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Definition

“The thing a man davs practically liy 20 Aeavt and krow ,r:lr CERTIN, o
cerming fir gipdl relosons fo 0his myserious wmiverse and b dury end
destiny Miove, that ip in all cager the priveary thing for s and crectively de-
termines all the ress That is Al religion”

CapLvie

A book which rakes religion for is subject ought manifestly o begin
with a delinition of its subject. Mumbers are avaifuble, vet none, 1 focl,
is E‘..L‘I:IEJ.‘J:I.J.‘f anrhoritative to justifv irs adoption; for no ane of thess
definitions, that 15 to say, can it be claimed t]:a-.t it emabraces g of what
IS MMeant b'n.' penple when they e Lhe sened rl."l:igi-:n'l. and that it em-
braces -5-=|!'_|r whar is meant. In the circomssances, the pindenr cowrse
scems to he o sbandon the sttempt o frame 8 defindtion which is
both chjective and authoritmive, and o fake the casier way af indi-
caling what I personally have in mind when I ose the word, People
have nzed the word religion to cover many diferent things; whar
tollowrs 1s no more than an indicadon of chose of them which 1 wake w
he i important and am proposng o discuss i the !:_|||-|'.l'.-'.-'i|'|gI [,

The Frogogtions of Belipion.

Firat, then, [ 1ake religion to consist of 2 set of propegitions ta which
ton would assent, The propositions relate,

those who “believe in"
in the firse place, to the natere and purpose of the universe. 'E'hr:,-' are
to the effect that the woreld of solid, everyday things extended in space
is not the only world, is not even the real world; for, they asert, there
is another world, 2 world of spiric which is real in some sense in which
the familiar warld is illusory, and which is eternal as contrasted with
the familiar world which is cransitory, By many, this spiritual world 1s
regarded as a universal consciousness which expresses iself in our
3
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4 GOD AND EVIL

pertial consciousnesses or rather which is the essential core ar reality of
our partial consciousnesses. This essential core of the human being,
which is his true self, it thus, by victe of its participation in che reality
of the universa] consciousness, immortal, We are, then, immortal
souls, and it follows thae by virtve of our possession of, or rather, by
virtue of our Sefng immortal souls, we are here and now members of
the real spiritusl world, =ithough by virmue of our bodies we are also
and ar the same time members of the fomiliar world of phvsical things,

If wee live aright we can, even while we sre in the body wpon earch,
partially realize our real natere e perticipators in the spiritual wortd
and prepares curselves to entes upon our full spidos! inberimnce when
our souls leave their bodies at death,

The vniversal consciovsness which is che fundamental reslity of the
universs can be further efined, and by many, perhaps maoss, religions
is furcher defined, as being of the nature of a Person. This Person is
God.

Mow we can only conceive of the perscoality of God in rerms of
our own personalides; we can, in ether words, enly conceive of Him
enthropomorphically. Ta do so is po doubs o conceive Him falsely,
since God is not after all a man, {s not even a perfect man. MNeverthe.
lese, we are in a position to make certain statements abour His at.
tributes, 2g, for example, thar He iz all wise, al! good, and all powerful;
that He ereated us, ereared, that is t¢ say, our souls, and thar He cares
for us and wishes us well; also that He ereated the familiar world of
visible things and, therefore, our bodies which are members of that
world. God, then, is the author of our being and it is to Him thac we
owe the gift of eternal life,

It is possible by practising certain disciplines, which are summed
up in the words conternpladen, medicadon aad prayer, and by living
a good life o enter inte divect incersourse wich Ged, Such intercourse
has been vouchsafed w the myatics who spesk of it in the language of
a revealed vision, The mysdes are zzceptional men; ordinary men
catl, however, communicare with God in prayer znd, if they pray
with faith and (what is imporcant) pray for the righe things, God will
listen to their pravers and gran: their requests,

Apart from the direce vision of the mystics, God has revealed Him-
self in indirect wavs to man, There are cortain values, the values,
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namely, of moral goodness, of truth and of beauty, which constitute
the permanent objects of human aspiration and the goals of human
effort. These values may be conceived as amributes of God. They are,
that is wo say, the wavs in which God reveals Himeelf o man, God
has further vouchsafed o man the gift of freedom, so that, although
he is fres to live a good life, 1o pursue the values and 1o love God, he
ig also free to do the reverse of these things.

I do not claim that these propesitons cover the whole ground of
religions belicf; they do not even constioute the highest common
factor of the beliefs of all the great religions., The Buddhists, for
example, do not believe in the immoralicy of the individual soul: the
Hindus, that there was first a universal spirit or consciousness which
created the world—before God, they czim, thers was non-existence
from which God Himslf sprang—or the Zorgastrians that God is
all-powerful—co-equal with God there is, they hold, snother Being
whe is evil as God is good, who is God's antagonist and Aghts with
Him for the contral of the universe and the soul of man. I am con-
scious, toe, that the circumstance of my having been born in a West-
ern civilization and having inherited a Chrisrian culture and cradition
has permitted the beliefs maincained by the Christian religion 1o
colour, many would say to biag, my swtement of the proposidons
eommon to most religions. If | had been born in India or China, |
should no doubt have stazed them differently, Nevertheless they do,
I think, constitute the essential part of what most people, wha at differ-
ent times in the history of mankind have "believed in” religion, would
be understood oo mean when they said thar they so believed.

The Religions Facnley.
Secondly, there is a question of faculty. T have stated the above

propositions as if their truth could be known in the same way as the
truths of algebra; but religious cruth s not exclusively a martter of
intellectual knowledge, nor is the intellect the only faculty which is
involved. What ocher faculties are involved, ir is difficult to say, Maost
religions have, however, consistently maintained, and maintained as a
part of the religion, as, that is to say, an article of faith, that mankind
cannot live by knowledge alone. To know the truths which religions
have affirmed is also v feel the cuth of what one knows, so that it no




g

[

GO AWD EVIL

longer remains semething ewside cneself, but is taken up into and
incorporated with one's whaole being. The heart, in short, is invelved
no less chen the brain, Hense Yexperience” is perhaps a better word
than “knowledge,” and expericnee whizh is of the whole man; wherzas
the intelloet knews clgebra, the heart humae love, cthe emotions fear,
it is the whele man, the whele man as thinking, as {feeling, as striving
wind as lowing, thar knowrg or ceocriences the troth of religion.

The Endr of Religiom.

The guestion of faoulor raises the question of ends. If there are
truchs which are bevond the realm of reason er of reason operating
along, ic will follow that the knowlsdee of such cruths will exhibic
important diferences from che kind of knowledge obtained by reason,
or by rezson operating alone, Toe charactesistic feature of knowledge
in the ordinary sense of che term, when we uze it oo descobe the
knowledge of the things of this world, s that the Ynower is separate
from wehat iz known. M T know thar T hold a per and =it ar a desk,
my krowledge dess not make me one with the pen or the desk.
Indecd, it would be zaid that T do indeed know chem oaly becawse 1
gm other than what [ koow, Buc dhe knowledge that is religions
knowledge, just becaase it 48 more chen koowledge, leaps acrose the
pulf which separates koowrsr from koovwn, go that in the lasc resosr,
when the soul trily knrws God, the sool ceases m be ssparate from
God, ceases, chat is-to saw, 4o be individual and becomes ane with what
il knenws, This coudition of onenes tun be achieved while the soul
is still in the flesh in the mystical vision, when the rrue self realises irs
ongngss wWith the God it krows and loves; i meay alsa be achizved, and
permaznently achieved, afrer deach, since it is in pere the body which
seprarates the sout from Ged. "Our spidt,” says So Cacherine of Genea,
“is ever longing to be feee from all bodily sensations so as to be able
1o unite iteelf o God through love™

Even before thia stage iz reached, however, since the soul cannot
kanaw God however imperfectly wichout loving and revering what it
krows, and since in che exeeriznce of earthly love the soul of the lover
approaches and enters inte commanion with the soul of the beloved,
we mmay say that the relition ef the mind w religious trinh is never
purely intellectual and other, bur iz always and from the beginning in
part intuitive and akin.
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Religious Fractize.

Thirdly, there is the guestion of practize. Since koowledgs is noc
enough, since to know is also w0 Jove, wo reverence znd te swive after,
the peculiar kind of koowledge whizh religion gives carrfes wich it
certain obligations, carcizs in -:1.1..'L:I_"L:.: the c:'.‘.-li@rt‘.‘im ta Lve in such
2 way a5 o commend oneself ta Him whom one loves, o homble
eneself before Him for whom one feels revevence, to drosw pescer wo
Him aiter whom one soives. Religion, in other words, enjoins a way
of lile. It dees so for thres recsons. Flest, becanss such a way of life
is seem in the Dighe of sevealed rruch o be good in iwelf: secondly,
because it is plessing to God; chiediv, becacse it is o preparation of the
goul for che fuller Life oo be hived kereafrer,

The first and the second mcti'f'cw encail ae another, It i good
because it pleases God, and it pleases God Seceuse o is good, Yet each
mative 35 separatesy authoritaiive Ir iz enough for one who recognizes
the value of gl:n'-nd.u-l-ﬁ thae the way o life snould be good in jwself: it
is cn-;:-ugh tor one who loves and fears Gad that ic should be plesing
to Him, The third motve is partizulaziy Hable 20 pervession, since the
suggestion thar cne shonld live in such znd such « Py in erder o
prepare cneself by so living for cternal blls can be rearcsenced as an
invitation o take ous 2 li:.-:g-::: s insurence rl_'ulci wiiose Denefits will
be drawn in the next world; it can, in other words, be represented as
an incencive to the exercise uf far-sighied seldshress, In fact, however,
this motive follows directly from the recogaizion of the necessary lime
itations of tha fe of the socul ip the -r:|:||.1.f.', '.'._1'.|_'| 4 consequent r_-:c:::.mi_n.j_-
tion ea achieve a fuller and more blessed 15 hereafzer,

From all these motives there follows che obligntion to live in a2
certain way. That way has been poined ouz o us by the teachers af
the greac religions, There are impeetant difersaces in their teachings,
but through them there mn a number of threads which are fairly
clear and fairly consistent: to be kind, geittle, cormpassioaate and juse;
not to be seli-secking: to discipline, eves in some cases to suppress the
badily passions; not to set over much szore by the things of this
world; to respect the rights of cthers, treciing them as poec less im-
portant than oneself; to love them so far as one can, and o love and
fear God. These and simifar injunctions consdruce comemon elements
in the practical reaching of most of the grear religions,

e
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But the way of Lfe which the religions enjoin cannot be lved with
cut zssisiance, Though the spirit s willing, thevgh, that is to say, the
true self desires only swhar is good and to be good, the flesh is weak
and the bady, whick is the source or the vehicle of all manner of evil
Jesires, deflects the oue s¢)2 from its objectives, or so blinds i that
cannat perceive them. Henoe aeises remptation, which is a conflice
hetween two mocves, 2 goed and a bad, often szsuldng in & vielding
to the bad, Because men are by paoore sinful, we cannot always resist
tempratdon; we canoct theredore, fead the life which che religions
enjoin, unless God helps us 0 do so. If, however, we pray to Him for
helo it will be miven, Thes ie s only throogh e assisance of Divipe
Grace, a8 il is called, thet man can sncceed in living arighe. “T clearly
recognize,” says 8 Cacherine of Genos, “thar all good i= in God
elong, and that 3 me, withour Divine Grzee, there is nothing but
deficiency.” “The one sale thicg in myselE” she continues, “in which
I plory, is shat 1 se2 in mypself neching in which T cim glory.”

I amn pot supzesting that the foregning eonstitotes 2 definition of
religion. It is obvions that it doess nocg but ic dees convey broadly whae
I understand by the concent and the claims of religion. To an lucida-
tion of this conrent and an examination of the elaims thar are made

Zor ity the following pages are devoted.




Chaprer 1

The Religious Hypothesis: Its Topical
Relevance

Sketch of a Spiritual Qdyseey.

There iz, we are told, a revival of interest in religious marters, People
may not go to Church in large numbers, but, increasingly, they discuss
the questions which are the Churches’ concern and, since the war,
there has been some increase in the number of those who go o
Church. In this revival of interest I have shared.

I venture to introduce this personal reference in what is intended
to be 2 non-personal book because it explaing the book's existence. As
a young man at Oxford, I participated, as was natural to my age and
generation, in prolonged and frequent discussions of religion which,
finding me a Christian, left me a3 they did many of my generation,
an agnostic, an agnostic who entertained a deep-seated suspicion of all
dogmatic creeds and, since after all T knew most about it and was in
the full-tide of reaction against it—a particular suspicion of the dog-
matic doctrines of Christianity as preached by the Chuorch of England.

As an agnostic, I felt convinced of two things: first, in regard o
the matters which fall within the sphere of religion that we did not
and probably could not know the truth; secondly, in regard o the
so-called religious truths that I had been taught, as, for example, thar
God created the world as stated in Genesis at a certain point in time,
and at anocher point in time sent His Son into it to redeem mankind,
that it was improbable that they were troe and certain that they could
not be Erosen to be true, In the confidence of this convietion 1 pro-
ceeded, to all intents and purposes, to wrn my back upon the whole
subject. As a teacher of philesophy, 1 naturally had occasion to con-
cern myself with topics which bordered wpon the sphere of theology,
but my treatment of such matters was purely conventional and my
discourses conformed, T am afraid, to that rather pesimistic definition

9







THE RELIGIOU: HYFOTHESIS II

ences and illustrations embellished discussions of economics, polites,
and the future of society, untl on the owtbreak of war the subject
lzapt straight into the forefront of my consciousness where it has re-
mained ever since,

1 have ventured upon this brief sketch of a spiritual Odyssey because
I take it to be not untypical. From conversations and discussions, espe-
cially with students, I surmise that the revival of interest in religion s
widespread; thar the subject has leaped into the forefront of their
comscicusness too. This topical relevance of religion derives from owo
SOLITCE.

I Tue Rroation serweew Povrries awn Revmoiow

Ingisting that some ends are more valuable, some activities better
than athers, religion seeks among other things o answer the question,
which are the things that are valuable in themselves, which the activi-
ties thae are really worth while? To this question all the religions have
given fairly full and definite answers. I am not concerned here to
enquire whether these answers are true; it is enough thar they should
have been given and widely accepted. Aceeptance lays upon those who
accept a duty, the duty of pursuing those ends which are valuable and
striving to engage in these activities which are worth while. Religion,
in ocher words, requires of those who believe in it that they should
live in a certain way, in that way, namely, which the code of ethics
based upon the religion prescribes.

Wow it i3 clear thae the way in which we live is in some degree
determined by the nature of the environment in which we are placed.
It is, for example, easier to live a civilized life as a member of one kind
of community than as a member of another; easier for a citizen of
fifth century B Athens than for a general under Genghiz Khan, ar
a guard in a Nazi concentration camp. Similarly, it is easier to live a
religious life in some comtnunities than in others. Excloding the ex-
treme case of the saint and the martyr some degree of freedom is, for
most of us, 2 condition of the full development of the religious ele-
ments in our pature. Now many states have denied their ctzens the
satisfaction of this condition, Hence arise the questions, what kind of
community will be most likely to provide the environment in which
the religicus life can be well and fully lived, and how will that com-
munity be governed? In this connection it has recently been borne in

el
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12 GOD AND EVIL

upon us that the el g_-u:-ug life is incomparible wich the allembracing
claims of the totalicerian State and can be lived Ereely and fully only
in a demecrscy which permits it citizens o puzrsue the good as they
see it

Mowr iz is obvions chat even the best communicy that has ever existed
does not provide an ddeal eavironment for the religious life, and thae
there sre all sorts of ways Tn which existing communities could from
this poin: of view be improved. Propesals for the improvement of a
comnmunity constitate what is koown as a politeal programme.

In this way we can trace & chain of connecting links stretching from
the triths of religion to the concress programmes of palitical parties,

This conpnection beoween celigion and politics subsists ac all times,
but in quiet tmes of peace it vseally remains implicit. The peculiar
circumstances of the lasc cwenty-five yezrs have, however, combined
to thrust it inte the foregrovnd of men's consciousness,

Significance of Religion in Timer of Poligical Change.

This result came about in the following way:

Where there i & large messure of general agreement in regard o
ultimare ends, politiczl doctrines 2o be represented as means to their
reafization. Where, however, there dre no common ends to which the
generality of men subecribe, political programmes assume the staros of
ends in themselves, In the ninetesnth century there was a general
agreement among thinking people as to the nature and end of the
individual, Fis nature was thee of an immortal soul; his end was to
achieve eternal salvation, Thus, when men differed about politics—
even when they differsd sbour echics—cheir differences related to the
best method of realizing the Individuals nazure and achieving the
individual's end. Moreover, there was, broadly speaking, 2 general
agreement, at least in the western democracies, as to the kind of society
which it was desirable to esmabifish. Owing o the decline of rraditional
religion these agreements ne longer obrin, precisely because there is
to-day no general acceprance of the view of the individual as an im-
mertal son! and no general reliznze upon the hope of erernal salvatben.
Consequently, political docerines such. 25 Fascdsm and Communism
agsume for the owentieth centery the seztus which refigious docerines
possessad in the nineteenth; they are nor, that is to say, doctrines in
regard to means to an agreed end, bus docrines in cegard to ends
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about which there is no agreement. It iz from this source that the
intolerance which the protagonists of the different contemporary
ideclogies feel for one another derives.

The connection here indicated is a double one.

{2} If chere is no agreement about ends, questions of ends will be
widely discussed, Questions of ends include the following: Whar things
are really valuable? What way of lifz ought to be followed? What is
the szatus of the individual? What reasons can be given for serving
and sacrificing oneself to the community, even against the dictates of
one's conscience? These questions raise religions issues, for it is diffi-
cult to answer them without reference to the assumed meaning of life
and destiny of man. Thus times of revolutionary pelitical change are
also tirmes of religious questioning and discussion.

