upholders of that theory. That it would be repudiated by

upholders of the theory is no doubt true, but it may none the

less be involved in the theory, as we hold it is
;
and if this
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be the case, it is desirable that it and its bearings should be

exhibited, in order that the precise character and significance

of the theory may be discerned. And this we have attempted

to do. It will, however, be of advantage for us to leave out

of sight the ultimate issues with which we have been dealing,

and to look at the matter from what may be considered the

practical standpoint ;
to admit, that is to say, that as a

matter of fact men and women may adopt and pursue an indi

vidual aim without acknowledging religion in any shape or form,

and to inquire into the nature and worth of that aim.

Now in considering the possibility of constructing a

moral code apart from religion or religious influence, we saw

that this must be admitted to the extent that, since the

world has a relative independence, its laws and arrangements

may be apprehended by those confining their attention to it,

and, in view of the laws and arrangements apprehended, a

course of conduct may be formulated which will in form,

and so far as it goes, be correct. The question which we

have now to consider is, What kind of ideal does such a

moral code, or the attitude of which such a moral code is the

outcome, imply ? Clearly it must be an ideal that lies wholly

within the system. It cannot point to or connect itself with

anything that is outside the system, for that would involve

a religious reference. But, further, it cannot be a general

ideal, expressive of the end which the system as a whole is to

fulfil, because as independent the system cannot have an end

to be fulfilled. It must, therefore, be merely conformity to

the laws and arrangements of the system as these are dis

cerned by us. But such an ideal is purely individual in

character. It urges us to conformity to apprehended laws

and arrangements. But why should we conform to these ?

The only reason is, that since these constitute our environment

it is our interest to do so. If we fail to conform we shall

suffer. The laws and arrangements are above us and we are

subject to them. We must, therefore, either render obedience

to them or pay the penalty. We cannot grasp their inner
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purpose in such a way as to identify ourselves with it, and

make its accomplishment the object of our action. All that

we can do is to recognise the conditions that have to be

fulfilled by us, if we are to live in harmony with our sur

roundings, and to escape the evil consequences of collision

with these. In other words, since our aim is the result of

our examination of the condition of things within which we

stand, and is, therefore, merely the summation and expression

of the demands which that condition makes upon us, it can

not do more than declare what is necessary if we are to

maintain our place therein. It may be said that, besides

maintenance of place, it points to development of nature.

But, even if we grant this, the position laid down by us is

not affected. What we have to think of is still maintenance,

though it be not only continuous but progressive. The ideal

gained, then, is purely individual in character, and because

purely individual it is hedonistic or utilitarian. It may,

indeed, be argued that the individual, when he endeavours to

act in accord with what he perceives or believes to be the

constitution of the world, has in view the benefit of others

besides himself, and that, therefore, his aim is more than

individual and utilitarian. But that is not the case in the

supposed condition of things. His action may, as a matter

of fact, benefit others, but what concerns us is not the result,

but the basis of his conduct. What we have to ask is, Can

he set the good of others before himself as an aim ? And

the answer is, that he cannot if he is limited to conformity

to an environment which he has apprehended. A man

can conform to his environment only for himself. He may
seem to occupy an altruistic position, but he does not really

do so. The ultimate object of his resolve and effort is his

own benefit. I say the ultimate object, because there may
be a proximate object, but with it we cannot rest satisfied.

We must pass behind it to that which is its ground. Failing

to do this we shall mistake entirely its real significance.

Indeed the objection to our conclusion, to which we have just
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referred, is due to a consideration of the proximate object alone

and a neglect of the ultimate object. It is quite true that

men, when seeking to conform to the laws and arrangements

apprehended by them may, and frequently do, aim at the good

of others. But why do they do so ? In the circumstances

with which we are dealing they do so because that is a means

of meeting the demands of their environment, and producing

the condition of things that will yield them highest good.

It is because by the happiness of others their happiness will

be secured, that the happiness of others becomes for them an

object to be pursued. Their relation to others, which makes

them dependent on the state of others for satisfaction, is the

result of movements within the system that have created for

them for the time special surroundings, and determined the

form in which they are to gain personal benefit. In the

gregarious state, the laws and arrangements apprehended called

only for egoistic effort, but when gregariousness had made

way for sociality, the effort called for was social. It was,

however, social only in form
;

its basis and impulse were still

egoistic. This was proved, in the second lecture, when we

were considering Mr. Fiske s theory of the
&quot; Genesis of Man,

Morally,&quot; and need not be further dwelt on here.

It thus appears that the only aim with which, according

to the theory we are now considering, the individual can be

furnished is a utilitarian one. What determines him is not

the right, but the useful, or rather the right as useful. If he

limit his view to the system of which he is a member, he can

not really rise above the thought of the benefit resulting to

him from his effort. His aim may seem to be altruistic, but

behind the altruistic there is the individual. The good done

to others has a reflex influence on the doer, and it is the

thought of this that determines him to action. He, at least,

shares in the issue of his own endeavour, and it is the desire

for that share that constitutes the end and impulse of his

activity. Conformity to the laws and arrangements of the

system within which he moves is striven after not for its
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own sake, but for the sake of that to which it will lead. The

aim is thus distinctly utilitarian, and a utilitarian aim has no

moral worth.

I do not, of course, mean that all who profess to occupy

non-religious ground are utilitarian in attitude, but only thatr

if they were consistent, they would be. Men are often in

their practice far in advance of their creed. They are

influenced by movements and principles which they do not

recognise, and from which they fancy they have divorced

themselves. Their interpretation and their treatment of the

world are, to a greater or a less degree, affected by the spirit of

the age in which they live. They cannot separate themselves

altogether from the ideas and influences of their time, and

these have been in a large measure moulded and coloured by

religion. It is, for instance, impossible in this nineteenth

century of the Christian era for anyone to keep himself

entirely free from contact with, and even submission to,

Christianity. The truths proclaimed by Christ are in the

very air he breathes. It is not too much to say that the

standpoint from which he must regard his surroundings has

been fixed by the teaching of Jesus. As a consequence,

those who claim to be able to live moral lives without the

aid of Christianity, and who offer their estimate of the world

as a substitute for Christianity, are indebted to Christianity

for that which gives value alike to their code and their

conduct. They are, in truth, fighting Christianity with the

weapons that Christianity has put into their hands. This

being the case, in dealing with them what we have to do is

not to denounce them as wicked and worthless because they

do not acknowledge religion, and in particular the Christian

religion, but to show them that their refusal to acknowledge

it is not equivalent to their utter rejection of it, that in spite

of themselves they have been honouring and applying it, and

that the features in their character that lend to them attraction

and moral significance are due to its presence and operation.

We conclude, then, that there cannot be in any true
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sense morality without religion, or the influence of religion.

There may be the recognition and acceptance of moral laws,

and a course of conduct that rests on respect for these, and

consists in obedience to them, although there be not only no

acknowledgment of religion, but a professed rejection of it.

It does not, however, follow that religion has in no way
contributed to the result indicated. All that follows is, that

the operation of religion has not been detected by those who

came under its control. For a careful analysis of their sur

roundings and their thoughts and impulses shows that these

imply the admission and employment and working of concep

tions and forces that belong to, and issue from, the religious

sphere. We do not, therefore, deny that there have been men

and women who have lived pure and just and honourable

lives while occupying, or rather professing to occupy and

believing that they did occupy, a non-religious attitude, but

we do deny that such instances justify the belief that morality

is independent of religion. The truth is, that such men and

women are moral not because, but in spite of, their declared

separation from religion.

We have thus dealt with the question, Can men be moral

without being religious ? That question suggests another, viz.

Can men be religious without being moral ? Or, otherwise

expressed, Does religion necessarily issue in morality ? To this

question the conclusion to which we have come as to the rela

tion between morality and religion compels us to give an affirma

tive reply. The validity of this reply, however, is denied by

some, who declare that it is inconsistent with facts. These

assert that religion has often existed without producing a

moral result. They say that many who have made a religious

profession have led lives that were mean, base, selfish, even

vicious, and they argue that this would have been impossible

if religion necessarily issues in morality. Now it must be

admitted that the lives of those who make a profession of

religion are not always noble, pure, unselfish, virtuous. But

this admission does not in any way affect the point under



298 MORALITY AND RELIGION

consideration. For those who make a profession of religion

are not of necessity religious. &quot;We must distinguish between

SL religious profession and a religious state of mind and heart.

Men may accept a creed and observe a ritual without experi

encing the sentiment to which these correspond, and, if so,

they are not truly religious, though they may claim, and

may seem, to be so. And it is difficult to determine in special

instances how far that which is external is justified by, because

a reflection of, that which is internal. Instead, therefore, of

deducing the bearing of religion from particular cases, the

precise character of which is doubtful, we ought to look at

religion in itself with the view of discovering what it implies

as result in the character and conduct of those in whom it

really exists, and, having discovered this, we should judge

particular instances in its light. And when we follow this

course we learn that the claim to be religious can only be

admitted if, and in so far as, it is justified by right conduct,

and that, therefore, the individuals referred to cannot be

accepted as instances of religion without morality. In other

words, the absence of morality, instead of proving, as a general

principle, that there is no essential connection between religion

and morality, proves that, in the particular cases cited, religion

in the true sense of the term is wanting, and that the claim to

be religious made by those referred to is unwarranted because

resting only on empty profession. For what is religion ? It

is submission to, and alliance with, Him who is the source

and ground and governor of all that exists, submission and

alliance that spring from, and are expressive of, a desire to

become like Him, and enjoy fellowship with Him. It is

thus the formation and maintenance of a definite and directing

relation between men and God. But the existence of such a

relation implies that God is working in us, and if He is work

ing in us we must, to the extent to which we have surrendered

ourselves to His working, act in harmony with His will and

purpose ;
and since the world, which is the sphere of morality,

is the embodiment of His will and purpose in one of its
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phases, we must treat it aright. Submission to, and alliance

with, the ground and source and informing principle of the

system within which we move, is incompatible with self-will

and self-assertion, which are synonymous with rebellion against

the laws of the system, and refusal to meet its demands.

The assertion that religion can exist by itself without affecting

the attitude of those who come under its influence toward

their surroundings, and constraining them to strive after that

which is right and true, betrays a mistaken conception alike

of religion and of morality. Religion is confounded with

theology or with ritual. The knowledge of God and the

recognition of Him in formal service are separated from

surrender to Him, without which they are worthless. Reli

gion is a vital movement by which men are quickened and

enlightened, so that they put forth activity in the line of the

central thought of the system within which they stand. Of

course, the conduct of those who are religious is not always,

or indeed at any time, perfectly moral. Religion in the

individual is progressive, and its outcome in his attitude and

behaviour will be proportioned to its advance within him and

to the fulness of its hold upon him, but if he be truly reli

gious, and to the extent that he is religious, he will be moral.

A true conception of religion, therefore, meets the objection

which we are considering, since it shows that the connection

between religion and morality is essential, and that, conse

quently, religion that is real and vital cannot exist without

producing morality.

Closely connected with the point just referred to, is

another of importance that demands consideration and that

will require fuller treatment. It concerns the nature of the

impulse toward religion, and, consequently, the value of reli

gion for those who manifest it. We have learned that religion

cannot exist without producing a moral result. From this it

might be inferred that the production of that moral result is

its sole end and aim that it has interest and significance for

men merely as affording them needed guidance and help in
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acting rightly in their daily life and conduct
; and, therefore,

that it is a moral motive that leads men to become religious,

and that it is by moral appeals that we are to seek to induce

them to assume a religious attitude. That this inference has

been drawn, or, at least, that the estimate of religion and of

the impulse toward it, which that inference implies, has been

accepted by many, tacitly or avowedly, cannot be doubted

But that it is incorrect, careful examination will prove.

Suppose that it were valid, what would be the position of

affairs ? Eeligion would be subordinate to morality. For

if it were the case that the apprehension of the claims resting

on men, and the desire to secure what is necessary in order

that these may be met, constituted the impulse toward reli

gion, then religion would have no value apart from the satis

faction of a moral need and the supply of that which is

requisite for the discharge of moral duty. It would not be

an end in itself, to be sought and cherished for its own sake.

It would be called forth by morality, and it would exhaust

itself in morality. It would thus be merely accessory to

morality ; or, at most, it would be identical with it. But

neither of these positions is consistent with the condition

of things. It is true that religion has a moral result, and

necessarily takes form in right conduct
;
and this being so,

men may and should seek its aid in the discharge of the

duties that devolve upon them. There is, therefore, a sense

in which we may say that men ought to become religious in

order that they may be moral. Such a statement is admissible

if all that is meant is, that this is part of the object con

templated ;
but it is inadmissible if what is meant is, that

this is the whole result desired and achieved. For religion

is relation to God formed by acknowledgment of Him and

surrender to Him. By it we are brought into sympathy with

Him whose thought and purpose governs the world, and sym

pathy with Him will certainly guide us truly in obeying His

laws. But our relation to Him is more than relation to Him
as manifested in His works

;
it is relation to Himself in the
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fulness of His being. And it is the realisation of that rela

tion, with all the satisfaction and joy of communion which

that realisation brings, that is the aim of religion. Only

when this is perceived is religion truly appreciated, and only

he who thus appreciates religion can become religious in the

full sense of the term. To rest satisfied with religion as an

auxiliary to morality is to fall far short of the benefits it is

fitted to afford, for it is to limit our view to one aspect of

the divine nature, and to shut ourselves off from the blessings

which that nature in its totality can bestow upon us, and

which it does bestow upon us in proportion to the depth and

reality of our religion.

The validity of the foregoing argument may be denied,

on the ground that the appeals to which we respond and the

impulses which we obey, when we become religious, are and

must be moral in reference and value
;
and that, consequently,

the resulting condition must be distinctively moral, and our

relation to God, whatever it may involve, must be moral in

character. To this point we must direct attention. What,

then, of the conditions of our assuming a religious attitude ?

Are these merely moral, or are they, even when seemingly

moral, more than moral ? The supposed objection declares

that they are merely moral, and that they can be nothing

else. Assuming for the moment that merely moral influences

are sufficient to evoke religious feeling, let us inquire if

these are the only influences that can do so, or if there are

other influences that may produce this effect. That is to

say, Must we pass through moral conviction in order to

experience a desire for, or a constraint toward, religion, or

may we feel such a desire or constraint apart from definite

moral conviction, and as the result of influences other than

moral ? Must we begin with an apprehension of moral

demands, so that religion is resorted to with the view of

gaining what is requisite for the satisfaction of these

demands, or are there other suggestions and conceptions that

can urge us in the direction of religion, presenting to us
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benefits that, while, it may be, including the satisfaction of

moral demands, transcend these, and cast them for the time

being into the shade ? Is religion dependent for existence on

morality in the sense that we must start from the duties

imposed on us by the system within which we move, and

from these pass to the recognition of, and fellowship with,

God, or may we start from the thought of the satisfaction

and peace and strength which the favour of and fellowship

with God imply, and in view of these take up a religious

position ? That the latter course is at least possible becomes

apparent when we consider our circumstances. We are not

confined within our surroundings. Though in them, we are

not of them. We have relations to that which is above and

beyond them. We are spiritual beings, and because spiritual

we do not exhaust ourselves in moral activity, though it is as

spiritual that we put forth such activity. We may, there

fore, be appealed to spiritually, and may respond spiritually.

Our nature in its highest phase may be touched and in

fluenced and quickened without definite recognition of that

which is lower, though that which is lower will be affected by

the change that will be produced in that which is highest,

since the highest embraces in its movements all the forces

that can act in the lower.

It thus appears that we may become religious on other

than moral grounds. That is to say, there are appeals to

which we may respond, and impulses that we may obey,

which are religious in bearing, and which, as such, do not

contemplate directly, still less primarily, moral needs. In

order that we might deal with this point freely we assumed

that it was possible to rise to religion from a purely moral

basis. We must now examine that assumption. We must

inquire if moral considerations, taken by themselves, are

sufficient to awaken within us truly religious longings, and to

induce us to assume a truly religious attitude. The con

clusion to which we have just come determines the answer

that must be given to this question. The religious appeal
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and impulse which we have seen cause to admit, while not

moral in form, embraces that which is moral. The moral is

an element in it, but it is only an element. Now an element

in a given movement cannot yield the result that corresponds
to the movement in its fulness. If, therefore, we have only
that which is moral, we cannot rise to the religious level and

enter the religious sphere. We may speak of duty, and even

of a Lawgiver, but if we do not recognise that duty is more
than obligation, and that the Lawgiver is more than a Governor,
we shall not manifest a religious spirit. Before this can

happen we must regard duty as the expression of a vital

relation that touches what is central in us, and the Lawgiver
as the Being who is the Alpha and the Omega of our exist

ence
;
but in order to do this we must transcend the purely

moral standpoint and occupy the religious, we must, that is

to say, think not merely of discharge of obligation and respect
for a Lawgiver, but also of spiritual satisfaction and inspiring
communion with One who, as truth and goodness, meets the

deepest want of our nature. What seem, therefore, to be

moral influences are more than moral. Moral in form and
in their primary reference, they involve ideas that are religious

in character. This, indeed, results from the dependence of

morality on religion, with which we dealt in the last lecture.

If, as was there proved, we cannot even gain a moral code

apart from religious influence, we cannot seek to brin&amp;lt;* our

selves into a proper attitude to that code without, consciously
or unconsciously, admitting religious considerations.

Those, therefore, who fancy that they can themselves

become religious by merely taking account of moral need,

or that they can induce others to become religious by press

ing on them arguments and appeals that are limited in their

bearing to the moral sphere, are labouring under a serious

mistake. They are overlooking what is the very note and

essence of religion, surrender to Him who is the Ideal One y

and who, as ideal, stirs within men a longing to enter into

fellowship with Him and to enjoy His favour, a longing that
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is distinct from the simple desire to meet obligation, even if

that desire include a reference to Him who, as Lawgiver, can

alone guide to the attainment of the end in view. They are

confining their thoughts to what is at best an external relation

to God, formed not for its own sake, but for the sake of an

issue which it will render possible, and such a relation is not,

in the strict sense of the term, religious. It is the product of

alarm, not of awe or reverence
;

it is due to the apprehension

of evil consequences and a wish to escape these, not to the

attraction of goodness and submission to it. It may, of course,

be said that duty may be presented as the claim of goodness,

as the expression of that which is best and most desirable, and

that, presented in this way, it may win respect and awaken

reverence. But it can only do so if it be identified with a

person, not merely as the transcription of that person s nature

in relation to those who are under it, but also as finding

its fulfilment and having its end in communion with that

person on the part of those who honour it
;
and then it is

more than duty. Duty, indeed, always points beyond itself to

something that is its ground, and to something that is its aim.

&quot;

Duty for duty s sake
&quot;

is a high-sounding phrase, but it is

really meaningless. We may be led to discharge duty by con

sideration of the results that will flow from our doing so, or

from our failure to do so, or by our acceptance of the prin

ciple that is embodied in it, but in neither case do we dis

charge it for its own sake. In the former case we discharge

it for the sake of the consequences to which it points ;
in the

latter, we discharge it because we have allied ourselves with

that which is its basis and source, so that our discharge of it

is the spontaneous outcome of our inner state, a state that is

determined by our submission to that which is fundamental

and central, a state, therefore, that is essentially religious.

What has been said does not of course mean that we may

not, either in our own case or in the case of others, begin

with moral considerations, with thoughts of duty, of failure to

discharge duty, of that which is requisite for the discharge of
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duty, and so forth, but only, that if we do not rise above

these to a stage superior to the thought of simple duty we
shall not become religious in any real sense, for we shall not

truly unite ourselves by vital, spirtual bonds to the Divine

Being.

Light will be shed on the points with which we have

been dealing if we think of sin. Sin has two aspects, both of

which must be noted and considered by us. It is violation

of the law of God, and it is separation from God. The
former consists chiefly in immoral conduct, since it is in

relation to action that law is published ;
the latter displays

itself in a state of mind and heart that is enmity against God,
in self-will and in self-assertion. In dealing with men as

sinners we may emphasise either of these phases. In the

one case we shall urge them to abandon wicked courses and
to strive after that which is pure and true and good ;

in the

other case we shall urge them to surrender themselves to

Him for whom they were made. At first sight it may seem
that these two phases of sin, with the appeals to which they

give rise, are quite different in character, that the one is

moral and the other religious. And that there is a difference

between them is evident. The former contemplates man s

failure in respect of duty, and calls for a change of pro
cedure

;
the latter contemplates man s failure in respect of

communion, and calls for a change of attitude. But, while this

is the case, we are not warranted in speaking of the one as

moral and the other as religious. We may, if we choose, say
that the one is moral rather than religious, and that the other

is religious rather than moral
;
but we must observe that both

are at once moral and religious, though in the one the moral

reference may be prominent, and in the other the religious.

This will become apparent if we inquire to what the different

appeals point. That which springs from the thought of

violation of the law of God points to observance of that law.

But how can that observance be accomplished ? Only by

right relation to Him whose law it is, for the law is not apart
20
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from Him, but is Himself in one of His relations. On the

other hand, the appeal, which springs from the thought of

separation from God, points to union with God. But what

does union to God imply ? Clearly it implies sympathy with

Him, and, therefore, action in harmony with His thought and

purpose. The two sides of sin, and the two calls based on

these that are addressed to men, thus run into each other
;

they are fundamentally related, so that, while we may start

from either, our treatment of that from which we start, and

our response to it, will not be truly effective and fruitful

unless it embraces a recognition of the other. That this

truth has an important bearing on the question we have been

discussing is evident. That question concerned the possibility

of becoming religious on purely moral grounds, in view merely

of moral need and a moral result, the possibility, in short, of

a merely moral religion. Now we have seen, that if we are

to be kept from violation of the law of God we must unite

ourselves to God, and, consequently, when we urge to

obedience of the moral code we must urge to surrender to

God as the condition of such obedience
;
we must, that is to

say, rise above the purely moral standpoint. But is this not

to make religion a means to morality ? No, because though

obedience to the law of God is dependent for its manifesta

tion on union to God, union to God is not dependent for its

existence on obedience to the law of God. The union certainly

issues in obedience, but it is as certainly not created by it.

Without obedience, indeed, there would be no union
; not, how

ever, because the union is formed by obedience, but because

obedience is the necessary outcome of union, and therefore

where there is no obedience there can be no union.

Separation from God is sometimes spoken of as if it were

the effect of sin. According to this form of statement, sin is

identified with, and confined to, violation of the law of God.

Violation of law and separation are not regarded as different

aspects of sin, but as sin and its consequence. But this view

is unwarranted and misleading. Separation from God is as
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truly sin as violation of the law of God, and so far from

being its effect, it is strictly speaking its cause. Men violate

the law because they are out of sympathy with, and have

separated themselves in thought and feeling from, Him of

whose nature the law is the reflection and expression. If,

therefore, we are to connect them as cause and effect at all,

we must treat separation as the cause and violation as the

effect. Hence the salvation required is a salvation that

brings us to God, that removes the ground of separation

and issues in union, and not merely a salvation that fits us

for the discharge of duty by means of which we may unite

ourselves to God.

It is perhaps natural that we should approach the matter

from the practical standpoint, and should think mainly of our

conduct in reference to the present condition of things, since

it is in dealing with it that we learn what manner of men

we are. And inasmuch as we are transgressors, and, there

fore, occupy an abnormal position, our thoughts are almost

necessarily fixed on the transgression of which we have been

guilty, and on the ground of which we are judged. This

being so, we readily commit the mistake of regarding the

transgression, in its visible form, as primary instead of

secondary. We forget that it is the outcome and evidence

of a spiritual condition which is alienation from God,

and that consequently from it to this condition we must

turn, since only by the removal of that condition and the

creation of its opposite can freedom from transgression be

secured.

A right estimate of sin, then, confirms the conclusions

to which we have come. For it shows that morality is

not the aim of religion, that we are not to seek to become

religious merely that we may be moral, but are to recognise

that, even if we begin on the moral level and with moral

facts and claims, we must transcend these and come into

a condition that, while yielding right conduct, has results

that are wider and higher in range and reference than the
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fulfilment of obligation, that we are to become religious for

the sake of religion, because in and by it we find rest, by

resting in Him who has made us for Himself.

It may here be asked, Is God not a moral Being, and

if He is, must not our relation to Him be moral in character,

and consequently dependent on moral conviction and effort

for its origin and continued existence ? Now, it is evident

that God cannot be less than moral. It does not, however,

follow that He is rightly described by this term. He may be

more than moral. He may occupy a position, and display

features, higher and nobler than those which we designate

moral. He may stand on a level, and manifest a character,

so exalted, that to speak of Him as moral is to convey a

false impression of His essence and attributes. We must,

therefore, inquire whether or not this expression can with

strict accuracy be employed regarding Him, and, if it can,

in what sense it must be understood.

Perhaps the most general answer to the question we have

to put would be, that God is moral inasmuch as His actions

are all in harmony with moral law
;
in other words, inasmuch

as His character and government are marked by justice,

truth, purity, and so forth. But what does the conception of

a moral law imply ? Whence come the ideas of justice and

truth and purity ? Formally regarded, they are due to the

conviction that the system within which we move is a unity,

having a rational basis, and ruled in every part by a single

principle, that manifests itself in varied, but consistent,

conditions and activities, so that all its members and sections

ought to stand in a well-defined relation to each other. By

acting justly, e.g., we mean acting in harmony with the funda

mental thought and arrangement of the universe, giving to

each that which belongs to him in virtue of his place in the

world. It is practically the same with truth and purity.

These point to that which pertains to the essence of the

system, and each is the recognition of that essence in one of

its references. But this system is a rational unity because
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it is the expression of the Divine Being, the outcome of His

decision and the embodiment of His thought, not only the

product of His skill but the reflection of His nature. Hence

the qualities to which we have referred justice, truth, and

purity are relations that exist within the system, and

are particular applications of the one principle which is its

central and determining factor, a principle that springs

from the divine nature. We therefore display the qualities

referred to when, and in so far as, we conform to these

relations. We are moral when we satisfy the demands of

our environment. But if this be the reference of the term

moral, it is evident that it cannot, with perfect accuracy, be

applied to God. We cannot speak of Him as conforming to

relations that are manifestations of His own nature, that are

what they are because He is what He is, and would be other

than they are if He were other than He is. We cannot, in

any real sense, judge His conduct and pronounce sentence

upon it. Judgment requires a standard, but the only

standard that is available is the nature of Him whom we

are to judge. We can try Him only by Himself. We
cannot possibly raise any question regarding His action save

that of self-consistency ;
and even that we cannot truly raise,

because, in order to do so, we must have a test of consistency,

and that can be gained only by a complete comprehension of

that nature. All that, in this connection, we can say of the

Divine Being is, that He is what He is, and that He does

what He does because He is what He is.

It thus appears that we cannot apply the term moral to

God, in the same sense at least in which we apply it to men,

to indicate, that is, action in conformity with moral law. To

do this is to carry up the relations within which we are

embraced and impose them on the Divine nature, forgetful

that they are the product of that nature. We err when we

reason that, because we are under law, and prove ourselves

moral by conforming to that law, God is also under law, and

proves Himself moral by conformity thereto. This is to
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overlook the distinction between us, as finite, and Him, as

infinite.

The point on which we are insisting may be illustrated

by reference to the term religious. Though we apply this

term to ourselves, we do not apply it to God. We never

speak of Him as a religious Being. We do not argue, that

because we have religious feelings, He must have religious

feelings. Why is this ? Clearly because we recognise that

religion is relation to a superior, a supreme Being, and that

there is no Being superior to Him with whom He could

hold relation, that He Himself is supreme, and that what

ever His relation to Himself may be, it cannot be described as

religious. In this connection we speak of Him as a spiritual

Being, or rather as Spirit. It is as Spirit that He stirs

and satisfies religious longing. We conclude that because

we are spiritual beings, He must be spiritual, and not that

because we are religious, He must be religious. In other

words, we make our nature, and not our relation, the ground

of our deduction concerning Him. And as it is with the

term religious, so it is with the term moral. We cannot

apply it to God as we apply it to ourselves. All that we can

do, is to infer that our moral ideas have their ground and

source in Him, and that as He is a unity, one in nature and

thought and manifestation and activity, His dealings with

us must always be of such a kind as, when properly under

stood, to appeal to and satisfy those ideas.
&quot; He cannot deny

Himself.&quot;

We may here, with advantage, refer to a phrase that is

much in vogue at the present time, viz.
&quot;

ethical monotheism.&quot;

In some ways, and within limits, this is a useful form of

expression, marking as it does a point of contrast between false

forms of monotheism and the true form. In view, however, of

all that has been said, it will be evident that it is really

tautological. For if there is but one God, then all that

exists must be the expression of His nature, and in every

department His thought must rule
;
and the nature that is
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expressed and the thought that rules must always be the

same in essence. These cannot be different at different

times or in different places, seeing that He whose they are

is one, and the only One. A non-ethical monotheism is,

therefore, a contradiction in terms: it is not really mono

theism. This will be seen at once if we ask what it means,

or is supposed to mean. It may mean that the one God

is thought of as not always acting morally, as in His

conduct either violating a law known to His subjects, or

falling beneath an ideal apprehended by them. But neither

of these is possible on monotheistic ground. If He violate

a law, the law violated must either be His own or it must

have emanated from another than He, but, if it be His own,

His violation of it will disprove His unity, and, if it emanate

from another, its existence will disprove His universality and

supremacy. The same result flows from the other alternative.

If He fall beneath an ideal apprehended by His subjects, either

His unity or His universality and supremacy is disproved.

The former is the case if the ideal be created by Himself,

since He acts in opposition to His own creation
;
the latter,

if the ideal be created by another, since that other must be

at least His equal.

But the so-called non-ethical monotheism may be pre

sented in another form. It may be employed to indicate

the conception of the One God, as the God of might, using

His power in an arbitrary fashion to defend and further

the interests of those whom He has chosen, or who have

acknowledged Him, without regard to their character or

their conduct. But a God who could act thus would not be

the only God. He would be confined in His operation to a

part of the universe of being. Beyond the range of His

authority, even of His interest, there would lie the moral

sphere at least, and, as that sphere must have a presiding

and governing Deity, the God of might would have a rival,

or rather a superior, to whom in due time He would be

compelled to succumb. He would certainly not be the only
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God recognised, though He might be the only God honoured,

by His worshippers.

When we thus consider the subject we perceive that

ethical monotheism is simply pure monotheism, the conception

of, and belief in, one God, who, as the only God, governs

all departments of existence, so that movement and effort in

any one department are in harmony with movement and

effort in every other
;
and who manifests, and, as One, must

manifest, His essence at all times and in all places, a Being
&quot; with whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning,&quot;

&quot;

the same yesterday, and to-day, and for ever.&quot; The phrase is

therefore, as already indicated, really tautological. The term
&quot;

ethical
&quot;

does not qualify monotheism : it only serves to

emphasise a feature of it that might be overlooked. It marks

an upward step in the apprehension of the divine nature

advance in the direction of pure monotheism. It points to

the apprehension of the ethical basis of divine judgment, of

the fact that God deals with men in view of their conduct,

and that belief in Him, as the one God, necessitates this view

of His action. It thus touches the idea of God entertained

by men, and emphasises an important difference between the

true idea and the false. This is its legitimate application,

and, so long as this is carefully observed, it may serve a useful

purpose. But sometimes it is employed in another and very

different reference. It is accepted as practically a definition

of the divine nature, and the ethical monotheist is regarded

as having seized the highest conception of God. In other

words, God is declared to be essentially ethical in character.

This, we have learned, is not the case. And our consideration

of the expression
&quot;

ethical monotheism
&quot;

has tended to confirm

our conclusion. It has taught us, indeed, that God deals

with men on the ground of their character and conduct, that

is to say, as moral, but that does not imply that He Himself

is moral, any more than His treatment of the material forces,

as material, implies that He is material. It only implies that

He must deal with His creatures in terms of the conditions in
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which He has placed them, and the powers with which He
has endowed them. He Himself, however, is superior to

those conditions, and more than those powers. He must not,

therefore, be brought within those limits, but must be viewed

as their ground and source. And if His nature is to be

determined by them, it must be determined by those that are

highest. Now man is more than moral, he is religious. He
is capable not only of acting rightly, and meeting the demands

of the moral law, but of uniting himself to, and of holding

fellowship with, Him of whose nature the moral law is an

expression. In other words, he can not only obey God, but

relate himself to Him and commune with Him. Our con

ception of God must, therefore, correspond to the religious,

and not merely to the moral, side of man s nature
;

it must

be spiritual, and not simply ethical.