{(#) When political and social creeds seek to arouse the emotions
appropriate to religion and aspire to fill i réle, the question inevitahly
arises, are they in the last resort likely to succeed? 1f we come to the
conclusion that they are not, the reason for their failure must be sought
prirmarily in the consideration that the religious view of the universe
is in essence trus, This means that there is another world which is in
some sense the true home of the human spirit and thar the spirit,
aware, though dimly, of the fact, is capable of feeling specifically re-
ligious emetions only for objectives which possess an other-worldly
significance. If ends pertaining solely to this world seek to appropriate
these emations to themselves, they will £ail. It will further follow that
the human spirit cbscurely sensitive to the existence of the spiritual
world, solicited, albeit uncensciously by the emotions which the pres-
ence of that world evekes, yer lacking a concrete specific religious belief
to canalise them and draw them off, will be incommoded by a sense of
nesd and discomfort, expressing itself in the wistful agnosticism
which has been characteristic of the last two generations. The young
men of the late twenties and thirties, wanting desperately to believe,
have found no suitable object upon which to focus their faith—at
least no such object has been offered to them within the rerritory
traditionally marked out as belonging to religion. They have been like
men stripped, desperately anxious for clothes to cover their nakedness,
vet unable to fit themselves withour intolerable discomfort into the
suit which their society has offered to them, For, judged by the needs
of the modern consclousness, it is indeed 2 suit of mishts. And, since
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the others. Consider, for example, the following Shaw quotaton:

“MNow what does Let Him Be Poor mean? It means ler him be
weeak, Let him be igrufﬂnl- Let him become a pucleus of disease. et
him be a standing exhibition and example of ugliness and dire. Let
him have rickety children. Letr him be cheap, and drap his fellows
down to his own prce by selling himself o do their work. Let his
habitadons turn cur cdes inte poisoneus congeries of slums, Let his
daughrers infect onr voung men with the discases of the streets, and
his sons revenge him by turning the nation's manheod into scrofula,
cowardice, cruelty, hypeerisy, palitical :'.I:r".|'||.‘:-:_.|||.:|-._ and all the other
fruits of oppression and malnutrition. Let the urd:s:'v:ing become
sl less :,‘.‘.Hl..uu'l ry aned bet the deserving |.:|1 up kor himsell, oot (reas-
ures in heaven, bu: horrors in hell vpon earth.”

If poverty was the reot of all evil, money was the source of every
ViTEue,

“Money is the most important thing in the world, Tt represents
health, scrength, honour, generosiry, and besvry as conspicoously and
undeniably as the want of & represents illness, wealiness, disgrace,
meanness, and ugliness, Not the least of i virtues is thar ir destroys
bas= people as cerzainly as it fortifies and dignifies noble peopls”

And so, Shaw concludes, it i3 rhe dury of cvery citizen to insise
|_1 on having money as the beginning of wisdom apd the condition
of virtue, and, if society denies it, to beg, borrow, sponge, steal, or
murder ungl he gets it. In fact, let every adule with less than, say,
£ 365 a year be painlessly but inexorably killed.

And the moral? Thar evil is due o bad social conditions. Nowr -
you can reform bad social condidens by Ace of Parliament, sub-
stituting comfort, cleanliness, sceurity, and financial competence for
discomifort, dict, insecurity, and want., Therefore, presumably, you can
make men wvirtwous, of at any rae 28 nearly virtuows as makes no
matter, by Act of Parliament.

There was a later explanation of evil in terms of early psychologieal”
maltreatment and consequent pavchological maladjostment. In a spate
of books published in the ‘twenties psychologists and psycho-analysts
revealed to us the hidden springs that worked our natures And the
sources of the springs lav, it seemed, outside our control. The Vie-
tarians had relied on self-conteol, postulating a famley called the con-
science. But now, it appeared that the part of us that we eould control,
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happy, free, fearless, and guiltless human beiag. Let it in a word,
fully aad freely develop che latent forces and posvers of its namre, and
everything else would be added uowe it; for—the implication was
slipped in=—the larent forces of its narmuse seere such as wese good.
Henee, 2l that was required was thet they should come o fruition
and find full end free expression withour perversion or reseriction.

Evil, then, according to this wiew, was the result not of bad social,
but of bad psychological condidens; ned so much of an imperfect
sociery, @5 of an impertect family, an ili-direzeed nursery, and a
weongly run school, Referm soclety, said the Socialist, and evil will
disappear., Reform the school and the femily, the paycho-analysis
added, and society will reform itself and, once again, evil will disap-
pear.

Cormmen 1o both these views was the assumprden that evil consisted
in the lack of eomerhing whose presence would be gond. Thus fear
and envy are evils because they indicate a lock of pevchoiogical adjust-
tnent; poverty, bocause it indicates a lack of materizl goods, Even war
ie evil, mot because it is the result of evil ioteations aod desires, the
intention to hurt and to desteov, che désire o conguer and 1o hamili-
ate, but beczuse it westes materiz! and efforg, becanse it misuses energy,
because it is stupid, chiidish and freazional; becavse, in choet, it is
inethcienr, and ineficiency indicates o failure in good semse. Men
ought, it wes intimated, by new o have cutgrown war, Coemmon
also was the corollary that, since man wes &y noiwre both good and
reasonzble, incresse of victue could be induced by the action of meinis-
ters, teachers, spiritsal pascors, parsnis, governesses, pavcho-analyses
and murses, that the enlightened lzbeors of thesz enlighzeaed people
would one day produce a prrfect sociery, and chat o the produetion
of such a society consideraticns involving efkerseoridly factors were
irrelzvant. As Mr, Lewis Mumford puts iv in his book Faied for Lie-
ing, the conclusion was that man “would presently abolish the evil
inherent in life by popularizing enmsthetcs end by extending the
blessings of the machine and the ballon”

Diminmighed Plawsbility of Contemporery Moder of Explatning Eed,
and Explaining &t Awway.
Recent events have, T submit, considerably diminished the plausi-
bility af this view. The world to-day wrears a different aspect from that
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THE RELEGIOUS HYPOTHESIS I

Theory and Practice af the Naair,

The Mazis have been quick to learn Thrasymachus's lesson. To call
the Nazi movement immerat is mislesding, S0 far from neglecting
maorality, it is fully alive o ite advanzages; so fir from denving the
ethical values which all Western sociedes heve recognized during the
fast two thousand years, it appropriates them and chen reverses them.
Thus for the Nazis frawd is betcer than troth, vioience than persuasion,
ignorance than knowledge, hate than {ove, berser precisely becauss and
in 50 f&r as the reversed values are found co bz more effective for pro-
moting skill in the acquisitfon and ruthlessness in che exercise of
power,

The realization of the contermporary unplavsibility of che peycholagy
of Mejor Barbers combined wich the demonstraton that viclence

wfhiciendy sustained and suffsiently successiul could reverse the valves
of Christian morality and bid evil be its good, demanded a reconsider-
aticn of the whele way of thinking which I had follewsd for oeentzy
vears, according oo which evi! was a by-produece of ciccomstance, Far
me, réconsideration quickly led #o rejection. Indeed, the rejection was
impliciz in the demand o reconsider. For could one any longer believe
that all the horrors of cruelzy which are being perpetrated in the con-
terporacy world are the by-produst of votoward crsumstance; that
every guard who has tormured and delighted to torture the helpless
victims of the copcentration carnp 18 sadiseic solely because his parenrs
or his nurse over-repressed {or over-indulged’) bim in childhood; that
every member of the mobs whe have looted Jewish houses and humili-
ated Jewish people is suffused with emcdons of ferccity and rage solely
because his childbhood weas oppressed by poverty? With the realization
of this inprobability comes the question, was no rich man ever cruel,
no unrepressed man ever tyrennicalt With the posing of the question,
there beging 1o file before the mind's eve that long line of absolute
rulers, the sultans, the caliphs, the empzeors and che kings, wich the
smaller fry, the schoalmasters and the worlhouse superinrendents and
the slave overseers, the Squeerses and Brocklehursm and Bumbles and
Murdstones, bringing wp the rear of the melancholy procession, whe
had money enough ta be exempt from the ceamping effects of poverty,
and power enough to be free from the represive effects of authericy,
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them coald have been planned by o God wha s hach well tmeaning
and all powrerful.

Soevater, Plato and Pareal,

Take, for example, the case of Sccrawer, questioning, arguing and
speculating 2t the end of the Peloponnesian war, snd of Plato writing
during the trovhled pericd which succeeded i lo apposition oo the
prevalent trend of specularive intersst which bad hithereo lzin in the
domain of the physical stiences, both -meen are concerned with the
moral governmient of the universe cud, more pasticularly, with the
narore and dmy of man What iz more, this concern is directly
traceuble to the troubled tirmes in which they bived; iy was becoe
mcn [usied for money and power tha Socrates soughe to show chat
true wisdony consisted] i the porsuic of neither; It was decamre the
Athenian democracy was a hatbed of corruption and intrigue thar
Plato soughe o discover the mee nacare of juacice in the Sme, Bue the
colminating cireumstance whish diviited the interest of the two phi-
Isophers was (be thiny years' war agsinss Sourta; ler warn as
Thucydides says in words which have a temifying topicality, “is a
savage teacher which brings mea's characiees down o che level of
their formnes.”

It wes the pulpable inetability of a comesuniy whose inhericed
civilization was being shalesn e s foundetion, which prevented
Socsutes and Flato from being pure theerias in the sense in which
Kane, Spinoza o Hegel are theorizs, and sccounced for the pre-
eminently pracacal tread of their philosapiy. Amid the moral and
political chaos of an age whose Inberitancs of mreditional religious
belief had been eaten inte by the worresive acds of sophistry and
seienae, and whese sconomic and political seucruee had been shattered
by a ruinous war, bach were obaessed by the desice to find che right
way of life for man and o decermine the naore of the community
in which this life eould be lived; and, for both, the right answers 1o
the questions which concerned ehem enziled a pourney into the realms
of metaphysics and cheology,

Similarly with Pascal. Writing in rhe middle of the seventeenth
century at the conclusion of an even more croubled period of human
hiscory, Pascal looked cur upon a werld of viclence and bloodshed.
Germeny was being devastared by che Thicty Years %War; England
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I cannor resist the temptation of concluding the foregoing discussion
of the religious implications of pelidel events by quoting Bishop
Berkeley's remark:

“He who hath not meditated upon God, the human mind and the
smmum bonem may make a theiving carthworm bur 2 sorry states-
man.”

| do not profess to be a statesman, but T am sufficiently a sharer in
the matters which are the statcsman's concern to echo Berkelsy’s
SEQILIMNCOL,
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tant road to conviction, and that religion s one of them, That this 15,
indeed, the case is Fr-:‘:l.‘i_ljl.‘:n:l:lr erged i,}'_,r WrLhers 04 :l.f.l_igi-:_‘:-n. Take, for
example, the following statement by che late Sir James Baillie, Vice
Chancellor of Leeds University:

“From the point of view of spiritual religion, it is wiser 1o have Faith
in God than 1o find reasons for God's existence: it is fitter o Hope in
God than to szel 10 demonstrare immertalivy; it is better o Love God
than oo try to understand Him, if ind=ed Love be not the best kind of
understanding. - . . To awaken these {orms of communion, 1o cxpress,
and to support them is the primary object of religious institutions,
whether it be through creed and ordinance, or prayer and praise, or
cerpmonics and sacraments,"

Az Blake puts it, "the eve sees more than the heart Tonows,”

Whether Blake and Sir Jaroes Baillic mean che same I would not
yeniure positively to assert, but most people would, I think, agree that
relipions truth is mever jeesr a raner of reasoning, and thae the heart
has 115 reasons of which the head knows nothing,

It may well be, then—let the posabiliiy be admitted—thar there are
truths which, undiscoverable by reason, are revealed to the eye of Gith,
But the eye of faith must be open to see then, and in the case of one
who i pondering the question, “Ave the conclustons of religion such
as he can aocept?™, ax Ayporkes it is noe open, If it were, the question
would not arise, In such 2 case, and for such a one argument, I submat,
i3 the essence of the mateer. Is the religiows hypothesis, he wants to
know, ane thae commends itself e his reason? If he finde that it is, he
may be prepared o 1ake the consequences which follow from his rea-
son's acceptunce, recopnizing the obligston o live in a certain way,
to oy te Jowve his fellow men, and to seek to fod 2 way of approach w
Iiis Creator in prayer. Bur without the sense of jmmediate conviction
which direct experience alone can give, some degree of intellectual ac-
¢cptance must come first. The reason, then, must he convinced.

The Truths of Religion Not Self-Evident,

Mow some truths are self-evident to the rexson, as, for example, thae
the whole is greater than the part, and these it will accepe without
argument. But in the case of those truths which do net fall within this
class, it is by argument and by evidence that the reason must be con-
vinced. Mow the fundamental truths of religion do not seem o fall
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was, in fact, God, But Buddhism denies chis, “It denics,” that is to say,
1o quake fram the notes wrhich the Edisors have appended o The Bible
af the Werld, “or evades the conclusions of Hinduism concerning an
intangible supreme Being with its edeeriz of persenified powers in the
form of Cnde"

Bur even if the existence of God be premised, it is not apparently to
be taken for gra nted thar He iz i_ﬂnrl_: or eather, i there s 8 Lol Goxd,
there is also, many held, an evil one. This is the teaching of Zoroasri-
znism, which postulates the presence in the universe from the first of
an evil antagonist to the cmniscient and apparently omnipowent God
of the other relimons, an antagenist whe becomes prominens 1m0 che
later bonks of the Old L'estament. Or cake the immorealiey of the soul,
which one would have thought to be irseparably bound up wich a r2li-
gious sitinde 10 the universe. Buddhism deries it and denies it parly
because iz denies the reality of individoelity, the ego being for Buod-
dhism, in the words of the Ediloe, enly ®a degrading composive of 1em.
prrary charocive delusions.™

Other examples of rachical dizagreement in regard o fundamencals
could be ened. They are nwncrons coough o auggest that the fonda-
menral truths of relision ace not, oo say the best, seif-eviilent,

The Need for bur Lack of Rewrons.

This being the case, one senuld cxpee, and one would feel cnitled
Lo expect, 4 certain amount of argument in relipious writings, Some
comclusions coe accepls withowr argumene. “Troch,” savs Blake some-
where, “can never be told 5o 25 m be vnderstood and noc believed,” by
which I take him to mesn that, il you wnilersand cleaely whar is the
case, then you must believe thar ir is che case. Wow in regard to some
truths this is certainly so, "Is that a cow, mothes 3" “Yes, my dear”
“Why " There is no answer 1o the quesrion. If the conclusion is not
secepred without argumens—and in the cow case we hepe that it will
be—no zrpument can be advanced 1o induce jis acceprance.

But the conclusions of religion do neg, as we have seen, fall inwo this
self-evident categery. In regard to zhem, the question “Why?” is in
the highess degree pertinent, Reasons in fact can be legitimately asked

for in support of thar which is far from being universally accepted.

Yet, by and large, no reasons are given. Religions writers are content
to announce, o announse and o rhapsodize and exhort en the basis of
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should regard him as the greatest eriminal who had ever existed, If,
therefore, God, being omaipotent, deliberately created poin and evil,

Ie cannot be benevalent, New it s unpleasant to think that the crea-
don of life on this planet is the handiworle of 8 malignent deity;
scarcely less so, to régard it as the work of a humorist who staged us
on the boards of the vniverse for the pleasure of watching the farce
from the wings. The joke, if joke it is, iz in the worst possible taste.
Sooner than this, one would prefer that the universe was an accident,
ar was exclusively composed of marter,

(2) That God did mot Create Them. Let us suppase that God did
fiot create pain and evily then either () they exist in His despire, ar
{#) He permits them to exist for some purpose of His own when He
could, if He wanred o, eliminate them.

(g) If God did not create pain and evil and they exist in his despite;
we can only conclude that He would remove them, if He could, bu
cannot. In this case He may be benevalent, but He is not omnipotent.
This seems a plausible view; at least two religions, Zoroastrianism and
Manichacisny, have in diferent forms maintained ir. Zorcastrianizm
conceives of the universe as a field of struggle between two spirits, a
good and a bad. Their conflict sways this way and that, and firsc one
and then the other gains the advantage, bur neither can attain a com-
pletz and permanent victory, The universe, then, is a fundamental
dualism. Gad has His co-cqual antagonist and there is no assupance
that good will riumph, [oee e =0 b Spuaad el b Lt

This, 1 repear, is a plausible view and there is much in our day to
day experience of life which bears it out, but it is assuredly not the
view officially sponsored by religion, as we understand it in the Woest,
OHficial Christianity has in fact persecuted Manichaeism as heresy,

(&) If God could remove pain and evil, bur permits them to exist
for some purpese of His own, the question arises, what can that pur-
pase bef This raises the general question of God's metive in creating
the world which will be discussed in Section 1T of this chapter.

That They are the By-Producte af Man's Enjoyment of Free Wil

The commonest form of this hypothesis is the Christian. Briefly it
runs as follows. Pain and evil were not created by God, How, indeed
could He have created themy, since He is all goodf They are, therefore
the offspring of man. Man as eriginally created was good, but be was
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thing from oo million to 1200 million years. Throughout this im-
mense period we must suppose thet there was pain, Mesozoic monsers
fought and killed; big brutes preyed vpon little ones; creatures tore
one anccher to pleces, clied 'J_ngrring deachs, were starved, | . . M-
linns of birds dic of starvaton every year, and doubtles: did so before
man appearsd. Indeed, the natural werld is and always has been shot
through with pain. Teke, for example, the behavicur of che Ichneu-
monidas. These are wasps which sting their caterpillar prey in such a
way 28 to paralyse their movemenss withoue kiling. They next lay
eggs 1o the budy of the living, bt paralysed caterpillar whese warinth
in due course hatches cur the young larvee, These irmmediarcly begin
tor feed wpon their environment—ikat is o say, oo the parslysed body
of the caterpitlar, Thus the forethought of the parents provides che
larvae with an sbundant supply of living meat; an mgenions arrange-
ment to turn one’s incubator intg coe's dinner, bue it s diffeult ol to
belisve thar from the caterpillar’s poiat of view it would have been
betrer, had things been arcanged diffcrently, Or consider che habies of
the midge Miuster which signzlizes ios sppezrance in the world by Arat
sating its way out of the body of its maother 2nd then eating i way
ot of the body of its grandmaother, as a preliminary <o giviog birth on
its cwn account and being gnawed through in its teen by is own off-
.\;:':lrll'lg-

Mow it seems t me impessible oo ascribe the pain which the habits
af the animal and insect world entailal during this vest period to the
misuss of the gift of free will enjoved by mun, since man did not chen
exist, Il wie say that the workings of tature wers designed, we moust
ask, whar sort of design can it have bzen which planned the behaviour
of the Ichoenmonidas?