It may, however, be said, that while God is not moral as

conforming to the moral law, He is moral as the author of

that law, inasmuch as that law implies the adoption and

prosecution by Him of moral ends in the creation and govern

ment of the world. The moral law, indeed, may be regarded

as simply the expression of the ends contemplated by Him in

calling into existence the system within which we move and

in connection with which we display moral conduct. Now,
that there are ends embodied in this system which are to be

fulfilled, and which are being fulfilled, by the course of events,

and that the moral law is the expression of these ends, is

evident. It is, in truth, the existence of these ends that con

stitutes our moral environment; and it is by the moral law

that we learn what they are and what is demanded of us, if

we are to act in conformity with them and to share in their

fulfilment. They have, therefore, for us a moral value. Their

existence makes us moral in nature, and conformity to them

makes us moral in character. But what of their relation to

God ? Do they warrant us in speaking of Him as a moral

Being ? Are we justified in describing them as moral when

we refer them to Him as their author ? From one point of
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view these questions have been answered by what has been

already said. We have seen that the moral law is the out

come of the divine nature, the exhibition of that nature in

one of its relations. The ends embodied in the world are not,

strictly speaking, adopted by God, but spring freely out of

His being. To speak of them as moral in relation to Him is

really to separate them from Him, and to judge His acceptance

of them by a standard outside and above Him. But this is

impossible, because He Himself is the only standard. The

ends contemplated by Him in His works run back to, and rest

on, His nature
; they are manifestations of His essence. They

cannot be other than they are, since He, whose they are, is

the source and ground of all. God is not simply a Lawgiver
who issues commands, that are applications of principles

apprehended by Him, and that, consequently, can be judged

by these principles. The principles that are applied by Him
in his legislation are elements in His own nature. In order

to deal with that legislation rightly, therefore, we must pass

behind it to Him whose it is. And when we do so we must

regard Him as more than a Legislator. Our relation to Him
is not summed up in giving effect to the ends that have been

embodied by Him in the system of things. We have to do

with Him in His essence as well as in His detailed activity ;

the former, in truth, includes the latter. To apprehend His

essence would be to understand His activity, for it would be

to grasp that which is central and fundamental. And this we

can accomplish only by religion. That brings us into union

and communion with Him who is the source of all. It is

more than the recognition of the moral law as divine com

mands
;

it is surrender to, and alliance with, Him of whose

nature the moral law is a partial manifestation.

But we may be reminded that God, as self-conscious, must

determine Himself, and that this self-determination gives to

the ends which he sets before Himself a moral significance.

In order that we may deal with this point, we must inquire

what self-determination can mean for God. And it is
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apparent that it cannot mean determination of the self by the

self in view of an apprehended ideal, and with a view to the

realisation of that ideal. For the Divine Being there cannot

be an ideal, the conception of a possible state into which He

may come by a free act of will and by effort resulting there

from. Growth, development, fulfilment of aim, these can

have no meaning for Him. He is the &quot;

I am that I am,&quot; the

eternally perfect existence. He knows Himself, not as a

potentiality but as a reality. He determines Himself, indeed,

but His self-determination lies wholly within His own being.

It is not due to an appeal from without to which He responds.

Neither is it due to an impulse that springs up within, point

ing to a condition beyond and in advance of that reached.

What He wills is His own nature. He cannot will anything

else. But this necessity is not external in basis
;

it is internal

the necessity of absolute perfection. The will does not

dominate the nature, nor does the nature dominate the will
;

they condition and are conditioned by each other. This

complete equilibrium, which is highest freedom, is the specific

quality of pure spirit. The ends, therefore, which God is

said to set before Himself in the creation and government

of the world must be conceived of not only as expressions

of His nature, but as realised in that nature as, in their

fulfilment, elements in the being that is eternally willed and

eternally exists in its fulness and complexity.

It is of course difficult, or rather impossible, for us to

reconcile this view of the divine nature with that movement in

time by means of which the divine purpose is being executed,

and, in particular, with the free realisation of that purpose by
rational creatures. But notwithstanding this impossibility,

the circumstances demand it. To deny it would be to declare

the dependence of God on the world for perfection. It would

be, in effect, to maintain that only at the close of the time-

movement, in and by which the ends which He has set before

Himself are being realised, would He be complete in nature.

Up to that point a part of His essence apprehended by Him
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in idea, and presented to Himself as an ideal, would be unful

filled. But an incomplete, a gradually self-realising Deity,

does not meet the necessities of the case. For one thing,

such a Deity is subject to temporal conditions, with all the

limitations which these imply. But the very idea of a Deity,

the only idea at least that can satisfy the rational nature of

man, is that of One who is above such limitations, who is

unconditioned by anything external to Himself, the terms of

whose movement and activity lie wholly within His own

being. He is of necessity infinite and eternal, with no past

to which He looks back, and no future to which He looks

forward. But, further, the apprehension of an ideal implies

relation on the part of him who apprehends it to one who

is above him, by whom the ideal is created. An ideal is

more than a mere conception : it is the recognition of a call

to conformity to that which is essential. It rests on reality,

on the nature of things, and is the exhibition of the possibility

which that presents to the individual, and the obligation

which it lays upon him. To think of the Divine Being,

therefore, as setting before Himself an ideal, is to presuppose

the existence of that which is the ground of the ideal. But

we cannot presuppose anything but the Divine Being Himself.

He is the only reality to which there can be conformity,

and, as He is infinite and eternal in nature, this conformity

cannot be progressive ;
the apprehension of the ideal and its

realisation must be coincident
;
in other words, there is, strictly

speaking, no ideal for Him.

What has been said suggests another point. To suppose

a progressive realisation of the divine nature would be to

weaken the force of the moral law. That has commanding

authority, because it points to, and rests on, that which is

existent. It issues a Categorical Imperative, because it is the

expression of the fundamental principle of the system within

which we are embraced. It does not call upon us to create

an absolutely new condition of things, but to give effect to a

condition of things that already exists. It suggests an ideal
;
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but an ideal rests on reality, and is the expression of the

relation thereto of the individual whose ideal it is. The

moral law, therefore, involves a fixed and unchanging order

that is to be recognised and submitted to, by those who are

subject to it. But that order must have its basis and source

in a Being, for whom it is a fact and not merely a possibility.

The self-determination of God, then, is not determination

with a view to self-realisation. It is the determination of

His nature in its fulness, a determination that neither indi

cates a desire for, nor issues in, advance, but that marks the

complete satisfaction of Himself with Himself, the perfect

harmony of aim with existence, the unity of will and

essence.

Within His nature, since He is Spirit, there must be

room for movement, but this movement must be not only
consistent with, but a manifestation of, His eternal self-

determination. Its spring and its issue must be within the

nature as willed must, indeed, be that nature. It will, of

course, be manifold and varied in character, revealing itself

in diversity of form and phase, but the different forms and

phases are not so much special determinations as elements in

the one determination that is involved in His existence.

They are not so much special ends that He wills in their

singularity as relations and conditions that are involved in,

and that emerge from, the one supreme act of self-determina

tion, in which will and nature blend and co-operate. They
do not, therefore, constitute Him a moral being; they rather,

when rightly regarded, show that this is an inadequate

category under which to place Him. And this being so, we

do not come into full relation to Him when we limit our

selves to them. To consider only the special ends that

disclose themselves in the system within which we stand, is

to take account only of the movement of the Divine Being
as that is revealed in time. But this is insufficient. Behind

the time - revelation of the movement we must pass to the

movement itself, and, when we do this, we come into contact
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with the self-determination, which is of the very essence of

the Divine Being. In other words, we take account of the

Divine Being Himself, and enter into union with Him. Such

union is more than acceptance of, and obedience to, the moral

demands made by the ends embodied by Him in the universe :

it is surrender to Him in the fulness of His personality, a

surrender that necessarily produces conformity to these ends,

but is not identical with such conformity, nor sought merely

with the view of securing it. It has its own worth, and is

desired for its own sake. But this surrender is religion.

Our consideration of the nature of God has thus confirmed

the conclusion to which we were led. It has taught us that

God, while the source of moral law, is not rightly described

as moral
;
that He is more than moral, and that, consequently,

we have relations with Him that are other than moral
;
that

as Spirit He touches us in our spiritual nature, and that

therefore we may respond to Him on spiritual grounds. In

other words, religion, while involving morality, is greater than

morality, inasmuch as it is surrender and union to Him of

whom the moral law is but a partial expression, and may
therefore come into existence apart from definite moral con

siderations
; but, whether it does so or not, it is not merely

moral in reference and value, but, while embracing moral

results, transcends these, lifting us to communion with Him

of whom, and through whom, and to whom are all things.
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THE TESTIMONY OF CHRIST

LECTURE VIII

THE KINGDOM OF GOD

IN the two preceding lectures we have exhibited the

nature and the extent of the relationship subsisting between

morality and religion. Our determination of these has been

based upon our analysis of human nature and human ex

perience in their moral and religious reference. We have left

out of account special systems, and have devoted our attention

to that which is fundamental and essential in our constitution,

and which, because fundamental and essential, defines the

relation in which our various states and activities must stand

to each other. Thus the result to which we have come,

claims to be universal in application. What it professes to

show is not what has been, or will be, found in certain

circumstances, but what must be found in all circumstances.

It asserts that, man being what he is, morality and religion

must always be connected in the manner indicated. Now,
if the claim which it makes to universality of application

be valid, it must find confirmation in the various systems
that have won the regard and influenced the lives of men.

Each of these must, in its own way, illustrate the theory
which we have been led to adopt. The illustration furnished
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will in some cases be positive, and in some negative. That

is to say, some will justify our conclusion by their failure

to retain their hold on men, or to meet the moral and

spiritual necessities of men, and some by their success in these

directions, the failure and the success being due, respectively,

to neglect of, and to regard for, that which is central in

human nature. This being so, a study of these systems

would supply a series of tests by which our result would be

tried. To pass all of them under review is, however, im

possible for us within our limits. And, happily, it is not

necessary in order that the position we have attained may
be put to the proof. What is required for this purpose can

be gained by the consideration of one of the many systems

that have influenced men. That system is Christianity.

And by it our position can be fully tested, because it is the

perfect expression of the truth concerning man. It is the

word of God, of the One True God, of Him who is the

source of all the varied forms of existence, by whom and for

whom we, as rational creatures, were created. Its declara

tions and demands must, therefore, be in complete accord

with our constitution. The system presented to us by Him,

who made us, and who desires that we should fulfil the

purpose of our existence, cannot but be in agreement with

our nature. In this respect, indeed, it differs from other

systems. They were framed by men who were seeking to

understand themselves and their surroundings, and were the

expression and application of their interpretation of these.

That interpretation was, and, in the circumstances could not

but be, even at the best, partial and inadequate. But

Christianity was an interpretation by Him who &quot; knew what

was in man.&quot; Consequently it recognises that which is

essential in human nature, and its deliverances and provisions

are in harmony therewith. By it, therefore, the issue of our

investigation may be fully tested. By it, indeed, that issue

must be tested if its claim to universality of application is to

be admitted, for by nothing else, because by nothing less,
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than agreement with the perfect system can such a claim be

established.

We pass, then, to a consideration of Christianity from

the standpoint of our inquiry. And by Christianity I do not

mean the theological system suggested by that title, but the

historical facts and the reported utterances on which that

system rests, and from which it has been drawn. Were we

to study the system, in its bearing on the question before us,

we should be compelled to take a very wide range, and to

enter on the consideration of questions that lie entirely

beyond the scope of our investigation, and the treatment of

which would tend to obscure the point that is actually before

us. On the other hand, by going back to the fountainhead we

shall narrow greatly the field of our discussion
;
and by con

fining ourselves to the sayings of Christ and the facts of His

life, as these bear on the subject before us, we shall be able

to concentrate our attention on the precise matter before us

for settlement,

In adopting the course indicated we are acting in har

mony with the spirit of the age. The cry of the religious

world at the present day is
&quot; Back to Christ,&quot; and from all

quarters there comes a demand for the
&quot;

Christianity of

Christ.&quot; Now we propose to go back to Christ, and to seek

the Christianity of Christ. But these phrases admit of two

different applications. We must, therefore, explain in what

sense we accept them, in what sense, indeed, they should be

accepted of all. And this will become clear if we ask how

far the cry and the demand which they express are right and

valid. And they are right and valid, if they mean that we

should seek the closest possible contact and communion with

Christ, and should accept only what bears the unmistakable

stamp of His authority. We ought certainly to strive after

an intimate acquaintance with Christ, and a full and accurate

knowledge of His teaching and effort. We should listen

to His words, and meditate on His deeds, and study His

character, that, becoming familiar with these not only in the

21
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letter and the form, but also in the spirit, we may under

stand what He said, what He did, and what He was, and

may thus apprehend the truth He came to proclaim. This,

however, does not mean that all else is of little or no

importance, and may without loss, if not with positive gain,

be overlooked.
&quot; Back to Christ

&quot;

is a misleading cry, and
&quot;

the Christianity of Christ
&quot;

is a mistaken demand, if they

spring from the feeling that all that has intervened between

the departure of Christ from the world and the present era

is, if not actually worthless, of small value, so far as gaining

a deeper insight into, and a fuller view of, Christ s message

and mission is concerned. Yet some such feeling they seem

frequently to express. Those who utter them often speak as

if the various movements that constitute the history of the

Gospel from the day that Christ was taken up until now, in

stead of contributing to the elucidation of Christ s teaching in

the way of development and expansion, had perverted or at least

obscured it, by mistaken apprehension and faulty application,

as well as by fusing with it the vagaries of unbridled

speculation, and running it into the moulds supplied by philo

sophies that were alien to it in spirit. Now, it is true that

during these nineteen centuries much has been said and

done and written, in the name of Christ and in the supposed

interest of His cause, that has been entirely out of harmony
with His teaching and aim. But this admission does not

necessitate or warrant the depreciation of all that has

happened, or of all that has been accomplished by His

servants, singly or collectively. To reject all, because much

merits condemnation, is neither wise nor just. What we

ought to do, is to discriminate between that which is true

and that which is false. We should endeavour to separate

the tares from the wheat, that we may reap the harvest of

instruction and enlightenment which the course of events is

offering us. For that there is such a harvest, ready to be

gathered in, we cannot well doubt if we have regard to the

words of Christ Himself. Speaking to the Twelve, He
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pointed forward to supplementary disclosures that were to-

be granted after He had passed away from earth. On one

occasion He said :

&quot;

I have yet many things to say unto you,

but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit, when He, the Spirit

of truth, is come, He will guide you into all truth.&quot;
l He had

many things to say unto them which He must then leave

unsaid, but He would not leave them for ever unsaid. He
would declare them by His Spirit, whom He was to send,,

and by whom His followers were to be guided into all truth.

Such was the promise which He gave. And this promise

was not for the Apostles alone. It was for all who, like them,

should yield themselves to His power and influence. It was

for the Church in the widest sense of the term, and it was

as representatives of that Church that the Apostles were

addressed. This becomes evident when we remember that

the Spirit, who was to be the medium of communication, was

not withdrawn at the close of the Apostolic age, but has

continued, and still continues, to act within the Church.

And the promise thus given by Christ has been fulfilled

gradually and increasingly, as His people have been able to

bear it. The many things that He had to say, He has been

saying by the lips and the pen of the devout, within whom

the Spirit has shed abroad &quot; the light of the knowledge of the

glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,&quot;
2 and by His dealing

with the Church through the Spirit, by whose inspiration

and quickening and government it has, despite many failures,

extended and advanced. To neglect or depreciate these

communications, still more to deny that they are communica

tions, is not to honour, but to dishonour, Christ, for it is to

reject the prophecy which He uttered concerning them, or to

hold that that prophecy remains unfulfilled
;

it is to cast

reflection either on His foresight or on His power. To go

back to Christ, indeed, is to discover that we must move

forward from Christ, that we cannot do full justice to the

word and work of Him who is
&quot;

the same yesterday, and to-day,.
1 John xvi. 12, 13. - 2 Cor. iv. 6.
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and for ever,&quot;
1

if we confine ourselves to the few years of

His earthly manifestation and activity. By all means let us

go back to Christ, that, seeing Him in the fulness and rich

ness of His personality, we may reach the standpoint from

which alone we can study aright the revelation that has come

by Him, and may discover the principles of which that

revelation, in its several parts and stages, are the varied

expression and application, but let us not commit the mistake

of supposing that that revelation was absolutely closed when

He left the world. Let us rather, while acknowledging

Christ as the medium by which truth in its essence and

purity has been conveyed to men, and regarding His appear

ance and life in the world as the means by which its central

and fundamental elements have been presented to men,

gratefully accept the guidance and the help toward a right

perception and comprehensive grasp of that truth which the

post-ascension activity of Christ is fitted to afford.

That there was room and need for instruction and

enlightenment, beyond that given by Christ to His disciples,

becomes apparent when we consider the circumstances. As

a teacher and it is in this capacity alone that we think of

Him at present He came to declare the truth
;
not truths

merely, but the truth. Now the truth is a unity. It has,

indeed, manifold sides and applications, but these are all

consistent with, and vitally related to, each other, as parts

and manifestations of an organic whole. This being so, its

presentation is not complete until its unity has been

exhibited. But that unity could be exhibited only by
Christ. That this is the case we recognise at once when

we remember that He not only declared the truth, but was

Himself the truth. It might, however, be exhibited by
Him in either of two ways by setting forth in consecutive

order the varied aspects and references of the truth, or by

guiding His followers so that they would be able to seize the

inner significance and mutual connection of His words and
1 Heb. xiii. 8.
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deeds, and to bring them into harmony with each other, as

different expressions of one root-principle. In other words,

He might either construct and commit to His followers a

complete and rounded system of truth, or furnish them with

materials out of which such a system could be constructed,

and, if the latter were the course pursued by Him, He must

afford them help, in order that their treatment of the material

furnished by Him might be wise and effective.

What, then, was the course followed by Christ ? Clearly

it was the latter. His discourses were not connected as

members of a progressive series, each taking up and carrying

forward the thought of its predecessor, so that as a whole, and

in the order in which they were spoken, they constituted a

body of truth
&quot;

fitly joined together.&quot;
Their place and form

and content were not determined by the logical development

of a fundamental idea, the aim of which was to embrace

consecutively, and according to their relative importance, the

several departments of man s spiritual existence and interests.

Many of them, too, were practical in character, dealing with

cases that appealed for treatment, so that the truth of which

they were special applications did not at once appear in its

full breadth and import. Consideration and insight were

required to distinguish the general principle from its par

ticular expression.

And Christ taught not only by His word, but also by
His deeds and by His life and His life-work. His miracles

were, in a real sense, manifestations of the truth He had

come to declare, but He did not explain their significance for,

or define their place in, His system. He left it to His fol

lowers to learn what these were by careful and devout study.

Without, however, dwelling on His acts of mercy and power,

let us turn to His life and His life-work. As has been said,

He taught by these as well as by His words and deeds. By
this is not meant that these had no function beyond that of

teaching, but only that teaching was one of their functions.

By His life and His life-work, then, He set forth the central
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principle of His mission. He not only proclaimed a revelation
;

He was Himself a revelation. His person, His character, His ex

periences were all presentations of the message He had brought

to earth. But as with His sayings and His miracles, so with

these. He left them, with all their mystery, to be appre

hended by His disciples, and He could not well do otherwise.

The secret which was wrapped up in them could only be de

clared when the great consummation had been reached. His

life and His life-work could not be rightly interpreted until

they were finished. By His death, and by His death alone,

could their value and import be made plain. Only from the

cross could there come the light that would illumine them,

and make their bearing apparent. In the months preceding

the close of His career He did, indeed, seek to lead the

Twelve to the right standpoint from which to regard Him
and His effort

;
but what He said was necessarily vague and

indefinite fruitful after the event, when it was called to

remembrance, rather than before it, when it was heard. It

is true, that if they had been as fully prepared as they might

have been, they would have understood more than they did
;

but they could not have understood all. It was only after

Christ had died, and risen again, that the facts to be seized

and construed could be presented to men in their real

character. Prior to these events, the nature of Christ, as

well as His aim and method, could be only partially dis

closed. Sufficient could be, and was, disclosed to prove Him
the Messiah, and to warrant a demand for acceptance and

condemnation for rejection; but it was one thing to recog

nise His Messiahship, and another and a very different

thing to know precisely what His Messiahship involved, even in

its narrower reference. For this the final act in the Messianic

effort was required. Without that act the data were incom

plete, the conditions were wanting, even for a clear view of

the problem that had to be solved. When we fairly and fully

estimate the situation, we recognise at once that much con

cerning Christ and His mission on earth could be learned
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only after He had finished the work that had been given to

do. It was expedient for His followers that He should go

away, for, had He not gone away, they would have failed to

discern the wide range and the deep significance of His

appearance and endeavour. And this being so, His life and

His life-work, like His words and deeds, do little more than

furnish the material out of which a systematic presentation of

the truth may be constructed.

The interpretation and arrangement, then, of Christ s

teaching and activity, of His life and of His death, were to be

undertaken and carried through by His followers. But, for

the accomplishment of this arduous and important task, they

were not to be left to their own powers and resources. They
were to be aided and guided at every step. Without the

assurance of aid and guidance they might well have hesitated

to proceed. But an assurance that was clear and emphatic

was given to them once and again.
&quot; The Spirit of truth

&quot;

was promised to
&quot;

lead them into all truth.&quot; They received

also the word of encouragement,
&quot;

Lo, I am with you alway,

even unto the end of the world.&quot;
x The presence of the

Master was to accompany them in all their movements and

activities. They were not even to enter on their labours

until conscious of that presence and of the strength and

stimulus it supplied. They were to tarry at Jerusalem till

they were &quot; endued witli power from on
high.&quot; And, in

their Pentecostal experience, they found evidence that what

was requisite had been bestowed and a pledge that, according

to their need, there would be granted to them support and

enlightenment ;
and not to them only, but to all who might,

like them, acknowledge Christ as Lord and Master and labour

for the spread of His Gospel and the furtherance of His cause.

And that pledge has been, and is being, abundantly fulfilled
;

and because of its fulfilment,
&quot; the truth as it is in Jesus

&quot;

has

been growingly apprehended and declared. The desire of the

faithful for a deeper insight into the meaning of the word
1 Matt, xxviii. 20.

- Luke xxiv. 49.
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and work of the Master has not been left unsatisfied.
&quot; De

clare unto us this parable
&quot;

has been the request, often re

peated, of the Church, as it was the request of the Apostles,

arid to it there has come a gracious response ;
a wider view

and a clearer vision has been granted. In this manner Christ

has been continuing and completing His teaching, and the

communications made by the Exalted One are as worthy of

our regard as. the communications made by the Incarnate

One.

On earth He &quot;

began both to do and to teach,&quot;
l and what He

began He must carry forward to completion. From His doing

and His teaching in the second stage, as in the first, we may,

and we ought to, gain instruction and enlightenment. It is

true that, in the former, He works by human agents, whereas,

in the latter, He wrought Himself, so that His present

activity may be, and too often is, hidden and hindered by
human error and frailty, while His past activity stands out

clear and distinct. To dissociate the divine from the human

is sometimes a difficult task, but it is a task that has to be

performed by us if we are to receive the full revelation

granted in Him by whom grace and truth came. And for

this task we shall be fitted by a careful study of Christ s own

sayings and doings. That study will bring us to the right

standpoint, and will give us that sympathy and that acquaint

ance with His aim and purpose without which our insight

cannot be keen and true, nor our meditation fruitful and

helpful. Hence we should go back to Christ as He walked

with men on the earth, not that we may move only within

the limits of those years of humiliation and toil, but that,

seeing Him in His grace and wisdom and power, and com

muning with Him as He appeared on earth, we may follow

on to know Him as He has been revealing Himself throughout

the centuries in the history of His Gospel. Thus our return

to Christ in the flesh, and our observation of Christ in history,

will act and react on each other, and will yield to us an in-

1 Acts i. i.
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creasingly complete view of His nature and character and

effort.

I have spoken of the task that devolves on the followers

of Christ as the interpretation and systematising of the

sayings and doings of Christ. Perhaps I ought to say that

by systematising I do not mean merely formal arrangement.

Systems of Theology have often been nothing more than this,

and have consequently been hard, dead, repellent; not pre

senting the truth in its vital and vitalising character as a

spiritual force, a body of doctrines, every member of which is

bound to every other as the manifestation of one living prin

ciple, but setting side by side, in an external fashion, and

uniting by a factitious bond its disjecta membra. The system

of which I have been thinking is something quite different,

as is apparent from the fact that it rests on, and is, the em

bodiment of interpretation, the discovery of the inner meaning
and the essential relations of the elements combined. It is

not so much the formation as the recognition and exhibition

of a system which is a unity in diversity. And because this

is its character, its advance towards completeness can be

spoken of as a means of revelation. The change wrought

under the guidance of Christ is more than a change of form.

The material possessed is not simply placed in a new setting,

but, by being placed in a new setting, its meaning is more

clearly seen
;
or rather, because its meaning has been more

clearly seen, it demands a new setting. The altered setting

thus rests on and declares what is really a revelation, a dis

tinct advance in insight into the truth which it was the work

of Christ to declare. It is just because this is its character

that it demands consideration, and that to neglect it is to

refuse what Christ is offering us for the better understanding

of His ministry, with its manifold phases and references.

Having thus made plain what we mean by going back to

Christ, let us turn our thoughts to Him, that, by observing

Him and listening to Him, as He moves about amongst men,

we may learn His mind on the subject of our inquiry. Were
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we undertaking a complete investigation of the point raised,

we should require, as we have just seen, to take a wider

range, and to embrace within our survey the course of the

gospel during these nineteen centuries, so far as it bears on

the matter in hand. A complete investigation, however, is

not necessary for our purpose. The question which we are

seeking to answer is general in character. What, therefore,

is demanded for its settlement is the apprehension of prin

ciples in their broad outlines, and not in their varied

applications. And, in the present instance, the former is to

be gained by studying Christ as He lived in the world
;

the latter, by studying the movement which He initiated in

person, and which, by His spirit, He has been directing and

controlling for the furtherance of His purpose. An examina

tion of His career on earth is thus all that is needed for the

attainment of the end we have in view.

With His life on earth, then, we have to do. And for

information regarding it we must look to the four Gospels,

which contain the only authentic record of it we possess.

These, or at least selections from them, must be subjected

to scrutiny. This is the only way in which we can reach

the principles enumerated by Christ, and can learn His views

on such topics as that we are at present discussing. For,

in the Gospels, we do not find definite and dogmatic deliver

ances on points in Theology or in Ethics. What they offer

is not a treatise on doctrine or on morals, but a report of

events and sayings that have a doctrinal and a moral bear

ing. They do not, consequently, furnish an immediate

answer to the question put by us
;

all they do is to provide

data from which an answer may be drawn. It could have

been otherwise only if Jesus had developed and committed

to His followers a full and exhaustive theory of human life,

or if the Evangelists had interpreted the incidents and utter

ances with which they were familiar, and, on the basis of

their interpretation, had built up such a theory. But neither

of these courses was followed. That Jesus did not present
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His teaching in systematic form, has been shown in the

preceding section. And that the Evangelists did not inter

pret and theorise about what they had to relate, is evident.

They were biographers. Their aim was to set forth faithfully

what He, whom they called Lord and Master, and whom

they believed to be the Saviour of the world, had been, and

had said, and had done, so far as they were able to do so.

They did not seek to explain His person, or to expound His

teaching and effort
; they left these to speak for themselves.

They were content to describe Him of whom they wrote as

He had appeared to, and had impressed Himself on, His

followers. It is true that each occupied His own standpoint,

and arranged His material in harmony therewith, and, to

this extent, they may be said to have interpreted what they

had seen and heard, or had received. By giving to the facts

at their command a special setting, they practically declared

that these pointed in a certain direction and served a certain

purpose. But this was only the recognition and indication

of one of the general references of the life and activity which

they had to chronicle
;

it was not the exhibition of the

inner significance of that life and activity in varied and

harmonious detail. Only if the latter had been attempted

should we have been warranted in looking for distinct deliver

ances on the problems of Theology and of Ethics. As it is,

we cannot gain more than incidents and sayings which, as ex

pressing or suggesting principles, will furnish what is requisite

for the settlement of these problems.

It may, however, be said, that though a fully developed

system, offering an immediate answer to our questions, cannot

be found in the Gospels, yet, inasmuch as the work of Christ

was a unity, it should be possible to seize its central thought

and determining principle, and in its light so to read all

that has been written that its precise meaning will be easily

apprehended. Now, that the effort of Christ was a unity,

and that, consequently, there must be a central thought and

a determining principle, we have seen. And it is evident
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that, if these could be seized by us, we should be able, in

their light, to see all that is offered to us in its right

relation and true proportion should, indeed, by simple ex

amination of that thought and principle, and by deduction

therefrom, reach the answer to general questions, such as

that before us, without taking account of, or subjecting to

scrutiny, the facts recorded. But can these be apprehended

by us ? Having regard to what has been said as to the con

tents of the gospel, we seern forced to reply that they cannot,

at least a priori. If they can, it must be by, and as a result

of, a thorough examination and an accurate interpretation of

what has been written. Not until we have passed the facts

recorded, and the sayings reported, under review, and have

discerned and unified their teaching, can we reach that which

is the central and determining thought. So far, therefore,

from being able to begin with this, it is the goal toward

which we are to travel by the path of reflection and exposi

tion. Every fresh insight into the meaning of what has

been transmitted to us concerning Christ will render fuller

and clearer our view of the fundamental principle of Hi&

mission. This is often forgotten, and the aim of Christ s

coming and work is summed up and set forth in a single

phrase or a brief sentence, a phrase or a sentence that

perhaps emphasises and exhibits a most important side of

Messianic effort, and a side that is sufficient for the object

in view, but that does not, and cannot, express what is, in

the full sense of the term, essential in that effort. Indeed,

we have only to pause and inquire what any such phrase

or sentence means in order to see that, simple and sufficient

as it may appear, it cannot meet all the claims that may

rightly be made upon it in virtue of its professed compre

hensiveness, and that other ideas than those which it suggests

are needed to balance and correct its onesidedness.

It would lead us far away from the purpose in hand to

enter on a discussion, however brief, of such phrases and

sentences as are common amongst us. But there is one
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that demands consideration, because of its close connection \

with our subject, viz.
&quot; The Kingdom of God,&quot; or

&quot;

of Heaven.&quot;

This phrase is accepted by many, in the present day, as

indicative of Christ s aim, and as furnishing a key to a right

understanding of His teaching and effort. It is said that

He came to establish the kingdom of God, and that, as this

was the object which He had in view, His words and His

works must be studied in its light, and must be regarded

as suggestive of its different phases and relations. Candlish

says,
&quot;

that the kingdom of God is ... the name by which

our Lord habitually spoke of His work.&quot;
l Wendt declares,

that
&quot; the whole contents of the teaching of Jesus (and under

the
&quot;

teaching
&quot;

he includes everything, even the sufferings

and death) can be classed under this general theme (i.e. the

kingdom of God), and the two points of view from which

He expounded it.&quot;
5 And Bruce expresses himself thus :

&quot; The doctrine of Christ in these Gospels (i.e. the Synoptics)

is the doctrine of the kingdom of God. Under this category

all may be ranged ;
there is no other entitled to be placed

above it, or that does not easily find a place under it. ...
I have no hesitation, therefore, in regarding the kingdom of

God as an exhaustive category.&quot; These assertions are

supported by references to statements made by the Evangelists

as to the subject-matter of Christ s preaching, and to the

prominence which He Himself gives to the kingdom of God

in His discourses. We are reminded that it is said,
&quot; He caine preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God,&quot;

and that not only in parable after parable did He set forth

the nature of the kingdom of God, but that this expression

was constantly on His lips. Now, this is an attractive

theory. It is specially attractive for us in our present

inquiry, for it is apparent that, if we could accept it, our

labour would be much less than it must otherwise be. If

1 The Kingdom of God, p. 6.

2 The Teaching of Jesus (Eng. trans.), vol. i. p. 173.

3 The Kingdom of God, 2nd ed. pp. 40, 41.
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Christ s effort could be adequately described as the establish

ment of the kiDgdom of God, it would be a comparatively

easy task to discover what His views were as to the relation

of morality and religion. We should require only to analyse

the conception of the kingdom of God, in order to gain

what we are seeking. But, attractive as the theory is, and

helpful as it would prove, we cannot accept it, because it

seems to us, in several respects, defective and unsatisfactory.