(i} The argument which I have culined impliss that the highest
degree of moral virme is achieveble cnly by chose who have known
evil, have felt the temptation to do it, and have overcome the tempea-
ticn, habituzily choosing the bereer when they might have chosen the
worse course, 1 the argument from free will does not entail this view
of moral worth, it falls to the groend. Now we cannot suppese that
Giod, if He is all good, feels the tempmidoen 10 do evil. Free will He
may, nay He must have; but we cannot suppese Him to be engaged
in continual moral conflier 2 a resule of which He is continually
increasing in tnoral worth, Therefore, that which the argument re-
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purposed to any end. It seems difhcult to reconcile this conclusion with
the conception of design.

{iv) If. alarmed by this conclusion, one insists on the fact of design
and of God's omniscience in relation to his design, it becomes ex-
tremely difficult to s2¢ how the concept of man’s freedom can be sus-
tained. For if God is omniscient, He must know everything thar is
going to happen. God cannot make a mistake; therefore what He
knows to be going o happen must happen in accordance with His
knowledge of it. Therefore it cannot happen otherwise; therefore it is
determined; therefore man’s conviction that he is free to make the
future as he pleases must be illusory.

{v) In the exercise of his free will man, we are told, choosss evil and
rejects good, Why does he? Only, presumably, because he is himself
either an evil or an ignorant, that is to say, a partially evil, being, since
it is only a being who is ar least partially evil whe could choose evil
when he might have chosen good. Mow the evil of character invalved
in the bad choosing must precede the evil which is chosen or which
results from the choice, Man, in other words, dees not become evil be-
gause he chooses evil; he chooses evil becawse he is already evil prior
to the choosing of evil, because he is evil, that is to say, wo begin with,
We are forged, then, to the concluzion thar the choosings of 2 particular
human being proceed from his nature and are what they are because
his nature is what it is. If they are sometimes bad it is becanse his
nature is partially evil. How, then, does he come to have a partally
evil nature? Presumably, because of bad heredity, or had training, or
bad environment, or becavse of all of these, But who bestowed upon
him his heredity? His parents, grandparents and ancestors. Who gave
him his craining? His parents, teachers, spiritual pastors and masters.
Who made his environment? The generation that was adult when he
was a child.

Mow precisely the same question can be asked in regard to all of
these. Why did the parents, grandparents and ancestors malke the bad
choices in virtne of which they bequeathed the bad heredicy? Why
did the teachers make the bad choices in virtue of which they gave the
bad training? Why did the immediately preceding adule generation
make the bad choices in virtue of which they formed the bad environ-
ment? These questions can, it is obvious, be pushed back untl they
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I do it myself alone™ szid Sainc Catherine, "nor czn 1 acribute che
blame to the Devil or 10 any other creature, hut only w0 my own self-
will, sensuality and other such malighan: movements. And if all the
angels were to declare chat there was any good in me, T would refuse
ta believe them." Ye: Saint Cathering was crested by God whe gave
her her nature and made it such as it was. Agein the difficulty arises to
which attention has alveady been drawn, but arises with renewed force:
wfhy should God have wished o give man such a narore, and fowr
could He have given him such a namre?

{vi) We are asked to believe thar his ability oo da evil iz a necessary
condition of man's possession of free will, since i€ man really is free,
he maust be free vo do evill Thar zhe degres of maral worth achieyed |,:.1_|-'
a frez being is higher than the degree of maral worth powsibie o an
ausematen ig I think, selfevident, Ir follows, cherefore, that the pos-
sibilicy of doing evil is a2 necessary conditien of the achievement of
higher meral werth; it follases, that is to say, i the world ae it s, Bur
is not the fact thar it does followr In che wocld as iz is & criticism of the
world as it is? A universe could be imagined which did not carry with
it this disability, in which, in other werds, the existence of evil was not
a condidon of freedom. Suvch a universe would surely be. superior o
our owi in which pain and evil are freedom's necessary concomicans.
To God, we are told, all things are possible, Why, then, did God con-
struct an inferfor universe in which moral fresdom entails pein and
evil, when He could have constructed a superior one in which it did
nocf Why, in fact, did God not creare the best pessible warld ? Before
leaving this difbicelty it may be useful o pue it in the form of an and-
mony: {i) God heing all-good created che best of all possible warlds;
(i) God created a world in which suffering is a necessary condition of
the achievement of hlessedness.

The above are some of the difficultizs thar arise if we take pain and
evil to be real, They bring up the problem of che nature of evil and

will be considered in more detail in che next chapter.

B. The Hypothesir that Fain and Ewil are in some Senie Unreal,

Let us now suppose that pain and evil are unreel. It is noc as clear
as coutld be wished what the word “unrel” mesns when e 33 wed in
this connection. How, cne wanms to know, can anvching both & and

yet be unreal? Warious meanings ca, of course, be suggested, One is
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af the religions hypaothesis are, first, the dualist answer, There are two -
Gaods, a good one and a bad, or there is a pood God who i= confronted
by an antagonist not necessarily personal, but a passive, inert, brute
]:lr:[l_ci|‘~1t of OpposIton, matier perhaps, or prossi hi} a p|jn|:5i:'-|.;-; of non-
lwwg against which God strives. li‘.m scems to me to be a plansible
view which I shall discuss later.' If, however, we adopt i, we must
abandon the conception of God's nmnipmum-e:. But a limited, strug-
gling God doing the best that He can for the world in adverse circum-
stances is cerainly not the God in whom most religious people have
believed. Secondly, we can place the full weight of our answer on the
fact of human free will, This, 1 think, is the ih-: which mest religious
people would now be dlspn:-scd to take, and it seems to me at the mo-
ment o be the most promising. Nevertheless, I cannor avoid the view
that the arguments advanced above (A (2), (5} (i} to (vi}) are very
hard 1o meer. [ do not, for example, see what aceount is to be given of
the pain endured by animals before man appeared. It is, indeed, diffi-
cult 10 understand why, if God was free to do as He liked, He did not
arrange matters differently, I shall have more to say under this head
when [ come 1o consider the question of evil in more detail in the next
chapter.”

A third answer draws attention to the absurdity of suppesing that
man with hiz limited understanding should expect to understand these
matters and denounces the impertinence of his venturing to cridcize
God's arrangements. Who are we, it asks, thar we should enqguire why
God did not arrange things differently? Who are we that we should
try 10 comprehend the ways of God's omnipotence? God's ways are
mysterious and the faichful will be content to leave the mystery un-
resalved, knowing that God acts for the best,

As the Abbé Jerome Coignard puss it in Anatole France's book At
the Sign of the Retne Pedewgoe:

“Such is not the case, my son, with divine laws, These latrer are im-
prescriprible, incluctable, and stable. Their absurdity is but apparens,
and hides a wisdom we cannot grasp. If they offend our reason, it is
because they are superior wo it and because they accord with the true
ends of man, and not with the ends which are apparent to him."

Saint Augustine has stated with admirable succinetaess the conclu-

1 Sex beloww, . g4y amd Chaprer 3, ppe o0, z01.
? Bre Chapeer 3, pp. G55
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II. Tae Derpcviry oF Motom

Thar God Cannot Change,

A difficulty scarcely less formidable seermed to me to be presented by
the question of motive. Reading Plawo's Republic, 1 had been greatly
impressed by Sccrates’ demonstration that God cannet change.
Change, Socrates points out, is either voluatary or invelunrary, Now
a change in God cannot be involuntary, since there is nothing other
than God which could produce changes in Him against His will. If
there is no external agency to set up change in God, He must change,
if He does so, of His own accord. Now voluntary change implies a
sense of dissatisfaction in the sense thar a being whe voluntrily
changes is dissazisfied with his existing conditton which he accord-
ingly seeks to alter. Yet haw, Socrates asks, could God being perfect
feel dissatishedr How, again, assuming thar o begin with there is per-
fection and only perfection, can it be supposed that any good could be
added through and as a resulr of change to that which is already per-
fecz? A perfect being cannot, indeed, add anything whatever to his
perfection; thus the bloom does not add perfection to a perfect rose,
since a rose without bloom is less perfect than a2 rose with its bloom
upon it, is, therefore, an imperfect rose, To put the point in another
way, change implies lack or need, need for that which it is hoped
achieve by changing. The being who voluntarily changss must be con-
ceived, then, to desire something, that, namely, which is expected m
zccrue a5 a result of the change. Wow desire is either for what is good
or for what i3 bad. If God is good, He cannot desire what is bhad.
Therefore, He must desire what is good. Therefore, there must be
same pood other than that which is already possessed by God which
He desires and conceives thar He may achieve by changing. Bue if
there is some good which God lacks, He cannot be wholly goed w
begin with. For all these reasons it hag seemed to me impossible that
(God should change.

That God Cowld not hare Crested.

Mow the act of creating the world implies change, change, that is to
gay, in the Crearor. Creation is the deliberare bringing inte being of
something that did not previously exist or the making actual of what
existed only potentially or in embryo, Prior to creation there was, we
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had for the creation of man? Is man, ohjectively considered, such an
achievement that his devising eould have constituted a purpase which
Drvine OQmnipotence would consider an adequate mative for creation?
Looking at the world he has made and his behaviour in it, it iz i
cult to sy that he is. But even supposing thar he is, why such an im-
mense period before he appeared? Why such o prodigicus pedigree?
Is it really conceivable that God could not have crested man without
having recourse to the curiously roundabout method whese warkings
astronomy and geology have explored. For how portentous are the
cosmic paraphernalia which have been accumulated in preparation for
man—the concentration of energy in the spiral nebulas, the throwing
off of stars ceruainly lifeless from the nebulze, of planets, also almost
certainly lifeless and, as it would seem, accidentally from che stars, the
vast tracts of empty space, the immense stretches of time running into
hundreds of millions of years before life of any kind appeared upon
the one planes that could with cerwminty be said to harbour it, the fur-
ther hundreds of millions of years before life developed into human
life, Was all this, one wondered, necessary? It seemed difficalt to be-
lieve that it was, If it was, it scarcely looked zs if God was omnipatent.
Bur if the cosmic machinery was not pecessary, then it seemed point-
less. 1 append a celebrated passage from Bertrand Russell's Religion
and Serence, which crysallized my difficuley:

“Is what has happened hitherro evidence of the good intentions of
the universe? The alleged ground for believing this, as we have seen,
is that the universe has prodeced US. T cannot deny it. Bur are we
- really so splendid as to justiy such a long prologue? The philosophers
lay stress on values: they say that we think cerzain things good, and
that since these things are good, we must be very good to think them
so. But this is a circular argument. A being with other values might
think ours so atrocious as o be proof that we were inspired by Satan.
Is there not something a trifle absurd in the spectacle of human beings
helding a mirror before themselves, and thinking what they behald so
excellent as to prove that a Cosmic Purpose must have been siming at
it 2ll along? Why, in any case, this glorification of Man? How about
lions and tigers? They destroy fewer animals or human lives than we
do and they are much more beautiful than we are. How about ants?
They manage the Corporate State much better than any Fascisc.
Would not a world of nightingales and larks and deer be better than
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our human world of cruelty and injustice and war? The believers in
Cosmic Purpese make much of our supposed intelligence, bur their
writings make one doube it, If I were granted omnipatence, and mil-
lions of vears to sxperiment in, I should not think Man much w baast
of as the final result af all my efores.
“Man, 1% a curlous accident in 2 backwster, is intelligible: his mix-
ture of virtues snd vices i3 such as might be expected to result from
a fartuitons arigin. But only abysmal self-complacency can see in Man
a reason which Omonisdience could consider adequare as & motive for
the Creator,”
It almoar s=ems at times 25 iF 1his view of man were shared | by Gl
Himself, Indeed, if the accounts of man®s wely hiscory, given in the
O] Testarncor, are to be beligved, God does not see2m to have had any
illusicns abour the qualicy of His handiwork. If He lound it good
first, His saisfacion quickly gave way to disconicnt which was apt to
express imelf in extreme irritadon. b omay, indeed, be guestoned
whesher a creator ever regarded the productions of his nspirstion with
a greaier aversion. So great was the disike which God encerezined for
the homan reee, that He theugln of destroving it and did in fact
destroy the wast majority, lesving only a tiny remiast, one single
- family who, it may be sepposed, He hoped would turn out better.
Looking at the world, ooe may £=el justified in doubting whether this
hope has been realized,

4

h!

L) Thae the Tnientions Afribpted to God are Posatlesr and the Process
K af Creagion Meosingless.

o

But lor us suppose chat this dificelty, the difhculty arising from
man’s present inadequacy is wlso waived, and that we suppase man
iar be capable of ulimately achieving perfection. "What, 1 wondered,
could be che motive for creating 3 temporacily Insdecguate being, even
i hie swere capable of ultimare perfection? In the heginning, we werce
asked to suppose, there was God, and (od was perfect. Fle creates
man with the gift of free will, who uses his g3t o do evil and o
inflicr pain. So much is admitted. Ler us now suppose thar man im-
proves, that in Fact Christ's mission is ultimarely successful in the
sense thar, redeemed fram sin, men become in the long run wholly
virtwous, and thar eff men become wholly virtwous, Being whally
vicleous, men enter inte their inheritance of etsrnal life and either
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plenitude of His own goodness, pours Himself out into the world of
Elis creation. God has no motive for His overflowing, any more than
the artst has a metive in writing, painting or composing; the wniverse
which He created is the necessary expression OF eXICTmalization of
Himself, This conception seemed o me to euzflank some of the difh-
culties of motive, but only at the cost of ercating a fresh difficelry of
its own. If we are to take the artist analogy seriously, we cannot avaid
noticing that the artist recjuires somerhing other than himself in
which to create, Creation, in facr, as we know It is always f2 a
medium, whether of stone, or pant, of of words, If there were no
smedium for the artist to shape, there would be no works of art. Now
the rnedium is other than the inspiration which finds expressicn in it.
I, then, we accept the implications of the artist analogy, We Must
postulate a medium other than God into which God's goodness can
fow, 2 mediom which He can use as the vehicle of His own inspira-
fion and quicken with His own life. Thus in Plate's Timaens God is
represented not as creating, but as informing the world, as a potter
does not create but informs the clay he moulds. Now ex Ayporkes the
medinm cannot izelf be sornething which God has creared. Thus the
artist analogy suggests o dualistic universe. There is God and there is
something other than God, pamely, the medium in which God creates.
We may, if we are so minded, develop the analogy and conceive that
the medium is, 25 so often happens in the case of the artist, intractable
ond resists the complete expressien of God's conceptions, Such a con-
ception would afford a hint s to the possible source of evil. In fact,
omee the universe is admitted to be duslistic, the expression of twao
separate principles, the dificulty of evil assumes a different complex-
iom. T shall have mare to say on the subject of Dualism latar; here it is
sufficient to repeat that it is nat a concepion which maost religions
have favoured.

That God Created Man out of Love, Another answer to the diffs-
culty of motive s that God creazed man out of love, because He
wanted something m love. When “God created man,” says Saint
Catherine of Genes, "He did not put Himself in motion for any
ceason ocher than His pure love alone.” This view is comforting; it i3
also fatrering to human pride. But is it plausible? There is, first, the
logical difficulty involved by the supposition that one can lowve that
which is not, Before Ged created ran, man did not exist. Yet if the
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who takes no interest in the effects thar result from His _e;u?dun.::. To
this power that determines events Hardy gives 2 variety of names, He
terms it “Fate,” “Destiny,” “Chance,” or the “Prime Mover,” Commaon
to all these terms is the concepiion of a blind, unfeeling, unthinking
will which, indifferent alike to human suffering and homan happiness,
fares on its way because it must, dragging the universs at its heels, In
its hands human beings are automata, puppets twitched into love and
war by the heedless shownan who pulls their sieings, [iling into ca.
lamity not because they ought, but because they muse !J‘-ﬂm-:, in
ather words, ocours not because it is deserved, but because it is fa arexl.
If the power Misthers man's efforts, it forchees hem without purpose;
if it thwrarts, it thwarts without nuluqfuh' Epld‘nm vsed io deseribe its
mature are '-:tw:m-, “voiceless,” “unmotived,” “unimpassinned,”

“nescicnr,” “unseaing,” “above forahinking” Being unconscious, i
fares on its interminable path not because it wishes, bur as driven by
the faws of s own nature,

“lake a Erntrer drowsed,
Whase fingers play in shilled wunovndfuiness
The Will has woven with an abons heed
Sinee lije Ii-'?.".u'.'u' sway; gl Ewer el go seeawe”

"Will" secms 2 eurious word, since willing seems w imply couscious-
nessy yor Hardy's “Will" is unconscious, This unconscious will iz gfl
pervasive, It is, therefore, immanent in all happenings; every event is
an expression or resull of its activipy—

“It warks tmconrgously, ar herctofore,
Erernal artisivies in Uircnmstance
Whase pafferns, « « .

Secnr in themeslves its dngle litless afm,
And not their conseguence”

Gexl, then, if the power behind the vniverse may he perscnified
under such a name, is fundamentally a-moral. He does not rule the
world by ethical standards because He Himself knows nothing of such
standards. There is 2 poem of Hardy's—New Year's Fve—in which
the post imagines an earth dweller 1o visit God and hold conversation
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I towvered for, and fof T stood within

The presence of the Lard Most High,

Sent ethither by the sone of Earth, to ain
Some answer to thefr oy,

~"The Earth, ravest thoi? The Human race?

By Me cremted? Sad ies Jot?

Nay: [ have no remembranee of el place:
Sweh world [ farhioned wor'—

"} Lore!, formiee me awhen I oy

Thow spafest the word and made i oli"—

Ll i - - x
The Eavek of wren—iee wme Bothin 8RS . Y

I dimldy da recall

Some tiny sphere T built long back

(Mid mallions of sech fhaper of mite )

So nomed ., L pertaled, nwrely—emor a wrack
Bemaistng, or 2 sign?

It fant my intereit from the first,

My wimer herefor meccecding aif;

Haply dt died of doing as it darnr”
" Lowd, 5 Eadieedf sEN—

“Dark, then, its ffa! For not a oy

Of anght it bears do I mose fear;

O ots arem gotr Bhe threadr were srapl ohierehy
Ite pladnts had reacked miue sar.

“It mied to ack for gifts of good,

Tl came it severance, self-entmied,

B hen rudder sieice on thar ride snsued,
Aud bar wll now prevailed.

Al orher ovdr Raee Fepe in touch;

Thesr COREREF vedel e spesdiin !

Thy people took apon them overmtich
In sundeming them from me!
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harmony to come out of chaos by human efforts, And when he follered
the insdncs which God had measmitted o him from his ancestry of
bessts of prev, he called it Sin, and asked God to forgive him. Bur he
doubred whecher he could be justly forgiven, unel he invented a divine
Plan b which God's werath was to have bean appeased. And seeing the
present was bad, be made it yer worse, that thereby the fumure might e
better. And he gave God chanks for the strength that enabled him to
forga even the jove that were possible, And God smiled; and when he
saw that Man had become perfect in renunciation and worship, he
sent anocher sun through the skoy, which crashed inte Man's sun; and
all returned again eo nebula,

*¥Yes,' he murmured, ‘it was a good play; I will have it performed
again.' ”

God, then, is 2 humorist who created us for the gratification of His
iranic spirit. These who are by temperament attraceed to this form of
explamation not unnaturaliy lay stress on the hazards and uncertain-
tes of existence. Our lives, they point ous, are derermined by events
over which we have no control; our intentions are frustrated by cir-
cumstance; throngh sodden: our most cereful plans go awry.

The plots of Hardy's novels ere built round this conceprion of “hap.
hazard.” The pote which Tess sends o Angel Clare before their mar-
riage, confesdng ber seduction by D'Urberville, goes under the carpes
as well a3 vnder the door; Clvm happens te be asleep when Mrs, Yeo-
bright calls, ard fails to hezr her knock; a mist springs up when the
coffin containing che corsse of Fanoy Robin is being carried o Weath-
erbury, with the resul: that the buricl is delayed vntil the morning and
Bathsheba discovers cthe cofin's occupant. With the pessible exception
of Lady Constandine and Swithin St Clesve in an early and neglected
work, Two on a Toser, the lives of Jude and of Tess are beset by a
greater number of these aggravations of creamstance than thase of any
ochers of Hardy's heroes and heroines. At the end of Tesr Hardy per-
mits himself a single phrase of comment, expeessing the view of the
deity to which the novel irresistibly poine:

“Justice was dene and the Presiden: of the Immartals . . . had fin-
ished his sporc with Tess."

But it is ance more to the posms that one must turn for the most ex-
plicit expression of this strain in Hardy's philoseohy, In a poem entitled
Nature's Dueatoring, the poet converses with the dumb furniture of
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deity is a cry af pain, a curse wrung from men by sufferings past their
bearing. My best friend was a conscientious objector in the last war
who, nevertheless, had not the courage to avow his convictons. He
went to fight without the support of the belief thar his sufferings were
endured in a pood cause, Fle was convionced, rather, that it wasz a had
cause and that by eonsenting to fight be had betrayed the faith cha

'[' ’ wag in him. For soch a one the war was, indeed, a hell, He left bebind
g a mass of pepers, many of them in diary form, which were subse
Ficli quently published onder the title The Diary of @ Dead Officer, and

achieved a considerable reputation during the period of reaction
against the war through which the country passed in 1919 and 1g30.
This is how my friend wrote of Geod in his diary:
“Maost of all now I refect the presumption thar 1 wership 2 God by
Whose neverswronging hand 1 conceive all the present woe 1o have
been brovght up on ths now-living generation of mankind, If there is
2 God at all responsible for governing the canth, 1 hate snd abominare
i Hime—I rather despise Him. Hut I do not think there is one. We only
j L4 fall imre the habic of calling down curses on a God Whom we believe
| not to exisr, because the constant references to His hereficence are so
maddening that anger stngs us 1o & retort that is really illogieal™

5.5 5 If there is  God, in short, He must be a devil, whom we should ap-
i pruach with a curse upon cor ligs, As Housman puts it in his unfor-
gettable lines;—

“We for a ezriuinty are not the firs,

g Hawe rat fn toverns while the tempeit hurled

{4 Thetr hopejul plans to emptiness, and corsed

W hatever brute and blackguerd made the world”

And then comes the question, if so to read the appearance of things
15 to misread them, why are the appearances decepeve? If, 1o see this
warld as the handiwork of a “brute and blackguard™ is to belie God's
character, why did He choose tw disguise Himsell? Why in fact
couldn’t He make Himself plain? Was it because of bad craftsman-
ship, so that, wanting to make a world which clearly expressed his in-
tentions and reflected His goodness, He yet did not know how o do
sof Or was it deliberate deception, so that man was deceived because
God had some purpose in misleading him? Or was it even delight in
mystification for its cwn sake? The question is put with great force in
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Call you this speech?
Q, God, if it be sprech,
Speak plainer,
If Thow sronld'st teach
That [ shall be a geiner!
The age of piceure-alphabets is gome:
Ve are not mow m el
We are ton old to con
The horn-book of vwr yonih. Time .;-'.'Eg —
Q, rip this pheniete Wazon into rags!
And speak! O, speakl”
The second half of the poem consists of God's answer, Here are one
or two salent passages:

“I am gld and Bltnd;
I have no speech
W hersmprt b0 yeach
Your guicg-selecting ears,
And yer I mark your fears;
And yet | wonld be Rind,
And 50 1 strain

T speak, ar now;
And, in more chearful veir,
Yo aply sl allgee
I make My meaning faily plain.
Therefore it is I store
Such beawuty in the clonds, and on the shore
Make foam-finkes glisten; therefore you Aave seen
This sumigs] therefore tis the green
And Lusty grais
Hath come o s
And flame
Ligr sparEling in the dewg—
And yet [ cannot choose
Bur do the samel™

And 2hir
Ii certain: never be afraid!
I lowe awkar T heee made,
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gainsay them, the revelation of God so convincing that nobody could

he blind to it. As one who has been for thirty years an agnostic, I mus

before proceeding further with this book, which amounts to a hesi-

_ tating revision of agnosticism, emphatically insist that this is not s

B and enicr a probess against the :,]l':gl'l'.l’.;[-li.' ]:ll.'i:'EL'.III.'FII:ic-:Ll and intcllecrua!

arrogance of those who have asserted that it ir so, and that anybody
who doubas that it isso most be eiiher a fool or 2 koave,
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Chapter 3

The Obtrusiveness of Evil

The Paradox.

As I peinted oue in the first chapter, the astitude o evil of many of
my generation has changed. They are no loager disposed to write off
evil as a by-product of circumstance, a tempaorary phencmenon due to
inadequate social and incomiplets psychological development which
will disappear in an earthly Utopia. They are increasingly disposed to
accept it as a real and posibly incarrigible factor in the world and,
therefore, in man's nature,

Mow, paradouically, it is this fact, the face of one’s convicton of the
objective reality of evil, that imparts to the mind the dispesition to
search for Ged znd to turn owards Him when He is'found. That this
15 indeed 2 paradox—becavss there iz evil, therefore there mese he
Grod who is good—I insist. If the world were full of good and only of
good, then it would be reasonable to suppose thar it was created by 2
whaolly good being; but to fnd the wexture of things shoe through with
evil, to convince oneself that the evil iz real and ineradicable, and 28en
to conclude that, nevertheless and in spite of this, nay, even because of
this, there must be CGod—this, it may well be said, 5 to allow one’s
wishes, not one’s reason to dictate one's conclosions, “Becanse,” says
the critic, it is intolerable to you to accept the fact of evil simply as
given, bruse fact, a fact which there iz no assurance of overcoming or
even, perhaps, of diminishing, therefore you invoke a supernatural
and all-powerful being by whaose help {which apparently you rake for
granted) you convince yourself that in your own life and characrer you
will be able to diminish evil, i not to overcome it. The brute-givenness
of evil being unaceeptable to yow, you call in your wishes not your rea-
som, to enlist a good God to help you dispose of it. Now wishes may
breed thoughes bue they do not father evidence.”
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cause | here conceive myself to be epeaking for a generation and not
only for myself—to believe that it would continue to do s, entil the
evil which it undoubtedly contained had so diminished that it had be-
come negiigible. One forgot, that is to say, the spectacle of evil af-
forded by the life of mankind in the past and forgor, therefors, the
problem that it presented to theology, And now char evil looms larger
and draws nezrer home, its new cbteusiveness sees one reflecting onee
again on a problem whose essentials have remained unchanged since
the beginning of man's pilgrimage upon earth, Now all this, I admit,
was very simple of mey ir is simple, chat is to say, o forget the exis-
ence of a problem merely becavse ene’s nose is not being rubbed in
it; which brings me to the firsg objection,

I do net doubt that in my own case it is the conviction of the perva-
siveness and rezlity of evil thar hag led me, I will not say to posmlate
the existence of God=—since I do noc wish to prejudge the resulos of
the enquiry vpen which I am onlv just embarked—bue to examine
again the arguments which seemned oo me to tell fnally and convine-
ingly against the theistic hypothesis some thicty years ago, in the hopse
that what seemed convincing then may now ssem coovincing no
longer. Mow the first of these that presents iweelf for examination is
the argument concerning this very fact of evil whose newly appee-
hended reality consdmices the immediate occasion of an enquiry un-
dertaloen=let me make a clean breass here of che wishfulzhinking
invalvecdi—in the hope of escaping or ar feast of midgaring its other-
wise intolerable implicadens, Bur, firse of all, let me insist that evil is
indesd real.

I. Taar Evi Is REav ave CepecrIve

The intolerableness of the Bact of evil has led toa variery of atternpts
to explain it away, Of these I will mention three of the most important.
(1) Thke Suppeston thar the Suffering of the Notwral World fr not

Eeal, or, if Real, 05 nor Besl,

In the second chapter, when discussing the contention that pzin and
evil are the results of human free will, T ceed the existence of pain in
the world of nature before man appeared’ It is somerimes doubted
whether animals feel paing sometimes denied chat their pain is an evil.

1568 o 14, 11,
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whether they feel pain or not. They cerainly Bebave as if they feel
pain, and they certainly befbave as if they fed fear, Moreover, those
who have devoted their lives to a sindy of animal life do not doubr
that they feel boch.

W H. Hudion en Artrmal Pain.,

I should like to cite in this connestion a remarkable passage which
oceurs at the end af the first chapeer of W. H. Hudson's book Hamp-
shire Dhays, which describes the procedure by means of which a young
cnckoo jects first the unhatched eggs and 1hen the young robins from
a rohin's mest, One nealing falls en to a brighe green dock beal fve or
six inches below the opening of the rest and stays there in full view of
the parent robin, who gaces at it while she is sining on 1he nes: warm-
ing the alien cuckoo, withour paying the least attention to her own off-
spring, Inside the nest the young robin iz an abject 10 be tended; om-
side iz, it is no mere 10 1le mother than a coloured leaf, or a bird-shaped
pebble vr fragment of clay.

Hudson's “young lollow-watchers” want to ke the nesiling inzo
the houze and feed it and bring it up. Hodson suceeeds in dissuading
thers, parily on the ground that the robin would prohably Wic under
their unseitable treatment, partly bogose, if it did survive, it would
be killed by the other robins when turned our into the workl 1o fend
for jraclf, but mainly beeanmse, while all death 15 painful, the death of
a young robin only jusc alive is lese painful than any wiher deuh.
“When a bird o maturity perishes, it suffers in dyinp—sometimes
very acutely; buor if left to grow cold and fade our of [ile at this sape
it can hardly be said to suffer, It is no more conscious than a chick in
the shelly cake from ic the warmnth thar keeps 3 in being, and @t drops
back into nothingness without knowing and, we may say, without
fecling anything.”

Hudson then proceeds to generzlize about animal pain, thinking
that it “would perhaps have a wholesorne effect on their young minds,
and save them from grieving over-mnch at the deach of a newdly-
hatched robin, if they would consider this fact of the pain that is and
must be" '

The power to feel pain, he says, “in any great degres comes into the
bird's life afrer this transidonal period, and is greatest ar maruricy,
when consciousness and all the mental faculties are fully developed,
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"prﬂbl:‘m'” te the animals since [hl:':f do neg Ero that :]'u::,r sufTer. Pos-
sibly, pessibly not. It depends wpon what is meant by the word
“know.” In one sense of cthat word, the sense in which to know is wo
be selfconscious, they do not “know" that they suffer; in another
sense, in which w “know™ js o feel, they do. Bur the peint is surely
immaterial, since we at any rate know that animals suffer—ar leass
some of us #hinf that we know that they do—and the problem there-
fore remains for us, why should a2 God who is benevoleat and all
powerful allow suffering to be inflicted on His innocent creatures? If
we are told thar He does not allow it because we only mistakenly sup-
puse that they suller, the probles becomes, why does He deliberately
allow his creatures, pamely ourselves, o £all inzo error by falscly at-
tributing suffering o other croamres?

{3} The .?tlgga'fifnﬁ 2l Ff.'}'r.-':e:! Forn ir mor Eml Pecgpse 0 i ot @
Moral Evil,

Finally it 15 suggested in the letter from which I have guoted, thac
physical pain is not evil. “Of marad evil”™ we are 1ald, Naveee “knows
nothing,™ The implications seem to be:

(1) rhar there iz only one kind of cvil, namecly, mosal evil, and (i)
that pain is not of thar kind.

Buth these propoatons seem to me to be unwarrantble dogmas.
It iz, of course, possible ro define the words “moral” and “evil” in
such & way that wll evil 15 moral evil, Let us suppose that, provision-
ally, we were o gecept such a definition; then che goestion arises, is
pain evil in this sense, or not? The answer would appear to depend
on the systern of ethics that one adapes. IE, for example, one adopts a
systemn of utilitarian ethics, one will hold not only that pain is an evil,
but that i is the only evil; for, if the uilitarians are sight, acions are
to be judged by their consequences, a morally right acdon being one
which increases happiness, 3 morally wrong action one thae decreasces
happines and increases suffering.

WNor is it necessary to accept the utlitarian view to the exwent of
maintaining that the onfy quality of the consequences that iz entitled
to be taken inte account when we are assessing their value, s their
qualicy of pleasantness or the reverse. For it is quire possble, and 1
should say, quite reasonable, 1o hold thar there are a number of goods
in addition to happiness—beauty, for instance, knowledge and moral
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virtue—and that the production of any one of these gives value to the
consequence of actions. Happiness, then, on this view, which, as I say,
geems to me to be a reascnable ene, is 8 good, though it is not the only
good, and pain an evil, though it i3 nat the oaly evil. Mor do I see how
it is possible, cxecpr at the cost of gross paradox, to deny this chvious
fact.

For my part, | would go farther and maintain that though happi-
ness is not the only good, yet no state of conscousness can be whelly
pood unless it contains st least some happiness, and thar though pain
is not the only evil, nevertheless no mental state can be whelly good i
if contzins some pain, These conelusions ane based upnn arguments
which belong to philosophical ethics, and I cannot enter into them
here T have mentioied them because they seem 10 tne 10 be resson-
sble comelesions which many philosophers hold and to which mest
commensense people would sgree. I we accept them, we shall say
that an action is marally righe if it produces happiness and/or corrain
goods other than happiness, morally wrong if it preduces pain and for
certain evily other than pain, when it mmight have prodoced happiness,
Mowr it 1 entailed by 1his definirion of rght actions and wrong actions
that, when we are copsdering the conseouenoss 0f an achon, we must
account hanpiness 2 good and pain an evil, Pain, then, o, on dhis view,
2 morzl evil, being the result of 3 morally wrong action.

Thie resteiction of the notion of evil w morad 2vil 35 one of the most
important rzaeond which have led people to doubt whether pain is an

“evil, but it is not the ooly reason. Ik implications have besn rein-

farced by a distinetion which iz oficn made berween physicnl and
menal pain. Now physical pain i3 not a moral evil. Therefore, it is
urged, physical poin s pot an evil, This is, T think, the presumption
which underlies the assertion so frequently made thar the animal
warhd 35 free from evil sinet the animals, it is asumed, Beel only physi-
cal paim.

Dhrovsrion of the INmsnction betavecn Physical and Mental Pain,

The distinction betwesn physical and mentzl pain seems 0 me o
be difficult o sestzin. On examination most of the alleged diferences
berween the two pains disappear. In the first place, all pain is mental

*T have tried 1o st then out an length in my Guide fo the Philosophy of Maorads ond
Pedifes, Chaprer KIL
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in the sense that the feeling of pain is a psychelogizal and not a physi-
cal event. The cewse of the feeling may be physical, but che feeling it-
self is, it is obvious, psychelogical; it is, thar is to sy, an evenr in the
biggraphy of the mind; it is not the movement of a picce of matrer in
the body. If the mind is temporarily out of acticn, as for example,
when one 15 unconsciows, one does oot feel pain, znd If pain is not
felt, then there is no pain. Damage, decay, beeskages, lesions, growehs,
all these which are physical heppenings may cocur withowe being fels,
but pain cannct so occur, for the simple reason that pain is not 2 physi-
cal event.

When this is pointed out, most peeple fall back upon a distinction
in terms of origina. Mental paing, they sav, are thege which originate
or are caused in the mind, phyaeat puns in the body, But this distine-
don in terms of origin or place of cavsarion leads to diffieulies of it
own. To begin with, there are some physical events in the cansal an-
cestry of maost mental pains, if not of all of them. Thus if 1 were to
receive a relegram informing me thar my wife was dead, and were o
experience grief ar the news, the immediate ciwse of my grief, chat is
m say, of my mental pain, would be cermain physical events making
placs at che retinas of my eyes, along the optic nerves and in the nerve _
cells of the brain, resulting from the stimularion of the rerinas by cer- E
tain marks on a buff-coloured piece of paper.