Let us examine it carefully, with the view of justifying our

rejection of it.

Before, however, entering on its examination, we must

pause to inquire what precisely it is. If we are to discuss it

fairly and effectively, we must be clear as to the meaning of

the terms employed and the statements made. And as

these admit of more than one interpretation, we must direct

attention to them in order that we may determine their

scope and significance. And the question we have to answer

turns on the value to be attached to the phrase,
&quot;

kingdom

of God,&quot; and in particular to the term &quot;

kingdom.&quot; Is this

term to be taken literally, as strictly descriptive, or meta

phorically, as generally suggestive, of the end which Christ

sought to realise ? Does it definitely embody and express

what is central and fundamental in the mission and work of

Christ, or does it only indicate one way in which the result of

His effort may be presented ? When it is said that the whole

contents of the teaching of Jesus can be classed under the

kingdom of God, what are we to understand by the statement ?

Does it mean that these contents are simply expositions and

applications of the ideas of kingship and citizenship, so that

their import is determined by these ideas ? In other words,

is it held, by those who so speak, that the relation between

God and man, and between man and man, which Jesus came

to establish, is merely the relation of sovereign to subject,

and of fellow-subject to fellow-subject, so that His various

deliverances and activities are nothing more than exhibitions

of the different sides and aspects of these relations, and
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attempts to secure their complete recognition and establish

ment ? Or is the term kingdom to be translated freely, as

implying only the formation by Christ of a community, of

which God is the head and men the members, but not fixing

definitely the nature of that community, so that classing the

whole contents of the teaching of Jesus under it would simply be

placing them under this as a suitable and convenient heading ?

Whichever of these interpretations be adopted, the purpose

of Christ is thought of as the constitution of a corporate body ;

but by the one its character is specifically settled, by the

other, it is not. That there is thus a vital distinction

between them is evident. Which of them, then, must we

understand to be accepted by the supporters of the view we

are considering ? Now, it is apparent that, if the statement

that the whole contents of the teaching of Jesus can be

classed under the general theme of the kingdom of God has

any point at all, it must mean that the term &quot;

kingdom
&quot;

is

to be taken in its strict significance, and that, in it, we have

the ruling and determining conception, to which all that

Christ said and did must correspond. If those who make, or

subscribe to, this statement were to insist that it did not

mean this, but was intended to express the other thought

indicated, they would deprive it of all force. For if &quot;the

kingdom of God &quot;

be only a metaphor, a phrase used freely

to suggest the general aspect, rather than the particular

quality, of the community called into existence, there is

really no meaning in saying that the whole contents of the

teaching of Jesus can be classed under it. Of course the

whole contents of the teaching can be classed under it, just

as they can be classed under any other of the metaphorical

phrases employed by Christ, but they can be classed under

it only as they can be classed under them, by extending its

reference so as to admit features and elements that do not

essentially belong to it.

We may, perhaps, be reminded that what we are dealing

with is
&quot;

the kingdom of God,&quot; a special kind of kingdom, a
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kingdom that is spiritual in nature because divine in basis.

And it may be urged that a qualifying clause ought to affect

our conception of the thing qualified, and that, consequently,

in speaking of the significance of the phrase in question, we

should not devote our whole attention to the term &quot;

kingdom,&quot;

but should treat the expression as a whole, intended to

present a single idea, and should translate the former in

terms, or at least in the light, of the latter. Now, it is true

that a qualifying word or clause ought to affect our concep

tion of the thing qualified, but it ought not, at least not

always, or even as a rule, to affect that conception materially.

It may emphasise some feature of it, or some element in its

structure, but it does not, in any real sense, touch its essence.

We may, for instance, speak of a triangle of wood or stone or

gold, and the clauses
&quot;

of wood,&quot;
&quot;

of stone,&quot;

&quot;

of gold
&quot;

define

for us the special object described in its substance, but they

do not in any way affect its shape. It is a triangle in each

case. So we may speak of a &quot;kingdom of God&quot; or a

&quot;

kingdom of the Devil,&quot; and the two phrases will call up
to our minds two different organisations, but, if the term
&quot;

kingdom
&quot;

is to be taken literally in both phrases, the

difference will not be a difference of organisation, but a

difference of spirit and principle. The relations between the

head and the members, and between the members themselves,

will be the same in both. Therefore, to say that the kingdom

which Christ came to found is, because &quot;

of God,&quot; and, as such,

spiritual, other and more than a kingdom, and consequently

may embrace ideas that are out of harmony with the term

kingdom, strictly defined, is to say what is not warranted
;

it is, indeed, to declare that the phrase
&quot;

kingdom of God &quot;

is not descriptive, but metaphorical, and therefore not entitled

to be regarded as
&quot; an exhaustive category,&quot;

&quot; under which the

whole contents of the teaching of Jesus can be classed.&quot;

Having thus cleared the ground, by defining exactly the

theory with which we have to deal, we proceed to its

examination. And we begin by asking if it is the case
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that the kingdom of God is
&quot; an exhaustive

category,&quot; under

which &quot;

the whole contents of the teaching of Jesus can be

classed
&quot;

in a real, organic relation, in such a way, that is,

that they will be seen to harmonise perfectly with it, and to

rise freely out of it. The field of investigation opened up

by this inquiry is exceeding broad, too broad to be surveyed

by us in its full extent. We must be content to glance

rapidly at one or two of its main divisions. Nothing more

than this, indeed, is required for our purpose. It will be

enough if we can show that some of the cardinal ideas in the

system of Jesus lie outside the conception which the theory

accepts as the central and determining principle of His

doctrine and effort. For, however much it may be possible

to include under that conception, if there be anything, vital

to the system, that cannot be included under it, the claim

made on its behalf, to be assigned the chief and commanding
rank, cannot be allowed. What we have to show, then, is that

there are elements in Christ s teaching that cannot legitimately

be brought under the category of the kingdom of God.

And the first of these elements to which we shall allude

is one that all will admit holds a foremost place in the

doctrine of Christ, the Fatherhood of God. In some respects

this was the very kernel of His gospel, the fundamental truth

which He had to proclaim, and the ultimate ground of the effort

He was to put forth. What, then, of this element ? Surely

it is apparent that it cannot, in any real sense, be classed under

the category of the kingdom of God. Fatherhood does not

suggest or pertain to a kingdom. It suggests and per

tains to a family. The ideas that flow from it are not

kingship and citizenship, but parentship and sonship. The

relations which it connotes are not those that subsist between

sovereign and subject, but are paternal and filial in character.

The community of which it is the sign is not civil and

political in basis and arrangement, but is formed by ties of

nature and is maintained by ties of affection. A careful

comparison, or rather contrast, of fatherhood with kingship
22
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leads us to the conclusion that it is impossible to bring them

into organic relation with each other.

This conclusion, however, may be declared invalid, on the

ground that it is inconsistent with fact. It may be said

that history presents them to us as organically related.

We may be told that a study of the past shows that kingship

is a development of fatherhood
; that, as the family expanded

into a nation, the father passed into the king, by a natural

process of evolution. According to this view, the head of

the larger community was an outgrowth of the head of the

smaller community, which was the germ of the larger. The

king, in fact, was the father transformed by new conditions,

and assuming a character and discharging functions in

harmony with these
; and, this being so, kingship and

fatherhood are intimately connected with each other. Thus

not only does their organic relation with each other seem to

be proved, but the possibility of classing fatherhood under

kingship seems to be established, seeing that fatherhood is

but the first, or an early, stage in that movement of which

kingship is the issue and result. But is this actually the

case ? Supposing the above to be a correct account of the

course of events, and an accurate representation of the

circumstances, does it necessarily lead to the conclusion

indicated ? We think not. To us it appears that, rightly

understood, the transition from fatherhood to kingship does

not in any way disprove, or even render doubtful, our conten

tion that these cannot be brought into organic relation with

each other
; that, on the contrary, it lends confirmation to it.

It may show that these have been closely associated with

each other in the past, and may be closely associated with

each other in the present and the future, but that is a very

different thing from showing that they are diverse phases or

applications of one idea, or that the one is a comprehen

sive idea, under which the other can be ranged because

rising out of it and deducible from it. And that neither of

these is shown by a reference to the evolution of kingship
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becomes evident when we reflect on the circumstances.

For with the appearance of the king the father did not

disappear. The king did not wholly displace the father
;

in truth he did not displace him at all. The position that he

filled and the duties that he performed had not, strictly

speaking, been filled and performed by the father as such.

What was transferred to the king from the father was not of

the essence of fatherhood, but had only been associated with

it in special circumstances, and consequently could be detached

from it when fresh circumstances emerged, without loss or

injury. It was only after, by the growth of the family, he

had become more than a father, that he was invested with

the dignity and authority which by and by, in a more pro

nounced and impressive form, gathered round a royal

personage ; and, therefore, of these he could be divested

and yet remain a father in the full sense of the term. It

thus appears that, even if the father was the predecessor of

the king, kingship did not rise out of fatherhood, but out of

what was temporarily united with it. Or, if a closer con

nection between the two than this be demanded, the most

that we can say is, that certain elements of fatherhood were

embodied in kingship ;
we certainly cannot say that father

hood in its fulness passed into kingship. Had this been the

case, and had kingship been simply developed fatherhood,

there would have been no need and no room for a new title

expressing an entirely distinct idea and relationship. When
the facts are thus carefully considered, it becomes evident

that, whatever history may have to say as to the connection

between kingship and fatherhood in respect of the genesis of

the former, it cannot identify the two, or prove that the

latter is embraced in the former in such a way that it can

be included under it. King and father are not synonymous

terms. Each has its own value and significance, and must

be treated apart from the other.

We may here be reminded that we apply both terms to

God, that we ascribe to Him both Kingship and Fatherhood.
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But, though we do so, we do not necessarily attach to both the

same value. All that we do is to attempt to express two

different sides of His relation to us. That relation is com

plex, and, in order that it may be rightly estimated, must be

viewed from different standpoints. And these standpoints

may be on different levels, so that the resulting views may be

of different worth
;
the one may yield a higher conception

than the other, because involving a wider sweep or a deeper

insight. A prince thinks and speaks of his father as king.

He regards him in both aspects, and applies to him both titles.

But these are not, to his mind, of equal significance. The one

has a deeper and fuller and richer meaning than the other.

Father speaks of a connection and obligations and benefits

that are quite distinct from those suggested by king. Though,

therefore, we call God both King and Father, we do not

mean that the two names are synonymous. They embody
different aspects of the divine relation to us, and the aspect

of fatherhood is higher than the aspect of kingship. Behind

the latter we are driven, or rather drawn, to the former by the

sweeter and tenderer thoughts which it suggests.

The two terms, then, must be regarded as embodying
different ideas. These ideas may be quite compatible with

each other, but, in the first instance, they must be viewed as

independent. Identical in reference and significance, kingship
and fatherhood cannot be. But what of subordination ? Can

the one be accepted as a partial or particular expression of

the other ? To this question the preceding discussion appears

to necessitate a negative answer. If, however, it leaves room

for subordination, it must be the subordination of kingship to

fatherhood, not of fatherhood to kingship, because fatherhood

suggests that which is based on the very nature of things,

while kingship suggests that which is allied to a condition of

affairs that does not necessarily exist at all times and in all

places. We have seen that even though fatherhood may have

prepared the way for kingship, and may have surrendered to

kingship some of the prerogatives it had enjoyed and exercised,
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it yet survived the rise of kingship. And we can imagine the

human race existing in communities, and enjoying peace and

prosperity, without kingship, but we cannot imagine it existing

thus without fatherhood, not only in its lower, but also in its

higher reference. The family, of which fatherhood is the

basis and bond, determines the tone and character of social

life. If, therefore, we must class one of these under the

other, we must assign to kingship the lower and to father

hood the higher position ;
we must reckon the former as

resolvable into the latter. This, indeed, is practically ad

mitted by upholders of the theory under review. They are

constantly falling back from kingship to fatherhood. Bruce

says,
&quot;

the title Father is the appropriate name of God in the

kingdom of grace
&quot;

;

l and he speaks of
&quot;

the kingdom Christ

preached
&quot;

as
&quot; a kingdom of filial relations with God.&quot;

2 In

these, and passages of similar import that might be quoted

from this and other authors of this school, kingship really

disappears, and is lost, in fatherhood. Of a kingdom, indeed,

little remains but the name, and when the name occurs the

context constrains us to think of a family, of family ties and

family privileges.

From the Fatherhood of God we pass to Salvation. This

is a comprehensive term, designating an activity that is com

plex and many-sided in character. Meanwhile, however, we

are concerned only with those aspects of it that are incom

patible with the category of the kingdom of God. Others,

which are equally important perhaps, and some of which will

fall to be considered later, must meanwhile be left out of

account. Their omission does not, therefore, imply either their

denial or their depreciation.

To the aspects of it that we desire to emphasise we shall

be led by an examination of the following pregnant sentence,

in which Christ on one occasion denned His character and

work as Saviour :

&quot; The Son of Man is come to seek and to

save that which was lost.&quot;
3 He here declares that it is of

1 The Kingdom of God, 2nd ed. p. 109. ~ Ibid. p. 90. * Luke xix. 10.
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the
&quot;

lost
&quot; He has to think, and that it is for the

&quot;

lost
&quot;

He is to labour. The condition and need of the &quot;lost&quot;

will, therefore, shed light on the salvation which He brings.

Who, then, are the
&quot;

lost
&quot;

? or, rather, What does the term
&quot;

lost
&quot;

imply when, as here, it is applied to the spiritual state

of men and women ? An answer to this question is for

tunately furnished by Christ Himself. Having regard to

words spoken by Him in the course of His ministry, we

recognise that the term &quot;

lost
&quot;

has for Him two different,

though related, meanings, that, as employed by Him, it

indicates two aspects of the condition of those whom He

has come to benefit. They are lost to God, and they are

lost to themselves. The former reference of the word is

forcibly illustrated by such parables as the &quot; Lost Sheep
&quot;

and

the
&quot; Lost Coin.&quot; These parables were spoken by Christ in

defence of His conduct in receiving publicans and sinners.

He explains that He has come that He might gain such as

they ;
and He declares that, in His effort to reach them, He is

like the shepherd going after the sheep that has strayed from

the Hock, and like the woman who, having lighted a candle,

sweeps the house diligently, searching eagerly for the coin

that has slipped from her hand
;
and that, when He sees

them turning to Him in response to His appeal, He echoes

the joyful exclamation of the shepherd and the woman, Re

joice with me, for I have found that which I had lost,&quot; an

exclamation that is the expression of the thought and feeling

of Him who had sent Him on His mission of grace. But not

only were men lost to God, they were lost to themselves. They
had forfeited what was of highest value, what alone was of

value, their true nature.
&quot; Whosoever will save his life shall

lose it.&quot;

1 The loss of life, of rational, spiritual life, was the

loss of themselves
;
and that was the loss which those had

incurred in whose interest Christ toiled and suffered. I have

already said that these two different meanings of the term

are related to each other. That relation is most intimate.

1 Matt. xvi. 25.
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They are, indeed, but two phases of one fact and condition.

Loss to God and loss to self are mutually dependent. The

extent of the one is measured by the extent of the other.

The closeness of their connection with each other is set forth

plainly and impressively in the parable of the Prodigal Son.

The younger brother was lost to his father as well as lost to

himself. The father, indeed, realised his loss of his son

sooner than the son realised his loss of himself. Whenever the

son passed from under the parental roof, whenever, indeed,

he asked for his portion of goods, the father felt that he had

ceased to be his, in the filial sense of the word. But it was

not till want and disgrace pressed upon him in the far country

that the son understood the significance of his action. From

the first, however, he was lost to himself as well as to his

father. In harmony with this double reference of his con

duct is his return and recovery. The turning
-
point from

loss to restoration is described in the significant words,
&quot; he

came to himself.&quot; The process, of which the self-apprehen

sion expressed in that phrase was the outcome, was the passage

from loss to restoration, a restoration that was completed, or

rather fully appreciated, when the glad father, embracing his

penitent child, exclaimed,
&quot;

This, my son was lost, and is

found !

&quot;

Such was the twofold meaning which Christ attached to

the term &quot;

lost
&quot; when He applied it to men and women.

And the salvation of which He spoke, and which He was to

render possible, was designed and fitted to meet the twofold

need to which it pointed. It was recovery to God and to

self restoration of men and women to Him whose they were,

and restoration to men and women of the life they had for

feited. Hence it was both a seeking and a saving, a seeking

with a view to saving, and a saving with a view to finding.

God sought those whom He had made for Himself, but who

had refused to fulfil His purpose in their creation, that He

might satisfy His longing for fellowship with them. He could

not but seek them. His heart yearned for them, and would not
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surrender them without a struggle. There was more in the

divine breast than compassion for erring and miserable beings :

there was love, unquenched and unquenchable even by neglect

and insult. There was more expressed in the mission of Christ

than desire to succour those who were in distress and exposed

to danger : there was the craving of disappointed affection :

&quot;

I

have nourished and brought up children, and they have rebelled

against Me.&quot;
1 &quot; God so loved the world

&quot;

is the keynote of

salvation
;
and this being so, the Fatherhood of God forms its

ground and supplies its motive-power. As Father, God went

after His wayward children. He did not wait until they

returned, ready to receive them to favour
;
He pursued them,

tracked them out, appealed to them in tender, beseeching

tones, striving and hoping in this way to win them back.

It was, then, as the objects of His love that He pitied

them. His pity was a special manifestation of His love
;
He

longed to deliver them from the evil, the fatal consequences of

their error and evil-doing. Until He had done so, indeed, His

heart could not find pleasure in them. His seeking of them

must, therefore, be a saving of them. They could not be left

in the condition into which they had sunk. Lost to Him

they were lost to themselves, and they must be restored to

themselves before, in any real sense, they could be restored

to Him. He could not find delight in them unless they were

finding delight in themselves, because acting in harmony with

their constitution. He could not have pleasure in creatures

that were lying in degradation and wretchedness. He must

see them ennobled and happy if He were to look on them

with complacency, and experience joy in communion with

them. Hence He wrought for their deliverance.

It does not follow from what has been said, that God in

Christ thought nothing of men in themselves, but regarded

them only as a means for His own gratification, and sought to

save them only that this might be attained. The sayings of

Jesus which we have been interpreting merely imply that

1 Isa. i. 2.
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it is in virtue of their relation to God that men have worth

and dignity, and that, consequently, it is only when that

relation is maintained, or, if it has been disturbed, is re

stored, that they can gain and become that which they

ought to possess and to be.
&quot; Since thou wast precious in my

sight, thou hast been honourable, and I have loved thee.&quot;
l

Human beings could not, because of the nature and endow

ments which God has bestowed upon them, be treated by

Him simply as instruments of His satisfaction. They must

be dealt with as inherently and individually valuable, demand

ing consideration for their own sake. But inasmuch as they

were thus valuable, because made in the divine image, and there

fore bound essentially to the Divine Being, to deal with them for

their own sake was to deal with them for the sake of that

connection with God which gave them their standing and

made them what they were
;
and to deal with them in this

way, since it was to carry out the purpose of their creation,

was of necessity to afford satisfaction to Him who had created

them. It is on the fundamental tie that links man to God

that the twofold reference of the term &quot;

lost
&quot;

and of the

salvation which is recovery rests, and it is by that tie that

these twofold references are held together in indissoluble

union. God could restore men to Himself only by restoring

men to themselves, and He could not restore them to them

selves without restoring them to Himself. But seeing that

the relation of man to God is primary and the basis of man s

relation to himself, emphasis is placed upon it, and on it we

take our stand in surveying salvation on that side of it with

which we are meanwhile concerned.

What has been said as to the individuality of man leads us

to the consideration of another point in connection with

salvation. It compels us to look at the relation between

men and God in a somewhat different light from that in

which we have been regarding it. As individuals, men, so to

speak, stand over against Him with whom they have to do.

1 Isa. xliii. 4.
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They act for themselves, and for their action they are account

able to Him. He is the Lawgiver who marks out the course

they are to pursue, and to Him they are responsible. By
Him they will be judged ; by Him they are constantly being

judged. When they disobey His commands, they come under

condemnation. They are condemned on the ground of their

violation of authority and breach of law.
&quot; Condemned

&quot;

in

this reference of human conduct corresponds to
&quot;

lost
&quot;

in

that which we have been considering. Both describe the

state into which the erring come, but each describes it from

its own standpoint ;
the former, as the result of a sentence pro

nounced, the latter, as an effect produced immediately by
behaviour. The two, however, are quite consistent with each

other. Indeed, they must be combined if a full view of the

case is to be gained. Condemnation carries with it loss, the

loss of the favour of God. As offenders against God, men

cannot expect to have His smile resting on them
; they can

only have &quot; a certain fearful looking for of judgment.&quot;
1 With

this loss, the other losses are in perfect accord. When men

lose the divine approval and incur the divine displeasure,

they are lost to God and lost to themselves
;
but so long as

they retain that approval and avoid that displeasure, they

cannot be lost either to God or to themselves.
&quot; Condemned

&quot;

and &quot;

lost
&quot;

are thus complementary terms. Both take account

of man s relation to God, but each views that relation in a

different light ;
the former regarding it from the standpoint of

transcendence, the latter, from the standpoint of immanence.

Hence the former emphasises the authority of God, expres

sing itself in laws, declared or implied, and the obligation

of men, demanding respect and obedience
;
while the latter

emphasises what we may call the divine and the human

community of interest in man s welfare, in virtue of which

the conduct and condition of the individual affects both the

individual and God, either contributing to the realisation

of the individual, and by the realisation of the individual, to

1 Heb. x. 27.
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the fulfilment of the divine thought and the satisfaction of the

divine desire embodied in him as a spiritual being, or hinder

ing that realisation, and, by so doing, frustrating the divine

thought and disappointing the divine desire. What light,

then, does condemnation shed on salvation ? It reveals to us

the element of forgiveness. It shows us salvation as the out

come of mercy. He whom we have disobeyed makes Himself

known as
&quot;

ready to
pardon.&quot;

The gospel is the declaration

of the remission of sin. What was necessary that the

remission of sin, on the divine side, might be secured, does

not concern us here. It is enough that that is an element in

the salvation we are considering. And when we recall what

we have already learned regarding it, we perceive that without

it the other elements would have been insufficient. Seeking

and saving had to be accompanied by forgiving, if they were

to be effectual. Without forgiving, indeed, there could have

been no seeking ;
those who had to be sought, because lost,

would have been cast off. And, this being so, there could

have been no saving, for seeking was its condition. Seeking

and saving were the outcome of deep and intense love, of

love so deep and intense that it could meet the necessities of

its objects in pardoning mercy and reconciling grace.

Salvation, then, is a seeking and saving of the lost, and a

forgiving of the condemned, by God in Christ. But this

salvation rests on sacrifice :

&quot; God so loved the world, that He

gave His only begotten Son
&quot;

;

l &quot;

the Son of Man came not to

be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give His life a

ransom for
many.&quot;

- There was surrender, and surrender of

that which was of highest value, in order that the object con

templated might be accomplished. On this point it seems

unnecessary to dwell. Sacrifice, self-sacrifice, is admittedly

the note and central principle of Christianity, and finds its

highest and fullest expression and illustration in the advent

and work of its Founder. Salvation, then, is a divine effort

that aims at the recovery by God, and the restoration to their

1 John iii. 16.
- Matt. xx. 28.
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rightful place, of men who, because of error and waywardness,

are lost to God, who made them for Himself, and have fallen

from their rightful position, so that they cannot realise their

true nature and enjoy the privileges that are theirs as

spiritual beings, an effort that implies mercy as the con

dition of its initiation, and sacrifice as the condition of its

execution.

We have now to ask if salvation as thus defined, or the

aspects of salvation and the conceptions which it involves as

thus exhibited, can be classed under the kingdom of God.

And that they cannot seems evident. The sphere within

which we have been moving cannot, with anything approach

ing to accuracy, be designated a kingdom, and the attitude and

action which we have been considering are not such as are

suggested by, or harmonise with, kingship. We have been

speaking of endeavour on behalf of the disobedient and wilful

that, dictated by love and resting on sacrifice, seeks to win

these back by appeal and by assurance of favour and blessing,

in order that He who puts forth the endeavour may find

satisfaction in them, and they themselves may have comfort

and joy. Now, endeavour of this kind does not accord with

sovereignty. Kingship does not naturally, does not at all,

strictly speaking, express itself in love for erring and rebel

lious subjects, issuing in pity for them, and involving surrender

of that which is most valuable on their behalf. We do not

think of a monarch as one who himself, or by deputy, goes

after those who, by lawless acts, have forfeited the rights and

privileges of citizenship, that, by appeals addressed to them

in gracious word and beneficent activity, he may induce them

to resume their place under his sway. A monarch is a

governor, and, being a governor, his function is to make and

maintain laws. He is both a legislator and a judge. In

him authority resides, and by him authority is exercised. He

is to interpret and to embody in enactments the interests of

the community over which he presides, and is to guard and

secure the well-being of the community by insisting on
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obedience to the commands issued by him. When, therefore,

he has to deal with those who despise or disregard his

authority and violate or neglect his commands, he is bound

to inflict on them punishment, and, if need be, to expel and

exclude them from his dominions. He may, indeed, pardon

those who have broken the law, but, if he do so, it is not in

obedience to the demands of his position, but under the

influence of feelings that are stirred by considerations other

than those which that position permits him to entertain. He

pardons less as a king than as a man, and he regards him

whom he pardons less as a subject than as a man. His

pardon, if it be granted in the interest of the kingdom and

be not merely an act of caprice and favouritism, is not meant

to set aside the law, but to go deeper than the law, and, by

touching the human nature of the offender, lead him to

assume a right attitude toward the law. Salvation, there

fore, as the recall and recovery of those who have come under

the condemnation of God, or who have withdrawn themselves

from relation to God, thereby suffering loss, cannot be ex

pressed in terms of a kingdom or of kingship. It must be

brought under another and an entirely different category.

It is true that, in the Old Testament, God appears as King,

and in this capacity is represented as saving His people. But

this saving was preservation from harm and deliverance from

oppression, not pardon and recovery from the consequences of

disobedience and transgression. When the latter is spoken

of, Jehovah is presented in a different character, and features

that do not belong to kingship are emphasised. As King He

rules, and avenges Himself on those who set at nought His

laws
;
but it is as the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob

that He remembers His covenant and passes by transgression,

and it is as Jehovah, the Great I Am, the Being of beings,

the vital and vitalising spiritual centre to whom all spiritual

existences are related by a bond of reciprocal attachment,

that He is merciful and gracious, long-suffering and ready to

pardon.
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Within the conception of a kingdom it is impossible to

tirid room for the term &quot;

lost
&quot;

as employed by Christ.

Kingship on the one hand, and citizenship on the other, are

utterly inadequate to the thoughts suggested by it. These

demand a connection between God and man that is vastly

stronger and fuller, more intimate and more inward, than can

be represented by a civil or political tie. They point to a

community of life, whereby the fortunes and experiences of

the participating subject are reflected on and affect the com

municating subject. They imply an essential and affectional

relation, the breach of which does injury alike to him who

commits it and to Him against whom it is committed. But

such ideas as these are far away from the idea of a kingdom.

To bring them under it would be to transform it entirely, and

to divest it of all that is characteristic of it.

We have thus seen that the Fatherhood of God and

Salvation, two of the most prominent elements in the

teaching and work of Christ, cannot be ranged under the con

ception of a kingdom, save in an external and artificial

fashion. And this is sufficient to convince us that the

claim advanced on behalf of
&quot;

the kingdom of God &quot;

is un

founded, and that that category, whatever its value may be,

is not entitled to be regarded as
&quot;

exhaustive.&quot; For, as has

already been said, it can only be so regarded if every

doctrine taught by Christ and every effort put forth by Him

can be brought into organic relation with it, and two at

least of these, and those of vital importance, have been

proved to lie outside it.

The conclusion to which we have just come may lead

some to ask, What, then, of Christ s use of the phrase ?

Does not the fact that He employed it so often as He did

indicate that, in His opinion, it was an &quot; exhaustive category,&quot;

under which the whole contents of His teaching could be

classed, and, if that be the case, does not the preceding argu

ment and decision reflect on the estimate which He formed

of His message, and so on His wisdom ? These are pertinent
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questions, and deserve careful consideration. In order that

we may be able to answer them satisfactorily, we shall

inquire into Christ s use of the phrase. And in this inquiry

there are two points that must be kept distinct, and dealt with

each by itself. The first touches the frequency with which

Christ used the phrase in question, and the second, the sense in

which He used it. We shall look at these in the order named.

First, then, as to the frequency with which Christ used

the phrase. It is often said that He employed it constantly

and persistently in discourses and conversations. Candlish

declares that &quot;

it was the name by which our Lord habitually

spoke of His work,&quot;
1 and with him many agree. But was

this really the case ? That He used it very often no one

will venture to deny. But, though He used it very often,

He did not use it only or always. There were other terms

employed by Him once and again to which, judging from the

context and circumstances, He attached as much weight as

He did to it, and which, consequently, are entitled to at

least equal rank with it. This much a general view of the

subject constrains us to say. But a careful examination of

the facts carries us further than this, and produces the con

viction that some of the other terms have an even higher

value than it. When we follow closely the records given us of

Christ s life we observe that it does not appear with equal fre

quency throughout His career. At one time it is the ordinary,

almost the sole, form of expression adopted by Him when

expounding His mission
;

at another, it is only occasionally

adopted, others taking their place alongside it
; while, at a

third, it is well-nigh, if not wholly, discontinued. And what

is of importance, is that these periods are successive, following

each other in the order in which they have been stated.

That is to say, at the beginning of His ministry the phrase
&quot;

kingdom of God &quot;

was constantly employed by Him, but, as

His ministry progressed, it was less and less employed by

Him, until, toward the close, it was almost, if not altogether,
1 The Kingdom of God, p. 6.
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discarded by Him. That this is an accurate statement of

the facts cannot, we think, be denied if the fourth Gospel be

admitted as a faithful record of the utterances of Christ. In

that Gospel the expression occurs only once, viz. in the con

versation with Nicodemus. When before Pilate, Christ speaks

of His kingdom, but this is scarcely a case in point. If,

however, we take it into account, we have only two instances

in John s narrative of the use of this phrase by Christ. But

the admission of the fourth Gospel may be objected to.

We may be reminded that there are serious difficulties in the

way of accepting the Johannine authorship, and that, in any

case, the sayings of Christ have been so affected by the indi

viduality and circumstances of the author, whoever he was,

that his work cannot be regarded as a faithful reproduction

of these
; and, on this ground, it may be urged that when we

seek to learn what Christ really said, we ought to confine our

selves to the Synoptics. This, indeed, is the course generally

followed by those who accept the kingdom of God as an

exhaustive category.

Into the question of the authorship of the fourth Gospel

we cannot here enter. Nor is it necessary that we should do

so. All that is requisite for our argument can be gained

apart from the settlement of that problem. Wendt, in

deed, admits all that we require. While keeping the fourth

Gospel separate from the first three, he admits that it is in

harmony with these. His words are :

&quot;

Although, in the

discourses of the fourth Gospel, this title of the kingdom of

God occurs only in one place (iii.
3 and 5), yet, in reality,

the whole contents of those discourses, their testimony to His

Messiahship, and their exhortations to faith in Him, can be

ranked under the general subject of the kingdom of God,

and the two aspects under which He expounded it.&quot;
1 He

here allows that the contents of the Gospel which bears

John s name are in perfect accord with the teaching of

Christ, as that is reproduced by the Synoptics. But these

1 The Teaching of Jesus (Eng. trans.), vol. i. p. 174.
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contents profess to be reports of that teaching, and that they

are reports, and not merely products of the imagination, how

ever modified by transmission or by the idiosyncrasy and

reflection of him who makes them, is not denied. This, at

least, is the inference to be drawn from the fact that they

can be classed under the same general theme as the contents

of the Synoptics, which are accepted as genuine and faithful

reports. What we have, then, according to this writer, is

reports of utterances that must originally have been, if not

expressly connected with the conception of the kingdom of

God, dominated and moulded by that conception, and in these

reports the utterances are so changed that not only is this

conception never, save in one, or, at most, two instances,

mentioned or even definitely referred to, but also that the

ideas presented, and the lines of thought developed, are so

distinct from this conception that only by patient investiga

tion and reflection, and the exercise of not a little ingenuity,

can it be extracted from them or imposed on them. This

seems to me an impossible situation. I can understand a

follower of Christ being attracted by, and seeking to preserve,

aspects of His teachings that had not attracted or been pre

served by others, but I cannot understand such an one, in the

very early years of the Christian era, and in the circum

stances in which the author of the fourth Gospel, whoever

he was, must have lived and written, departing so completely

from the standpoint of Christ as not only never to allude to

the central and determining principle of His system, but to

present his material in such a way as never even to suggest

such a principle. For, be it observed, the question does not

turn on the presence or absence of a certain form of expres

sion, but on the character and significance of the statements

and discourses recorded. I could of course understand this

if there were evidence of a desire or intention to restate the

system of Christ, and place it on a basis other than that on

which He Himself placed it. In that case the conception of

the kingdom would be deliberately excluded, and another

23
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conception accepted and employed, and the details of the

system would be arranged accordingly. But that there is

no such desire or intention is apparent. The retention of

the phrase in the conversation with Nicodemus is fatal to

any such suggestion. It seems to me that we must either

reject the Fourth Gospel entirely as a report of Christ s words,

or allow that the general bearing, at least, of its contents

must be taken into consideration in determining the ground

and course of Christ s teaching. And, as already indicated,

I think the latter the right course to follow, and following

this course we discover a gradual change in the frequency

with which Christ used the expression kingdom of God.