How, then, are the origing of mental and phydeal pains respectively
to be distinguished! One way of discinguishing chem would be to say
that though physicsl events do undoubtedly occwr in the causal an-
cestry of mental pain, they cre not such as are wsually productve of
pain, eicher mental or physical. Thus che events ac the retinas of the
eves and along the optic nerves coused by che stimulos of the black
marks on the buff backsround in the celegram instance, are not wsy-

| ally cansal factors in the predustion of pain. They are the intermedi-
' aries or conveyers of pain rather than its canses; and in the telegram
case they are intermediaries or conveyers of pain only because of the
meaning which they are inscrumental in conveying. The real cause of
the pain then, we should say, is the meaning of the relegram, or rather
the fact to which the mesning refers, and the events ar the retinas
and along the optic nerves are merely che machinery by means of
which the meaning of the fact is conveyed to us. Let ws contrast this
case with that in which somecbody extracts my teeth without giving

Fon

T T,













THE OBTRUSIVENESS OF EVIL .

sisted, uncl they died. I know that there have been swch cases, bog [
know aleo that they have besn exceptional, Moreomver, we alf know
them to be exceptional, and the messure of their “exceptionalness™ is
the amazed admiration with which we respond o them, For whar is
the unutcered chought that underlies our asronishmenc? “1 would not
have stood firm? I cannot understind how they could have stood
firm; perhaps God helped chemns or perhaps they had achieved aach 2
tnastery of mind over body. that chey did not feel, or though feeling,
weere enablod o transcend their pain®® Such, T insist, is the ordingry
man's pormal reaction to the sccounts of che torture-enduring mar-
tyes, amd the impliarion of this reaction is thay physical pain s soch
an overwhelming evil that, if only it be bad enough, most of us will
betray our pods, sign the death warram ol onre deares Trignds, rocang
pur mest cherisherd convictions, drink the vitimare dregs of the cup
of dishonour, provided onlv (hat it shall sop, When somehody does
not Jo these things, we are overcome with amazement and admira-
vion. And righdy; for one man who stends firm ender the wnureg,
there are twenty Who give way. All gevernmenes, civil and ecclesiase-
cal, have koown that it is so; had they not koown i, ey would nag
have resorted s labdueily 1o vhe wse of omore 22 an instrument of
p|:15|_'3'.

But to come to les spectacular cans; wha, suffcring from a violent
artuzk of woihache, doce not koowr chat ic 15 =0 evil, a0 evil su grest
thar he will faze the worst. hurrors al che dearisrs chairn, in order chat
the tonsd asd vhe evil may he stopped? It is sometimes said that pain
{rtifics the epirit and improves the character, and that ir iz nog, there-
fore, wholly bad. I deny it. Ooe of the mesc distressing features ol
playsical pain—and here, it is obviows, I am pot argring b confess-
ing—is its apparent poinilessness. “What pessible good can it do to
anybody thar 1 should so suffer? Whe or what is the beer for my
sulfering? Who benefits? God, man, mys2lff OF course they don't.”
Such are the Imdignan questions thar formulate theemselves in the
mind nf the safferer.

For pain emphatically does not as a general rule improve the char-
acter. In small deses it makes men irdtable, exscing, self-centred.
Continued over a long period it gradually breaks down the best of
characters, turning a cheerful, good-natured, generous-spirited man
inte & querulous egotisc whose interests contract to the confines of his
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don my oonviction, Meanwhile, it will remain my convicton which
nothing short of so drastic a demonstration can shake,

Before keaving the subject, 1 take leave to note that those theologians
whose works 1 most respect, and in pardenlar Frisdrich von Hiigel,
have always set their faces against the view thac physical pain is not
a ue evil. They would not maintain, as I am doing, thar it is a3
great an evil as meneal pain or % greater even than that, but they have
no sympathy with the sentimentzl cane which, in ordee to maintain
thar the Eacts are ather than they are and the universe in which they
occur other than it is, shuts men's eyes o the implications of the plain-
est facts of their own experience.

(3) The Sugpestion that Ewil iv no¢ Positive but Nepative, Being the
Deprivation of, or Opporie of Goad.

Anather method of dealing with the problem of evil is to assert thar
evil is not a positive factor in the unmiverse, bur is negative; noc so
much a fact, as the lack of a faee. To be precise, evil is thar which
pught to be avoided, or, alternatively, it iz the absence or -c:ltpm'atu:-u
of good; or, again, & is the necessry opposits of good, evil being on
this view relared o good as the outside of g basin is relared to it in-
side. For just s you cannoc have an inside without having an outside,
80, it is argued, you cannot have good withoue also having evil. Goaod,
therefore, must bring evil into exscence by che law of i own narure.
I will consider these suggestions separately.

- (a) That Evil is svhat ought to be Avoided.

There is, first, the suggestion that evil is whaz eught o be avoided.
In opposition o this seggestion [ should maintain thar the notion of
“evil" is far wider than whar we cught to try to aveid, We can only
try to avoid the things we know. Pur there is no reason to suppose that
there are not many evils of which human beings have and can have
no knowledge, Such evils would sill be evils :-lt'.u:-ugh human beings

bad no kaowledse of hu:man ﬁudu' I:II:I.l: no referepee 1o them.
AT i F e ﬂf&tﬁr -‘j LY nti,,.
(&) Thar Epdl is the D.:'pm.'ﬂmr: af Good,

I turn to the definition of evil which equates it with che “depriva-
tion" or the “zbsence” or the “limitation™ of ood.

o i
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same, how could wre have compared them? One does nar, after all,
COTIRES ihe iy ol X owith the :n:jn'::g of X, or cthe mesning
of evil with the meaning of evil. The inference wonld szem m be tha
the two meanings, that of X and of zvil, never were in all respecs
the sarne, although they may be sa e -oany respects; for example, ane
mmight be an example or 2 paz doular czaz al ..hn: ather, 25 when X is a
sin and we say thar X is owill It tellows thet when we say thar X is
evil, we are neither merely moking a stateronn ahoget phil -;_||_-;_-E|_.' ta the
effect that the tweo words are i weed grammadeally in the same
scmse, Oor are we saving thar chelr meanings pee In el respects iden-
teal. What we are in {act uiu,: grsuming thar there i3 a senw in
which the proposition “X iz evil™ i5 troc is o cike swimething, in this
case X, which happens to be evil Ile=nce the propesition “X is evil”
truc in an ilinsrarive acnse enly, and it is true ooy in thie llusoative
semse—ine sense in which X ie an cxample o dhstration of evil—Car
we reason thar therg i in fpct pe esoressor X whose meaning is
identical with the meaning of e word evil

It fallerers thiae statements like “ovii i dwiediznze 20 the will of
Cencl,”™ ar “evil is sbhsenos of good,” arz neither dictionary deitnivicns,
like the definition of & gusdrilarers), nor are ther assertions of idenrd-
ealizy of meaning: they are ailfizeations abeot e rings thar are evil,
This, indeed, s2ema in any event probable Zrom che pumber of differ-
ent and ill:u:::l‘:-ur'ii:‘:-lﬁ dedmitnees o) ewil 19ac have D B heen -
geated. There have never been two srcoxrparidle definitions of the
word "q'ladrﬂ' tera’.”

Befare leaving this point it will ]:u: coovenient to put ite conclusion
in 2 logical forrm, Let s supsose thas e’ 35 eratad with something
eluz, ., oppesition o God's will, or deprivation of guﬂd We then
have this proposidon, “Bvil s disehedience w Gad's will or is depriva
ton of good.” New this iz 2 meaningfol prososition in che sense that
I can consider it and discuss it with a wiew to daeemining whether it
is true. T am in fact engaged in discussing ir at the' moment,

MNawr let us supposs that it is crue, For the word “evil,” then, T can
read the expression “disobedicnce w God's will” o, alternatively, “dep-
rivation of good,” withour aleeration of meaning, wherever the ward

“evil” occurs. | propose to mike this substicution in che propesition w
which I have just referred, the procosiden, namely, which asserts that
“evil is disobedience to God's will or is deprivation ol good.” When
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If everything that existed were sea, there would be no dry, Similarly
with hot and cold. If the sun monopolized the physical universe, there
would be no cold, Now I cannot see any mecessary reason why the uni-
verse should not consisr entrely of sca or enrirely of sun, If either of
these cases were realized one of 3 pair of cpposites would exist with-
put the ather. Now if g-:‘.l-:‘.lrl amd ewil 5_1|:"|r‘:'.‘:1__'- tes the fizss class of oppo-
giteq, then the presence of good necessarily entails char of cvil, bur it is
2 mere assumption that they do, and in making the assumption we
beg the guestion at issume. We are in fagt arguing semewhat as fol-
tows: “Because pood necessartly entails evil, thersfore they are logical
Cppesiles and |.‘:-:‘:|-|'.l|'|§I 1er the Drar class ol OppERIes; pairs ol Opposites
inn the frst class necessarily entzil one another; therefore good neces-

sarily entails cwil”

That Good whick i Conceived ai the Opposize of Tl i Necescarily

Iafected By Ewml,

My second ohservation may most conveniently be imrodoeed by a
guestion. If evil, being good's necessary opposite, is logically dependent
upon g.:r::lrl and good upon evil, can g ba: :E_E:ll:’lltl‘l % w':'m;ljr and
completcly good? Would not good, in fact, be better if it did not en-
tail the existence of this disreputable asocae? In Plan's dialogue, the
FPhilehus, Socrarcs develops a famows argnment in regard to the na-
ture of pleasure. Two kinds of plessure are distingnished, pure and
impure, Pure pleasures are distinguished from impure pleasures by
virtue of the fact that they contsin #o admixture of pain, Many pleas-
ures, Socrates points oul, are dependent for their pleasantness upon
the degree of preceding dissatisfaction to which they are relarive. Thus
the pleasure of the convalescent is dependent upon the fact of his pre-
ceding illness; of the resting man upen his preceding fatgue; of the
water-drinking man upon his preceding thirst. These states and ac-
tivities, convalescing, resting, water-drinking, are characterized by the
sort of pleasure whose nature, when it is experienced in its crudest
form, as, for example, in the form of relief from long and wearying
pain, we all recognize for what it is. We recognize, that is to say, that
the pleasure experienced on relief from pain owes its pleasantness
salely to the fact that we are no loager suffering the pain which we
formerly suffered, Thess, then, are impure pleasures. There are, how-
ever, other pleasures which, Plato points out, are not dependent upon
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want or need. The smell of vialets and the waste of chocolats are hum-
ble examples of these. )

Plazo's srgument has always seemed to me oo be valid, Transterring
v applicarion from cthe caze of pleasure oo that of good, we may sy
that there are owo classss of goods, pure goods and impure goods.
In the class of imoure goods we shall place ell those which are de-
pendent upon, becauss aecessarily related to, & correlative evil, while
pure poods will be subject to no such liniccion, When 1 zay thar the
gnndn..-ﬁ of God is puee, T mean that I find it dificule to supposs that
it calls into exdstence a correlative evil, by concragy with which zlane
the fack that it 35 good i sroognized and the essence of it goodness
affirmed. Ome mighe conoest This case with the case of light, whidh,
by ite very namuze, calls ima exisience the coreelative darkness of
shadew whenever an object is presented o the lighe, the goudness of
Light being for dhis reason impuse,

Applicaon of #he Theory of Internal Relations,

There iz a well known philosaphical docrine endded the theory of
intermal relstions. It asserts that the relaians a 1|ung has 10 other
things are not whally alizn o che thing, bur enter Into i natore and
help to make it whet it i Consider, Ine examnple, 2 hen's ege, What
sart of sarement o I omake in n:_g:trr] ta izf That it is more oval
than a cricker ball, emalier than an emu's sop, larger chan 2 sparmow’s,
rrwre: brinde than granfie, smnceher than @ gravel paiby thar with five
others of the same kind ic will fetch 5 shilling in the merket; thae, of
ket oo dong, 3t wil? smedl, aned sooon. MNew all these stemenns wke
the form of specifying the relebons of the egg o some other thing, a
cricket bull, gramite, gravel, cther egrs, tine, and s on. Now in order
that these seatements which [ have mede sbaut che eggy may be true,
it must have the relatiors to ings ocher than itself which are de-
scribed by the statements; bot if che sttements that [ have made
ghout it were not true, it would noc be the thing tha it is, but a
dilferemt sort of thing. Therefore, its relaions 1o things ather than
itself enter into and help to constitute the nature of che thing which
L e so relaced. T do nor weish 1o maintain chat this docerine is roe of gl

& thing’s relationsy chat off reletons ars, in ather wrords, internal in the
sense that they enier imo anel belp 1o consticure the nature and being

of the thing. A thing’s sparial relations cre, [ should say, cbviously
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mains unexplained, that the beginning must be irrational in the sense
that.it is beyond the power of resson oo explain it, or even w con-
ceive how an explanadon of it could be pessible, granted that the de-
mand for an explanation is, therefore, illegitimate, why is an unex-
plained “owe" 2 greater affron: o the reason than an unexplained
“one"? There is no mystical unigueness ehour the number one: it is
just 4 number like any other. There is no necessary reason thet I can
see why the universs should proseed from or be explicable in terms
of one uldmate rather than of owo, or of forty-nine, or of = or of
the square root of minus one. Granted, in short, that we do not know
and cannot know how the universe could have begun, we may ag well
admit that it might just as well have begun as two as begun as one.

Objections to Daalivm: (@) The Moral Argument, that it Miscon-
cefves the Nature of Epil,

I give the moral argument againse duealism in Mr Lewis's own
wiards:

“The moral difhculty is that Dualism gives evil a positive, substan-
tive, self-consiscent nature, like tha: of goed. If this were orue, i Ahr-
man existed in his own right no less than Ormuzd, what could we
mean by calling Ormuzd good except thar we happened to prefer
him? These who serve Ahriman happen to prefer Aim. In what sense
¢an the one party be said 1o be righe and the other wrong? If evil has
the same kind of reality as good, the same suconomy and complete-
ness, our allegiance 1o good becomes the arbirrarily chosen lovalty of
& partisan, A sound theory of value demonds something very different.
It demands chat good should be original and evil 2 mere perversion;
that good should be the tree and evil the fvy; char good shouid be
able to see all round evil (25 when sane men understand lunacy)
while evil cannot retalizee in kind; thar good should be zble 1o exist
on its own while evil requires the good on which it is parasitc in
order to continue its parasitic existence, . . . Good and evil, then, are
oot on all fours, Badness is net even bad fm the some aay in which
goodness is good. Ormuzd and Abriman eannot be equals, In the long
run, Ormuzd must be original and Akriman derivative. The first hazy
idea of deedd must, i we begin o think, be anzlysed into the more pre-
cige ideas of 'fallen’ and ‘rebel” angel.” .

There are two separate afirmations here: (o) evil is not positive as
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good is positive, for we do not desire evil for its own ske and do de-
sire good for its own sake. Therefore, we cannot treat the two prin-
ciples as being on all foors. (#) If there were no prior fact of J-::ru.:dr
prior, that s wo sy, 10 the evil which good condemns, we should have
no standard by reference to which 10 recognize, and by appeal to
which o condemn, evil In the absence of such a standard good would
he that which those who happen 1o like that sort of thing happen to
like, and evil thatr which is preferred by those whose tastes hapoen o
he differens.

(&) The Argument thar snee Evil ix g Peroersion of or @ Purasite
wpon Crood, Exl o nor Ulimately and Independently Real,

I agree that cvil 38 parasitic upon good and that it is 50 in 3 double
sense. First, nobody does what is evil for is own sake, He only does
evil us 3 mesns 1o something else which he wakes 10 be good. Thues if
we lic, we lic to gain a purpose, bur when we tell the truth we do so
for its own szke, Henog, ather things being equal, we el the vl
Tf we dhiar or betray, we do so to gain an end, bur we play fair and
keep faith for oo end simply becauss, in the alsence of inducements w
the contrary, wi realize that to play fair and keep faith is the natoral
thing to do. Admittedly, other things rarely are equal; admiwedly, "in-
ducements to the eonteary™ are wsually prescnr; admittedly, therefore,
we do frequently lie, cheat 2nd betray, The fuct pevertheless remains
that we do require an incentive 10 do these things beyond the actwal
cloing of them. Bot the deing of good is its own incentive, Evil, chen, -
is never an end in itself; it i3 always 2 meane to an end beyond ieself.
Good is an end in foself.

That Ewdl ir Parasgic on Good,

Secondly, it is only because and in so Far as mos people habitually
do geood that it pays anybody to do evil. Take lying, for example, The
objece of a lie is to deceive, In order 1o achieve itz object it muse gain
credence. Now if everybody habitually lied, nobedy would believe
anybady else, and lying, therefore, would lose its point, since it would
not gain credence and would not, thevefore, deceive. It is the practice
of truth-elling by most people mest of the time which makes lying
profitable for the few. Similarly with thefi. If everybody habitually
stole from everyhedy else, nobody would trust his neighbour and thets
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would become immeasarably more diffcult, apart from the Eaer that
if we wers all burglars there would be no goods to steal. It is only be-
cause mos of ug are in the main honest and trust in our neighboury”
honesty that precautions are sufficiently relaxed to make stealing pos-

i sible and pmﬁ.*lh[f- tor those who are not honest,

%d, S0, too, in the playing of games. 1f most of us were cheats, all of us

1 would be vigilanely on our guard aga.mst being cheated, with the e
3' -"1 sult that cheating would become extremely and norepayingly dificuls.

ST What makes cheating profitable is the prevalence of non-cheating, just

s a5 what makes lying profitzble is the prevalence of wuth-telling, and

: stealing, the prevalence of honest men.

e Two conclusions follow. Firss, nobody does evil for the sake of evil;

Fir he docs it for the sake of some end which he takes 1o be good which,
he believes, will be achicved through doing the evil, Evil, then, is al-
ways desired as 2 means to sumething else which is, whether rightly or
wrongly, thought to be grod.