In this connection, it is worthy of notice that in His

conversations with the Twelve the conception of the kingdom

is not at any period in His career employed so often as it is

in His discourses to the people, and that, toward the close, it

makes way entirely for other conceptions. In His farewell

words to them, for instance, it is not made use of at all,

though by these He was seeking to bring home to their

minds that which was central and fundamental. Instead of

expounding the kingdom of God, He speaks of showing them

the Father, of their abiding in Him and His abiding in

them, mutually and vitally related as the Vine and the

branches, and of the gift of the Spirit, who should lead

them into all truth. And in His intercessory prayer He

expresses His aim and desire thus :

&quot;

I in them, and Thou

in Me, that they may be made perfect in one
;
and that the

world may know that Thou hast sent Me, and hast loved them,

as Thou hast loved Me.&quot;
1

Without dwelling further on details, we may sum up the

situation as follows. Christ employs the phrase kingdom of

God almost constantly at the very beginning of His ministry,

but, as His ministry advances, He substitutes for it other

modes of expression that convey ideas different from that

conveyed by it
; and, in harmony with this, when addressing

1 John xvii. 23.
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the multitude, He employs it freely, whereas, when address

ing the inner circle, He shows a tendency to depart from

it and to adopt other forms of presenting His work and pur

pose, a tendency that is the reflection of the advance of the

disciples in knowledge, and, consequently, of their growing

ability to receive the truth in its fulness and depth. From all

this it follows, that for Him it does not possess a special and

unique value, and that, to His mind, it is not the only, still less

the best, or even an adequate, category. It is merely one

of many, having a special fitness in certain surroundings
because emphasising the phase of the subject that appealed

most to those to whom he was speaking, but limited in its

range, and therefore needing to be supplemented by others.

What has been said will be explained and confirmed by
a glance at the circumstances in which He began His work.

He was a Jew, addressing Jews, and His desire was to con

vince His hearers that He had come not to destroy the Law,
but to fulfil it, and, by fulfilling it, to meet the longings and

aspirations which it and the whole dispensation to which it

belonged were fitted to excite and intensify. For His coming
the prophets had sought to prepare the way, and in their

endeavour to do so they had cast their utterances into the

mould that was suggested by the history, and was in har

mony with the condition, of the nation. They had spoken
much of a kingdom that was to be established, and of a King
that was to reign in righteousness and in peace, and they had

done so because the chosen people, having been formed into a

kingdom, and having come to associate prosperity and happiness

with the reign of a wise and good king, like David, this was the

most natural and striking manner in which to present to them

the coming epoch with its purified community. It was after

this fashion, therefore, that the people of Palestine pictured

to themselves the work of the Messiah and the blessings that

He was to bring. And Christ, as a wise teacher, began on

the level of His hearers, and, at the outset of His work,

accepted their phraseology. In accepting it, however, He
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sought to widen its scope, and to give to it a larger signifi

cance, so that He might gradually transcend it, and lead

those to whom He spoke to higher standpoints and to wider

views of the effort He was to put forth and the organisation

He was to create. Wendt says :

&quot; In adopting this idea, He

sought to set His preaching in an intelligible relation to the

hopes of salvation which His contemporaries built upon the

prophetic promises of the Old Testament, and He claimed

that, in the kingdom of God which he announced, those hopes

found their true and express fulfilment.&quot;
1 This statement is

correct as an explanation of Christ s use of the phrase king

dom of God, but there is ambiguity in the last clause that

claims notice. Christ did undoubtedly claim that, in the

kingdom of God which He announced, the hopes of His

contemporaries found their true and express fulfilment
;
but

it has to be observed that it was in the community to which

He was provisionally applying the title kingdom of God, and

not in that community regarded simply as a kingdom, that

these hopes found their true and express fulfilment. As we

have already seen, He showed a disposition to abandon that

designation of His purpose and effort, and to substitute for it

others that, while more or less in harmony with its main

thought, were deeper and broader than it. A full view of

Christ s environment suffices to explain at once His employ

ment, and His gradual disuse, of the phrase in question.

It may, however, be said, that though the phrase
&quot;

kingdom

of God &quot;

was not the only form of expression employed by

Christ to designate the theme of His teaching and the aim of

His effort, it was the form of expression most generally

employed by Him
;
and it may be urged, that the persistence

with which He employed it can be explained only on the

ground that, to His mind, it possessed a unique value, and

was in a special degree fitted to suggest the central thought

of His system and work, and that, this being the case, the

right method of procedure is to assign it the chief place, and
1 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. i. p. 175.
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to range other forms of expression employed by Him under

it, and interpret them in accordance with it. This is a

position that may well be assumed by those who reject as

unauthentic, or set aside as doubtful, the Fourth Gospel, and

confine themselves to the Synoptics. For it must be ad

mitted that, in the latter, the phrase in question occurs very

much oftener than any other
;
so much oftener that, if we had

no data beyond those which they supply, and if the matter could

be settled by a simple comparison of the times that it appears

with the times that others appear, we should be compelled to

accept it as the determining category. That we have other

data than those supplied by the first three Gospels we have

sought to prove in the preceding argument. It may, how

ever, be of advantage to consider what the result would be if

the Synoptics were alone accepted. Let us then ask if, sup

posing we look only at the reports of Christ s sayings to be

found in the first three Gospels, we must regard the
&quot;

king

dom of God &quot;

as
&quot; an exhaustive

category.&quot;

This brings us to the second of the points which we saw

were raised by a consideration of Christ s use of the phrase

&quot;kingdom of God,&quot; viz. the sense in which He employed it.

In dealing with this point the first question that we have to

answer, and the only one that, in the present connection, we

need to answer, is, Did He always employ it in the same

sense ? And as we are dealing with a theory that interprets

it after a certain fashion, that question takes a more definite

form, viz. Did He always employ it in the sense indicated by

the interpretation which the theory in question puts upon it ?

Or, more explicitly, Did He always employ it to suggest a

community analogous to the civil and political communities

which we call kingdoms ?

Now, that a negative reply must be given to this

question cannot, we think, be denied. Even the most

superficial glance at the sayings of Christ will detect

many occasions on which He applied this form of ex

pression freely and loosely, and associated it with concep-
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tions and conditions that do not cohere with it, or spring

from it. Of these we shall mention only a few.

In one of His parables He likened the kingdom of God

unto leaven, which, being hid in three measures of meal,

leavened the whole mass. 1

By this analogy He suggests

the inwardness, the penetrating and permeating and quicken

ing quality of that which He was introducing into the world.

He represents it as a force that is to operate within men, and,

by doing so, is to develop and expand ;
as an energy that,

being generated in the spiritual nature of the individual, is

gradually to fill and colour his whole thought and activity,

and that, having been generated in one member of the com

munity, is to be communicated to others, and is thus to

vitalise and purify the whole. Clearly the thought which

He is expressing lies far apart from the conception of a

kingdom. That is an external and visible institution that

grows by inclusion, not by infusion
;
that spreads by a force

that compels, not by a force that impels ;
that extends by

triumph, not by transformation. It is not a principle that

is to commend itself to mind and heart, and to enlighten

and ennoble the life : it is an organisation that is to

embrace and govern its members, constraining them to

obedience and service. It is true that it may be spoken

of as being within the loyal and patriotic citizen, who gladly

accepts and submits to its authority, but that is a meta

phorical statement, and does not rest on a natural reference

of the term. What that term indicates is not truth working

within individuals, revolutionising them and drawing them

within its influence, but a community of individuals, held

together, it may be, by an external necessity and restraint,

and subject to one head and ruler
;
and yet it is the former

and not the latter that can be likened unto leaven.

In two parables, that follow immediately that of the

leaven, the kingdom of God is likened to a pearl of great

price, and to treasure hid in a field, which appeared so

1 Matt. xiii. 33.
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valuable to those who were aware of their existence that

they went and sold all that they had in order that they

might be able to secure them.1 The ideas which these

analogies suggest are possession and enrichment, with the

satisfaction and happiness which these produce. The pearl

and the treasure are things that may be gained by us and

may become ours. And such is the kingdom of God, in one

of its phases. This phase, too, is often exhibited and em

phasised by Christ. His first beatitude was,
&quot; Blessed are

the poor in spirit : for theirs is the kingdom of heaven,&quot;

and the note that is there struck by Him is sounded once

and again throughout His ministry. But the thought which

it indicates does not coincide with the conception of a king

dom. The latter points to an organisation to which we may

belong ;
the former, to an object which may belong to us. Of

a kingdom we may be members, of pearls or treasures we

may be owners. Between a political institution and an

article of value, in respect of the relation which men can

bear to them, there is an essential distinction. They stand

on different levels and pertain to different spheres. Hence,

in the parables before us, Christ is clearly employing the

phrase
&quot;

kingdom of heaven
&quot;

loosely and generally, as a

convenient title for His work supplied by the circumstances

of His age, but which, by the combinations in which He

presents it, He is declaring inadequate, and is slowly

merging in that which is more comprehensive and more

penetrating.

It would be easy to mention other instances of the use by

Christ of the phrase
&quot;

kingdom of God
&quot;

in a sense that lies

apart from the conception of a kingdom, taken in its strict

significance, but this is unnecessary. They are so numerous

as to force themselves on the notice of every reader of the

sayings of Christ. They are to be met with in almost every

page of the Synoptics. Indeed, the difficulty is not to find

cases in which the expression must be interpreted loosely,

1 Matt. xiii. 44-46.
2 Matt. v. 3.
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but to find cases in which it must be interpreted literally.

The latter are extremely rare. Very seldom does Christ

expound the kingdom of God in terms of kingship and

citizenship. Most frequently He exhibits its nature and

bearing by reference to other and entirely different con

ditions and relations. This being so, there is no occasion

for us to cite numerous passages. Those that have been

referred to will serve as examples. They are representative

of a large class, the members of which, however diverse in

many respects, unite in testifying to the varied application

by Christ of the conception of the kingdom of God.

We thus discover that even if we confine ourselves to the

Synoptics, and admit that the phrase
&quot;

kingdom of God &quot;

was

the usual form of expression employed by Christ in describing

the subject of His teaching and the object of His endeavour,

we are not thereby compelled to accept the &quot;

kingdom of

God &quot;

as an exhaustive category, or a determining principle

under which all that He said and did must, or even may, be

classed. The ideas associated with it are so varied that need

is felt for a conception that will unify them
;
and that concep

tion must be one that is deeper and fuller, more penetrating

and more vital, than can be presented in terms of kingship

and citizenship.

To the line of argument we have been pursuing exception

may be taken by some, on the ground that those who accept

the &quot;

kingdom of God &quot;

as an exhaustive category do not take

the term kingdom in its strict and literal sense. That they

do not is freely admitted, but that they are inconsistent in

this we have sought to show. It is, however, easier to say in

what sense they do not take it than to say in what sense

they do take it. Sometimes, apparently, it does not mean

anything particular, but is merely a heading under which the

teaching and work of Christ are ranged, in a loose and

unconnected fashion. As such, it is clearly not a category in

any sense of the term, and cannot be regarded as a deter

mining principle affording guidance in the effort to under-
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stand what Christ said and did. Sometimes, however, it is

treated as suggestive of an ideal community in general, a

community, that is to say, the nature of which is left

undefined. Viewed in this way, it indicates that Christ s

aim was social in character
;
that what He sought to do was

to found a society within which righteousness and truth and

purity would manifest themselves, but a society that was not

to correspond exactly in its structure to any of the organisa

tions with which men were familiar, but was gradually to

embrace and transform all these. Now, that there is much

truth in this representation of Christ s aim cannot be denied.

His aim, indeed, could not but be social in reference. Those

whom He came to save were social by constitution
;
and

inasmuch as His salvation was central and fundamental

in its effects and operation, it must influence in their social

relations those who submitted to it. The social element

in their nature would be strengthened and purified by their

relation to Him
;

and this would of necessity draw them

together in intimate fellowship, and impel them to seek the

realisation of the ideal which that fellowship suggested in the

world at large. The result to which Christ looked forward

was, without doubt, the founding of an ideal community, or

rather the transformation of existing communities into ideal

communities, all of which would be parts of one great com

munity, of which God would be the head and purified human

beings the members. But, while this is the case, it does not

follow that the conception of such a community, by whatever

name it is named, is an exhaustive category, under which the

whole teaching and work of Christ may be classed. To me it

seems that, while lifting into prominence one side of that teach

ing and work, it casts the other, and, in the circumstances,

the more important side, into the shade. What we ought to

emphasise is the individual aspect of Christ s effort : certainly

we ought not to belittle it by employing phraseology that

does not suggest it.
&quot;

Social salvation
&quot;

is an expression that

presents an important thought, but, at the same time, it may
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convey a false impression. It may lead those who use it or

hear it to forget that &quot;

social salvation
&quot;

rests on, and is the

issue and summation of, individual salvation, and to fancy

that there can be reformation of men in the mass. It may,
of course, be said that the opposite error may be committed,

if individual salvation be insisted on. And that is true
;
but

seeing that man is essentially social, if the salvation of the

individual be real it must manifest itself in a social form,

and hence the danger is less in this than in the other case.

The wise course is to keep both phases in view in stating

Christ s aim. Any conception that exhibits only one phase

must be pronounced inadequate. This being so,
&quot;

the king

dom of God,&quot; even if understood to mean only a community
in a general sense, cannot be accepted as exhaustive, or as a

determining principle. Indeed, its very generality would

prevent us assigning to it this character. What a com

munity in general means, if it really means anything at all,

it is very difficult to say, but, as general, it does not possess

the qualities necessary for guiding us in our endeavour to

discover the inner significance of the teaching and work of

which it is the declared outcome.

From all that has been said, then, on this subject, it

follows that Christ s mission and message cannot be summed

up in one conception or category, by the analysis of which

we can discern His mind on the subject of our inquiry. In

order to learn the bearing of these on the matter under con

sideration, we must examine in detail. His utterances and the

facts of His life, in so far as these affect the point raised. It

will not, however, be necessary to examine all such utter

ances and facts. A selection will be enough, provided that

the selection made be sufficiently wide and varied to bring before

us His treatment of the different phases of the question.



LECTURE IX

THE DUTY OF MAN

IN this and the succeeding lecture we are to consider the

bearing of Christ s teaching and life on the relation between

morality and religion. And these may be looked at from two

different points of view, viz. the duty of man and the need of

man. In the present lecture we shall deal with them in the

former reference. And what we have to ask is, Did Christ in

His teaching and life, as these touch the duty of man, testify

to the existence of a connection between morality and re

ligion ? and, if so, What was the nature of the connection to

the existence of which He testified ?

First, then, as to the existence of a connection. Did

Christ represent these two spheres of human interest as

standing in a definite relation to each other ? To this ques

tion an affirmative answer must be given. The very fact that

He discoursed of both proves that He held that there was a

bond of union between them. This becomes plain when we

remember who and what He was. He was the revelation of

God to men. He had come to proclaim on earth good news

and glad tidings of great joy. These good news and glad

tidings were spiritual in import. They were a declaration of

divine grace and an invitation of divine love. He who was

the means of their communication was to influence those to

whom He spoke in such a way that they would surrender

themselves to the divine will. His aim was the reconciliation

of men to God. His work was therefore religious in character
;

this was its distinctive feature. He occupied a religious
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standpoint, fulfilled a religious mission, and inaugurated a

religious movement. He was pre-eminently the Founder of

a religion. And yet, though the Founder of a religion, and,

as such, a religious teacher and reformer, He does not confine

Himself to the treatment of religion in the strict sense of the

term, but devotes much of His attention and effort to the

exposition and inculcation of duty, personal and social. That

He should have done so shows unmistakably that, to His

mind, morality is intimately connected with religion. Were

this not the case, then His method of procedure would be

utterly inexplicable. We should be completely at a loss to

understand why He should have turned aside to discourse

of matters that lay entirely outside the field of His

work. Not only would His action have been inexplicable,

it would have been blameworthy ;
for He would have been

neglecting the special task assigned Him, and dissipating

the strength that should have been expended in the pro

clamation of the truth He had been commissioned to make

known, in discussing questions with which He had no special

concern.

Further, having regard to the large space occupied by
moral subjects in His teaching, we should be compelled to say

that, if he did not look upon morality and religion as vitally

related, His procedure reflects on His wisdom and skill.

For the large place assigned by Him to morality would have

obscured for His hearers the supreme importance of the truth

about God, and man s relation to God, which He had come to

declare. His line of action would have been, in the highest

degree, unwise and prejudicial to His cause. Only on the

ground of a conviction that morality was a matter of the

greatest importance, and stood in such a, definite relation to

religion that to treat of it was to treat of religion, or was, at

least, a necessary preliminary to that treatment, could Christ

have acted as He did. And thus, apart altogether from the

substance of His utterances, and in view merely of the topics

discussed by Him, we find warrant for saying that, for Him,



THE DUTY OF MAN 365

morality and religion are most intimately connected, and have

a definite bearing on each other.

The conclusion, reached by a consideration of Christ s

method, will be confirmed by an examination of His teaching.

And, as bearing generally on the fact of a connection between

morality and religion, we notice that Christ emphasised

the individuality of man, the unity of human nature and,

therefore, of human life. On one occasion He said,
&quot; No man

can serve two masters.&quot;
1 The masters to whom He referred

and He indicated that they were the only masters to whom
men could render service were God and Mammon. He was

discoursing of devotion to the world, and He was seeking to

impress upon His hearers that such devotion was quite incom

patible with devotion to God. In order that He might give

point and force to His warning, He bases it on a general

principle. Divided allegiance, He says, is impossible in any

sphere. We cannot, at the same time and in the same cir

cumstances, obey two superiors who are opposed to each

other in aim and purpose. And yet that is what those are

attempting who are seeking to be at once worldly and re

ligious. They are endeavouring to apply in their conduct

two principles that are antagonistic to each other, and this

they cannot do. It is, however, rather with the general

bearing than with the special application of the saying that

we are at present concerned. What, then, does it imply ?

It implies that man is a unity, and that, being a unity, he

must be governed in all his movements by one principle. If

he definitely accept the world as his principle, he will be

worldly throughout ;
and if he definitely accept God, he will

be godly throughout. He cannot honour the one principle at

one time and place, and the other at another. For the

rational nature in its essence, indeed, there is neither time

nor place. The bearing of this thought on the point before

us is evident. If man be thus a unity, he cannot have

one basis for his moral life and another for his religious;

1 Matt. vi. 24.
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he cannot be moved by one impulse when dealing with his

fellows, and by another when dealing with God. Funda

mentally, that which sways him in spiritual affairs will be

the same as that which sways him in temporal affairs. And,

therefore, morality and religion stand in intimate relation to

each other.

But the utterance before us has another reference, which

lends confirmation to the result just reached. Christ indicates

that, if God be truly served by men, He must be served by

them in all circumstances. This implies that God claims

every department of human effort as subject to His govern

ment. Were this not so, were there any section, however

small, outside His rule, then it would be possible, not only

possible but necessary, for men to serve two masters. But

if the divine government be thus absolute and universal in

its extent, it must be honoured both in morality and in re

ligion; and since there can be no division in the divine

nature, the principle that holds in the one must be in har

mony with the principle that holds in the other, and, in

virtue of this harmony, the two spheres must be linked

together.

So far we have dealt with the matter under consideration

in a quite general fashion. We have sought to show from

Christ s method, as from Christ s theory of human nature,

that in His system morality and religion are closely related.

We come now to look at some statements that have a special

bearing on the point.

And we begin by noting some sayings that set forth the

inadequacy of morality if it be not based on religion. The

first of these to which we shall allude is the response of

Christ to the young man who asked Him what good thing he

must do that he might have eternal life.
1

Christ, it will be

remembered, first enumerated certain commandments, and

then, when the young man declared that he had kept these

from his youth up, He bade him go and sell all that he had,
1 Matt. xix. 16.
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and come and follow Him. It is important to notice what

the commandments were that Christ cited. They were those

of the Second Table :

&quot; Thou shalt do no murder, thou

shalt not commit adultery, thou shalt not steal, thou shalt

not bear false witness, honour thy father and thy mother :

and thou shalt love thy neighbour as
thyself.&quot; They were

those, that is to say, that belonged to the sphere of morality.

They touched, and touched only, man s relations to his fellows
;

none of them touched, directly at least, man s relation to

God, That Christ should have passed over the religious

section of the Decalogue, and fixed His attention and the

attention of His questioner on the moral, cannot be without

significance. He was clearly suiting His reply to the need

of the youth who had appealed to Him
;
He was leading up

to a statement that would form the injunction and direction

sought and required.
&quot; All these have I kept from my youth

up : what lack I yet ?
&quot;

said the young man. Christ does not

question the truth of this response ;
He rather admits it. It

was no doubt true, as true, at least, as any such statement

could be. Evidently the young man had been correct in his

behaviour, scrupulous in his regard for the requirements of

the Law, eminently moral in his life and conduct. But there

was something wanting, without which eternal life could not

be enjoyed by him. This he himself felt, and Christ not only

confirmed, but interpreted his feeling.
&quot; Go and sell,&quot; and

&quot; come and follow me,&quot; said He. The injunction of Christ is

twofold :

&quot; Go and sell
&quot;

and &quot; come and follow me.&quot; The

former suggests that more than he had yet done was de

manded of him, and the latter indicates the source whence

the stimulus needful for the doing of it may be derived. In

the past he had occupied a purely negative position. He had

not done any murder, he had not committed adultery, he had

not stolen
;
in a word, he had not violated the several com

mands to which Christ had referred. In the future he must

exchange the negative for the positive. He must recognise

that it is not enough for him to be able to say that he has
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not defrauded any man
;
he must be able to say that he has

helped not a few. He must be brought to feel that he may
be defrauding his fellows, although he take nothing from

them, if he refuse to share with them the plenty he possesses.

He must show himself ready to give up all that he has if

occasion should arise. Short of that point, he could not

attain the peace that he sought, because, short of that point,

he was short of that self-surrender that is the condition of

life eternal.

But Christ said more than &quot; Go and sell.&quot; He said, also,

&quot; Come and follow me.&quot; He inculcated an act of self-con

secration as well as an act of self-denial. The latter was but

the preliminary and the means to the former, and the former

was to supply the impulse and the motive -power for the

latter. Christ sought, by awakening devotion to Himself, to

kindle an enthusiasm that would consume selfishness, and

make the abandonment of worldly position and goods easy.

In other words, He endeavoured to quicken the religious

sentiment, and, by so doing, to lift the young man out of the

purely moral region in which he had hitherto been moving.

What was meant by following Him is clearly shown by the

remark made by Christ when the young man went away
sorrowful :

&quot; A rich man shall hardly enter into the kingdom

of heaven.&quot;
&quot;

Following Him &quot;

was thus entering into the

kingdom of God. It was occupying the spiritual standpoint,

accepting the spiritual principle, and pursuing the spiritual

aim. &quot;Following,&quot; then, was as necessary as
&quot;selling&quot;;

more necessary, indeed, for the selling might be performed

with a subordinate motive
; and, in any case, if it stood by

itself it would not supply that which was lacking.

Here, then, we have a striking testimony on the part of

Christ to the inadequacy of morality without religion. The

keeping of the Commandments was insufficient
;
the selling

and distribution of goods was insufficient. Along with these

there must be &quot;

following
&quot;-

personal attachment to Him who

is good.
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Another passage that points in the same direction, is that

in the Sermon on the Mount in which Jesus deals with the

giving of alms. 1 In it He connects care for the poorer

brethren with regard for the Father in Heaven. He indicates

that it is not enough to be considerate and kindly ;
con-

siderateness and kindness must have a religious basis if they

are to possess real value. The Pharisees were far from the

apprehension of this truth. They did what they did, to be

seen of men. It is this mistaken aim that Christ is exposing

and endeavouring to correct. And what is noteworthy is,

that He does not seek to purify their aim by merely urging

them to act from a feeling of brotherhood, by merely calling

upon them to cherish, in modern phraseology, an altruistic

spirit, but that He passes at once to the highest ground the

religious. He declares that God takes account of what is

done by men on behalf of their fellows, and rewards them for

their good deeds
;
and He bids those to whom He is speaking

keep this divine interest in their conduct before them, as a

stimulus and a guide.

We have thus learned that Christ taught that morality

is insufficient of itself, and that it requires religion to give

to it true value. We must now take the other side, and

adduce evidence that Christ taught that religion which does

not issue in morality is without real worth.

In the Sermon on the Mount we read :

&quot;

If thou bring

thy gift to the altar, and there rememberest that thy brother

hath ought against thee
;
leave there thy gift before the altar,

and go thy way ;
first be reconciled to thy brother, and then

come and offer thy gift.&quot;

2 This is clearly a special applica

tion of a general principle. What is presented to us is a

worshipper going up to the temple with an offering, that he

may discharge his religious duties. With the offering no

fault whatever is found. So far from objection being taken

to it, it is referred to as suitable. The worshipper is not

bidden cast it aside as worthless, but is only commanded to

1 Matt. vi. 1-4.
2 Matt. v. 23, 24.

24
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hold it over till the necessary conditions have been fulfilled.

&quot; Leave there thy gift before the altar
&quot;

;

&quot; then come and

offer thy gift.&quot;
Now what are the conditions ? They are

the adjustment of relations with those with whom the wor

shipper has to do. Against him one of these has some

ground, some just ground, of complaint, and of this ground

of complaint he is aware
;
and the declaration is, that so long

as that ground of complaint is allowed to exist, no gift offered

will be received by God. Here the settlement of a dispute,

or at least the attempt to effect a settlement, is laid down as

essential to acceptable worship. Injury done to a brother,

not repented of and atoned for, is fatal to acceptance with

God, however costly the gift with which He is approached.

These things might seem to us to be quite distinct from each

other, so distinct that they could be united only in a formal

and artificial fashion, but Christ, in the utterance under

consideration, brings them into closest union, or rather dis

closes the closeness of their union, to each other. He links

them together in such a way that the one becomes the

condition of the other, so that the one without the other is

worthless not honouring and pleasing, but dishonouring and

displeasing, to Jehovah. Nor is the ground of Christ s

deliverance difficult to discover. The offering of a gift on

the altar is a religious act. As such it is the expression, or

professed expression, of a certain state of mind and heart

produced by a perception of relation to God. It therefore

implies surrender to God and obedience to His will on the

part of him who makes it. But the will of God governs the

whole sphere of being, and thus refusal to recognise that

will in one department neutralises willingness to recognise it

in another. He that offends in one point is guilty of all.

Hence to make sacrifice while violating the divine arrange

ment in one of its references is not to exalt, but to insult,

Him to whom the sacrifice is made. It is a purely formal

procedure, and is, therefore, without value. In the case

supposed by Christ, value can be imparted to it only by
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effort to repair injury done in the social sphere. From this

it follows that religion which does not determine a man s

relation to his fellows, and constrain him to act toward them

in a just and honourable fashion, is worthless, is not, strictly

speaking, religion at all.

Having thus learned that Christ, in His discourses, teaches

that morality and religion are intimately related to each other,

we go on to ask what He said as to the nature and extent of

their relation. And we begin our inquiry with a considera

tion of the answer given by Christ to the lawyer who asked

Him about &quot; the first commandment of all.&quot;
l Christ s reply

was :

&quot; Hear Israel
;
The Lord our God is one Lord : and thou

shalb love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all

thy soul, and with all thy mind, and with all thy strength :

this is the first commandment. And the second is like, namely

this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. There is none

other commandment greater than these.&quot; This is an im

portant utterance, perhaps the most important that we have

bearing on the point before us. Before considering its con

tent, let us observe one or two things concerning it.

First of all we note that, though the inquiry only bore on

the first commandment, Christ does not stop with what He

calls the first, but adds another, which He calls the second,

and which He unites to the first in such a way as to indicate

that the two are vitally related. &quot;There is none other

commandment,&quot; says He, &quot;greater
than these.&quot; And this

combination appears all the more remarkable when we

remember that the two commandments do not stand together

in the Old Testament. The first is quoted from Deuteronomy

and the second from Leviticus. That Christ should have

bound them together, as He does here, implies that He

regarded them as essentially related to each other. It is

clear that, in His view, to have repeated the first command

ment alone would have been to give an incomplete and

misleading reply to the question addressed to Him. Not

1 Mark xii. 28-34.
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that the commandment itself was incomplete and misleading,

but that the standpoint of the inquirer was such that he

would have failed to discern its precise bearing and import,

and would have limited its reference to specifically religious

duties. There was, therefore, need for an addition that

would be exegetical, bringing out a particular application of

the injunction that would otherwise have been overlooked.

Christ, in effect, says, the first commandment concerns itself

with the relation of man to God, but it must be remembered

that the relation of man to God affects the relation of man

to man.

The next point to be observed is the order in which

Christ arranges the two commandments. The combination

of them was His own. He was, therefore, free to state them

in whatever order seemed to Him best. Hence the order

which He adopted is not without significance. He puts first,

that which defines man s relation to God, and second, that

which defines man s relation to man. He thus indicates that

the former is greater, more comprehensive, than the latter is,

indeed, its basis.

Passing from these preliminary points to the substance of

Christ s response, we note that what is set forth as the first

commandment consists of two parts, viz.
&quot; Hear Israel,

the Lord our God is one Lord,&quot; and &quot; Thou shalt love the

Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and

with all thy mind, and with all thy strength.&quot; Of these, the

first is a doctrine and the second is an injunction. That the

doctrine is of the utmost importance is evident from the

place it holds not only in Christ s reply, but also in the

lawyer s response. It is, indeed,. the ground of the injunction.

With it men must start if they are even to attempt to obey

the injunction. If the unity and the universality of God be

not accepted, the call to love Him with our whole being will

sound absurd. With this, Israel was to begin
&quot; Jehovah our

God, Jehovah is one.&quot; And, having admitted this fact, they

were to go on to love, with all their powers and faculties, the
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One God whose existence they acknowledged by that admis

sion. On Him their feelings were to be concentrated, and

in Him their nature was to find its object, the sphere of its

exercise and the satisfaction of its yearning.

In the injunction, we have not so much a command as an

indication of the attitude which a true conception of the

nature of God will compel us to assume. It speaks of love,

but love cannot be the subject of a command
;
at anyrate,

it cannot be manifested merely in obedience to a command.

It is emotional in basis, and must, therefore, be spontaneous,

the response of our nature to a character presented to us.

Jehovah is One, the only One, so that to Him our thoughts

should be turned
;
and the issue of our contemplation of Him,

if that be real and earnest, will be love, love that is a con

suming passion, deepening in intensity with growing insight.

This, of course, implies the possession and manifestation, by

Him who is contemplated, of qualities, that are fitted to

awaken love. And He whom Israel knew possessed and

manifested such qualities. As their creator, He had made

them in His own image, so that to see and know Him was

to see and know that One in whom was realised all that

they were capable of conceiving or becoming, and who,

accordingly, appealed to that which was deepest in their

nature. To see and know the One God, then, in His true

character, was to surrender themselves to Him as their

very heart s desire. But to Israel He was more than a

creator. For them He bore a special character and occupied

a special position. He was Jehovah, the covenant God,

who had interposed on their behalf and done great things

for them, who had delivered them and defended them,

who had provided for them and guided them, bestowing

upon them manifold tokens of His fatherly affection and

interest. He had proclaimed and proved Himself,
&quot; the Lord

God, merciful and gracious, long suffering, and abundant in

goodness and truth
&quot;

;

l not only dispensing bounty, but

1 Ex. xxxiv. 6.
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passing by shortcoming and transgression, and, when He

afflicted and punished, revealing, in the affliction and

punishment, a loving purpose, and associating with these,

comforting and encouraging promises and assurances. Thus,

alike in His general and in His special character, Jehovah

was the object of affection to the devout children of Israel.

As the only God, He had a claim on their reverential regard

and their loving surrender
;
and as the covenant God, He not

only disclosed the full significance of that claim, but lent to

it a new and peculiar weight, so that those who rightly appre

hended the meaning of the name by which He had called

Himself would be constrained, by the impulse of a spiritual

response, to love Him &quot; with all their heart, and with all their

soul, and with all their mind, and with all their strength.&quot;

From the first commandment we turn to the second.

In it, also, love is enjoined ;
but the love that is enjoined

in it differs, alike in object and in measure, from the love

that is enjoined in the first. It is
&quot; our neighbour

&quot;

that

we are to love, and we are to love him &quot;

as ourselves.&quot;

The latter is the important point in the present connection.

So far as God is concerned, we are to love Him with our

whole heart and soul and mind and strength. To love

Him as ourselves is not enough. In relation to Him no

standard is admissible. He is one and alone, the source and

ground of all, so that to Him there must be complete

surrender. It is quite different with respect to our neighbour.

He is not above us
;
he is on the same level as we, embraced

in the same system. This being so, we are called upon to

treat him as we treat ourselves, in a manner that is becoming

our nature and place in the organism of humanity. We are

not to regard him as an isolated unit, who is to be viewed as

standing apart from us, and whose claim upon us is to be

determined by his individual attainments or special circum

stances. We are to regard him as a member of a vast

system, taking his character and deriving his position and

rights from his connection therewith. In other words, we
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are to think of his essential relations rather than of his

actual condition. The latter will often repel rather than

attract
;
and if we view our fellows only as individuals, we

shall feel no impulse toward them, regarded merely as our

neighbours. Only when we recognise that we are united to

them, as members with us of one system, shall we experience

affection for them apart from any special tie binding us to

them. And it is by this community of membership that

the standard of the love we are to cherish toward them is

fixed. We are to love them &quot;

as ourselves.&quot; But what is it

that determines our attitude toward ourselves ? What is the

basis of self-respect ? From the present standpoint, it is the

appreciation of our standing as parts of the organism of

humanity, with all that this implies. By apprehending the

position that is ours, in virtue of our constitution, we dis

cover what is due to ourselves and how we ought to treat

ourselves. But since our fellows are the same in constitu

tion as we, to apprehend our position is to apprehend theirs,

and to discover what is due to ourselves and how we ought

to treat ourselves, is to discover what is due to them and how

we ought to treat them. The attitude we are to assume

toward our neighbours is defined by the attitude we are to

assume toward ourselves. Self-respect is the ground and

spring of respect for others.

Having thus looked at the two commandments, taken

separately, we proceed to consider the relation between them.

Both enjoin love, but the love enjoined by the one differs

from the love enjoined by the other, alike in respect of object

and of measure
;
and difference in these respects implies

difference in character. But what is the nature of that

difference? Is it absolute or relative? The answer to

this question will be reached by an examination of the

terms employed by Christ. He says that we are to love

God with all our heart and soul and mind and strength,

and that we are to love our neighbour as ourselves. Of

these two requirements, it is evident that the latter is a
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special application of the former. In other words, love

of our neighbour is embraced in love of God. Were this

not the case, then either the one or the other must be pro

nounced impossible, and either the one command or the other

would be unwarranted. We cannot love God with all our

heart and soul and mind and strength, if, apart from our

love of God, we can manifest love to our neighbour, for the

simple reason that an exercise of the faculties indicated is

demanded for the manifestation of the latter love, and their

exercise in the manifestation of the latter admits only of their

partial exercise in the manifestation of the former. Hence

if we are to love God with all our heart and soul and mind

and strength, and at the same time to love our neighbour,

love to our neighbour must not only harmonise with, but must

be involved in, must, indeed, be the issue of, love to God.

We may, indeed, love some of our fellows apart from love to

God, but that love is different from the love referred to in the

commandments cited by Christ. It is individual in character,

an emotion determined by the peculiar temperament of him

who cherishes it
;
whereas the other is general in character,

springing not from temperament, but from constitution, the

attitude and disposition which, as rational, spiritual beings,

we ought to assume and display toward all the members of

the human family.

Confirmation of what has been said will be gained if we

think of the objects of the two loves. The object of the first

is God,
&quot; our God &quot;

according to the statement quoted and

homologated by Christ. He was the God of Israel, and it was

as such that they were to love Him. He was, indeed, the

God of each, but he was the God of each because the God of

all. That is to say, His relation to each rested on that which

was common to all. Hence, a man who loved God truly

would love those who stood in the same relation to God as

he did. It was, indeed, this community of relationship that

constituted neighbourhood. And what was true of God in

relation to Israel was true of God in relation to humanity.
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This it was part of Christ s mission to declare. And as a

result of this declaration, He taught that the neighbours of the

Jew were not merely those who were bound with him in the

Covenant, but all men, whatever their nationality. In dealing

with the second commandment, we saw that we could love

men as ourselves only as we recognised that they and we

were members of the organism of humanity. That result is

in perfect harmony with the position just laid down. For the

organism of humanity is not independent and self-existent.

It is dependent on God, and exists as a unity and a com

munity in virtue of its relation to Him
;
and therefore right

relation to it is implied in right relation to Him. We thus

perceive that love to God carries with it love to our neighbour.

And this being so, the second commandment is implied in

the first, and so far from enjoining something different from

that which is enjoined in the first, it does little more than

emphasise an element in its demand.

Thus the reply of Christ to the lawyer, when rightly

interpreted, sets before us plainly the position of Christ on

the subject under discussion. He places religion, as love to

God, in the forefront. It is first and fundamental. In a

sense, it is the sole requirement, because all else is included

in it. Hence it stands by itself in Deuteronomy. But lest

the statement of it alone might mislead, by being taken in a

narrow sense, Christ adds the moral requirement that springs

from it. Along with love to God, and as a special application

of it, we are to manifest love of our neighbour.

The scribe who had put the question to Christ is im

pressed by the inwardness of the reply which he receives.

He says that the states of mind and heart indicated by Jesus

are
&quot; more than all whole burnt-offerings and sacrifices.&quot; These

were, in themselves, external acts, and might have no real

basis in feeling might not be expressive of love to God, and

might be performed entirely apart from love to our neighbour.

Christ says,
&quot; Thou art not far from the kingdom of God.&quot;

He was not far from the right standpoint. He had, to a
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certain extent, grasped the bearing of the commandments, but

lie had not quite attained the spiritual point of view. The

mention of burnt-offerings and sacrifices, and the comparison

of these with love to God and to our neighbour, betrays a

legal outlook. What was required, that he might take his

place within the kingdom, was the idea of God which Christ

had come to give. Without this, the nature of Jehovah and

of His relation to Israel could not be rightly apprehended,

and, so long as this was the case, the full meaning of the two

commandments could not be perceived.

In order, then, to complete our examination of Christ s

utterance, we must consider what according to Him the term

God meant. That He invested it with a new meaning we are

all aware, and yet the new meaning was rather an unfolding of

what lay wrapped up in the old than an addition to it. God

was, from the first, all that Christ showed Him to be. He is

the unchangeable One, the same in essence throughout all the

mutations of that movement which is the manifestation of

Himself and the execution of His thought and purpose. Not

only was He in Himself all that Christ showed Him to be,

He was so in His relation to His people ; but, owing to the

hardness of their hearts, they could not at once appreciate

His words to them and His dealings with them. That was

disclosed to them gradually, and was finally and fully declared

to them by Jesus Christ.

What, then, was the idea of God which Christ presented

to men ? What was the new truth He taught regarding

Him ? It was the idea of Fatherhood
;

it was the truth,

that God stood in a paternal relation to men. This was the

fundamental, the central thought of His system ;
this was

the basis and burden of His teaching ;
this was the ground

and guarantee of His work. It is, however, with its bearing

on men and their obligations that we are at present concerned.

Clearly the character with which God is invested will affect

our estimate of the duties that devolve upon us. This it will

certainly do if we recognise that there is but One Lord.
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That One Lord, then, is our Father, and we are His children.

The attitude to be assumed by us toward Him is the attitude

of children to a father, and, in agreement with this, is the

attitude we are to assume toward our fellows. They are

children, even as we. They are our brethren, and we are to

display toward them brotherly sentiments and brotherly

conduct. Our attitude toward God is to be filial
;
our atti

tude toward men is to be fraternal
;
the latter is thus an

issue of the former, or rather, it is a special phase of it. This

is distinctly stated by Christ in the Sermon on the Mount.

Having bidden His hearers love their enemies, bless them

that curse them, do good to them that hate them, and pray

for them that despitefully use them and persecute them, He

proceeds,
&quot;

that ye may be the children of your Father which

is in heaven.&quot;
1 It was as children of the common Father

that men were to determine themselves in their dealings with

their fellows. From the Fatherhood of God there sprang the

brotherhood of men.

What, then, is implied in fatherhood ? It suggests a tie

of some kind. Perhaps the first thought that occurs to us

in seeking to answer this question is, that the father is the

one from whom the child draws his life, and by whom he is

supported and cared for. But this is clearly inadequate to

the circumstances. It would not furnish a basis broad enough
for the structure reared upon it. At most, it would yield the

conception of duty. The parent might feel obligation to pro

vide for the child whom he had called into existence, and the

child might feel obligation to obey the parent who has done

so much for him
;
but this idea of obligation is far short of

the content and reference of fatherhood and sonship. These

carry us beyond duty, and lift us to the sphere of affection.

They speak of love, of an emotion that makes duty a pleasure

and service a delight. Now, what is demanded for the

existence and maintenance of that emotion ? There is de

manded affinity of nature; not simply a recognition, but a

1 Matt. v. 44, 45.
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sense, of relationship. In other words, if fatherhood and

sonship are to be truly manifested there must be advance

beyond the simple fact of generation, the formal tie created

by communication of life. This furnishes only the con

ditions needful for the manifestation of the sentiment of

filial regard ;
and if there be nothing but the conditions, the

end will not be realised.
&quot; Honour thy father and thy

mother&quot; is the form given in the Old Testament to the duty

resting on children. Honour is required, but honour implies

something more than simply submitting to conditions within

which we find ourselves. Honour is the response of our

nature to that which appeals to and moves us by its

nobility.

When Christ, then, taught the Fatherhood of God, He

taught more than the dependence of men on God for life
;

He taught the existence of a bond linking men to God, a

bond real, tender, vital, because springing from affinity of

nature. God is the Father of men not merely because He
has made them. Creator and Father are not synonymous
terms. He has made much beside man, much that is less

and lower than man. He has made the sun and the moon

and the stars, plant and flower, beast and bird and fish
;
but

He is not spoken of as the Father of these, or as loving them.

They were not made in His image. He has not breathed into

them His own breath. There is no affinity of nature between

them and Him. He finds delight in them, but He does not

commune with them. When he walks in the garden of His

fair creation, it is not that He may hold converse with the

flower or the tree, the bird or the beast, but that He may

speak with men. God, as Father, stands in intimate rela

tion to men, a relation that is the ground at once of obliga

tion and of hope.

Wendt says that Christ, primarily, in His name of Father

takes into account the
&quot;

unmerited, bountiful, forgiving love
&quot; l

of God. But this is not a quite correct statement. It is

1 The Teaching of Jesus vol. i. p. 193.
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true that Christ emphasised the unmerited and bountiful and

forgiving character of God s love to men, but He did so because

of the special circumstances with which He had to deal. His

revelation was given to those who had sinned, and its form

was determined by their state and need. It was necessary

for Him to make plain that the love of which He had to

speak was a forgiving love, but He did not limit Himself to

that phase and expression of it. On the contrary, He taught

that the love was the normal sentiment, existing apart from

the need of men due to sin, and that the provision made for

that need was the outcome of love, was, indeed, love strain

ing after its object, which it would not willingly let go. To

declare, therefore, that Christ primarily took into account the

unmerited, bountiful, and forgiving love of God when He

spoke of Him as Father, is, to say the least, to minimise

somewhat the depth and intensity of the love, concentrating

attention on the special manifestation of it called forth by
man s folly and misery. Indeed, the terms employed to

characterise the love are out of harmony with the title

Father and the idea of Fatherhood. These have no con

cern with merit and bounty. Such terms suggest an arti

ficial relationship utterly foreign to that which Christ came

to exhibit; and even forgiveness does not stand apart from

paternal affection in its ideal form, so that its manifestation

appears abnormal, but is the natural and necessary move

ment of that affection meeting the special condition of its

object.

The proclamation of the Fatherhood of God is the pro

clamation of the love of God to men, resting on no special

necessity of men, but on the original and essential relation of

men to God, and is, therefore, a call to men to love God with

all the heart and soul and mind and strength not merely as

an acknowledgment of benefit received, but as the surrender

of the being to Him to whom they are bound by their very

constitution, and in whom alone they can find rest.

But the Fatherhood of God carries with it the brother-
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hood of men. It is as children of the Father in heaven that

men are to love their neighbours, who also are children.

Thus love to our neighbour is an integral part of love to God.

These are not really two emotions. The former is but a

special expression of the latter. We shall love men in pro

portion as we love God. In and by our love to men, the

love of God to men has its perfect work : it operates through

us when we come under its influence. We transmit the

current of affection that flows to us from the centre. We
reflect the kindly light of paternal interest and affection that

falls upon us from the most excellent glory with cheering and

quickening beam, so that men are drawn by us to Him for

whom their souls are yearning, and who is waiting to receive

them and to lavish on them the gifts of His grace.

Thus does Christ plainly declare the connection between

morality and religion, and thus does He exhibit the nature of

that connection, showing that morality rests on religion, and

draws its impulse and energy from it, so that it is but applied

religion in the sphere of earthly relations.

Another passage that may with advantage be considered

in this connection is the twenty-fifth chapter of Matthew.

That chapter contains three sayings of Jesus that, when care

fully examined, are seen to shed light on the matter in hand,

viz. the Parables of the Ten Virgins and of the Talents, and

the description of the Last Judgment. These, it is evident,

are closely connected with each other. Not only were they

spoken at the same time, but they deal with the same sub

ject, though dealing with it in different ways. They form,

indeed, a series, the several members of which are designed to

contribute to a general result. They may of course be taken

separately and treated as single deliverances
;
indeed they

ought, in the first place, to be so taken and treated, for each

is, in a real sense, complete in itself, presenting a definite

thought. But their completeness is relative. It is the com

pleteness of a part, not of a whole. Hence each must ulti

mately be brought into relation to the others that with it,
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constitute a full discourse, in order that its teaching may
be supplemented and corrected by the teaching of its com

panions.

It is thus, as exhibiting different aspects of an important

truth, that we have to look at the three utterances before us.

What concerns us, therefore, is their central idea. We do

not need to devote attention to their details, except in so far

as that is necessary for the discovery of their main reference.

And we shall be guided in our search for this if we begin by

noting what is common to them. Having apprehended this,

we shall be in a position to understand the special aspect of

it that each emphasises. Now they all speak of the second

coming of Christ and of the manner in which men will be

affected thereby. That Christ will come again, and that His

coming again will be followed by the separation of men into

two distinct classes, this is the burden of each of the three

sayings. The form in which these two facts are presented is

different in each, but the difference in the form of presenta

tion does not hide the fundamental unity of the facts pre

sented. A glance at the several statements is sufficient to

convince us that He who makes them is seeking to express

one thought and to enforce one lesson, a thought and a

lesson that are many-sided, and that consequently require to

be regarded from different points of view. The necessity for

variety of treatment becomes apparent whenever we discern

the point dealt with. That, as already said, is the second

coming of Christ, and the way in which it will affect men.

It has, however, to be noted, that it is the latter rather than

the former of these that is the theme of the threefold dis

course. It is not the second coming of Christ in itself,

but that coming in its bearing on men, that is dealt with.

Hence it is on this that we have to hx our minds when we

endeavour to interpret the declarations made. Now the

second coming will be followed by, or will result in, a division

of men into two classes. That is the thrice-repeated declara

tion. But it is not merely the fact of a division that is
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stated
;

the principle of which the division will be the

expression is also stated. Christ s aim here, as elsewhere, is

practical. He is anxious that those hearing Him should be

ready for the great event of which He speaks, and, in order

that they may prepare for it, He offers them guidance by

exhibiting the grounds of the separation which it will effect.

For that separation will not be capricious, determined solely

by the will of Him who comes
;

it will be judicial, deter

mined by the condition of those to whom He comes. Here,

then, we reach the precise point of the utterances under

examination. That is neither the fact of Christ s second

coming, nor the fact of a separation as the consequence of

that coming, but the test that will be applied by Him who

comes, and that, being applied, will necessarily issue in

division. But that test cannot be fully and accurately

described in a single sentence, or even in a single parable.

Human nature and human life are complex and varied in

character and reference, and the test that is to be applied

will touch these in their fulness and diversity. Hence if it

is to be truly understood, so as to furnish ample guidance,

it must be set forth in its relation to the different sides of

human nature and of human life. Herein lies the explanation

of, indeed the necessity for, the different and, at first sight,

distinct deliverances given by Jesus on the subject. The

task that lies before us, then, is to apprehend the special idea

of each, and, having done this, to bring the three ideas to

gether, that by their combination we may gain further in

sight into Christ s mind on the subject of our inquiry.

In the Parable of the Ten Virgins, the division is between

those who had supplied themselves with oil and those who

had not. The former went in with the bridegroom to the

marriage, the latter were shut out, being refused admittance,

even after they had replenished their lamps. What, then,

was the ground of this division ? In seeking to answer

this question we note that the bridegroom is the centre of

the scene depicted. It is to meet him that the virgins go
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out
;

it is when he comes that they bestir themselves
;

it is

with him that the wise go in to the wedding ;
and it is to him

that the foolish appeal on their return, and from him that

they get answer. It is thus of him that we have primarily

to think, and it is the attitude of the virgins toward him that

decides their fate. Five had assumed the right attitude and

five had assumed the wrong attitude. Five had made pre

paration for doing him honour; five had not. Five, that is

to say, had such esteem and affection for him that they were

scrupulous in providing everything that was necessary for

joining his train
;

five had no such esteem and affection, and

consequently, though accompanying those who went out to

pay him respect and to rejoice with him, they were careless

and indifferent and forgetful. The first five were sincere, the

second five were formal, in their expression of regard for the

bridegroom. The feeling of the two classes toward him,

and their relation to him, were quite different, and it was

these that formed the basis of the separation that took

place. This is made plain by the reply given to the foolish

when they knocked :

&quot;

Verily I say unto you, I know you
not.&quot;

&quot;

I know you not.&quot; It was not a question of oil or no

oil, as they had erroneously supposed, but of attachment and

interest
;
and that question they had answered by their neglect

to make the necessary arrangements for his reception. &quot;I

know you not.&quot; Whoever you are, and whatever you may
have, you are not my friends, and only friends of mine have

a right to enter the wedding chamber.

In the Parable of the Talents, the division is between

those who had been faithful and those who had been un

faithful to the trust reposed in them. In the case of the

former there is a difference in the extent of the trust
;
but

this difference is of no consequence so far as our present

purpose is concerned, and may be overlooked by us. The

commendation is the same in both cases :

&quot; Well done, good

and faithful servant, thou hast been faithful over a few

things
&quot;

;
and it is in the commendation that we have the key

2 5
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to the characteristic feature of the one class, and to the line

of demarcation between it and the other. I speak of the other

class, though mention is made of only one individual, because

he is clearly typical and representative. The numbers, it is

evident, do not affect in the least the main idea of the utter

ance. It is, then, of those who were faithful and of those who

were unfaithful, that we have to speak. To both these, talents

had been given. The former had traded with those talents,

the latter had not. The former recognised, that merely to

preserve and return that which had been committed to them

was not to meet the obligation resting on them. To their

mind, substance carried with it the possibility of increase, and

consequently imposed on those to whom it was committed a

serious responsibility. They were bound to employ it to the

best advantage, that in the end they might be able to show,

by the amount gained, that they had dealt with it rightly.

They, therefore, availed themselves of the opportunities which

their circumstances presented, and availed themselves of

these so successfully that they doubled the sum in their

possession, and were thus in a position, when the time of

reckoning came, to give in a good account.

It was quite different with the other. He did not

regard property consigned to him as laying on him any

obligation beyond its safe return to him who had conveyed

it to him. He thought of his master rather than of the

goods which his master had placed under his care, and,

having but a poor opinion of his master, he resolved to run

no risk of losing what he had received from him. &quot;He

digged in the earth and hid his lord s money.&quot; When,

therefore, the day of reckoning came, he brought the talent

forth from its hiding-place and handed it to his master,

explaining as he did so why it was that he had acted as he

had done. He knew that he with whom he had to do was

an hard man, greedy and grasping, demanding all his own,

and more than his own, and he had determined to avoid the

possibility of exposing himself to his censure.
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The manner in which the master expresses himself

regarding the two classes is deeply significant. He speaks

of those who have traded as
&quot;good and faithful,&quot; and as

having been &quot;

faithful over a few
things.&quot; The precise

bearing of these words will be more easily and more fully

perceived after we have examined the reply given to him

who hid his talent. That reply was :

&quot; Thou wicked and

slothful servant, thou knewest that I reap where I sowed not,

and gather where I have not strawed : thou oughtest there

fore to have put my money to the exchangers, and then at

my coming I should have received mine own with usury.

Take therefore the talent from him, and give it unto him which

hath ten talents. . . . And cast ye the unprofitable servant into

outer darkness : there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.&quot;

This reply consists of three parts. In the first, the master

describes generally the action and character of the servant ;

in the second, he shows the hollowness of the reason he had

given for his conduct
; and, in the third, he passes sentence

on him. &quot;VVe shall look first at the second of these. In

that, the servant is convicted out of his own mouth. He is-

told that if he had really thought of his master as he pro

fessed to do, he would have taken a course the very opposite

of that which he had taken. He would have put forth every

effort and used every means to make as much as he could, so-

that he might have been able to gratify the avarice of his

lord. This, then, was not the real ground of his decision.

He may have fancied that it was, but, if so, he did not rightly

know himself. The true reason for his behaviour is suggested

by the first part of the reply. In it he is declared to be &quot; a

wicked and slothful servant.&quot; When we read this declara

tion we cannot help noting that the terms employed in it do

not exactly correspond to those employed with reference ta

the servants who had acted rightly. They were described as

&quot;

good and faithful
&quot;

;
this one is described as

&quot; wicked and

slothful.&quot; He was faithless, indeed, but his faithlessness was

due to his slothfulness. It was not due to dishonesty, to any
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desire to defraud his master, but to his unwillingness to exert

himself, and that unwillingness was, in turn, due to his failure

to appreciate the responsibility that rested on him in virtue

of the position in which he had been placed ;
or perhaps

we should say, was not checked and overcome by the

appreciation of that responsibility. He was &quot;slothful,&quot; and

his slothfulness controlled him, because he did not realise

that the talent committed to him was a call to activity.

For his slothfulness he found, or thought he found, an excuse

and justification in the view which he entertained of the

master s character. That view, however, was the product,

and not the cause, of the slothfulness, and consequently

instead of accounting for it, it was accounted for by it.

When we thus examine carefully the words of the master

we see clearly the difference between the two classes. The

one felt and responded to the claim which substance intrusted

to them made upon them
;
the other did not. This is the

point that is emphasised, and that must be seized by us if we

are to apprehend the meaning of the parable. What is pre

sented as the ground of division is not attitude toward the

master. That is certainly involved, but it is not prominent.

We are not to regard the first class only, or even mainly, as

those who had a right estimate of their master s character,

and were moved by respect for him. That is not necessarily

involved in their trading with his capital. This is apparent

from what is said to the wicked and slothful servant. He
is told that the opinion of his master which he professed to

hold should have led him to do this very thing, to put his

money to the exchangers, that at his coming he should have

received his own with usury. What his lord points out is,

that had he acted in the line of his declared conviction he

would have been able to show a gain. The difference

between the two classes, then, is not primarily a difference

of attitude toward the master, but a difference of attitude

toward property committed to them. It is the manner in

which they regard and treat money which, for the time being,
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is theirs, that is the object of judgment. And, it is to

be observed, that as to the manner in which they were to

regard or treat that property the master says nothing. He

gives them no command or instruction. The test, therefore,

that was applied was not a test of obedience
;

it was a test

of nature, of temperament. Those who were to be tested

were to be thrown upon themselves, in order that they might
show what spirit they were of. When we thus consider the

statements made by the master to the two classes, and note

the attendant circumstances, we discover what the funda

mental idea of the parable is. As has been said, it is not

the relation of the servants to the master that is emphasised,

but the relation of the servants to the trust reposed in them

by the master. The former is, of course, involved in the

latter, and must be taken account of, but it is not the main

object to which our thoughts are directed. What is chiefly

presented is the manifestation of character in the due appre

ciation and right use of that which forms a trust. To the
&quot;

good and faithful
&quot;

the master says,
&quot; thou hast been faithful

over a few
things,&quot;

not faithful to me, or to my instructions,

but &quot; over a few
things,&quot; discerning truly the burden which

these laid upon thee, and acting rightly in respect of them.

We must now glance at the third part of the master s

reply to
&quot;

the wicked and slothful servant.&quot; That contains

the sentence passed : it is twofold. First, the talent which

he has failed to treat aright is to be taken from him and

given to
&quot; him which hath ten talents

&quot;

;
and second, he is to

be cast into outer darkness. It is the former that is of

importance for us. According to it, the unprofitable servant

is to be deprived of that which he has neglected to use. He

is to be deprived of it, to lose it
;

for though it was only

intrusted to him by his master, it was to remain his so long

as he dealt rightly with it. He who had the ten talents was

allowed to keep them, in order, of course, that he might still

further trade with them
;
and because he had given evidence

that he was alive to the duty which substance, placed under
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his care and control, laid upon him, and was scrupulous in

its discharge, the sum that had been misused, because not

used, and had been unproductive, was transferred to him,

that in his hands it might increase. From all this it follows,

that it is to the relation of the unprofitable servant to the

talent handed to him and neglected by him that the sentence

pronounced upon him refers, and that it is on the ground of

his failure to treat it as it ought to have been treated that

he is cast into outer darkness.

In the description of the Last Judgment, the division is

between those who have been kindly and charitable and

those who have not. The scene depicted represents the Son

of Man coming in His glory, and all the holy angels with

Him, and taking His seat on the throne of His glory and

separating into two great classes the nations gathered before

Him, as a shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats. He

appears as King, and as King He is Judge. It is His to

decide who are to be admitted to the position and the

privileges of citizenship. The grounds on which His decision

rests are set forth by Him plainly and distinctly, and it is

these that concern us at present. Those on His right hand

are invited to enter the kingdom, because they have cared for

the hungry, the thirsty, the strangers, the naked, the sick, the

imprisoned ;
while those on His left are bidden depart, because

they have neglected such as were thus poor and needy. The

King does not, indeed, put the matter in this way at the

outset, but His subsequent explanations show that this is

what He means. To begin with, He speaks of what the one

class had done, and what the other class had not done, to

Himself
;
but in reply to their surprised inquiry, as to when they

had had opportunity of aiding or succouring Him, He says that

inasmuch as they had done, or had not done, it unto one of the

least of His brethren, they had done, or had not done, it to

Him. He thus identifies Himself with the wretched and the

suffering, and declares that treatment of them was treatment of

Him. We have thus two points for consideration. The first
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is, that the ultimate test of citizenship is devotion to, and

sacrifice for, the King ;
the second is, that devotion to, and

sacrifice for, the King are displayed in right dealing with the

subjects. I say
&quot; in right dealing with the subjects,&quot; because,

although Christ mentions only those in affliction and poverty,

we are not bound to limit His reference to these, but must

extend it to all classes. Those specially alluded to are

selected by Him clearly because, in their case, the claim

which our fellows have upon us for consideration and assist

ance assumes a pressing and clamant form and expression,

insensibility to which implies insensibility to it in its normal

form and expression. But the claim, whatever its form and

expression may be, is one and the same in essence. Pity for,

and effort on behalf of, the famishing and naked and oppressed

is but a special recognition of the obligation that rests upon us,

as social beings and members of a vast organism, to seek, and

to contribute to, the good of all the parts. On one occasion

Christ was asked, Who is my neighbour ? In reply, he spoke

the Parable of the Good Samaritan, who aided and provided

for the traveller whom he found by the wayside robbed and

wounded. But He did not mean by this, that His questioner

was to display a neighbourly spirit only to those who were

in the same or similar circumstances. He merely made use

of a pronounced manifestation of neighbourliness, that, by so

doing, He might exhibit plainly and impressively the point

which He wished to emphasise and enforce. So is it here.

Failure to recognise the tie that binds us to those who are in

sore straits, with its resulting responsibility to render help, is,

ultimately, failure to recognise the tie that binds us by nature

to our fellows; and this Christ declares to be inconsistent

with recognition of the tie that binds us to Him as King.

In order that we may apprehend the exact significance of

the two points noted, and their relation to each other, let us

glance at the details of the description. Christ deals first

with those on His right hand. He tells them that they are

accepted because they had helped and relieved Him in His
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time of need. They are astonished at His words, and ask

when they had done the good deeds which He attributed to

them. They were not conscious of having ever seen Him in

the conditions indicated, and were, therefore, unaware of

having ever comforted or succoured Him. In reply He tells

them, that in showing kindness to men and women in these

conditions, they had been showing kindness to Him. In

other words, He declares that the spring of their generous

action was regard for Him. They had not, indeed, acted

generously with the view of pleasing Him, but they had

imbibed His spirit, and, under its influence and control, had

treated their brethren tenderly. He thus places their

conduct in a light in which they had never before seen it.

This He does by disclosing its root and revealing its inner

meaning. By what He says, He corrects an error into which

they had fallen. They had been regarding surrender to Him
and interest in their fellows as distinct. He teaches them

that they are not distinct, but are closely connected, the one

being the outcome of the other. What He declares is, that a

right attitude toward men is based on, and is proof of, a right

attitude toward Him.

Having dealt in this way with those on His right hand,

He turns to those on His left, and He tells them that they

are rejected because they had not helped and relieved Him in

His time of need. Like the others, they express surprise at

His statement. They had never at any time seen Him in

want or trouble. If they had, they would certainly have

afforded Him every assistance within their power. In

response to this defence He says, that inasmuch as they had

seen men and women in misery and distress, they had seen

Him in misery and distress, and that inasmuch as they had

left those men and women uncared for, they had left Him
uncared for. In other words, He declares that a true attach

ment to Him would have compelled them to realise their

obligation to their unfortunate fellows, and to stretch forth

to them a helping hand. These two things were not distinct,
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as they supposed, but were so intimately related that the

former could not exist without producing the latter.

We have, therefore, in the two deliverances, two aspects

of the same truth. That truth is, that a right relation to the

King and a right relation to His subjects are inseparably

united. On the one hand, it is asserted that where the

latter exists, the former also exists
; and, on the other, that

where the latter does not exist, the former does not exist.

The two assertions, it must be observed, are not simply the

negative and the positive statements of a single thought.

The second carries us further than the first, and is, therefore,

more than its repetition in different language and from a

different standpoint. It might be admitted, as the first

asserts, that attachment to the subjects could not truly exist

or be manifested apart from attachment to the King, and yet

it might be supposed that attachment to the King could

exist and be manifested without attachment to the subjects.

That this is not, and cannot be, the case in the kingdom of

the Son of Man is distinctly declared in the second of the

deliverances contained in the saying before us. We must,

therefore, take account of both if we are to appreciate aright

its teaching.

We have thus examined these three discourses with the

view of discovering the central thought of each. In what

has been said regarding them we have, as far as possible,

limited ourselves to exposition, and avoided interpretation.

We must now pass from exposition to interpretation. We
must endeavour to seize their meaning in its deepest and

widest reference, that, having seized this, we may learn in

what way precisely they stand related to each other, and

what their bearing, singly and unitedly, is on the subject of

our inquiry.