; LI Secondly, evil is parasitic upon good, in the sense that it 35 enly be-
HElH cause most men are vVirtpodis in most of their dealings that ic pays some
l moei b be wiciows, What follows? What, T take i, Mr, Lewis sepioses
[l to follow iz that evil is not wholly and independently real. But does

I

this in fact follow? I suggest that it does not. All, I think, that does
follow it that, since evil is not desired for itself, but i3 only desired as
a meuns to sormething which iz assumed not 1o be evil, evil is, as Mr.
Lewis azys, parasdc upen good. It follows, ton, that, sinee, an the reli-
} gious view, good 18 Turslamenial, and sinee, if that view is troe, there
: must always be good in the universe, then if there is also evil—and, of
course, there need noe be; there can be cak rees withonr misleros,
hosrs withoot thelr parasites—the evil must be good's parasite, Quite
3 so; but though evil is desived a5 5 means w an end, it is nevertheles
& desired], and thoogh a parasite is dependent vpon its host it none the
HE less exists and is real. Similarly with the view which would define evil
fael a3 that which men seek to avoid. To hold that evil is what men seelk
AEE to aveid 33 not to hold chat it 35 wnreal If evil were a real and posidve
Fa thing, then that men should seek o avoid it 3 preciscly what one
Fi wauld expect; pare, though not the whole, of what I mean by evil is
i indeed precisely conveyed by his netion U-f smething that T oughe to
i gvoid. To say, then, thar evil is something that one oughe 1o avoid is

to say something that is true about evil, but 15 not to define evil, just

., i
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The discussion that ensues turna inevirably on philesophical issnes
and does not, 1 am afraid, whelly avoid the introduction of technical
grguments, It is, therefore, on a somewhat different level from the rest
af the book, and those wha are temperamentally averse from philosa-
phy are advised to omic it
" The considerations which T wish to adduce againis monism may be
divided under two heads,

Arpuments againit Moniem: (f) The Logical Diffeuliy.

First, thers iz 3 logical dificuley, This is u genecalized verden of
the argument already used in the discussion of pain and evil,’ Some
11hi1-:rsi;_:-]1crs are pluraliste; they belisve, tha: 35w gay, thar the vni-
wverse consiscs of, or conteins a number of (rreducibly different things.
By saying that the differences betwesin these things are irreducible,
they mean rhar these differenoee cannct be resolved or explained away
as being the appearances, the uldmately Mlusory appearances, of an
underlyving unity. Dualism, which mzintaine chat the universe con-
taing ar least wo irreducibly different principles, is therefore a special
ase of pluralism. Now if the universe iz in face a unicy, the beliefs of
pluralists zve falee, It is, chat is to say, an error w suppese thar the uni-
verse consists of many differeny things. [s this error which the plural-
ists make real or illusory? If it ds Dlusory, it is not reslfy 2 mistake to
think that the @niverse eonsiars of many different things, and the wni-
verse accordingly consists of many different thiogs. 1 it i3 a real ervor,
it must be real in precsely the samce sense as chat in which—af the
wnivesse is in fact a unitv—che sppearance of many-nes s an illusion,
ia, that iz to say, unreal. It is real, therefore, in the s=nse of being o
fundarnemal featre of the nature of things, and noc an error due o

pur partial understandings, MNow i error 22 a real factor in che unicwe

verse and the universe is 2 unity, the universe must be a unity of er-
ror, I do not know whether there 3s any logica! objection to this view,
but so far s5 I am aware, no monist has ever meintained 1. Moreover,
it is incompatible with the view thac the universe is or has the sort of
unity which belongs to an allgood person. The conclusion weould
seem to be that, sinee the wi=w thar the universe is a unity shows it to
contain real error, the undverse cannot be wholly a unity.

! See Chapter 2, ppw 35, 36,
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URCOMMPoMIsInG and contrives, thersfore, as & secms o me, oo exhibic
in the cearest possile way rthe dificulde: o which any monis-
tic metaphysical system i5 expossd, Let us see what these difficulties
are,

Criticirm af Spinozs's Monirm.

God, a5 we have szen, bas ewo knowa ardbuces, one that expresses
itself in the mode of extension, the ciher In the meade of thinking. If
the two atributes are parts of God, God is obviously not = unity but »
duality, one part of Him being thoughr and the athee parc exiension,
But, it wiil be i, atribules are ner parts, After whar moedel, then,
are we Lo conceive them? A possible oaswer may be conveyed by
means of an illestration, Hardness is an attribute of the top of the
tabies &o is Dlackness. Buc hordness i aor biackoes. Thus the black
shape that I see s not hard, che hard something thae I feel is not black.
If God, then, hag different atoributes in the songe in whizh arribuces
belong to physical things, thers must be o difference bstwreen His na-
ture as cxpressed inoone atteibuze and His natzre as cxpressed in an-
niher.

Tu this it may be replied that &t is nat in the light of physical at
seibutes that we must think of the accihutes of Gedd, bt siee che
model of the atributes or—to wse 2 mose appropeiste word—the ex
pressions of & mind or spink It iy, 25 it heppens, a fde diffeal: for us
o accept this modificaring in Spincea’s case, since Spincza explicitly
tells us that ocoe of God's wttoibores 15 3 fact physical—at any e o
iz coneeived alier the maodel of physical chings—her as we are noc en-
gaged in a cridcism of Spincze% philosoohy, but merely cting 1t as
an illustration of monisic meaphysics in genesal, chis particular diff-
culty may he wraived.

Ler us, then, think of the moces of God's ateibores afrer the model
of the expressions of a personality. Thus am, we will suppese, ar the
same time, listening to music and eaving oy dinner; o [ am az the
same time reading and knifting. Mow here, admiteedly, we are ap-
proaching more clesely to the concepuon of ar uaderlying unity
which expresses itself in diverse medes, while ac the saroe time remnain-
ing 2 unity. Yet even here difference manages w creep in, It cannot
be said thar alf of me 5 at the same time engaged boch in Bstening
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and in enjoying the taste of food, both in reading and knitting; for
the same thing cannot ac the same dme in respect of the same part of
itself be engaged in doing twe Jifferent things, or in having twe dif-
ferent cxperiemces, or in being two differenc things, Mox people
would express their recognition of the fact that it cannot by saying
thar T have two different senses, che sense of hearing and the sense of
rasting, which provide me with two different sets of sensadons. Bue
though the owo different sensations are both mine in the sense of be-
ing experienced and experienced simulanecusly by me, it is very
doubtfnl whether I can conscicusly atvend te bath of them at the same
time. Thus if T am listening intently 1o the music, 1 shall be compara-
tively oblivious of the food I am eating, and wice persz; in other words,
one or the other st of sensations will ar any given moment end o
maonopolize my conscionsness. Even if boch sets of sensations are pro-
vided by the same sense, one will tend o0 oust the sther from con-
sciousness; thus the pain of roothache, however violent, will be for-
gotten in the still more vielent pain of & burn. Les us suppaose, how-
ever, that it 3s possible for hoth sers of sensations to be present in and
attended to by my consciousness at the same moment. Even on this
assumption, that part of my consciousness which consists of or ar-
tends to the taste sensations will be differenc from that part of my
conscipusness which consists of or artends o the sound sensations, We
cannot, them, truly say thar my consciousness is wdolly and simul-
taneously engaged both in enjoving the sensadons of taste and in en.
joving the sensations of sound, since one part or aspect of my con-
sciousness, the Lstening part, will be differently engaged or will be
enjoving different expericaces from che msting part, Thus the prin-
ciple that the same thing cannat, in respece of the same part of itself,
be whelly f:ugage-;i in two different things or in experiencing two
different things, is noc infringed. If [ may employ a metaphar which
must not be pressed, since consciousness is noc after all a physical
thing, I should say that in the case cited a erack runs through my
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of this crack is o be avolded.

]!l'l _ conscioushess, distinguishing the [isening aspect from the rasting.
rlilf_;_ Now on whatever model we conceive the unity which expresses itself
BER in multlE]i-:iq.r and whatever the analogy on which we conceive the
!i;_ nature of the expressions of the unity, | do not see how the intrusion
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Diffienities mm the Comception of Spineza’s God as phe Universal
Criomd,

To return to Spibozs’s conception of God, He muse be concelved as
possessing from the beginning the capacity to express Himsell in the
modes of thought and of extension, The difference berwesn God's
thinking atrribuce and His extended anribuce is, therefore, pozential
in God from the fist. That aspect of God which expresses itself in che
maode of thinking iz not, then, the same a5 thas which expresses fself
in the mode of extension. When the zct of “expressing” took place—
assurning thar is to say, as we must do if we believe in creation, that
there was an event in time which was God's excernalization or mani-
fesrarion of Himself in the creation of the warld—the potental differ.
ence which from the first was present in God became actual. Thus the
differences iwhich we perceive in the world as acteal differences must
be rraced back to their source or origin In God in whom they were
present in potentiality waiting to be developed in actuality. God,
sherefore, contains within Himself che soarce of or potenozlity Zor all
the differences which the warld is sean to exhibit.

This leads to a further point. “Many-ness,” thac is te say, the muld-
plicity of things that appear in the world, is not just “many-ness” but
is a particolar kind of “many-ness"; it is, that is to say, one particular
gollecticn of things out of a number of pessible collections of things.
Thus the number of pehbles on the beaches of England is a pardeular
aumber; it is X not Y. The colour of the pebble which is now a yard
away, procesding in a due casterly direction from che central poin: of
the third column starting from the shoreward end of the Palace pier
ar Brighton, is blue not grey; its diameter, one inch not two inches.
The moon is 247,000 and noc 248,000 miles away from the earch; gold
is yellow, not pink; and so on, Hence it is not only the potengality
for difference which must have been present in the inifal ground,
but the potendality for just that kind of difference which is actually
found; or alternadvely (for, if the preceding argument’ is valid, i
makes no difference whether we soy that the difference which i ac-
rually discerned is only an appearance of difference or is 2 real differ-
encel, just that kind of difference which actually appears to be found.
1% p, e
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An analogy may serve to illustraze the conclusion I-am secking o
demanstrate.

Here is a piece of bare board which is, to all intents and purposes,
fearureless. No doubt it contains grain and 35 differentiared by knots,
but these do not appear on the surface becouse it has been varnished,
Let us suppose that the board 35 subjected to strain. Presently cracks
will appear, points of weakness will becorme apparent; possibly the
board may split. Now if the strain has been uniformly applied, the
fact that the erack appears here and noe there, thar the weakness is
shown in this place and not that, thar che split is, let us say, horizon-
tal wnd not vertical bears witness to charactesistics Initially present
though unobserved in the board itself. For there must have been some
reason why it cracked here and not there, split in one direction and nos
in anatker, and that reason must be grounded in the natore of the
board. Similarly, when a piece of glass splinters, it does so at one point
rather than another, and we say thae there must have been a flaw in
the glass ar this point wo begin with, The conclusion thar I am en-
desvouring to convey is thar there must be some reason why the par-
ticular clefts of difference in the world—che differences, lec uz saw,
berwreen the animal phyla—lead in this direction rather than in that,
and this rezson muost have been preseat in the inidal nature of things
whatever that may have been, just as the potendality for cracking here
and not there, or for flawing at this point and not an thar, was pres-
ent in the initial naturs of the board or the picce of glass. Now if the
inicial nacure of things is the mind of & gSngle person, that mind must
be suppesed oo have contained initially all the differences which were
subsequently developed in the world that proseeded from che mind.
The mind was nog, then, a complete unity since that part of it which
—uo revert for & moment o Spinoza’s formula—expressed imelf in the
mode of extension, must have been theoretically distinguishable from
the first from thae pare of it which expressed iwself in the made of
thoughr, T am arguing, then, agains; the view thar the apparent dif-
ferences and “"many-nesses” which appear in the weeld can be ade-
quately explained on the ssumprion that the weorld Aas developed
from or i5 #he expression of or in reality i1 a single vnity. T am main-
ining, in other words, thar the "many-ness” and the unique “many-
ness” which appears must be craceable back to Aaws or faults {in the
geclogical sense of the term) in the initial ground which were pres-
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ent in the ground from the first. I am maintaining further that the
presence of these flaws ar faults forbids us to regard the ground as a
cornplere unity and convicts it of harbouring within itself, albeit in a
disguized or potential form, the multplicity thar it subsequently de-
velops, or, if the lunguage be preferred, which subssquently appears.

This principle lies ar the basis of 2 number of the conclusions which
have been reached during the foregoing discussion. In the course of
formulating objections wo the religious hypothesis we encountered on
a number of different occasions and in a number of different connec-
tions difficuleies which secmed to militate against the possibilicy that
the universe could be regarded as the ereation or expression of a single
tnind or person. The fagt that these dificultics presented themselves
trom 50 many guarters and in s0 Many conNECLions 15 NOwW seen oot W0
have been fortuitous; for, granted that our present argument is valid,
they spring Irom a fact inherent in the very nature of the cosmic sit-
waiion.

Argnments againg Mowmism: (i) The "Something Other” Difficulry.

For all thess difficultdes, the dificulty of pain and evil, the difficuliy
of error, the difimlty of innaic, had desires, the difficulty of motive,
the difficuity of the brute, obstructve principle, the dilficulty of the
redium which God's ereativity requires in order o express iself—all
these difficulties turn out to be different forms of the ame diffienly
which may be roughly termed the difficulry of the “something other.”

By the expresmion “something other,” I am endesvowring ro convey -

that the exisrence of unity 3 not enough to wecount for the facts as
we know them; something other than the unity muet be pestulated in
order 1o explain the weeld's variety, Mer, so far as concerns this diff-
culty, doss it affect the isene whether the “something other is con-
ceived e be anoher prineiple outside the unity, opposed to it and
dividing the universe wich it, or whether it is the e:-:-pncv.;:.n-.i of a dif-
ference which springs up within the hesrt of the unity itself. For' on
the lateer hypothesis no less than on the former, the universe turns
out b be not o unity but 2 dwality,

Ler me give point to this conclusion by very briefly recapitulating
some of the difficulties which illustrate it. There was the difficulty of
pain and evil. How, T asked, if they were real, could they be engpen-
dered in a universe that was wholly good, engendered, chat is to say,

T T e s e ek T L
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out of good? Was it not entailed that there was a flaw in the heart of
good itself, which constituted the ground of the pain and evil that was

subsequently made manifest i the good? Ok, to pur the peint in an-

truth, must be flawed initially with the potentiality for generating un-

¥eE other way, if the good must be qualified initially by the capacity to
EL' produce pain and evil, how could it be whally good? Must it not be
iy pood qualified or flawed by something which was other than good?
] ? But if pain and evil were unreal, then the same gquestion arose in re-
.1::; gard to error. A universe of goodness and, therefore, presumably, of

truth. Similarly in regard to the evil propensities or desires in vieee of

;
i

’% which man misuses his gife of free will to choose wrongly, How can

i we suppose that man came to possess these propensities and to be en-

e dowed with these desires excepr in so far ag his Creator so created

him? Now if his Creavor were all good, He could not have so created
LT him. Therefore, zither the arigin of evil is lodged in the heart of a
i, 2hE singrle Creznor, which is intolerable, or there is not one God, but two,
il a good God and an evil.

The dificulty of morive raised a similar point. If God changed as a
resule of the influence of some external agency, then that agency was
outside God and, therefore, other than God; if as the resule of some
principle of change within Himself, if, that is to say, God contmined
the seeds of His own change, then there was from the beginning God
plus the capaciry for change into something other than God. Again,
it was comparatively ensy o understanad nor only why there should
be pain and evil, bur why God should wish to change or to cause
change, if God was not omnipotent, but limited. One might suppose,
for example, that He ondertook the task of creation in order that He
might overcome His limitation, just as one might suppose that pain
and evil continued o exise in His despite fecazse of His lmiarion.
He desires, one might suppose, to eliminate them if He can, but there
is something that opposes His desire and prevems the elimination.
Thus there is at least one area of the universe in which God's writ
does not run. In 2 word, if God is limited, then there s somsthing
other than God thar limits and opposes Him.

The difhculty of motive leads to the dificolty of medivm. Let us
suppose that God, ereates like an artist out of the plenitude of His
own nature which overflows through sheer excess of goodness. The
universe, on this view, is the overflow or expression of God, But even
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so, something other than God is required for God to express Himself
in, there is required, that is to say, 2 medium in which His creartivity
can take shape. Otherwise if we are to take the artist analogy seriously,
there would be no work of Creation, there would be anly Gad, just
a4, if there were no words or paint or stone ar sound, there would be
no work of art, but only the artist.

This last case constitutes the mildest version of the difficuley of the
“something other,” of the difficuley, that is 1o sy, which appers 10
entail the existence of something other than God, & something {in this
case) é7 which God can express Himeelf, in order 1o cxplain the faes
of thee priverse, a5 we koo it

Thesz are some of the many different forms in which what 1 have
called the “somehing oher” difhculty expresses imself, If T am right,
this dithiculty arises from and reflects 2 fondamenral feamre of che
universe which forbids us po deseribie the wniverss in terms of 4 single
u;.lt_;...

The Dualist Conclurion,

Whae follows? Whae plainly follows is, T think, a dvalism. There -
is good in the world and there iz also evil. i a2 metaphysical principie
15 1o be invokod 1o explain the gond, an equivalent prineiple must be
invoked to explain the evil; if, to put it cheologically, there iz God,
there is alsa I_11|_ Devil, or l]]L,.rt: 14 Crond |_ﬂ_:ﬂ, d [T |_r|k. rd inerria “'hl.l'.'l.'l.
chseructs Him,

This conclusion, T sugrest, 1% the p1;lir1 implil.::'l.li:'l'-‘. al the AEICRT
and it was in this conclusion thar, when [ have concerned myself with
theological questons during the last thiny years, my mind came 10
rest. It was the brick wall which obstruected any further advance to-
wards the acceptunce of the religious hypothesis, “TE™ 1 said to myself
in effeer, “it 1% ro be admired that anything can be legitimately sur-
miised where so much has besn dogmatically asserted, if we are to go
bevond a simple agnosticism, then what muost be surmised is that chere
are two Gods, 2 good one and a bad; or, since the notion of a bad Gaod
is revolting and not absolurely necessary, there muost be 2 good God
and an obsructive hampering principle in and through and in spite
of which He seeks to work, This is what a plain reading of the face
geems o require. If, then, you are to entermain any religious belief at
all, it must be a belief in Dualism.” And since Dualism is not an in-
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spiring creed, since it prescribes neither 2 goal to endeavour, a spur to
action nor 2 ground for self<discipling, I made shift in pracrice to man.
age as well as I could without any religious belief at all.