The first, then, clearly suggests affection for, and devotion

to, Christ. He is the Bridegroom who is to come, and the

preparedness or unpreparedness of men to receive Him when

He appears is an indication of the presence or the absence in
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them of interest in Him and regard for Him. What, there

fore, is emphasised, is feeling and sentiment, not action and

attainment an inner state that expresses itself in honour

paid to its object. The five wise virgins represent those who

have experienced the tender and captivating influence of

Christ, and have so surrendered themselves to Him that,

come when He may, He will find the flame of love burning

bright and clear. The five foolish virgins represent those

who have heard of Christ, but who, though mingling with His

true disciples, have never been touched and moved by Him,

and consequently have no deep and heartfelt esteem for Him.

The former are known of Him
;
the latter are not.

On the other hand, the second parable speaks of the

employment by men of the powers and faculties with which

they have been endowed. These are the talents with which

we, as rational beings, have been intrusted, and their pos

session imposes on us obligation. We are called upon to

make the most of them, that we may realise the possibilities

that lie wrapped up in our nature. This is the point pre

sented in this saying. What is emphasised is our relation,

and our duty, to ourselves. Constituted as we are, a respon

sibility rests upon us to act after a certain fashion, and

according as we apprehend and meet this responsibility will

our place and condition hereafter be determined. The re

ference of the utterance is thus mainly personal. It deals

with our action, or rather with our character, as that is

revealed in, and developed by, our action. But though

mainly, it is not wholly, personal in bearing. Inasmuch as

the powers and faculties possessed by us are endowments

bestowed upon us by God, we are accountable to Him for our

use of them. This is clearly set forth in the parable, and

must be kept definitely in view when we seek to discover and

exhibit its full teaching ;
but it is not its chief thought. Its

aim is not to declare the responsibility of men to God, but to

exhibit the responsibility of men to themselves.

The third of the sayings treats of our relation to our
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fellows, and of the basis on which that relation rests. We
are bound to our brethren, and they have claims upon us

which we are under obligation to discharge. These, however,

we cannot discharge unless we have recognised and accepted

the tie that binds us to Him who is the head of the com

munity of which they and we are members. We can only

assume a right attitude toward men if we assume a right

attitude toward the Son of Man. And this attitude must

reveal itself in practice. It must issue in self-sacrifice and

brotherly sympathy, in generosity and beneficence, in care

for, and exertion on behalf of, those around us, especially

those who are in want and distress. In this utterance, then,

there is emphasised both feeling and action, both inner state

and external effort, both duty to God and duty to those who

are around us, and these in intimate and vital relation.

After all that has been said there should be no difficulty

in discerning the bearing of these three sayings on the subject

under discussion. Throughout our treatment of them we have

avoided the terms morality and religion, but it must have been

evident that it was with morality and religion that we were

dealing. Taken together, the utterances we have been con

sidering furnish striking evidence that, in Christ s view,

morality and religion are intimately connected with each

other. They also show us what, according to Him, is the

nature and extent of their relationship. In the Parable of

the Ten Virgins religion is accented regard for, and sur

render to, Jesus Christ. In the Parable of the Talents

morality in its personal reference is exhibited, but with this

there is associated religion, in so far as the nature to be

developed by us is bestowed upon us by God, and that to

Him we must give account of our action. In the description

of the Last Judgment morality and religion are presented in

close combination, the former being set forth in its social

reference, and the two being declared to be interdependent.

Each has thus its own truth to declare regarding the question

before us, but the several truths are not independent. Were



396 THE TESTIMONY OF CHRIST

we to accept the first alone, we should think only of religion y

and should suppose that it stood by itself, and could exist

apart from character and conduct. Were we to confine

ourselves to the second, we should regard as alone important

the right use of our powers and faculties, and our relation to

God would seern to consist in showing that we had so used

them when the day of reckoning came. Were we to devote

our whole attention to the third, we should treat morality

and religion as identical, both being of equal importance, and

of equal importance because two sides or aspects of the same

thing. But when we bring the three together, we reach the

full and rounded truth. We see, first, that both morality

and religion are required ; second, that they are so closely

connected with each other that neither can, in any real sense,

exist without the other
; third, that morality rests on religion

and religion expresses itself in morality ; and, fourth, that

religion is primary and fundamental, and is wider and more

comprehensive than morality. The last point is proved by
the fact that one whole discourse is devoted to religion,

whereas, while morality is dealt with in two discourses, it is

in both related to religion ;
in the one by implication, and in

the other by distinct declaration.

We have thus glanced at some of Christ s utterances,

with the view of discovering what He taught regarding the

subject of our inquiry. We have learned that He insisted on

a close and vital connection between morality and religion,

declaring that each was necessary for the full manifestation

of the other
;
and that, while thus linking them together, He

set forth religion as the basis and spring of morality. Having
considered the bearing of His teaching on the question before

us, we now turn to consider His life and conduct, and to ask

what these have to say on the subject. In these we expect

to find confirmation of our interpretation of His teaching.

Should we fail in this, we shall be compelled to doubt the

soundness of our reading of His deliverances. He was the

Truth. He not only spoke the truth
;
He lived it. This was
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His peculiarity as a teacher. His conduct was in perfect

harmony with His discourse. His life was the illustration

of His system. His words, indeed, were but the exposition

of His character and mission and effort. He did not merely

bring a revelation from God to men
;
He was that revelation.

In this respect He differed from all the other teachers to

whom the world has listened. They were, at most, channels

of communication
;
He was the communication itself.

&quot; The

law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus

Christ&quot;
l Hence what would be an injustice to others is

fairness to Him. To rest our acceptance of philosophical

systems of the past or the present on the consistency of the

lives of those who framed and promulgated them with the

principles which they enunciated, would manifestly be an

unwise and culpable procedure, a wrong done alike to the

thinkers and to the truth. What we are bound to do in

respect of these is to test the theories constructed, apart from

the behaviour of those who constructed them. But with

Christ it is different. He and His theory are one, and,

because this is the case, the one sheds light on the other.

Because divine, He was the truth in its unity and fulness
;

and, because human, He was the truth in practical form, the

truth working with human hands, conforming to, and illu

mining, human relations. He did not simply declare, He

fulfilled, the whole duty of man. His teaching, then, is inti

mately related to His life, and therefore we turn from the

teaching to the life for confirmation and support.

What, then, of Christ s life ? The most cursory glance at

it discovers the two elements with which we have been dealing.

That life is the embodiment of His answer to the lawyer.

Love of God and love of our neighbour are its two poles. He

loved God with His whole heart and soul and strength and

mind. This love glowed in His every word and deed. It

was the passion that endowed Him with courage, and it was

the power that endowed Him with patience. His meat was

1 John i. 17.
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the doing of His Father s will. On this point it is unnecessary

to enlarge, as it will be freely admitted by all.

But besides love to God, He displayed love to man : He
loved His neighbour as Himself. He met fully and faithfully

the requirements of the condition into which He had come
;

and this He did freely and spontaneously, as the outcome

of an inner impulse that carried His thoughts and feelings

outward as well as upward.

The earliest glimpse we get of Him reveals the twofold

reference of His position. As a boy He went to the Temple
at Jerusalem with Joseph and Mary. Fascinated by all that

He saw, He remained behind, and had to be sought for.

When found and upbraided by His mother, He said,
&quot; Wist

ye not that I must be about My Father s business ?
&quot; 1 And

having asked this pointed and pregnant question,
&quot; He went

down with them to Nazareth,&quot; and &quot;was subject unto them.&quot;
2

Though feeling specially attracted to the Temple, and be

lieving that while there He was in His Father s house, He

did not insist on remaining there, but met the call of duty,

and went to the distant village and the humble home. He

recognised obligation to His mother as fully as relation to

His Father. And what is of importance is, that He did not

separate them. This He clearly could not have done. The

business of His Father must always claim His attention and

secure His regard. He could never set that absolutely aside.

Wherever He was, He must give attention to it. Hence His

going down to Nazareth was not distinct from, still less

opposed to, that business. It was in a line with it, or,

rather, it was that business itself in the form suitable to the

circumstances of the time and the conditions of the work

assigned Him
; and, recognising this, he went down and was

subject. By going down and being subject, He was doing

1 It is immaterial for my argument whether this saying of Christ be rendered

&quot;about My Father s business
&quot;

or &quot;in My Father s house.&quot; Even if the latter

be the correct rendering, the idea expressed in the former is involved in the

utterance, and as it is that idea I wish to emphasise, I quote it in this form.
2 Luke ii. 41-52.
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that business. In order that He might fulfil His mission a

place had to be filled by Him within the human sphere in

the family, in society, in the State, and the proper filling of

that place was the due fulfilment of the mission. Thus this

simple and beautiful incident of His boyhood has a far-

reaching significance. It discloses the principle of His

activity, and testifies to the unity that characterised His life.

But we turn to look specially at what we may call the

moral side of His effort and attitude. That He loved His

neighbour, and loved him as Himself, cannot well be denied,

His life was pre-eminently one of self-sacrifice. He went

about doing good ;
and continued His beneficent work not

only at the cost of ease and comfort, but in the face of

opposition and misunderstanding and danger that became

more and more pronounced month by month, until it ended

in persecution and death. Whatever view may be taken of

His character and work, this must be admitted as a prominent
feature of it, if not its very note and nerve.

And the kind and intensity of that love is rightly indi

cated by the phrase
&quot;

as Himself.&quot; This becomes evident

when we think of the sacrifices He made in order that that

love might have free course. He did not refuse to surrender

the divine dignity. Willingly, joyfully, He laid all aside

that He might become the servant of men. Instead of

exercising His power and His wisdom as a king, He came

in weakness and humility, only exercising the power and

wisdom that were His for the furtherance of His work.

Had He loved men less than Himself, He would not have

come in the form of a servant.

But, further, the aim of His coming and endeavour was

the communication to men of that which He possessed. He

gave His life not only for men, but also to men. He

surrendered all that He might benefit the brethren, but His

surrender, with the benefit resulting, was not apart from

them
;

it was, in its final issue, within them. He sought to

make them sharers in His own gifts and endowments,

Vs



400 THE TESTIMONY OF CHRIST

that they might become what He was. &quot; My peace I give

unto
you.&quot;

1 &quot; That My joy might remain in you, and that

your joy might be full.&quot;
:

&quot; As many as received Him, to

them gave He power to become the sons of God,&quot;
3
that, in the

language of the apostle, they might be &quot;

heirs of God, and

joint heirs with
&quot; Him

; might stand on the same level as He

did, and might be glorified together with Him.

This line of thought brings us face to face with the

Incarnation. Without this, indeed, we could not speak of

Him loving His neighbour
&quot;

as Himself.&quot; As the Second

Person of the Trinity, He stands on a height to which men

an never rise. As divine, He is different in nature from

those for whom He sacrificed and toiled. He is infinite, and

they are finite. And an infinite being cannot love a finite

being &quot;as Himself.&quot; He can love him, and love him up
to the measure of his finitude, but not beyond it. Hence

there was need for a descent into the limits of the temporal

on the part of Him who would elevate the finite to His

own level. Christ became human that, by becoming human,

He might place Himself within the organism of humanity,

and might, as a member thereof, love the other members as

Himself, seeking to make them what He Himself was. It

was in virtue of His partaking of the flesh and blood of

the brethren that He, so to speak, learned what the brethren

ought to be. Eealising what He Himself must be, or rather

was, as the ideal man, He understood what others ought to

be, and what He must endeavour to make them. He was

to love them &quot;

as Himself,&quot; and to endeavour to make . them

like Himself, to lift them to the height on which He stood.

He could not lift them to His level as the Second Person of

the Trinity, but He could lift them to His level as the first

born among many brethren, the embodiment of the Father s

purpose in the creation of beings in His own image.

From what has been said, it is clear that Christ s love of

God and Christ s love of men were not distinct, but bore an
1 John xiv. 27.

2 John xv. 11. 3 John i. 12.
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intimate relation to each other.
&quot;

I came down from heaven,

not to do Mine own will, but the will of Him that sent Me.&quot;
l

His mission was at once His own and His Father s. It was

because of His perfect harmony with the Father that He was

qualified for the work undertaken by Him. His essential

relation to the Father was not destroyed by His incarnation.

He had come down from heaven, but He was in heaven.

Thus His relation to the Father endured
;

it underlay His life

on earth, manifesting itself in affectionate submission and

filial aspiration. It was the ground and spring of all that He

did. Had He not loved God, He would not have loved men.

And He loved God in terms of His special position. The

essential relation took the form of an accepted relation. He
loved God as a member of the human race, and, loving God

as a member of the human race, He loved all His fellow-

members and strove to bring them to the experience of that

same love. The two were thus closely connected. The one

was the outcome and special manifestation of the other.

On Christ s character, viewed in its purely individual

aspect, it is scarcely necessary to dwell. He was &quot;

holy,

harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners.&quot;
- Even His

enemies failed to find any moral accusation to bring against

Him. He could say, boldly and without fear of charge or

condemnation,
&quot; Which of you convinceth Me of sin ?

&quot;

Though occupying a distinctively religious position, or, rather,

because occupying such a position, He was careful to keep

Himself &quot;

unspotted from the world.&quot;

Thus alike in the teaching and in the character and

conduct of Christ do we find confirmation of the result

reached in preceding lectures.

i John vi. 38. 2 Heb. vii. 26. 3 John viii. 46.

26



LECTUKE X

THE NEED OF MAN

IN the last lecture we considered the teaching and life of

Christ as these bear on the duty of man. In the present

lecture we are to consider them as they bear on the need of

man. Christ, in His word and work, had in view the state in

which men were, as well as the character which men were to

manifest. He did not confine Himself to a declaration and

an exhibition of what they ought to be and to do. He
showed them what was required by them, if they were to live

the life which He set before them in discourse and by example.
Besides presenting to them an ideal, and urging them to

strive after its realisation, He laid down the conditions that

must be fulfilled if its realisation by them were to become

even possible. And the latter aspect of His mission and

effort is as important as the former.

And when we examine it, we discover that it is twofold

in character, having both a negative and a positive reference.

Of these, the former has regard to the present state of man,

the latter, to his future attainment. The present state of

man is abnormal, and abnormal because of transgression.

As a result of sin, man has fallen from the position which

he was designed to occupy. He is not, therefore, able to

meet the claims that rest upon him. In order that he

may be fitted for this, he must be lifted to the level from

which he has sunk. Restoration is thus the necessary pre

liminary to spiritual activity. But restoration is not all that

is demanded. Men are not merely to recover the position
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they have lost
; they are to advance on that position, moving

forward in the path of spiritual attainment. Eestoration is

but a means to an end, the removal of that which hinders

effort and growth. Now, both for restoration and for the

advance of which it is for us the condition, we require help.

We can neither return to our original state, nor fulfil the end

of our existence, in our own strength. When we remem

ber this, we appreciate fully the twofold character of our

need, what I have called its negative and its positive

reference. We recognise, also, that Christ deals with our

need in both references. He speaks of, and works out,

salvation from sin
;
and He urges to, and supplies what is

requisite for, growth in grace. By the former He provides

for restoration, and by the latter, for advance. We must,

therefore, in considering His life and teaching in the present

connection, keep these two phases of it before our minds.

We shall begin with its negative side.

And the first point on this side that claims attention is

repentance. That is laid down by Christ as one of the

conditions, the primary condition indeed, of entrance into

the kingdom of heaven. The summary given by the

Evangelists of His teaching when He began His ministry

was,
&quot; The kingdom of God is at hand : repent ye, and

believe the
gospel.&quot;

l And thougli the form of His teach

ing changed with changing circumstances, its burden remained

the same. From first to last He insisted on repentance

as the preliminary to spiritual benefit. Now what did

repentance, as used by Him, mean ? It meant a change of

mind, issuing in a change of attitude and action ;
a change of

direction in thought and feeling and effort. It implied a

turning from one object to another
;
from sin to God. It

was not merely a turning to God. That was but one aspect

of it. The subject of repentance had not been in a state

of inactivity, from which he had simply to be roused
;
he

had been following a course in which he had to be arrested,

1 Mark i. 15.
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and which he had to abandon, turning his face toward the

opposite goal. The aim of repentance was the enjoyment

of the favour and fellowship of God, and the first step toward

the realisation of that aim was the giving up of sin. In

repentance, therefore, we have the union of morality and

religion. For what was it from which men were to turn in

repentance ? What is the meaning of sin in this connection ?

It is not merely doctrinal error, a mistaken apprehension of

the truth revealed
;
or neglect of ritual, failure to meet the

demands of the ceremonial law
;

it is neglect of duty,

violation of the enactments of the moral law. It touches

daily life, with its individual and social obligations. When

Christ began to preach, He linked His utterances to those of

the Baptist. He, too, had called for repentance ;
and the

significance of his call is made plain by the answers he gave

to the several classes who appealed to him for explanation

and guidance.
&quot; He that hath two coats, let him impart to

him that hath none
;
and he that hath meat, let him do like

wise.&quot;
&quot; Exact no more than that which is appointed you.&quot;

&quot; Do violence to no man, neither accuse any falsely ;
and be

content with your wages.&quot;
l He spoke of the selfishness, the

dishonesty, the oppression, the falsehood, the fraud, the dis

content of which his hearers had been guilty in the past ;
and

warned them that fruits meet for repentance could not be

brought forth unless such practices as he had indicated were

given up, and a course of conduct entirely different, the very

opposite indeed, were pursued. From the explicit utterances

of the Forerunner we gain information as to the requirements

of the Messiah. Like John, Jesus thought of evil deeds and

vicious habits when He bade men repent that they might

enter into the kingdom. He declared that He had come to

call sinners to repentance. And those who heard and

responded to His call understood fully its meaning. Women
of impure lives sought the path of virtue, stirred into

shame and hope by His keenly tender words of rebuke and
1 Luke iii. 11-14.
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invitation. They did not, for a single moment, contemplate
the possibility of attaching themselves to Him while continuing
their wicked career. And Zaccheus, when he stood before

Jesus and desired to proclaim himself His disciple, promised
to restore what he had unjustly appropriated and to deal

generously with the poor.
1 Such a declaration on the part

of the candidate for discipleship is a valuable testimony to the

character of the Master s teaching. Zaccheus does not speak of

prayers and sacrifices and worship, but of reformation of life

and atonement for wrong done. He is penitent, and on the

ground of his penitence he seeks the favour of the Messiah
;

but his penitence is more than sentiment, more than a turning

of thought and feeling to God. It is practical, a turning

from evil deeds and sinful courses. Without the latter the

former would have been worthless, and of the former the

latter was the necessary accompaniment.

Christ, then, lays down repentance as the condition of

entrance into the kingdom of heaven. Only those who

repent accept Him as Saviour, and only those who accept

Him as Saviour are accepted by Him. But the condition of

entrance into the kingdom is sometimes presented in a different

form. Instead of repentance a new birth is insisted on.

This was the qualification which Christ emphasised in His

conversation with Nicodemus.- To the ruler of the Jews He

did not speak of repentance. Had He done so, he would

have failed to touch him. The need for repentance would

have been freely acknowledged by this master in Israel as a

general requirement, but it would not have come home to him

as a demand that pressed upon him personally. He was not a

sinner marked by vice and crime, guilty of outstanding errors

and glaring wickedness. He was an honoured member of

society, not only making a religious profession, but scrupulous

in his observance of the moral and ceremonial law. Such

was his estimate of himself, and, having regard to it, Christ

does not speak of repentance, but of a new birth. He tells

1 Luke xix. 8.
- John iii. 3.
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His astonished visitor that he must be born again, born from

above, born of the spirit as he had been born of the flesh.

The reason for this change is, that what is born of the flesh

is flesh, and that what is born of the spirit is spirit. There

are two spheres in which men may move, two characters

which men may display, that of the flesh and that of the

spirit. These are distinct. In one sense they are opposed

to each other. To walk after the flesh is not to walk after

the spirit ;
it is to walk against the spirit. Christ suggests

to Nicodemus that he is in the sphere of the flesh, and that

if he is to enjoy the benefits of the kingdom of God, he must

rise into the sphere of the spirit. He further teaches him, that as

by birth he entered into the sphere of the flesh, by birth he must

enter into the sphere of the spirit. But birth is the beginning

of life. Christ is, therefore, thinking and speaking of two

kinds of life, that of the flesh and that of the spirit. But

life implies movement, activity, conduct. Wherever there is

life, there is effort of some kind, and effort in harmony with

the quality and the supply of life. Thus both flesh and

spirit point to action, to behaviour, to character. Hence when

Christ insists on a new birth, He does not insist merely on

an inner change, that will be purely subjective in its effect
;

but on a change that, while inner, because fundamental, must

manifest itself in attitude and endeavour, must influence the

whole being, and give tone and direction to every word and deed.

When closely examined, the new birth proves itself to be prac

tically the same as repentance. It is a change that implies a

turning from and a turning to, a turning from the flesh and

a turning to the spirit ;
a change, therefore, that is both moral

and religious. The difference between the two methods of

stating the matter is, that the former sets forth the general

nature of the change demanded, while the latter traces it

to its cause and shows what is its essence. The new birth

carries us deeper than repentance, but both describe the same

process. The one cannot be produced without the other.

Where true repentance has been manifested, the new birth
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has taken place ;
and where the new birth has taken place,

repentance has been manifested. And the condition to which

these are the introduction is not a condition separate from

the ordinary affairs of human life. Spirit and flesh are

different points of view rather than different spheres, different

impulses rather than different forms of service. Those who

are transferred from the flesh to the spirit are not taken out

of the world or withdrawn from connection with it. They

have, of course, a relation to God, and duties flowing therefrom,

which they had not before
;
but along with this there continues

their relation to the world in which they live, with the duties

correspondent thereto, a relation and duties, however, that are

seen in a new light and met in a new spirit, in virtue of the

change undergone. This does not mean, that the life which

comes with the new birth manifests itself fully in the visible

sphere, so that this gives limits to its expression, but only

that, whatever other forms and directions it may take, this

form and direction it must take.

From repentance and the new birth we pass to faith.

That faith holds a central place in the teaching of Christ no

one will deny. The demand for faith on the part of those

addressed was constantly presented and pressed by Jesus.

We might almost say, that faith held the chief place in His

system, was its characteristic feature, and constituted its

fundamental requirement. In order that we may discern its

significance for the point under consideration, let us note its

main references.

And, first, we observe that it was the condition and

measure of temporal and physical blessing. To the sick

and the maimed and the distressed who came seeking health

and healing and relief, it was said,
&quot;

Thy faith hath made

thee whole,&quot; and,
&quot;

According to thy faith be it unto
you.&quot;

Such sayings as these plainly rest the bestowal and enjoyment

of benefit on the exercise of faith. Its exercise renders possible

the granting of the prayer presented, and the measure of its

exercise determines the extent of the response. And these
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positive utterances are confirmed by statements of a negative

kind. In connection with His rejection at Nazareth we

read in Matthew,
&quot; He did not many mighty works there

because of their unbelief,&quot;
l and in Mark,

&quot; He could there do

no mighty work . . . and He marvelled because of their

unbelief.2 Want of faith made His power inoperative.

Though at all times able to act, He could act only when

those who needed His help assumed the right attitude

toward Him. Faith is thus exhibited as the ground of

temporal and physical blessing.

Now what is the precise nature of this ground ? Are

we to regard the demand for faith as arbitrary or essential ?

Was the connection between faith and cure external and

factitious, or was it fundamental and vital ? In insisting on

faith as the terms of help and succour, was Christ making a

claim of His own that might have been dispensed with, or

was He making a claim that rested on the nature of things ?

Was the limit to His power, which He observed, self-imposed,

or was it imposed by the mission which He had undertaken ?

The answer to these questions is not difficult to give, and yet

it is important that it should be given, and carefully noted.

Clearly the condition He laid down was essential, and the

connection between faith and cure which He emphasised was

fundamental and vital. Christ did not demand faith from

the sufferer who cried to Him, as the price, so to speak, of

His skill, but as the environment within which alone that

skill could be exercised with effect. Faith was the submis

sion of him who manifested it to Him who was its object,

and in virtue of that submission a tie was formed by which

the life-giving current could flow from the one to the other.

When this point is seized by us, we perceive that the

faith manifested was more than simple belief in the power of

the Great Physician on the part of him who manifested it : it

was the beginning, at least, of a personal relation between

the two, so that the bestowal of temporal and physical
1

xiii. 58. 2
vi. 5, 6.
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blessing had its basis beneath that which was purely temporal
and physical. If this had not been the case, it would not

have been true that He could do no mighty works because

of unbelief. The fact would have been that, though He

could, He would not. In other words, had He stood wholly
within the visible sphere, then, inasmuch as His power to do

mighty works was a permanent possession, He always could

have performed them, and His willingness to do so would

have been the sole condition of their performance ;
but

because He stood within a sphere other than the visible,

by the requirements of which He was controlled, though

always willing, He was not always able, to afford assistance.

Christ s work in the world was manifold and various, but it

was single and harmonious in purpose and spirit. What

that purpose and that spirit were, is only seen when we

study its higher bearings and references. The lower must

be interpreted by the higher, and cannot be understood apart

from it. And as it was with Christ s work, so it was with

the demands made by Him on those with whom He had to

do. What He required on the lower levels of life cannot be

taken by itself, but must be viewed as the reflection of that

which pertains to the higher.

In harmony with this view of the nature and bearing of

the faith that gained for its subject health and succour, is

the fact that with the bestowal of these temporal blessings

Christ frequently associated the bestowal of spiritual blessing.

To say,
&quot;

Thy sins be forgiven thee
&quot;

was as easy as to say,
&quot;

Arise, and walk.&quot;
l The two, indeed, were not distinct and

separate. They were but different expressions of one

power and principle, called forth by different degrees of a

certain state of mind and heart. This brings us to the

consideration of the second point, viz. that faith is the

condition of spiritual blessing. In dealing with this point,

it will be necessary for us to consider separately different

aspects of the spiritual blessing bestowed. It has already

1 Matt. ix. 5.
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been observed that Christ treated the spiritual need of men both

negatively and positively ; indicated, that is to say, what was

required for restoration, and what for continuance and growth

in grace. And we have placed repentance and the new birth

under the negative category, because they are concerned with

recovery. Faith is both negative and positive in its applica

tion. It is required alike for recovery and for maintenance

and advance.

In the former reference, it is closely connected with

repentance and the new birth. It is, in a sense, the con

necting link between the two. Without faith, indeed, there

can be no repentance, in the strict sense of the term. There

may be regret and remorse, keen sense of failure and trans

gression, and bitter experience of misery and suffering

resulting therefrom, but there cannot be a turning from sin

to God. Before this can take place there must be &quot; the

apprehension of the mercy of God in Christ &quot;-reception

of, and resting on, Christ, belief in the forgiving goodness of

Him against whom we have done evil. Conviction of sin

and repentance are not identical. Conviction alone will breed

despair. Only when conviction is associated with faith does

repentance ensue, and peace fill the heart. But when this

condition is reached, the new birth has taken place. We
are new creatures in Christ Jesus. We &quot; have put off the old

man with his deeds
;
and have put on the new man, which is

renewed in knowledge after the image of Him that created him.&quot;
l

Here, then, we have the division of this part of the sub

ject. We have to inquire what Christ taught as to faith, first, in

relation to repentance, and, second, in relation to the new birth.

First, as to Christ s view of faith in relation to repentance.

This touches the objective result of sin. Man has relation

both to that which is around him and to Him who is above

him. By sin, he disturbs both relations : he places himself

in opposition to that which is around, and he offends Him

who is above. Eepentance is the removal, or rather the

1 Col. iii. 9, 10.
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desire for the removal, of the disturbance caused by sin. It is

the recognition and abandonment of opposition, the confession

of offence, and the resolve after new obedience. And the

question before us is as to the connection of faith with this

result.

In order that we may gain an answer to this question,

let us return to the statement of the Evangelist already

referred to regarding the preaching of Jesus. He &quot; came

into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God, and

saying, The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at

hand : repent ye, and believe the
gospel.&quot;

1 &quot;

Eepent ye, and

believe the
gospel.&quot;

Here repentance and faith are closely

connected, and are set forth in their connection as the basis of

citizenship in the kingdom about to be established. What
the nature of that connection is, we shall discover if we

consider what is said of faith, and, in particular, of its object.

That is the gospel. What, then, is the gospel ? In its full

extent, it is the whole revelation given by Jesus Christ.

But here, we have to think of that revelation in one of its

many aspects and references. What that is, is determined

for us by the terms of the statement. The gospel in which

men are to believe is a gospel that harmonises with repent

ance, a gospel that meets the case of the penitent, comforting

and encouraging and guiding them. Now repentance is a

turning from sin to God. The gospel that harmonises with

this act must, therefore, be at once an exposure and a

condemnation of sin as a violation of divine law, and a

declaration of mercy and grace on the part of Him whose

law had been violated. Did it not expose and condemn

sin, it would not lead to a turning from sin
;
did it not

declare mercy and grace, it would not lead to a turning to

God. Belief in the gospel is thus belief in the righteousness

and in the love of God, and belief in these of such a kind as

to impel to confession of wrong-doing and to acceptance of

forgiveness. Faith, then, as thus described, is more than

1 Mark i. 14, 15.
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formal assent to certain statements made in our hearing; it is

the response of our nature to utterances that appeal to our

feelings and our needs. Consequently, it is the assumption

of an attitude, toward that which is without and above, that

implies the formation, or rather the reformation, of a relation

that has been disturbed by us, a relation the maintenance

of which we recognise to be essential to our safety and

happiness. The assumption of such an attitude is clearly a

religious act, since it is the acceptance of divine truth and

the surrender to divine grace ;
but it is a religious act that

has a moral reference and result. Our belief is allied to

repentance, is at once the impulse to, and the condition of,

repentance, but repentance has to do with character and

conduct as manifested in our dealings with our surroundings

and our fellows. Hence our belief must issue in a change of

character and conduct.

We come now to consider Christ s teaching as to the

relation of faith to the new birth. Here we touch the

subjective effect of sin. That is declared to be spiritual

death. By his evil-doing, the transgressor removes himself

from the source of life, and, as a result, declines in vitality.

He is
&quot;

alienated from the life of God &quot;

;

l
he is

&quot; dead in

trespasses and sins.&quot; He must, therefore, be raised in

newness of life, and he is so raised when he is born again.

With this vitalising change, Christ connects faith. He tells

Nicodemus that whosoever believeth in Him shall not perish,

but have everlasting life,
3 and to the Jews He says,

&quot; He

that heareth My word, and believeth on Him that sent Me,

hath everlasting life, and shall not come into condemnation
;

but is passed from death unto life.&quot;
4 In these statements,

and others of similar import that might be adduced, Jesus

lays down belief as the condition of the possession of spiritual

life. In the one case, the belief required is belief in the

Messiah, and in the other, it is belief on Him that sent Him
;

but these are not distinct. He who sent and He who was sent

1
Eph. iv. 18.

-
Eph. ii. 1.

3 John iii. 16.
4 John v. 24.
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are the same :

&quot;

I and My Father are one.&quot;
l

What, then, of

faith in this connection ? It is clear that it must be different

in reference and value from what it was in relation to

repentance, but though different from it, it must be com

patible with it. Here it leads to life. It is the recognition

of, and the surrender to, an internal and essential relation

ship between us and God. It is the acknowledgment that

only in union to Him who has made us can we realise

our nature. It is the opening of ourselves to the vital

and vitalising influence of Him who has created us for

Himself, and apart from whom we must perish. Life is

not the reward, but the issue, of faith : it is not a benefit

attached to it, but its natural and necessary outcome. To

exercise faith is not to secure life, it is to live. Whenever

we believe, we live. Faith in this connection is, there

fore, a movement of our being that is central and radical.

As the accompaniment of repentance, it looks outward; as

the accompaniment of the new birth, it looks inward. In

the former reference, it points to a violated law, the need of

forgiveness, and the resolve after new obedience
;
in the

latter, it points to separation from the source of life, the

need for reconciliation, and the desire for quickening. The

first speaks of pardon and acceptance, the second, of renewal

and union. But, as has been said, the two are compatible

with each other. They are, in truth, but different aspects of

the same thing, neither of which can be safely overlooked

without injury to the other. This is suggested by the follow

ing passage, which we have already quoted :

&quot; He that heareth

My word, and believeth on Him that sent Me, hath everlasting

life, and shall not come into condemnation : but is passed

from death unto life.&quot;

&quot; Hath everlasting life,&quot;
and &quot;

shall

not come into condemnation.&quot; Here the possession of ever

lasting life and freedom from condemnation are linked closely

together. Both are due to the same act on the part of the in

dividual. They are but the two sides of one process and result.