The Reopening of a Closed Question.

Such, briefly, is the report of my religious pilgrimage, or rather, re-
ligious stagnation during the last thirty years. Why, then, bring the
matter up again now? Have the arguments which seemed unanswes-
able received an answer? I do not think thae they have. Is there, per-
haps, new evidence w bring in the old reckoning? 1 think thar
there is; ar racher, there is not g0 much new evidence as 2 newly ap-
prehended sipnificance in the old. And, paradoxically, it 15 the fact of
evil, or rather the new ohorusiveness of the fact which has oricntared
my mind anew and compelled, from the point of view of this new
aricntaiion, 2 fresh consideration of old issves. 1 dwelt in the frst
chapter on the topical relevance of evil, and drew actention to the fre-
quency with which bad times have seemed to present afresh wo the
minds of those who endured them the time-honoured prohlems of re-
ligion, In my cass, oo, this familiar tendency has been ar work and,
a3 I have said, ir is the fact of evil thay hag set iv going. Evil, of course,
there has alvwuys been: what is new in the modern world s, as [ have
pointed eut, ity obtrusivenes, Bvil to-day s0 invades the consciousness
that one cannot, with the best will in the wordd, ignare it amd para-
doxically it brings not so much o belief in God as the need to believe.

To believe thar the univerae iz the cecarion of the wraditional God of
the religicns, all wise, all good, and all powerful, znd to believe this
precisely decasiie of the prevalence and abtrusivencss of the fact of evil
—surely that is a paradox!

Logically it is. Logically, if T am to accept the conclusions of my
own reasoning, I cannot bue conclude chat the faer of evil in the werld
i incampatible with its creation by 2 being at ance all powerful and
all good. I do not say that this conclusion is necessitated: many bet-
ter philosophers than I have seen here no necessary incampatibility.
Indeed, some have gone farther and found in the fact of evil not ooly
not a disproof, but a positive proof of God's existence and crestion of
the warld.

Thus the late Y. R. Sorley maintained that the fact that evil is a
problem o us, & problem which we must state and somehow try o

tr_‘_
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solve, constitutes a consideration which disables us from denying God.
For, he asks, why shoudd evil be o problem? Why showdd it affend us,
unless we agume the existence of an all-powerful and all-good being?
We should have no right oo object 1o i, nay more, it would never
have vocurred to us to object to it, except on the basis of the presump
tion that God exists and is good. Thus the exisience of goodness and
Zod is tor him g logical presupposition of cur obiection oo evil; henes,
though the problem of evil remains for we an insoluble problem, so
far from discrediting thetsm, 1t entails it

The facr that such arguments can be used, dearly disables me from
asserting that the incompatibility vpon which T have dwelt, the income
paribility berween God and ovil, i logically necessitated: but ir does
not alter my conclusion that, if the arpuments T myself have wsed in
this and the preceding chapter are valid, then the existence of 1 single
all-good and sll-embracing God snd the {act of evil are two incoms
patible foce.

What, for the theist, follows? Either my arguments are faulty or
the martcrs at issue go beyond legic. This, indeed, is the line which
many God-belisving and God-fearing men seem disposed to take, Nor
can I avoid noticing that the maost religious men are also the men who
feel most deeply the evilness of evil and the acutensss of the problem
which it raisce. Thos von Hiigel, withour maintaining that evil neczs-
sitates God in a logical sense, lays stress upon the Faex thar ooe senai-
tiveness to evil develops pasd pasme with owr belief in God. The more
whole-hearted our belief in God, the degper owr repulsion from evil,
the greater our compassion for sulfering.

If I am right in maintaining that the obrusivencss of evil in the
modern world is in part responsible for a widespread tendency w turn
towards God, even if the tuming is evidencs, as i is in my own case,
of nothing more pesitive than a resolve o recxamine the grounds of
the theistic hypothesis, then von Higel migh: jusiilably have daimed
the tendency which our predicament has generaced as an illustration
af the correcrness of his view,

For the simple truth is that ene cannot help oneself. To be con-
fronted with a universe which contsins evil as an ulimate and in-
eradicable fact, to know that there is no defence against it save in the
strength or rather in the weakness of one's own character, ne hope of
overcoming it save through the efhtacy of ene's own unaided efforts—

b i i B e 1.
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_ tkir 1 find 1o be a position almost intolerably distressing. For one can.
not help bur know that one's character s »o# strong enough, one’s ef-

forts mot efficacious, ar leasr, that they are not, if unaided. For our
burden in the world, as it has become, is indeed greater than we can
bear, if we have nothing more secure to rely upon than the integrity
of our own puny reasons and the wavering uncertainty of our own
ethical judgements, Tt follows that either one must supinely acquissce
in the evil one cannoc resolve, or else, . . . There are two alternatives,

The first, since the world s evil, is to escape from it and to find, first

“in withdrawal, and, 23 an wltimate hope, in Nirvana, the true way of

life. The second is to face evil and o seek to evercome it, even to take
it up and absorb it into one's own life, transcending it and enlarging
one's own personality with what one has transcended, The first is the
way of the East, the second of Christianity, My temperament and dis-
position incling me 1o the second, but the second [ know to be impos-
sible unless 1 am asmisted from without, By the grace of God we are
assured, such assistance may be obtained and evil mav be overcome;
“otherwise, thers is o resturce and no resistance.

Such, indeed, is the teaching of Paszal who, writing in a vme simi-
lar to our cwn, uses the fact and intensity of evil 1o preach with the
power of his incomparable elogquence the all-embracing goodness and
ever present assistance of God, the infinite wretchedness of man and
the immeénse gulf that les between them, a gulf which no human ef-
fort can bridge, but which only the grace of Ged can span, But
whereas the evils which made Pascal write, produced in him a con-
viction, in me and my contemporacies they have generated only a
need. For whereas Pascal was convinced thar Gods assistance was
available and could be obained, we, who are forced to realize no less
vividly than Pascal the weakness of man, are yer in doubt, as Pascal
hever was, a8 to whether assistance is available and by what means, if
available, it can be obtained. For how, even if God exists, is his as-
sistance 10 be invoked? And with that question [ find myself on the
thresheld of Christianiey and under obligation to reconsider the whole
case which I had thought to have closed.

Briefly, then, the course of development which has resulted in the
writing of this book is as fotlows. To the arguments contained in the
preceding chapters, no answer with which I am acquainted has
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seemed to be satsfactory; no answer seems to me to be satisfactory
now. For many years 1 was conrent to leave the matter there. Now I
am content no longer, Is there, perhaps, & way not of answering but of
ourflanking these argoments? The rest of this book is an attempt to
answer that question,

T
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Chaprer 4

Science and the Cormos

The Deadloch and Whm Follows,

I have told how the realizavien of che acabioy of evil had in moy case
the efect of reapening the questions with which religion is concerned.
Ii: wonld not be true o sy chat it toened me 10 God, for the very exist-
ence of God st at this stage of the enguiry be held to be doubeful,
but it 8ot me enxiousdy ic quest of Him, T have dwele vpon the para-
dox that the very fact which sharpens the need of God 2nd provokes
the search for Him apoarently negates the possibility of His benevo-
lence and omoipotence; for the conclusions of the ineltecr, T have
urged, deny that the orthodes Ged of tha religious hypochesis, omaipo.
tent, benevelens, and cmaisdent, could have been the creator of the
world, and depy it presisely beciose of the faet of evil. T insis thag
this is =, and until a satistactary answer I8 forchcoming to the diffh-
cubtes adduced in the last tom chapters, shall continue in my 1nosist-
ence. _

Bt if the intellest denies whar the heart demands—what thent The
heart, it iz often said, bas its reusons of which the head knows noth-
injz. Wo doubt, bue are chey reasons which may be trusted? And who,
or ‘what is to judge save the head, wheher they ars o be trused or
aot? In effect, chen, a deadlock s reacked. What s the mnrai? Thae
the inelleer is not o be custed? We cannot do other chan truse it,
since the ressons for distrusting it would he themselves of i provid-
ing. War, as 1 have already pointed out,' have those who have sup-
potted the religions hypochesiz disdained the insellect’s aid,

Perhaps the deadlock is & sign ef, perhaps it is even 2 punishment
far, intellectual areogence. We are often warned in religiouns writings
against the pride of the Ineellece. .

I nege in this connecticn as a facl ﬁ'l'u-:h may not be whelly uneon-

18w Chaprer =, po 58,
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nected with this warning that the considerations that have set my
mind waorking again on the problems of religion are not so much of
an intellectual, 25 of an emotional order. What 15 more—and the fao
may again not be without significance—the emotions are those con-
nected wich inadequacy. The life that lacks religion lacks, so 1 have
core o feel, fullpess and roundness, and the desive to find thar true
which I have alwavs believed o be false, to know something of that
which I have thought 1o be unknowable, grows as the years pass. One
is dismayed by the evil ar large in the world and in oneself, depressad
and humiliated by the inadequacy of one's efforts to cope with it, ho-
miliated, then, by the inadequacy of one’s own self, It is from pre-
cisely such a feeling of humiliation thar, religions writers have often
urged, the search for and need of God, take their rise. What is more,
the sesker who is inspired by such a mood may be not whelly with-
out hope of succeeding in his quest. For alienated by intellectual pride
God, they have agsured us, draws nearer to those who approach Him
in humbleness of spirit. "Humiliation,” says Donne, “is the beginning
of sanerificarion: and as withour this, without holinesse, no man shall
see God, though he pore whole nights vpon the Bible; so without
that, withour humility, no man shall heare God speake to his soule,
though Hee heare three two-houres Sermons every day.” Henee if the
direst assaule of the intellect upon the difficulties T have marshalled
fails—and, for me, it does faill—there is nothing for it but to oy an-
ather route and see if it is not possible to outlank a position which it
cepms Impossible to storm.

This it the method which 1 have tried in the ensuing chapters to
adopt. T have not, that s to sy, siriven to find an answer to difficulties
which T have comse to believe unansererable; 1 have sought in other
considerations of a more positive nature such evidence as might lead
an unbiased mind 1o see in the so-called truths of religion a hypothesis
which is at worst tenable and at best the most plausible explanation
which offers itself of the facos of existence, as we know then.,

I. Tue SoextiFic Prorize oF THE Coshios

The Authority and the Concepts of Serence,

The first of these outflanking considerations is derived from science.
The evidence from the sciences has traditionally been regarded as hos-
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tile to religion. Mow, it seerns, the evidence in o far as it is accepred
as relevant—and the question of its relevance is much in doubt—points
the other way. This result has come about as follows:

Of all possible schemes of the eniverse the one -most hostile to re-
ligion was that sponscred by ‘the sdence of the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, The interoretation of the cosmaos which was vari-
pusly known as materialism and as mechanism was divectly refared
tey, and in large part based vpon, the science of the dme. This entatled
two definite conceptions. The farst was the conceprion of studf; things,
it was believed, were made of matter and matter was composed of
atemeg. The second was the conseption of bw; the workings of nature
wers held o be determined as those of 2 machine were determined,

These two conceptions, the conception of stuff and the conception
of law, sponsored as they were by acience, atrained grear prestige. The
nineteenth century was the century of science’s triumph, Science had
given us cheap coal and cotron, revolurienized transport, and in a hun-
dred wavs changed and ameliorated the life of man. That science was
a douhle-edged ool which was to endow man with pewers that he
did net know how o use, increase his efficiency in slaughrer, and
bring his civilization to the verge of destruction—all this lay as yet in
the future. The nineteenth cenmiry noted only the progress of science,
It has been left vo us to obeerve that the progress of science has been pe-
companied by the retrogression of man.

Becauwse of its practical criumphs, there grew up an almest mypstizal
faith in the cmnicompetence of science. Not anly could it transform
man's life, it could enable him to know the vniverse; not only could
it render man practical service, it could give him ultimate truth, This
faith in science is eestified by such phrases as “scientific accuracy,” “sci-
entific test,” “scientilic objectivity,” "the scientific attitude” which sug-
gest that the tests and the artitudes employed and adopted by men of
science are the most effecdve for the purpose of discovering truch;
while such expressions as “science versus superstition”™ or even “science
versus religion,” were regarded as synonyms for the expression “truth
versus falsicy.” “If science says s0,” I was once told, “of course, it's
true.”

It is in the same belief that governments desiring to justify some act
of folly or injustice appeal to the authority of scence, Thus the Ger-
mans invoke science to excuse racfal persccution, while Jews are ex-
pelled from Poland “according to the latest scientific idea”
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The Acceptance of the Material ag the Type and ehe Test of Reality.

Under the influence of these conceptions our civilization has come
unml'lm,:i:‘l'.:.-.j}' hut none the less l.il"lil.'l::r':"!.l:.' W .:|-:||'.||__:-l the scienrific con-
ception of reality, the conception which turns to mater for its stand-
ard of the real. To be ceal, then, was to be of the same nature 28 a
picce of matter. Matter was something Iving our there in space; it was
hard, simple and obvious, constituing 2n admirable foundation wpon
which the practical man of horse sense could base his irrelragable con-
victions.

Mow the most obvicus thing about matter was that one could see it
and rouch i It followed thar whavever else was real muse be of the
same nature as that which one could theoretically see and towch,
Hence 1o enquire into the nature of the things thac we saw and
touched, to analvse them into their elements and their aoms was to
deal directly with realiy: vo apprehend beauty, o enjov religious ex-
]:Il:rjmpe:, or to feel the pull of moral -:_'.||'||i§:||:|_r||:'.: was bo owander inoa
world of shadows. Under the leadership of science, commonsense wn-
consciously adopred the same standards. To use the eye of the body
to view the physical world was to acquaint oneselt with the real; to
use that of the soul to see visions was to become the victim of illusion.

This view, the view that to be renl was wo be like a piece of marzer,
was applied with equal fgour and enthusizsm o morals, o poetry, to
love, to man's fecling for nature, and to his belief in God, All these,
it was supposad, must bz l;‘.'|:i_|‘|‘|.:|l:-::|.:.- ."|n:|.|:|'5.':||.‘:]c inzo matter and the
moverments of matier; that is to say, inte the movements of hard, solid,
homogeneous particles called atoms. One’s appreciation of a sonner
was the movement of atoms and the sonnet iuelf was another such
movement, As Professar Whitehead puts it, “there are bits of matter,
enduring self-identically in space which is otherwise empty. Each bic
of matter occupies a definite, limited region. Each such pamicle of
tnatter has its own private qualifications—such as its shape, its mo-
tiom, its mass, its calour, its scent. Some of these qualifications change,
others are persistent. The essendal reladonship between bits of martter
is purely spatial. Space jtself is ¢ternally unchanging, always including
in itself this capacity for the relarionship of bits of matter.”

What then, did the bits of martzer do? They moved; but as White-
head goes on to point out, “locomotion of matter involves change in
spatizl relationship. It invelves nothing mere than thar.”

R el e R S T I T TR R DT R e .
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The conclusion would seem o be that livtle bits of marer moving
ghour in speee have produced, nay more, thar they ave the colours of a
sunset, the beauty of a sonner, che love of a friend and the under-
standing of the Binc-ial Theosem; they are also our koowledge of
the lrtle bits; ther are clso our knowladge thae the bits are moving
and are the Giuse of the colours ead the rest

And if you go on oo ask whence the colours and the beauty and the
lowe and the vaderstandiog derive, the aoswer 1s chae the mind some-
how projecs them into or on to the liniz bits; the mind or rather the
brain—since, the mind being by definitcn immaterial, muost, on the
_I]_"f'lJI"i-:']"l.‘.hl-ﬁ W ATE LOn '\,'.i{]r:rjng, he disell g |-|§'“'!-|.'“I:|E—i'i stirmualared Il'-.' +h=
impact of the little bits nooa the sense organs which q_:-:sjs of more
Little bits, und prozeeds to L'IE-TZ[‘UE'TI- a comjuring trick which invests the
world with qualitics which—since, after all, the wrorld consists caly of
the little bits—it has aot really gor. Thus @ quots Whitehead again:

“Marure geis cradil which shenle in etk be reserved for oursclves;
the rose for its scznrg the nightingsie for his song: and the sun for his
radiance, The poets are entirely mistalien, They should address their
lyrics 1o themacives, and shovld mze them into odes of self-congramula.
tion on the excellency of the human mind, Mature is a dull affair,
soundles, weniless, colouriess; mercly the horey Lu_g, of marerial, end-
lesslv, meaninglessiy,”

Surpridng Effects of the Acceptance of Marerialism,

This is a surprising view on any showing, Even more surprising,
when we retnetnber that the miad feelf, being after all nothing mare
than a brain and cervous svstem—Eor whut else condd it be, £ matrer
is the only tepe of realivy f*—is compased of the linle bits, 20 thar when
we say the mind invess the world with i sound, iz szent, and so
furth, what we mean is that some of che Lrdle bits have the capacity of
endowing ocker little bits, or projecsing on e other Eole hits, quali-
ties which they do noc possess, while themselves remaining noching
but lisle Bits all the Ume. Meither che projecting little bits fape the
qualities, nor do che recipienc lictle birs Aewe the qualities; yer the
galices somehow et sepecaced and projected.

It is easy to be wise after the event. Yet in retrospecs it is difficule

to avold a feeling of surprise thet such an cbviously unplansible view
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eality should ever have been found acceptable, of astonishment,
that it should @l be found acceprable.