1 John x. 30.
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What, however, concerns us at present is the effect, as

described, in character and conduct. It is moral, as well as

religious, in its range and operation. That it is religious

is evident. It is surrender to the Divine Being, with the

view of participation in the divine life
;
and that is of the

very essence of religion. That it is also moral is scarcely

less evident. It is self-surrender, submission to a spiritual

power and energy that is to possess and dominate the

whole nature. It must, therefore, affect the activity of the

individual in every direction. It is the purification and the

quickening of the spring of our feeling and our thought ;
it

is the adjustment of the centre of our being, and it cannot

but reveal itself in word and deed. We have seen that

faith, viewed in relation to repentance, has also a twofold

reference. The basis, however, is different in the two cases.

Faith, viewed in relation to repentance, is the reception of

truths concerning God, or of a revelation of God, that meets

the sense of shortcoming and transgression, and leads to a

change of attitude toward the divine will. Faith, viewed in

relation to the new birth, is surrender to Him who is the

manifestation of God, and by whom the life of God is

imparted to those who receive Him. In the former case,

the issue is both moral and religious, because man as a unity

must seek harmony in his beliefs, and must therefore bring

the truths accepted by him into relation to his whole thought

and feeling, in such a way that they will determine his aims

and purposes. In the latter case, the issue is both moral

and religious, because man as a unity can have but one life,

one vital principle, of which his every movement is an

expression more or less full and articulate. Thus faith,

viewed in relation to the new birth, is more fundamental

and penetrating than faith viewed in relation to penitence.

The former, indeed, includes and embraces the latter
;
whilst

the latter points to the former as its completion.

This brings us to another point, that is at once a cor

rection and an extension of that which we have just been
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considering. Hitherto, in dealing with Christ s teaching as to

belief and life, we have confined ourselves to the new birth,

and to faith in relation thereto. We have done so because

we were occupying the negative standpoint. But there is a

positive as well as a negative standpoint, and, as has been

pointed out, faith has to be regarded from both. It operates

not only in the way of recovery, but also in the way of main

tenance and advance. The transition from the one to the

other is effected by the new birth. That is not an isolated

experience ;
it is the beginning of a movement that is to

continue. By it life is stirred within us, and the life that is

stirred within us is eternal. It is not only to be preserved,

it is to be deepened and enriched and increased
;

and the

condition of its expansion is the same as the condition of

its initiation. On faith, as acceptance and surrender, rests

the possession of life eternal its rise and its growth.
&quot; As

thou hast believed, so be it done unto thee&quot;
;

* that is the

principle of the divine dealing with men. The disciples

prayed,
&quot;

Lord, Increase our faith&quot;;
2 and this is a petition that

all who seek to grow in grace must constantly echo, for with

out faith there cannot be growth, and in proportion to the

faith exercised will be the growth.

Closely connected with the points of which we have

spoken, there is another that demands consideration. In His

discourses, Christ frequently used the word truth as descrip

tive of that which He presented to men for acceptance, and

the acceptance of which was essential to the attainment of

spiritual life. The Evangelist declares that by Him there

came grace and truth. He Himself declared that He was &quot;

the

truth.&quot; He upbraided men because they did not believe the

truth which He set before them. He asserted that by the

truth men should be made free. He prayed the Father to

sanctify His followers through the truth which was His

word. He promised to send the Spirit of truth to carry for

ward His work in them, leading them into all truth. These

1 Matt. viii. 13.
2 Luke xvii. 6.
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and similar passages show us the prominence that was assigned

by Christ to truth. It is exhibited by Him as the object

and content of faith, that which was to be imparted to and

received by those who exercised faith, and that which, work

ing in them, was to develop their Christian character. Now
what are we to understand by truth in this connection ? It

is evident that it is suggestive of more than correspondence

with fact and reality. In this sense we often employ the

word. We speak of what is true, or of a truth, or of truths,

when we wish to indicate that special statements are in

accordance with what actually exists or has taken place.

The statements in question satisfy a test that is applied to

them, and, in virtue of this, are accepted. But what Christ

speaks of is truth, or the truth
;
not that which corresponds with

fact and reality, but fact and reality itself. He does not

merely claim that His utterances are in accordance with what

actually exists or has taken place, but that in Him that which

actually exists, or that which is the ground of what has taken

place, stands revealed.
&quot;

Thy word is truth
&quot;

:
1 the word of

God, the thought of God, that is truth. Hence He who is

&quot;

the word
&quot;

is
&quot;

the truth,&quot; and that Spirit which proceeds

from the Father, by His indwelling and working, leads men

into all truth.

When we thus apprehend the significance of the word truth,

as used by Jesus, we perceive that it is vital and vitalising

in character and operation. It is a living principle that must

influence powerfully all who receive it. It is not a proposi

tion or dogma that may be admitted by us without in any

way affecting our character and life. It is a force that must

work within us. We do not simply apply it to our circum

stances : we submit ourselves to its control, and by that con

trol we become children of the truth. It is an energy that

embodies itself in a definite character.
&quot; The truth shall make

you free,&quot;

2 said Christ. The freedom here promised is no

external deliverance. It is the liberty of the sons of God.

1 John xvii. 17.
2 John viii. 32.



THE NEED OF MAN 417

It is the release of the spirit of man from the bonds by

which, in its natural state, it is bound
;
so that, delivered from

the hindrance and the impediment which these imposed on it,

it spontaneously fulfils the purpose of its being.

But the truth not only makes free, it sanctifies. Sancti-

fication is an inner process that cannot be either initiated or

carried forward by a purely external influence. It is accom

plished by the gradual permeation of our nature by a cleansing

and ennobling power that expels all that is base and cherishes

all that is good. The truth that accomplishes this in us must

be more than doctrines intellectually apprehended by us
;

it

must be a force that identifies itself with us. Only on the

ground of that identification could it have within us its per

fect work.

It is clear that this element in the teaching of Christ has

a most important bearing on the subject of our inquiry. It

confirms most emphatically the conclusion to which we have

been brought. The truth, when it touches men, and is

assimilated by them, must determine them both morally and

religiously. It is
&quot; the word of God,&quot; and as such it sanc

tifies them. It thus of necessity brings them into right

relation to God. It is the divine thought moving within

them, and the movements of the divine thought must always

be toward the Divine Being. But it also brings them into

right relation to their surroundings in their varied aspects.

Because, bringing them into harmony with reality, with the

nature of things, it dictates the proper attitude and guides

into the proper course. The truth is not only to be believed,

it is to be obeyed, and is, therefore, to manifest itself in

character and conduct. Wendt insists that the term should

be taken as equivalent to
&quot; the

right,&quot;
or

&quot;

rectitude,&quot;
&quot;

the

Tightness of faithful and dutiful conduct
&quot;

;

l and though

such a rendering does not exhaust its significance, or suggest

the fulness and depth of its meaning, it exhibits accurately

one side of it and emphasises its practical reference.
&quot; He

1 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. i. pp. 257-259.

27
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that doeth truth cometh to the light, that his deeds may be

made manifest, that they are wrought in God.&quot;
l This is a

weighty and valuable utterance, In it the religious and the

moral are united. The deeds performed are described as
&quot;

doing

truth,&quot; and they are declared to be &quot;

wrought in God.&quot; There

is, thus, conduct, which is the issue and embodiment of the

truth, and which, as such, springs from relation to God, whose

nature determines it and whose power produces it.

The truth, as will be evident from what has been said, i&

intimately associated with faith, repentance, and life. It is

received by faith. Belief in the truth is acceptance of it and

submission to it. And it is by its working on and in men

that repentance is manifested and life is begun and increased.

Christ said,
&quot;

I am the way, the truth, and the life
&quot;

;

2
and

by that saying He bound together in His person the different

elements of His teaching.

We have thus examined Christ s utterances as to the

need of man. We have seen that He dealt with that need

both negatively and positively. He spoke alike of recovery from

evil and of advance in righteousness. With regard to the

former, He urged the necessity of repentance and of revival,

thus emphasising the objective and the subjective aspects of

sin and its consequences, viz. guilt and death. By repent

ance, guilt was overcome, and restoration to place and privilege

was secured
; by revival, death was overcome, and life was

stirred, so that the faculties might be exercised, activity might

be put forth, and growth might result. Associated with each

of these was faith. Without faith, neither repentance nor

revival was possible. It supplied what was requisite for

their appearance. In respect of repentance, it seized the

truth concerning divine grace, that made return to God pos

sible
;

in respect of revival, it effected a union with Him
who was the life, so that His life was communicated to the

nature that was &quot; dead in trespasses and sins,&quot; quickening

it into
&quot; newness of life.&quot; And the life thus communicated

1 John iii. 21. 2 John xiv. 6.
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remained a permanent possession, a vital force that was to

strengthen and expand, finding for itself ever fuller expres

sion. These movements, we saw, were both moral and reli

gious in reference and result. They touched man in his

relation both to God and to the world
; they affected his

attitude alike toward that which was above and toward that

which was around. Producing a right state of mind and

heart, they produced a right form of conduct.

Having thus considered Christ s teaching as to the need

of man, we turn to consider His character and work, so far

as these bear on that subject, with the view of gaining con

firmation of the results reached. We followed this course in

connection with our inquiry into Christ s teaching as to the

duty of man. And here, this course is more necessary, and

should yield more helpful results. So far as the duty of man

is concerned, Christ is an example and an inspiration ;
but in

relation to the need of man, He is vastly more than this. He

is the means and channel by which that need is supplied.

What is demanded, as the condition of satisfaction, is faith
;

and the object of that faith is Jesus the Christ. Men are

to believe in Him, and in proportion as they do so they

experience recovery, revival, growth in vitality and vigour.

That belief, too, is to produce union, a union that is close and

living. How close and living this union is, Christ shows in

His discourse about the True Vine. He there declares that

as the branch is to the vine, so His disciples are to Him. If

they are to bring forth fruit, they must abide in Him. &quot; As

the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, except it abide in the

vine
;
no more can ye, except ye abide in me.&quot;

1 The belief,

then, of which He speaks is no external, formal acquiescence

in His utterances concerning Himself ;
it is a reception of,

and a submission to, Him, in the fulness of His personality

and power. It is by relation to Him alone that recovery

and revival can be realised. When this is seen, we perceive

the importance for our inquiry of the character and the work

1 John xv. 4.
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of Christ. Unless these be adequate to the demands of faith

as thus described, the teaching will be but a mockery and a

delusion.

What, then, of Christ s character and work ? What was

He, and what did He do ? Was He such an one, and did He

act in such a way, as to bring within the reach of men

recovery, revival, life ? For an answer to these questions

we must listen to His own testimony concerning Himself,

because He alone can interpret Himself aright. And that

testimony we shall consider in reference, first, to His

personality, and, second, to His mission. We shall ask,

What sayest Thou of Thyself? and, What sayest Thou of

Thy work ?

What, then, of Christ s personality ? What did He pro

fess and claim to be ? To this question we do not find a

full and complete answer in any one of His recorded utter

ances. In order to reach such an answer we have to bring

together statements make at different times. The reason for

this is, that Christ did not begin by producing credentials, or

making declarations concerning His nature and position. He

addressed Himself at once to the work He had been sent to

do, proceeding on the assumption that, in and by that work

and His manner of doing it, the Jews would recognise Him

and receive Him. &quot; He came unto His own &quot;

expecting

that, because they were &quot; His own,&quot; apprised of, and prepared

for, His coming, they would know Him and receive Him. It

was only, therefore, when misunderstood or attacked that He
uttered definite testimony concerning His nature and stand

ing. And such being the case, a full view of the testimony

offered by Him can be gained only by a consideration of His

several deliverances on the subject.

Apart, however, from special utterances on the subject,

the general tenor alike of His speech and action sheds light on

His view of His nature. Consideration of this shows that He

regarded Himself in two different aspects a human and a

divine. In connection with this twofold estimate of Himself,
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we remember that He spoke of Himself as the
&quot; Son of God &quot;

and as the &quot; Son of Man.&quot; These titles are clearly intended to

suggest two sides of His personality. The former implies a

definite and unique relation to God, the latter, a definite and

unique relation to man ; the former speaks of divinity, the latter,

of humanity. Some who admit that
&quot; Son of Man &quot;

implies

humanity, deny that
&quot; Son of God &quot;

implies divinity, at least

in the full sense of the term. This is the position of Wendt.

He labours hard, displaying not a little skill and ingenuity, in

the attempt to prove that the phrase
&quot; Son of God,&quot; as used

by Christ in application to Himself, does not imply a position

other than that occupied by, or at least possible to, the

children of men. Summing up his discussion on the subject,

he says :

&quot; Both names have value for the consciousness of

Jesus in so far as they involve direct views of the character

istic relations of His person to His nature and work, the

one a view of the relation of His person to God, the other

a view of His relation to the human race. If, through His

self-designation as Son of God, He gives expression to His

lofty consciousness of standing in an inward fellowship of

love with God as His Father, so, by designating Himself as

Son of man, He expresses His lowly consciousness of at the

same time being a weak finite man, like other men, who was

not exempt from the specific manifestations and experiences

which belong to frail humanity.&quot;
: When we read the latter

part of this statement, we cannot help observing, that in it

two different values are attached to the term &quot;

Son.&quot; In the

one clause, it indicates only
&quot;

the consciousness of standing in

an inward fellowship of love with God as His Father
&quot;

;
in

the other, it indicates a community of nature. As &quot; Son of

God,&quot; Jesus is bound to the Father by a
&quot;

fellowship of

love&quot;; as &quot;Son of Man,&quot; He is bound to humanity by

the possession of a human nature. In the former case,

it is a bond of affection that is suggested, in the latter,

it is a bond of nature. In the first instance, the tie is

1 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. p. 149.
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sentimental, in the latter, it is essential. But this double

reference of the term is not permissible. It must be taken

in the same sense in both clauses. Sonship must indicate

the same kind of relation in the two titles. Now, that

Christ was truly human is evident. He was born, grew in

wisdom and stature, showed all the qualities of humanity.

Proof of this is to be found on every page of the sacred

record. But if His title
&quot; Son of Man &quot;

rests on His com

munity of nature with men, His title
&quot; Son of God &quot;

must rest

on His community of nature with God. And that it did is

distinctly declared by Him. On one occasion He said,
&quot;

I

and My Father are one.&quot;
l Those who heard this utterance

declared it blasphemous. They understood it to mean that

Jesus claimed equality with God. Christ s defence in no

way contradicts that interpretation. Wendt, indeed, seeks to

show that by His reference to those who were called gods,

because unto them the word of God came,
2 He intends to

place Himself in the same class as they, only on a higher

level. 3 But that is not the case. He does not say of Himself,

what He has said of them, that unto Him &quot; the word of God

came,&quot; but He speaks of Himself as
&quot;

Him, whom the Father

hath sanctified, and sent into the world.&quot;
4 He contrasts

Himself with those referred to not in respect of different

degrees, but in respect of different kinds, of privilege and

honour. In accordance with this high, unique position,

which He claims for Himself, He adds,
&quot; the Father is in Me,

and I in Him.&quot;
5 This statement He repeats later. In

reply to Philip s request,
&quot; Shew us the Father,&quot; He says,

&quot; He that hath seen Me hath seen the Father,&quot; and asks,

in a tone of disappointment,
&quot;

Believest thou not that I am

in the Father, and the Father in Me ?
&quot; 6 These utterances

point to a union, the closest and most intimate conceivable,

a union that is essential in character. Only on the basis of

1 John x. 30. - John x. 35.

3 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. pp. 164, 165. 4 John x. 36.

5 John x. 38.
6 John xiv. 8-10.
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such a union could Christ speak of men seeing the Father in

Him. Short of this there could only be a revelation of the

will of the Father, not a revelation of the Father Himself.

Christ, then, is at once human and divine. He is both

the Son of Man and the Son of God. This is what He says

of Himself. But a personality so strange and unique de

mands explanation. It must have come into existence for

a special purpose. Extraordinary in nature, it must have an

extraordinary mission. Hence the answer to the question,

What sayest Thou of Thyself ? gives rise to the question,

What sayest Thou of Thy work ? That He had come into

the world to do a certain work, Christ declared once and

again. What, then, according to His teaching, was that

work ? In endeavouring to gain an answer to this question,

we must remember the varied and progressive character of His

teaching. He did not at once set forth the whole truth con

cerning His mission, nor did He, even to the close of His life,

set it forth with equal explicitness to all to whom He spoke.

He found it useful to prepare even His followers for the

announcement He had to make, and He always suited His

communications to the circumstances of His hearers, making

known to them only what they were able to bear. We do

not, therefore, deal rightly with the subject if we accept all

His statements as of equal value. We must determine their

worth as explanations of His work by the time at which, and

the circumstances in which, they were made. Further,

though His work was one, it was many-sided. This being

the case, we must be careful to fix our attention on that

which is central.

In this connection, we remember that He instituted a

rite, the observance of which was to bring Him and His

work vividly before the minds of His followers. Now, in

instituting a rite of this kind, He would most assuredly make

it suggestive of that which was fundamental and essential.

It is inconceivable that one who was imposing on His dis

ciples an ordinance, the aim of which was to keep before
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their minds His character and achievement, and, by doing so,

to cherish and intensify their devotion to Him and His

cause, should select for commemoration what was second

ary or subordinate. He would naturally seek to embody in

the institution ordained by Him that which He believed to be

the strongest claim He had on the esteem and regard of His

fellows. On the monument which He was raising for Him

self, He would inscribe His highest effort and attainment.

The symbol which He selected would be one that was fitted to

recall His personality at its highest and His endeavour at its

fullest. In the rite instituted by Jesus, then, we have a sure

guide to what, in His view, was central in His work. In

order, therefore, that we may discover this, we have only to

ask what it was that He enshrined in the ordinance which

He bade His followers keep in remembrance of Him. To

this question only one answer is possible. It was His

death that He emphasised in the words of institution. It

was His death that was to be showed forth by eating bread

and drinking wine. Here, then, we reach the standpoint from

which, according to Jesus Himself, we can estimate aright

the work which He came to do, and which at the close of

His life He declared He had finished. All that He did

must be viewed in relation to the final act, and must take its

character and value from that relation. That act must be

regarded as the consummation toward which everything else

was designed to contribute, as the purpose of His mission

to which all else was subsidiary. And this implies that His

death was not accidental, but necessary. That is to say, it

was not brought about solely by the circumstances in which

He found Himself, but formed part of the work given Him to

do, so that without it that work would have been incomplete.

Had it been an accident, due to the special surroundings

within which that work had to be executed, the rite in

stituted would not have been limited to it in the way it was.

It might have been made commemorative of it, but it would

have been made commemorative of it in such a fashion as
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to suggest that it was accidental, and to indicate what wasOO *

essential. As it is, what is definitely emphasised by the

broken body and shed blood is the fact of dying, and that

not as an arrest of activity, or as a defeat of purpose, or as a

testimony to the sincerity of Him who died, or as an illustra

tion of the truth taught by Him, but as the culmination and

achievement of the mission undertaken by Him, and, con

sequently, the natural and necessary close of the task assigned

to Him as Messiah. The declaration symbolically expressed

in the Lord s Supper is, that in the death of Christ the signi

ficance of His coming and effort was summed up and dis

closed, and that by it the purpose of His coming and effort

was attained
; that, indeed, without His death His coming and

effort would have lacked explanation and completion, would,

in truth, have lacked explanation because lacking completion.

For inasmuch as the object of His coming and effort was not

an aim external to these, to be pursued and secured by means

of and in virtue of them, but an aim internal to them, to be

fulfilled in and through them, and to be wrought out by their

accomplishment and execution, it could not be truly disclosed

till they were completed ;
their completion, in fact, was its

disclosure. By the institution of the Lord s Supper, then,

Christ teaches us that His death is an integral part of His

work, that in it the thought and principle that were the

inspiration and the impulse of His appearance amongst men,

and that were operative in His whole activity, found their

highest application and embodiment, and that, this being so,

it was the final stage of that activity, implied in all that had

preceded it, and bringing the movement of which it was the

last term to full fruition.

That the death of Christ and the work of Christ are thus

essentially related is often denied. By some the connection

between them is declared to have been wholly external and

accidental. To these the death appears to have been not a

help, but a hindrance, to the work
;
not its consummation, but

its interruption ;
not the goal toward which it must travel, but
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an unlooked-for disaster that arrested its advance toward

completion. For the death there was no necessity, so far as

the performance of the work was concerned
;

it was due

entirely to the hate which the work excited in the breasts of

those amongst whom it was being wrought. It was simply a

calamity that befell Jesus as a reformer, the fate of the

martyr who would rather die than desert his post or betray

his cause. That such a view is out of harmony with Christ s

procedure in instituting the Lord s Supper has already been

indicated. It need not therefore detain us further.

We turn to consider another position that lies midway
between those described. According to it, the connection

between the death and the work of Christ was not wholly

accidental, and yet it was not essential in the full meaning of

the term. The death was in a real sense necessary for the

completion of the work, so necessary that it may be spoken

of as appointed by God
;
but the necessity for it did not lie in

the nature of the work, but in the circumstances amidst which

it had to be wrought. This is the position of Wendt, as

expounded at length in his Teaching of Jesus. His view

may be summarised as follows. The task assigned to, and

undertaken by, Jesus was the establishment of the kingdom of

God
;
this was to be accomplished by means of

&quot;

truth-revealing

teaching.&quot;
In the prosecution of His task He met with

opposition, which became increasingly bitter and at length

threatened Him with death. From this death He felt He

dare not shrink. To have done so would have been to deny

His calling and His teaching. He had declared that the truth

He had come to proclaim demanded, if need be, the surrender

of all earthly good and the endurance of suffering, and, such

being the case, had He refused to face the pain that con

fronted Him, He would have belied His own preaching and

would have stood discredited before men. But besides this

negative consideration, there was a positive. By undergoing

death He would not only justify, but would lend force to,

what He had said. His death would confirm and carry for-
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ward His teaching. He, therefore, submitted to death for the

sake of His work. He yielded up His life in the cause of the

kingdom of God. Further, because thus coinciding with, and

contributing to, the fulfilment of His task, it belonged neces

sarily to His Messianic calling, and was decreed by God.

Not only this, but it was the means of winning the life of

blessing for men, and so had a saving significance.
1

Such, in

brief, is the theory offered by Wendt of the relation of Christ s

death to His work. It is marked by great subtlety and

ingenuity, but it either goes too far or it does not go far

enough. It is an attempt to find a via media between giving

the death of Christ the central place in His work and treating

it as purely accidental to that work
; but, despite the ability

which it displays, the attempt must be pronounced unsuccess

ful. The most cursory glance reveals inconsistencies and

contradictions. Features are brought together that are quite

incompatible with each other
;
and in different paragraphs,

sometimes in the same paragraph, even in the same sentence,

statements are made regarding the significance of Christ s

death and its connection with His work, that cannot be

harmonised with each other. Let us look a little closely at

the theory enunciated, with the view of justifying these criti

cisms.

The fundamental position is, that the death of Christ was

not necessary for the completion of the work of Christ. It is

true that it is sometimes spoken of as necessary, but when we

examine the passages in which it is so spoken of, we find that

the necessity does not relate to the work in itself, but to the

special circumstances in which that work had to be performed.

We read, e.g., that Jesus,
&quot; amid the hardships and conflicts

which arise to prevent His carrying out the purpose of salva

tion for men, is ready to yield up His own life on behalf of

the salvation of His
people.&quot;

2 It is here plainly stated, that

it is because of that, which prevented the carrying out of the

1 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. sec. iv. ch. iii.

- Ibid. vol. ii. pp. 251, 252.
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purpose of salvation, that Christ must yield up His life. His

death is not, therefore, necessary for the carrying out of that

purpose, taken by itself, but only in view of the hindrances to

its carrying out that have arisen, and in order that by these

it may not be arrested. Had nothing occurred to prevent the

execution of the purpose, the death would not have taken

place. In the second clause of the sentence quoted, Christ is

spoken of as ready to yield up His life
&quot; on behalf of the

salvation of His
people.&quot; The force of the phrase

&quot; on behalf

of
&quot;

must, however, be determined by that which precedes.

It does not mean that the yielding up of life really formed

part of the salvation, but only that it was required and per

formed in order that the completion of the salvation might
become possible. Elsewhere it is said that He yielded up
His life

&quot;

in the cause of the kingdom of God,&quot;
l and that His

death was &quot;

for the sake of His Messianic
calling.&quot;

2 And all

these phrases have the same import. They suggest something

apart from, and only incidentally connected with, the under

taking that is being executed. This is very pointedly ex

pressed in the sentence from which the second of these

expressions is taken. In it, it is declared that Jesus re

tained the conviction
&quot;

that His death, for the sake of His

Messianic calling, would not bring detriment, but rather

furtherance to the kingdom of God.&quot; But if it had been

necessary for the work itself, an essential element in that

work, there would have been no thought of
&quot;

detriment,&quot; and

there would have been thought of more than &quot;

furtherance.&quot;

Another important passage is the following :

&quot; As Jesus

did not regard the external significance and slowness of His

success as a discouraging token of the inadequacy and

effectiveness of His Messianic activity, but rather as being

necessarily conditioned by the nature of the kingdom of God,

so also the ignominious death of a criminal to which, at the

close of His brief ministry, He was delivered by the hostile

1
Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. p. 222.

2 Ibid. vol. ii. p. 223.
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leaders of the Jewish people, and which implied from an

external mode of view the shipwreck of His pretended

Messianic efforts, could be viewed as serviceable to the

purpose of the realisation of the kingdom of God on earth,

and therefore as necessarily belonging to His Messianic

calling, and as tending to stamp it as truly successful.&quot;
l

This statement at once confirms what has just been said as

to Wendt s position, and carries us a step further in our

criticism. In it, the death of Christ is brought into line with

the slowness of Christ s success, and both are regarded in the

same light. The latter is declared to have &quot; been necessarily

conditioned by the nature of the kingdom of God,&quot; while the

former is spoken of as
&quot;

serviceable to the purpose of the

realisation of the kingdom,&quot; and &quot;therefore as necessarily

belonging to His Messianic calling.&quot; Now, a little examina

tion shows us that there is in these statements ambiguity and

confusion of thought and expression. First of all, it is not

correct to say, that the slowness of Christ s success was
&quot;

necessarily conditioned by the nature of the kingdom of

God.&quot; That is at best half the truth. What the slowness of

His success was necessarily conditioned by, was the state of

the Jews to whom He discoursed of the kingdom of God.

Had all been waiting for the consolation of Israel, His success

would not have been slow. By Wendt, the necessity for the

slowness of Christ s success is placed within the nature of the

kingdom of God, whereas it lies without it. In the succeeding

clause, the opposite mistake is committed. What lies within

&quot; the purpose of the realisation of the kingdom
&quot;

is placed with

out it. The death of Christ is spoken of as
&quot;

serviceable
&quot;

to this purpose. But it was more than &quot;serviceable,&quot; it was

essential, to it. Its ground did not lie in the opposition that

was offered to it by the hostile leaders of the people, but in the

nature of the purpose itself. This Wendt seems to admit, for

he goes on to speak of it as
&quot;

necessarily belonging to His

Messianic calling.&quot;
But when we note the context in which

1 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. pp. 218, 219.
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this sentence stands, we see that it does not carry the mean

ing which we naturally attach to it. It is because serviceable

to it that it necessarily belongs to it and, because necessarily

belonging to it that it stamps it with success. Now in what

sense can we speak of that which is serviceable to a purpose

as necessarily belonging to it ? or rather, Can we, in any

intelligent sense, speak of that which is serviceable to a

purpose as necessarily belonging to it ? Strictly speaking,

that which is serviceable to a purpose is external to the

purpose to which it is serviceable, and does not therefore

&quot;

necessarily belong
&quot;

to it. We may, indeed, use the term

freely to indicate that which touches the essence of a purpose,

and supplies the essential conditions of its success, but, in

that case, to say that that which is serviceable necessarily

belongs to that to which it is serviceable is tautological and

unmeaning. But that this is not the sense which it bears

in the present case is evident from the whole tenor of the

passage, as well as from the whole drift of the argument of

which it forms part.

To take another point. It is said, that the death of

Christ, as serviceable and as necessarily belonging to the

Messianic calling,
&quot; tends to stamp it as truly successful.&quot;

I confess I am at a loss to know how what is serviceable to

a thing can stamp it as successful. The manifestation of

that which belongs to a thing may, in a certain sense, be

spoken of as stamping it as successful, though the expression

is not very happy, but only if, by
&quot;

necessarily belonging to

it,&quot;
we mean forming an essential part or element of it, and,

as we have seen, that is not its meaning in the statement

under consideration.

But I pass to his statement as to the death of Christ

having been decreed by God. It is as follows :

&quot; When He

declared the necessity of His sufferings and of His being put

to death, He meant not only that His fate was unavoidable

in spite of its incompatibility with His Messianic calling, but

that it was decreed by God because, on account of the nature
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of the kingdom of God which He was to set up, it formed

part of His Messianic
calling.&quot;

l This is quite as remarkable

a sentence as that just criticised. Christ s being put to

death was declared by God to be necessary ; yet it was

incompatible with Christ s Messianic calling ; but, though

incompatible with His Messianic calling, it was decreed by

God, because it formed part of the Messianic calling ;
and

it formed part of the Messianic calling on account of the

nature of the kingdom of God. It was thus at once &quot; incom

patible with the Messianic calling
&quot;

and a
&quot;

part of the

Messianic calling !

&quot;

Of course, an attentive reader of the

section knows what is meant by this somewhat perplexing

utterance, but it is scarcely too much to say that one who

writes in this fashion is not dealing fairly either with his

subject or with his readers. The misleading character of the

utterance is due to the endeavour to preserve the form of

the Scriptural statements while surrendering their spirit.

Wendt feels that he must bring the death of Christ into

definite relation with His work, but, in order to escape the

natural consequence of regarding it as vital to that work, viz,

attaching to it a real and efficient saving value, he seeks to

show that that relation, while definite, is accidental, that,

since in the course of things it had to be endured, it must

have had some effect on the work performed, but that there

was no reason in the work itself for its occurrence. This is

an untenable position ;
it admits either too much or too little.

According to it, Christ saw that though His death formed no

essential part of His Messianic calling, it was inevitable on

account of the opposition which He was encountering and

which was becoming more keen and malignant day by day,

and, in that sense, was necessary ;
and in connection with

this, that, as all things are under the government of God, He

has decreed that death, as He has decreed whatever happens,

and, in virtue of this decree, it becomes a part of Christ s

Messianic calling. That, at least, is what, reading it in the

1 The Teaching of Jesus, p. 225.
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light of the rest of the discussion, I take it to mean. It is

true that the latter part seems to mean more than this. In

it we are told that God has decreed the death of Christ

because, on account of the nature of the kingdom,
&quot;

it forms

part of the Messianic
calling.&quot;

But we have already dis

covered that what we are to understand by
&quot;

the nature of

the kingdom
&quot;

is the state of the people to whom the kingdom
was presented ; and, when this is observed, the above reading

of the passage will seem to be correct. If it be not correct,

and we are forced to give the clause,
&quot; because on account of

the nature of the kingdom He was to set up, it formed part

of the Messianic
calling,&quot;

its natural meaning, then the two

parts of the sentence will fall apart and stand in open con

tradiction. In the one, the death will be declared to be

necessary, though incompatible with the Messianic calling,

necessary, that is to say, because of the opposition roused
;

and in the other, it will be declared to be necessary, because

decreed by God as part of the Messianic calling and as

belonging to the nature of the kingdom ;
and . both of these

declarations cannot be accepted.

To Christ s death, then, we must direct our attention,

with the view of discovering its import and bearing. And,
as before, we limit ourselves to Christ s own teaching. Our

aim is not to reach a theory of the Atonement, but merely to

note the significance of Christ s work for the question we are

now discussing ;
and we speak of His death, because in it the

character of that work is most clearly exhibited. Now, there

are two points that in this reference stand out distinctly.

These are the remission of sin and the communication of life.

Both of these Christ associated with, and made dependent on,

His death.

We shall deal, first, with Christ s relation of His death to

the communication of life to men. We take this first be

cause it bulks much more largely in Christ s utterances than

the other. Why it should have done so we shall see later.

That He had come to give life to men Christ declared once
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and again. His aim was not merely to stir life within them,

but to impart life to them. The life which they were to

manifest was to be His life communicated to them. This

is emphatically declared in the Parable of the True Vine,

already referred to, As the branch brings forth fruit in

virtue of its participation in the life of the tree, so the

disciple does what is right and true in virtue of his parti

cipation in the life of the Master. But what is the condition

of this communication of life ? The answer to this question

is furnished by Christ in that pregnant utterance :

&quot;

Except a

corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone :

but if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit.&quot;
l This statement

was made in connection with the desire of the Greeks, who

had come up to the feast to see Him. That desire carried

His mind forward to the spread of His truth and the exten

sion of His kingdom throughout Gentile countries. But

the thought of this outward movement pressed upon Him the

thought of the suffering that must be endured before it could

be initiated. He must &quot; be lifted up
&quot;

if He were &quot;

to draw

all men unto Him,&quot; and His soul was troubled at the pro

spect. He experienced a strong temptation to ask the Father

to be delivered from that hour, but He overcame that tempta

tion by reflecting that it was for this cause that He had come

to that hour. Thus, in the utterance quoted, He suggests the

purpose of the death He should die. That was, that the

vitality which dwelt in Him should multiply itself, and make

itself manifest in a variety of lives. Without death, He de

clares th#t this would be impossible, and this was the object

of His advent and effort.

On another occasion He said :

&quot;

Except ye eat the flesh of

the Son of Man, and drink His blood, ye have no life in you.

Whoso eateth My flesh, and drinketh My blood, hath eternal

life
;
and I will raise him up at the last day. ... He that

eateth My flesh, and drinketh My blood, dwelleth in Me,

and I in him. As the living Father hath sent Me, and I live

1 John xii. 24.

28
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by the Father; so he that eateth Me, even he shall live

by Me.&quot;
l

In these sentences the dependence of men for spiritual

life on a close and vital relation to Jesus is asserted. So

close and vital is that relation, that it can only be described

by saying that men dwell in Him and He dwells in them.

And the means by which this relation is formed is eating

His flesh and drinking His blood. But how do the eating

of His flesh and the drinking of His blood become pos

sible ? They can become possible only by His death. This

is not stated in the paragraph under consideration, but it

is distinctly implied in it. The words uttered by Christ at

this time, like so many others spoken by Him, were to be

illumined and interpreted by subsequent events. They con

tained much more than could be plainly exhibited to those to

whom they were addressed. But they were so chosen, that

when the events to which they referred took place, their

reference to those events could not well be missed. Indeed,

the phraseology used by Jesus in His discussion with the

Jews is practically the same as that used by Him at the

institution of the Supper. In that rite the disciples are

invited to eat the bread, which is His broken body, His flesh
;

and to drink the wine, which is His blood. In the earlier

utterance Christ does what He was accustomed to do : He

states what is required of men without indicating all that is

involved in the meeting of that requirement, or is needful in

order that that requirement may even be fully presented.

These, the latter especially, could not, from the nature of the

case, be explained till the close of the process, the issue of

which was to be the creation of the necessary conditions.

By His death, then, Christ was to make the communi

cation of His life to men possible. How exactly His life

was, or could be, communicated to men is a question that,

however interesting and important, does not concern us

meanwhile. What we are seeking to discover is Christ s

1 John vi. 53-57.
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teaching as to the bearing of His death. And what we find

is, that He represented that death as the condition on which

the communication of His life to men rested. That is the

fact stated by Him, and the fact is all that we need for our

inquiry.

From Christ s relation of His death to the communication

of life to men, we turn to speak of His relation of it to the

remission of sin. On this point He made very few definite

and explicit statements. There is, however, one that is so

clear and distinct as to suffice, even if no other can be

found. I refer to the words used by Him at the institution

of the Supper. When He gave the cup to His disciples,

He said :

&quot; This is My blood of the covenant, which is

shed for many unto remission of sins.&quot;
] Such is the report

that is given by Matthew
;
and although the latter part

of the statement is not included in the other reports we

possess, there is no reason for rejecting it as an addition

by the Evangelist. Though not occurring in the parallel

passages, it is not only harmonious with these, but is involved

in them.

Meyer, while maintaining its genuineness, and charac

terising it as an epexegesis of the words &quot;

My blood of the

covenant,&quot; holds that it is
&quot; an explanatory addition intro

duced into the tradition, and put into the mouth of Jesus.&quot;
2

This opinion he bases on its absence from all the other

records. But if it be an epexegesis of the preceding clause,

is it not more likely that it would be omitted than that it

would be added ? As the significance of Christ s death came

to be set forth by the apostles, and apprehended by their

hearers, the need for an explanatory addition would not be

felt. It would be sufficient to employ the main phrase,

seeing that its bearing was fully understood. Further, if

such an explanatory addition were deemed necessary, we

should expect to find it in those reports that were composed

for Gentile readers, who were not familiar with the ceremonial

1 Matt. xxvi. 28 (R.V.).
2
Commentary, in loco.
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law and its numerous rites pointing to the remission of sin.

But in these we do not find it. We find it only in that

Gospel the motto of which is,
&quot;

that that which is written

might be fulfilled
&quot;

; only, that is to say, in the writing in

which it was least required.

I take the words, then, to have been spoken by Jesus

when instituting the Supper. But, even if we were forced to

reject them, the bearing of the statement made by Him would

not be materially changed, since the blood of the Covenant

points to the remission of sin.

Christ, then, brings His death and the remission of sin

into the closest possible connection. He indicates plainly

that the former is in some way or other the condition of the

latter. He speaks of the &quot; blood of the covenant,&quot; and of

that blood as
&quot; shed unto remission of sins.&quot; Now, the

&quot; blood of the covenant
&quot;

is that which furnishes what is

needful in order that the covenant may exist. It is not an

accident or accessory of the covenant
;

it is essential to it.

And it is shed for the
&quot;

remission of sin
&quot;

;
that is the aim

of its shedding. It is not simply to contribute in some sub

sidiary fashion to this result
;

it is the objective condition

of its attainment. Without it that result would not have

emerged. There is thus the most intimate relation between

the shedding of His blood and the remission of sin. What

precisely that relation is, it does not fall to us to discuss.

All that we are concerned to show is that Christ declared the

fact of relation, and that He did so is evident from what has

been said. That such was the opinion of those to whom the

words just considered by us were first addressed, as soon, at

least, as they were able calmly to consider them, does not

admit of doubt. Their preaching after the day of Pentecost

points unmistakably in this direction. In their interpretation

of them they had doubtless been guided by the post-resur

rection discourses of Christ. In one of these He &quot;said unto

them, Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer,

and to rise from the dead the third day : and that repentance
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and remission of sins should be preached in His name.&quot;
l In

this declaration He links together His death and the remission

of sins. The latter is to be preached
&quot;

in His name &quot;

: in the

name of Him who had died and risen again, and therefore in

virtue of His death and rising again. Such an utterance

would shed light on the words spoken on that memorable

evening in the upper chamber, and would make plain to

those who heard them their meaning. What, to their minds,

that meaning was does not, as I have said, admit of doubt.

It may be asserted that they were mistaken in their inter

pretation. Of this, proof is wanting and will be difficult to

find. Until it be forthcoming we must regard the pre

sumption as all the other way. Those who companied with

Jesus until the day He was taken up could scarcely be left

in error on such a vital point as this. And it cannot be

urged that they were prepossessed in favour of this view. If

they had been, they would have played a very different part

at the crucifixion. But their training and illumination did

not cease when their Master was taken up. On the day of

Pentecost the Spirit was shed abroad, the Spirit of truth that

was to lead them into all truth. The testimony of those who

enjoyed such privileges is not to be lightly set aside.

Alongside the words used by Christ at the institution of

the Supper we may place those spoken by Him at an earlier

period :

&quot; The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto,

but to minister, and to give His life a ransom for many.&quot;
-

These two utterances are practically parallel. The phrase,
&quot;

give His life a ransom for many,&quot;
indicates that death was

to be the means by which deliverance was to be secured, and

this in the sense that by the giving of life those demands

were met and those conditions were fulfilled without the

meeting and the fulfilment of which deliverance was im

possible. While holding this view, I am fully alive to the

difficulties which the passage presents, and especially to the

difficulties which attach to the term
&quot;

ransom.&quot; It is clear

1 Luke xxiv. 46, 47.
- Matt. xx. 28.
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that we cannot give to that term a literal application. The

analogy must not be pressed by us to the utmost, otherwise

we shall run into error. The question is, How far may we

carry it ? To this question various answers may be given.

Hence there is room for difference of opinion. Wendt, e.y.,

maintains that the analogy is to be taken as suggesting only

the fact of deliverance, and riot at all the nature of the

deliverance referred to, or the means by which that deliverance

was accomplished. He says :

&quot;

If Jesus employs the figure of

the ransom on account of this main point, that the ransom is

a means of deliverance, He could leave quite out of account

the circumstance that a ransom, in human transactions of that

kind, stands as the equivalent for the objects or persons to be

ransomed, and, in exchange for these, passes over into the

possession of the person to whom the payment is made.&quot;
1

This, however, is much too narrow an interpretation of the

saying, for it leaves out of view all that is characteristic of a

ransom. To deal with it in this way is not to deal with it

figuratively, as Wendt urges it should be dealt with
;

it is

practically to set it aside altogether. So far as his theory

goes, Christ would have said all He desired to say if He had

used the term &quot;

deliverance
&quot;

instead of
&quot; ransom

&quot;

;
if He

had said,
&quot;

give his life for the deliverance of many.&quot;
But

if this were all He desired to say, why should He have

selected such a forcible and vivid word as ransom ? To me

it appears that the choice of such a word implies that He

meant to indicate something specific regarding the deliverance

of which He was thinking. The inadequacy of Wendt s

reading of the passage comes out clearly when he goes on to

explain the deliverance which Christ declares He was to

secure for men by His ministry. In explaining that deliver

ance, he takes as his starting-point the invitation and

promise,
&quot; Come unto Me, all ye that labour and are heavy

laden, and I will give you rest. Take My yoke upon you,

and learn of Me
;
for I am meek and lowly in heart : and ye

1 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. p. 234.
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shall find rest for your souls. For My yoke is easy, and My
burden is light

&quot;

;

l and he tells us that, by
&quot;

the servile rela

tion, from which He declared many would be freed,&quot; Christ

meant &quot;

the condition of oppression by and servitude on

account of earthly sufferings, and also specially on account of

death.&quot;
2 The deliverance wrought he describes as follows:

&quot;

By the voluntary God-consecrated sacrifice of His life to

sufferings and death, He delivers from their bondage to

suffering and death many, namely, all those who will learn of

Him
;
He teaches them by His example to raise themselves

inwardly, through pious humility and assurance of salvation,

and so to transform death from being a dreaded foe to a

means of salvation.&quot;
3 I confess that I can see no connection

between the idea of a ransom and this
&quot; inward deliverance

from sufferings and death.&quot; If this were all that Christ

intended to set before His hearers, then the analogy employed

by Him, so far from making plain His thought, has obscured

it. But it is not all. As I have already said, we must not

press the metaphor unduly, but we are bound to give it some

value. We do not deal fairly with it if we lay aside all that

is peculiar to it, and accept only that which it has in common

with others of the same class. To treat Christ s sayings in

this fashion would be to lose more than half the truth they

were designed to convey. But little reflection is needed to

convince us that Wendt s starting-point is mistaken. The

passage which he cites, in which Christ calls the weary and

heavy laden to Himself, does not really suggest
&quot; a servile

condition,&quot; from which men can be freed by a ransom. It

suggests a condition of trial and trouble, of anxiety and toil,

and to such a condition the description
&quot;

servile
&quot;

does not

apply. In it the idea of subjection to a master, who claims

full control over us, is certainly not prominent, even if it be

implied. Its reference is mainly subjective, whereas &quot;

servile
&quot;

and &quot; ransom
&quot;

suggest that which is objective.

1 Matt. xi. 28-30. 2 The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. p. 230.

* The Teaching of Jesus, vol. ii. p. 231.
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There is another saying of Christ which may help us to

give to that under consideration its true value. Speaking to

the Jews on one occasion, He said, in reply to their indignant

protest that they had never been in bondage to any man,
&quot; Whosoever committeth sin is the servant of sin.&quot;

1 In this

utterance we have the description of
&quot;

a servile condition
&quot;

;

those indicated are servants, and servants of sin. They have

come under its control, and they yield obedience to it. That

obedience is not congenial or honourable
;

it is the obedience

of slavery, obedience that is compulsory, because those render

ing it have sold themselves to him to whom it is rendered.

Christ speaks of this state in connection with His offer of

freedom. It is true that the freedom of which He speaks is

subjective, the freedom of the truth. What that truth is, or

what its presentation involves, is not said. Only the fact

that the knowledge of it brings freedom is emphasised :

&quot; Ye

shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free.&quot;
2

In order that the truth may be brought to bear on men, an

objective process or movement may be necessary. In any

case, we have a distinct declaration that men are in bondage ;

and with such a condition the idea of a ransom harmonises.

Without, then, insisting on every point in the analogy

suggested by the term &quot;

ransom,&quot; we can, by reading the one

passage in the light of the other, do full justice to it. Christ,

by giving His life for those who are slaves of sin, breaks the

power of sin, meets the claim which sin has on the sinner in

virtue of his past action, and introduces him to a new con

dition. All that this includes is not at once apparent, and it

does not lie within the scope of our inquiry to exhibit it. It

is enough for us to observe that this
&quot;

giving
&quot;

by Christ, since

it is on behalf of men who are slaves of sin, points to a definite

relation between His death and the remission of sin.

So far I have dealt with this passage by itself, with the

view of discovering its bearing on the point before us. But

we can, and in one respect ought to, deal with it as only a

1 John viii. 34. - John viii. 32.
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part of Christ s teaching, and as related to that which went

before and to that which came after, and, consequently, as

revealing its full meaning only when looked at from the

point of view of the close and consummation. Now, we have

contemplated the close and consummation. We have seen

Jesus instituting a rite which was to be a remembrance of

Him in the fulness of His character and achievement, and

was to be such a remembrance of Him because, in the

language of the apostle, it was to be a showing of the Lord s

death,
1 and we have heard Him declare that His blood was

shed for the remission of sins. Looking back from the stand

point reached, we can see the point and bearing of much that,

regarded by itself, would be strange and mysterious. It is so

with the statement with which we have just been dealing.

If we take back with us to its examination the statement

made by Jesus on the night on which He was betrayed,

we shall experience no difficulty in understanding it. If His

blood was shed for the remission of sins, then giving His life

a ransom for many must simply mean, dying in order that

men might be freed from the guilt and the power of evil.

The position which I have been maintaining finds support

in the following utterance of Christ :

&quot;

I say unto you, that this

that is written must yet be accomplished in Me, And he was

reckoned among the transgressors : for the things concerning

Me have an end.&quot;
2 Christ here applies to Himself a part of the

last verse of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. I do not pause

to ask whether or not His statement amounts to a declaration

that the words of the prophet were originally spoken of Him,

for the answer to that question does not materially affect the

point which I wish to bring out. It is sufficient for my

present purpose that Christ applies the utterance of the

prophet to Himself, and applies it so fully as to say that it

must be accomplished in Him. Now, when we seek to

estimate the significance of the application of that utterance

by Christ to Himself, we are forced to notice that it does not

1
1 Cor. xi. 26.

2 Luke xxii. 37
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stand alone, but forms part of a deliverance that is not only

a singularly vivid and graphic description of the character

and position and experiences of Him to whom it refers, but is

also a unity, the different parts of which cannot with justice

be dealt with by themselves. To appropriate one part is,

therefore, to appropriate the whole. It would, of course, be

quite permissible to quote a sentence or a clause by itself for

the purpose of illustration. Such an employment of a part

would not imply that the whole bore on the point to be

illustrated. But that is not what Christ does. He not only

says that the part quoted must be fulfilled in Him, but He

speaks of the contents of that part as the things concerning

Him, and such statements as these demand something more

than illustration
; they amount to appropriation.

What, then, is the bearing of the whole statement ? It

speaks plainly and distinctly of suffering because of trans

gression, borne by one who was not himself a transgressor,

in order that those who were transgressors might escape the

result of their transgressions. The immediate context of the

clause cited by Christ expresses this thought.
&quot; Therefore

will I divide him a portion with the great, and he shall

divide the spoil with the strong ;
because he hath poured out

his soul unto death : and he was numbered with the trans

gressors ;
and he bare the sin of many, and made intercession

for the transgressors.&quot;
J &quot; He bare the sin of

many.&quot;
It was

in order that he might do this that he was numbered with the

transgressors. So far as he himself was concerned, there was

no reason why he should be numbered with the transgressors.

He was &quot;

righteous
&quot;

:

&quot; he had done no violence, neither was

any deceit in his mouth.&quot;
2 In respect of character, he stood

entirely apart from the transgressors. Why, then, was he

numbered with them ? Such a strange circumstance calls

for explanation. And the, explanation required lies to our

hand. We have only to read on in order to find it.
&quot; He

bare the sin of many, and made intercession for the trans-

1
Isa. liii. 12.

- Isa. liii. 9.
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gressors
&quot;

;
and he did this at once because, and in spite of,

his being numbered with the transgressors. In order that he

might do this, he must link himself to the transgressors, but

at the same time he must not be a transgressor. Such is the

bearing of the verse from which Christ quotes, and that verse

does not stand alone
;

it is in harmony with those that

precede it. In them we read,
&quot; he was wounded for our

transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities : the

chastisement of our peace was upon him
;
and with his stripes

we are healed
&quot;

;

l &quot;

for the transgression of My people was

he stricken
&quot;

;

2 &quot;

yet it pleased the Lord to bruise him
;
He

put him to grief : when thou shalt make his soul an offering

for sin, he shall prolong his days, and the pleasure of the

Lord shall prosper in his hand
&quot;

:

3 &quot; My righteous servant shall

justify many ;
for he shall bear their iniquity.&quot;

4

If, then, we read, as we ought to do, Christ s quotation

in the light of the whole prophecy from which it is taken,

we reach the same estimate of His death as that which we

gained from a consideration of the word used by Him when

instituting the Supper. It is true that the remission of

sin is not expressly mentioned by the prophet, but it is

clearly implied in all that He says.
&quot; An offering for sin&quot;;

justification by bearing iniquity ;

&quot; intercession for the trans

gressors
&quot;

all these suggest guilt that needs to be removed,

and the connection in which they stand indicates that it

is to be removed by the sacrifice of one who is not guilty.

Christ s death, then, according to His own statements,

has a twofold bearing. It touches the remission of sin and

the communication of life. The former is its negative, the

latter its positive, reference. The two are not, therefore,

distinct, They are but different phases of one result.

The remission of sin is the condition of the communication

of life, and the communication of life can come only with

the remission of sin. Sin is separation from the author of

life, and is, consequently, the loss of life. Only when that

Msa. liii. 5.
2 ver. 8.

* ver. 10.
4 ver. 11.
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separation is overcome can life be restored, and that separa

tion can be overcome only by the remission of sin. The

remission of sin is therefore first in order, though not first

in importance. It is really a means to an end, and that

end is the possession of life eternal. This thought enables

us to appreciate aright some features in Christ s teaching

that are at first sight perplexing. It explains, for instance,

why it was that Christ spoke less about remission of sin

than we might have expected, and why He said so little

about the necessity for His death as an atoning sacrifice.

This does not mean that He regarded the remission of sin

as a point of little importance, or that He did not con

template a sacrificial act as necessary in order that that

remission might be effectual amongst men. It only meant

that He sought to stir within men right feelings and

desires, by presenting to them that which is ideal and

fundamental, knowing well that, if He succeeded in this,

that which is intermediate and which pertains to their

special necessities would, in the light of what had been

apprehended, stand out clear and distinct. Could He con

vince them that life eternal is essential for spiritual satis

faction and peace, and awaken within them a desire for its

possession in order that these might be enjoyed, He would

really do all that was requisite. For this conviction and

this desire involve considerations that point beyond their

immediate reference, and that necessarily force themselves

upon those who experience them. They imply that men

are not what they ought to be. The conviction is a con

viction not merely of need, but of need because of failure :

and the desire is a desire not merely for that which is

not yet possessed, but for that which has been lost. The

conviction thus issues in penitence, in acknowledgment of

error in thought and action
;
and the desire has a reference

to the past as well as to the present and the future. In

other words, they involve a sense of sin and a longing for

its remission. And those who experience them accept with
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joy the salvation provided in and by Him who has come a

propitiation for sin.

In this connection, we have also to remember that Christ

spoke to a people who had undergone preliminary training

and discipline, and that He addressed Himself to them in

terms suitable to their circumstances. It was not necessary

for Him to set before them the fact of sin, or the need for

the remission of sin, or the relation between the remission of

sin and sacrifice. These points were all fully presented in

the Law, which had been given to Israel at the beginning

of its history, and had been confirmed and expanded through

out that history. What was needful was, to convince them

that He was the Messiah &quot;

of whom Moses in the Law and

the prophets did write.&quot;
1 Could He produce that con

viction, the nature and bearing of His work would be at

once apprehended. He would be regarded in the light of

Old Testament utterances and events, of the Temple with

its services and offerings, of the types and prophecies that

had pointed on to Him and were waiting fulfilment in Him.

On this He concentrated His effort in His dealing with the

Jews. In different ways, and along different lines, He sought

to bring them to a right understanding of their position as

members of the chosen race, that they might discern the

obligations resting on them, might realise their need as

disclosed by the Law, and might thus hail Him with joy.

To the disciples whom He joined on the way to Emmaus

He said,
&quot;

fools, and slow of heart to believe all that the

prophets have spoken : Ought not Christ to have suffered

these things, and to enter into His glory ?
&quot; and having said

this, &quot;beginning
at Moses and all the prophets, He ex

pounded unto them in all the scriptures the things con

cerning Himself.&quot;
2 His utterances and His procedure on

this occasion plainly indicate what He expected from the

Jewish people, and what the direction was in which He

laboured. He expected that, having listened to Moses and

1 John i. 45.
~ Luke xxiv. 25-27.
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the Prophets, they would be prepared to receive Him, but

in this He was disappointed :

&quot; He carne unto His own, and

His own received Him not.&quot;
1

They had not understood

that which had been spoken concerning Him, and con

sequently they did not recognise Him when He stood before

them. He, therefore, sought to make plain to them the

meaning of their own Scriptures, that through them they

might be led to discern His nature and mission :

&quot; Search

the scriptures ;
for in them ye think ye have eternal life :

and they are they that testify of Me.&quot;
-

When we thus consider all the circumstances, we find no

occasion for surprise in the fact that Christ devoted so little

of His time and teaching to the explicit treatment of the

remission of sin and the relation of His death thereto. This

was in harmony with the conditions within which He

wrought. These brought Him face to face with a larger

question, and in dealing with that larger question He was

dealing with all that it embraced. The greater included the

less. In endeavouring to convince His hearers that He was

the Messiah, the Consolation of Israel to whom all their

past pointed, He was endeavouring to set them at the point

of view from which His effort might be rightly apprehended

and fully appreciated.

The thought which I am presenting explains also why,

in the institution of the Supper, Christ speaks only of the

remission of sin. In His earlier reference to the eating of

His flesh and the drinking of His blood, He spoke only of

life. Clearly His point of view is different in the two cases.

In the one, He is thinking of the final issue, of the funda

mental need of men, and He teaches His disciples that that

is to be met by the eating of His flesh and the drinking of

His blood, whereby life would be imparted to them. In the

other, He is thinking of the proximate issue, of the need of

men springing from their abnormal condition, and He teaches

them that that is to be met by His broken body and shed

1 John i. 11.
&quot;

John v. 39.
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blood, inasmuch as these are effectual for the remission of

sin. That is to say, when face to face with the event, He
does not speak in general terms of the end which it will

serve, but He points definitely to that which has rendered

it necessary, brings out distinctly the fact that it was called

for by the existence and effects of sin in men, and that its

first result is the removal of these effects, the sweeping away
of the obstacles that hindered the outflow to men, and the

reception by men, of the divine life. While the two state

ments are thus different, they are in perfect harmony with

each other, complementary and not contradictory.

We have now seen what answers Christ gives to the

two questions, What sayest Thou of Thyself? and, What

sayest Thou of Thy work ? He tells us that He is at once

divine and human, and that His work was to secure for men

the remission of sin and the enjoyment of life. Of this

work, His death was an essential element. Without that

death the remission of sin would not have been gained, and

without the remission of sin, life would not have been

enjoyed. Thus, in His death, we have the point of view

whence the several parts and phases of His activity can be

rightly seen and truly understood.

Having thus learned what Christ was and what He did,

we must inquire what light His personality and work shed

on the problem which we are seeking to solve. Do they

testify to a close relation between morality and religion, and,

if so, what precisely is the nature and extent of that relation ?

These are questions which may be answered in a few words.

We have already seen that Christ s teaching as to the need

of men points to an intimate relation between these two

spheres of human effort, giving to religion the chief place, as

that which is central and fundamental, but at the same time

emphasising the necessary manifestation of religion in the

form of morality within the visible sphere. And it is

apparent that Christ s personality and work are in harmony

with His teaching as to the need of men. He taught that
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men must repent, must be born again, must manifest spiritual

life, and, with a view to these, must exercise faith. And we

have discovered that Christ s work points in these very

directions. It speaks of the remission of sin, which is but

the other side of repentance, and of the communication of

life, which is the ground of the new birth
;
and as that

work rested on His personality, and was its natural, we might

almost say, necessary outcome, a fitting object is presented

for faith. But if the teaching and the personality and work

are in absolute agreement, they must give the same deliver

ance on the subject under investigation. Apart therefore

from special examination we can decide the point raised.

But it may be well to look specially at the personality

and the work. As to the former, we have learned that

Christ was both human and divine. This means that, being

divine, He became human. The divinity, that is, must have

been first. A divine being may become human, but a human

being cannot become divine. And the becoming human of

this Divine One had as its aim, the rendering of help to

those who were human. The help to be rendered must,

therefore, have been moral as well as religious ;
it must have

had a human as well as a divine side
;

it must have touched

man in his earthly as well as his heavenly relations. Had

it only had a religious reference, then the Incarnation, at

least the kind of Incarnation of which the New Testament

speaks, would not have been necessary. Were it possible,

that is to say, to separate man s relation to God from man s

relation to his present surroundings, it would be possible to

adjust his relations to God when disturbed by a movement

that lay entirely outside his relations to his present surround

ings. In other words, could we confine religion to acts of

worship, to the observance of rites and ceremonies, to com

munion with God, to that which lies within the purely

spiritual sphere, then failure to meet its claims would not

need an incarnation issuing in a life of pain and suffering

and a death of agony and shame in order that the effects
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of that failure might be overcome. It is just because we

cannot make the distinction alluded to that Christ came in

the likeness of sinful flesh, and His coming in that likeness

showed that, while religious, the help which He rendered was

also moral in character.

On the other hand, if that help had been only moral

in reference, if, that is to say, man s relations to his fellow-

men and to his surroundings were distinct from his relation

to God, so that the disturbance of the former did not affect

the latter, an Incarnation would not have been demanded.

There would have been no call for a Divine Being to become

human. One belonging to the human sphere, keenly alive

to its requirements, with a deep insight into its nature and

a passionate devotion to its maintenance, and possessing

power and authority, would have been able to redress wrongs

and work reformation. Thus the personality of Christ, as

at once human and divine, testifies to the close and intimate

relation between these two spheres, a relation so close and

intimate that He who exercises influence in the one necessarily

exercises influence in the other. And what is true of His

personality is true of His work. That, as consummated in

His death, had for its aim the remission of sin and the

communication of life. The remission of sin has both a

moral and a religious side. It has a moral side because

the sin remitted has been committed within the visible

sphere, and it has a religious side because, although com

mitted within the visible sphere, it has been committed

against God. So is it with the life communicated. That

is spiritual life, but it is spiritual life that is transmitted by

a human medium. As spiritual, it is to quicken the heart,

but the quickening of the heart is to take form in character

and conduct. He who is our Life is also our Example. He

seeks to renew and revive us that, sharing in the vitality,

the communication of which was the aim of His coming and

death, we might walk as He did, worshipping God in spirit

and in truth, and filling rightly our place in the world;

29
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loving the Lord with all our heart and soul and strength

and mind, and our neighbour as ourselves.

I have thus, very imperfectly, as I am keenly conscious,

dealt with the question selected as the subject of this course

of Lectures. In accordance with the plan sketched at the

outset, I began by subjecting morality and religion to critical

examination, with the view of determining their nature and

bearing, and of thus gaining the means necessary for dis

covering in what way they are related to each other. The

issue of that examination was the discovery, first, that

morality implies the existence and influence, if not the

definite recognition, of a power or principle underlying and

affecting the system of which men are members, and within

which they are to play their part, and that, consequently, it

has a religious basis
; and, second, that religion is the response

of the whole being to Him who is not only the Highest and

Best, but the Source and Governor of all that is, and must

therefore influence those who manifest it in their every

attitude and activity, and that, consequently, it has a moral

issue. On the ground of these conclusions and in the light

of the discussions that led to them, I endeavoured to trace

the lines of connection, and to note the points of distinction,

between the moral and the religious elements in human life.

The distinction, we saw, rests on and is explained by the

connection. Morality is not separate from, but is subordinate

to religion. It is religion applied to the present sphere,

whereby the meaning and claims of that sphere are rightly

apprehended and duly honoured. The world within which

morality obtains is dependent on God, and the dependence of

the world on God implies a right relation to God on the

part of those who treat it aright and meet wisely its demands.

Such a relation is required not only for guidance, but also

for impulse. Sense of obligation, and stimulus to its dis

charge, spring from sense of relation and surrender thereto.

But sense of relation to the several parts and members of the
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system in which we are embraced, results from sense of

relation to that which is the ground and essence of the

system, is, indeed, but one of its references. And as the

ground and essence of the system is God, the realisation of

our relation to God carries with it, and is necessary for, the

realisation of our relation to the world. Surrender to Him

by whom and through whom and to whom are all things

results in, and is essential to, right relation to our surround

ings. Morality is thus dependent on religion, and religion

expresses itself in morality. But religion is not exhausted

in morality. It transcends it, rising into the purely spiritual

region and lifting its subjects into the presence of the Great

Spirit, that with Him, who has made them for Himself, they

may have free and full communion. The outcome of our

inquiry, conducted on broad, general lines, we have found to

be in harmony with the teaching and work of Him who is

the Truth. Christ emphasised and inculcated morality, but

in doing so He based it on religion. He honoured it and

invested it with highest value not by claiming for it in

dependence, but by insisting on its religious significance.

And while bringing morality into connection with religion,

He brought religion into connection with morality, con

straining those to whom He appealed to recognise its practical

reference and import.

The subject we have been considering is of the utmost

importance. It does not possess a merely speculative in

terest and value
;

it touches that which is vital to men as

rational beings. To establish and define the relation between

morality and religion is to justify and enforce the claims

which they prefer and the appeals which they make, is,

indeed, necessary if they are to gain and to maintain a hold

on human life and activity. They cannot be separated from

each other without mutual loss and injury. Divorced from

morality, religion will become a sickly sentimentalism or a

fitful superstition, from which keen, healthy, virile natures

will turn with contempt as a caricature or a delusion.
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Divorced from religion, morality will become a calculating

prudence whose only principle is self-interest, or a fickle

expediency whose only law is opportunity, which will debase

instead of elevating men. If religion is to win and to retain

the regard of men, it must appeal to and influence them as

rational beings in the fulness of their nature, raising them

above the world, indeed, but, doing so that, by bringing them

into union with Him of whom the world is a manifestation,

it may fit them for filling their place in it, using it and not

abusing it. And if morality is to exercise authority and

secure respect and obedience, it must justify itself at the

bar of reason, and this it can do only if it prove itself the

expression of fundamental and eternal principles, principles

that, while embodied in a visible system of manifold relations,

have their root in the invisible Will and Thought that are

the ground and source of all existence. To show that

religion and morality meet the demands made upon them

is thus a work of profound and far-reaching significance, and

it is toward the performance of this work that I have sought

to contribute in these Lectures. The treatment of the special

point contemplated has been inadequate, but happily the

conclusion stands, for it rests on that divine word which is

its own argument, commending itself to every man s con

science.
&quot; He hath showed thee, man, what is good ;

and

what doth the Lord require of thee, but to do justly, and to

love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God.&quot;
1 &quot; Without

faith it is impossible to please God.&quot;
2

&quot;Faith, if it hath not

works, is dead, being alone.&quot;
&quot;

Seest thou how faith wrought

with his works, and by works was faith made perfect ?
&quot;

1 Micah vi. 8.
- Heb. xi. 6.

3 James ii. 17, 22.
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