For commensenss, which is apt to embody the perrified science of
go years age, still instinctvely pronounces that only materal things
are .";ll—“'. = 'ﬁl, .t -i'ws S0 6 »j'«; u'ug:s in the week, qualifying che
':' ings o E._n'u: ay. Thus siedcnrs .~~|"|‘._:I their first course in
philosophy, while .J.nl‘:t;.t._:'.:g.} pr n:l...:l.u“...'; the reality of sven ap-
ples feel an instinctve doube as w e ide o full reality of cthe num-

“hen pressed, they are inclined to say that seven is an idea

ber gaven, ¥

| =
i the wl, or s an ahwraction, theeehy indicating cheir view that
BOLTLE chined way szven is something less than w'"n’.. real “Why,”

I asi, “less tham real 77 Bocause apparcnrly i is noc visble snd tne
gible: is not, that i3 to sy, m: serial, s..j is not i specc. Ir is ingerest-
1 da el thay the provicuessnes alf my studenes sorme G0 YEATS 40
wouid have pronoumced with equal o .mlr*-":c the reabity of the spir-
itusl i the shape of the angels, devils and demons who watched tivm

¢ their protection or :mﬂ[;t.m n, hut, as goodd sons of the Church,
wiisld Tave folt ennsiderakic .tan:uJ....c: in accordingr full reality o the
gross objects of material sense.

T e Ulrregrsy wr g Mochiae.

Parallzl with the view that to be meal was w be a selwance, lan-
E'l]:.'c amd visihle, was the bebiel o whatever was real must be sub-
jeer 1o the lawes which were observed w operate in the physical world
—that it must work, in short, ke 2 machine, As Sir Arthor Edding-
pan has F'": i'r1 nineteenth-century scienve was dispescd, as soon as it
scented a pivce of mechanism, 1o exclaim, “here we are gesting to bed-
rock. This is what things should resolve themselves into, This is uldi-
mate realicy,” The implhcatton again was thar wharever did not work
like & enachine—the sense of value, for example, or the belief in God
—spae oot qu wite real, or, even i the sense and the belief wrere admitted
to be real, since, afrer all, they really were experienced, that the objecs
which they apparently affirmed were not.

Evelution ar @ Deterningd Process,

A corallary of this view, was the conception of evolution as a deter-
trined process, working automatically through the operation of im-
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mutable laws. This conception had been largely fostered by the dis.
coveries of Darwin, These were thought to show that the evolution of
life from it carliest heginnings to its most elaborare produce, the
mind of the ninstesnth-century sclentizst, was due to the scourrence of
small variations in species developing in the environmenr in which
they appeared according to ascertainable [awes.

This process by which life had developed from the earliest forms of
living arganism up 1o its lorest and most elaborate producr was grad-
wal, continucus and In theory traceable, The eacliest forms of life
were thought to have 3|:|-]1|;'.'.i:|;:|:j as spuchs al [ s jt:”.:,- i the
scum left by the tides as they receded from the shores of the world's
frst s=as, In the warm waters of the proterozoic sisms foom =% hun-
dred million ve sinry million years ago, there wrere amochas and there
were jelly fish; the zarth grew cooler and drier, life l=ft the wraters and
proliferated oo enormous reptiledike crenures, the dinosurs and
gigantosanrs of the mesozoic age; cooler and drier seill, 2nd there wrerc
birds and mammals. Among them was o smaller lemur-like cresture,
a comparatively lare comer, whote deseendanes split into two branches;
the ons developed into the anthropoid apes, the other culminzted in
frian.

Buch was the process which Darwin envisaged, the process of the
evalution of life ax 3 consoquence of the operation of purely patural
faroes.

Mow the [aws which governed the development of this process were
known. Driefly, they were smmmed up in the forrula, noateral selec
toon aperating through the sirugele for survival.

Variations in species ocenrreds that i3 1o 52y, 10 cermin crestures
there were born offspring which exhibited differences from their par-
ents. These differences would be of two kinds: either they would as-
gist the creature in the struggle for existence, or they wonld handicap
it, I[ they assised it, the creature would secure a larger share of che
available food, would prosper accordingly, choose o well-nourished
mate exhibiting 4 similar variation, and produce offspring in which
the original difference was reproduced and intensified: thus a new
species gradually came into being. IE they did net, the creature wonld
be eliminated and fts unsuccessful variation would be eliminated with
it. Thus by a process of awromatic sifting out, nature “seleces™ those
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wha, in virtue of che veriztions which chey ombody, possess an advan-
tage in the '%IrllE,L'Jl.' for existence,

Mow Darwin cofceved these “veeladons” as small modifcations,
Appearing .'.l.- chanze, and bemomiae r-'"a_ﬂ,_:;i]h' mare marked in cach
generation in which they aopearec. Ultimetely, nader the influsnce of
natural seleeticn (b BV W ._|| K| DECCDLE 5D PrOmOoUnsed 4s b oonstituie
what would in effect amoune o 1 new gaecies, Thus new species de-
veloped out of older ones a8 the resuli of the gradual accomuiatdon of
chapes mnete varlaoons,

Cormic [mphicationy of Meterialism,

Such were the three main foundations of cre so-celled aciencific view
of the universs: the conception of marter ox the only foem of realicy,
the conception of the mechanical as the oniy kind of law, and the
conception of evolution as an anomatically derermined precess, throw-
ing up mind as a resul of ike cozration of the same forces. the same
rripeed focces, as had poverned che -'i.u'l.'l;‘:yrn:.:l:'l.i frse of Enorgans
marter and then of ceganic life. A univers: buile from these founda-
tions was conceived after the meedel of o gigantie cleck. How the clock
was asscmbled, who wound it vp, were unanswerabls, perhaps ilis-
gitimate LlUxbllﬁllﬁg but, onse started, the clag procecded to functon
automnatically throvgh the interaction of its varions parte, In the course
of this interaction, the parts had cheown vp life, and life had gen-
eraterd eonsciousness, Life so conceived 35 not an essencis) tactor in the
universe in terme af which we must interprer the remzinder, but an
incicdental product, 2 sorc of ouside passenger, chrewn up, or aff, in
the haphzzerd course of evelation; an cuside passenger, moreover,
who will one dzy finish his journey with zs ditde stic as ence in the
person of the amoeoa he began i In every direcrion che material and
the brutal underlies and condidens the viml and the spivizual; matter
everywhere detzrmines mind, mind oowhere determines macter.

The implizations of such a view for the prospects of humanity are
nat encouraging. Humanity, in face, 18 doorzd in advance, There was
a time when our planer was nor suiteble for mankind; o was e hot
and too moist, A dme will cose when it wiil cease to be suitable; it
will be oo cold and ree dry. When the sun goes out, a camstrophe that
is bound o be, mankind wiil long sgo bave disappearsd from the
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earth. No doubt it may by then have succeeded in transferring itgelf o
other planets, but if the second law of Thermo-Dynamics is valid, it is
not only the earth, but the whole physical universe which will, sooner
er later, become uninhabitable by life. It will be a long time before che
physical universe reaches a condition of evenly distributed energy, but
eventually it will reach it, and when it does, life in any physical form
in which we are able to conceive it will be impossible; for in the condi-
tion of stagnant eventlessmess which an even energy discribution
would entail no physical erganism could function. 1 shall examine the
implications of this view in more detil below.”

Dviscouraging for humanity, the implications are disastrous for re.
ligion. There i3 no God, there is not even a purpose thar makes for
good at the heart of the pniverse, for the universe has no hearr. Thepe
is no world other than the world of things that appear, things that are
known by the semses and analysed by chemistry and physics, and
obedient to the laws which chemistry and physics discover. Religion,
then, is a myth, the expression of wish fulflment; man anthropomor-
phizes the figments of his imagination, and to comfort his insignifi.
cance and escape his loneliness projects them in the shape of God into
an empty universe. Of this conception aleo I shall have maore o say
in & larer chapter; ® for the present it is sufhclent to note chas, if it be
true, God iz a delusion and man's religions experience a will o' the
wisp. Thus the scientific view of the aniverse which was generally ac-
cepred until a few years ago ruled religion our of court. Either science
was true and religion falss, or pice versa. In spies of all their vaunted
reconcilistions there was in fact no means of accommmodating beth
within the bounds of the same universs.

II. Tae DhsmsrEcesTion oF THE SoEwTIFIc
FJL"['URE oF THE Cossos

The scientific foundarion upon which the marerialist scheme of the
universe was based no longer exists, The fact is familiar to maost edo-
cated people and there is no need to dwell wpon considerations which
I have set out at length in other bocks® It will be well, however,

1 Zer Clapter 5, p. 145

? Ser Chaprer 6, pp. aos-aog,

A5ee notably my Guide o Moders Thoughe, Chaprers IV-VT, and Phiesoply for one
Times, Chapters 1.1
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briefly to indicate in cutline the nature of the situation which to-day
precludes its acceptance, without covering ground already traversed by
showing how thar situation has been broughe about.

(1) The Unplowsilility of the Marerialia Concept of Marter,

The foundation for the marerialist view of matmer was the nine-
teenth-century atom, a hard, smple, obvicus livde lump of stuff. This
has disappeared. Modern matter is something infinitely artenuated and
elusive; it is a hump in space time, 2 “mush” of electricity, a wave of
probabilicy undulating into nothingness. Frequently it turns out not
ter be marter at all, but a projection from the conscionsness of its pee-
ceiver. The considerations which have led to the disappearance of the
solid atom have been afforded L‘}' phiysics. They are, in other words,
the product of cbservation and experiment. But it may be doubted
whether the materialist’s world of bits of stuff meving in space could
ever have seemed convincing to anybody who was prepared to look
beyond the blinkers of science, For whatever scientific evidence nine-
teenth-cenmury physics may have been able to adduoce in its support, its
conclusions were based on an untenable theory of perceprion. This
theory pre-supposed that knowledge of a world of things lving ouw
there in space was vouchsafed by a divine revelation to the mind of
the enquiring physicist, who pn:rc:'";té it exactly as it was, In other
words, it pre-suppesed the dogma of commonsanss that physical things
exisl prtc:sn:]].' a3 we suppose them o de, the mind which knows them
neither contributing to nor altering thar which it knows. More pre-
Lls-::lj,', the primary qualities of things, their number, motion and posi-
tion in space were presumed o exist precisely as commonsense sup-
poses, bur their secondary gualities, cheir colour, temperature, texture,
taste, sound and so on, not so to exist. These we were asked to believe,
were somehow projected by the mind on to the material things which
were presented to it As physics progressed, more and moee qualities
were taken away from the thing and attributed to the mind’s activity,
until in the end only position in space and motion were left. Indeed,
the labest researches which have built up the picture of the modern
atom have reduced the process o its logical absurdity by requiring the
physicise—for the physicist, oo, is, we must suppose, o0 0OCOSION &
lover—to suppose that the redness of the lips that he kisses, the soft-
ness of the skin that he touches, the texture of the hair that he strokes,
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the contours of the fuce that he admires—that all these ars neither
more nor fess than charges of negative and positive electricity; or
rather, that their basis consists of d:arf_g:s of negative and positive
eleeericity, while the actual qualities that he admires—the feel, the tex-
ture, the contours, the coloors, and so forth—are, somchow, suppiied
by himsell,

Bur chis is 1o anticipare. The point that 1 am making is that the
physics upon which materialism was based either dispenscd with the-
ory of percepion aliogether and simply assumed thar things were as
they appeared, or else biforcated the object perceived, leaving some of
the qualities cut thers o the world asd teansbernng n&m to the
mind of the perceiver.

The Relevance af Theory of Fereepiion.

Mowr it did not require much training in philosaphy 1o engender
the conviztion thar whatever mignt b the rus account of perceprion
and of the world it revealed, it was reasonzbly ecriain thai neither of
these vicws sould be true. The siatement seems dogmatic, and for the
reazon: for it I owar vefer readers to ocher books? 1 am concerned here
not with reasons, bur with conclusions, and the coaclusions may be
stated in the form of a dilermma. Eiher (1) 1he mind costribuces to,
uT even constructs the objeces we perceive: ar {(2) it does non If &
dock, hen there 13 no ground for bifurcating the gualities of these
things and saying that some of then, like emperanirg and wlour, are
suppliad by us while vthers, like shape and substance, belong 1o the
thing in izs own right. If we rejeer hifurcation, then either (a) ail the
quealities which we see in a thing belong to it in itz own right, or (b)
none of them do. The mesiern :'.n-1|'|.'s:|-.. of the theory of perception has
practically ruled alternative {a) out of court. "The commonest variant
of alternarive (b} takes the form of maintaining chat there iz no physi.
cal waorld at all, and that whatever it is thar we know in perception,
it i soinething whese vature s mentzl It is, thar is to say, either a
modification of our own experience, or an aspect of a unity of knowl-
edge, or an expression of mind stuff, or ideas in our minds or in God's
mind ar in the minds of mess people, or colonies of souls,

Mowr let us consider alternative (2). If we like 1o hold thae the mind

1 Mare pamicelady iy Gardr o Plioropiy, Chapeers [
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conteibites nothing to what o perceives, then we may soll retain the
notion of an extermal weorld, even af an external |_‘:l|1'_-.'$i:::|| wirld, pro-
vided thar we ne longer think of it in terms of physical things Lke
chairs and tables, but conesive it alter the moded of whae the [l':'.i!.-ﬂEi.'.-
pher calls scnse dacay chat is to say, reps of sound, patches of colour,
fclt surfaces, odours, tastes, whatever In fact we immediacly experi-
ence through our scnszs when we have sense cxperience. Now it may
well be che case dhat this world of sepse dats, unlike thar of chairs and
tables, owes norhing to our minds. The conclusion iz as follows: I we
retain the commeonsense view that the mind n perception is simply
aware 0f a warld which is presented o it then we cannot retain the
commonsense view thit the world consises of physical things lhke chairs
and tables, I we want to retain 2 world which constsss of chairs and
rables, then we must hold that many, perhwps =l ol har qualities zr

bestowed upon Lthem hy the minds that koowr chem,

1 am speaking here only of the fudings of the theory of perecprion.
From other poinis of vwiow Lhere are, oo doubt, good grounds for sup-
pasing that the exvernal world consis s of atoms and cleaireas, of ether
waves, of positive andl negavive charges of elecoicty, or of the mathe.
maiical physicists’ peint-events, This is not a hook na the nature of
the external world, siill less an cve knowledge of it and the sumplesi-
tics of thie extremely difficult matter Ju ot cobeern s here. Whae
does concern ws 35 the conclusion dhat there is no basds either in phys-
ics or philosophy for the nineteenth-century concepion of independen:
lumps of compuraively fearureless maerial stuff, whose configurations
were thought oo be respensible for the inhnile vadery of the world
thar we koo,

Speaking for myseld, I should say that there s, broadly, two views
which it is possitle to hold en this subjece, The firse one attribures 10
the mind a large, indeed 3 domivant part in the conscruction of the
world we Lkoow, It 35 the mind which invescs the point-events of the
physicisr with their solidicy, colour, temperature, continuity, smell,
sound, and the rest, Thig, the idealist conclusion, is whaolly destructive
of materialism because it pre-sipposes that in an imporiant sense mind
is prior, logically prier, that 35 wo say, to marcer. And by saying that it
is “logieally prior,” 1 mean that che very bricks with which the ma-
terialists built the structure of a world in which mind had no inde-
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pendent place ars, an chis view, such 25 mind has eleeady provided.

Arcording to the sﬂu:c-nd view, the world exists independently of
the mied that I s 8 it, but exists with aff the gualidies that the mind
discerna in ity " not ozly, that is to sav, with its space and motion, but
with irs warmth and colour; nec anly with izs warmth and colour,
but also with its beaury and cgliness, s good and evil, even its healthi.
ness and morkidity. This wiew is equally destructive of the materialise
'-n-;ut]-u 5, oot s¢ much becawss it gives primacy to mind, although
the knowing mind thay it Pr_"t_l:l':s iz a distinct and independent ac-
tivity and not & mere by-oraduct of mater, bue because it affirms the
real existence of son-material entitics and qualisies, more particularly
those tha: are associated with value and disvalue. IE the world can
contain real entities which are noc material but which caa be known
by minds, it is possthle chat among them there may be God.

This second view i5 the ene which T am persenally disposed wo haold,
not with any degree of certainty—the questions at isaue are too difi.
cule and controversiz! for any reasonable man to held any such view
with certafnty—bus as the ane which appears to me the least unplansi-
ble of che many in che Geld. If the idealist conclusion be correce, the

only form of extstence s mind, ead che suggestion thar at the heart of
the npiverse there {8 the mind of o person becomes in the highes de-
gree likely, T am not myself an idealist in the philescphical sense of
the word, but it is pertineat to ooint oue that the second of the owo
views mentionzd above, although perhaps it is not so immediately
favourable wo the religious hepathesis as che idealist, is certainly not
inconsistent with it If its implicacions do not require, they certainly

dao not exclude God.

(i) The Moderst Coacept of Cowre,

Materfalismy entaiied mechaniem; it encailed, that is vo 2av, that there
should be oaly ooe kind of ccsedon in che universs, thar this should
aperate universally, and that the cawsation should be of the kind which
is most pre-eminentiy illostraced by the workings of a machine. Me-
chanical causadon embadies three distinedve fearures; firss, it con-
ceives of the cause as prior to the effect in point of time; secondly, it

Lt ds posghle o caminng chi view which i kawwn g "Conceptuzl Fealism™ with the
vimw that too immeiae object of our ewatencss in sensery experignce gre pengs dana,
that is o sey with aleereative {27 whave
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conceives of the cause as active in the sense that it somehow pradeces
the effect: '.]'.i:’l.‘l.l.‘l.", it Fi.‘.ﬁli‘..'li..]‘.cs. an element of compulsion in the cause
such that, given the cause, the effect has oo option b 10 [ollow ir
Priority in time, produoctive capacity and necessity—these were the
three distinctive characteristics of a mechanical conssrion which was
held 1o be universally operative. For hard-headed med of science it
was 8 curiously mystical conception. As early as the cightecath con-

tury, Home had shown that there was no possibility of demonstrating
either productive capacity or compulsicn. There was, he pointed out,
every reason for supposing thar couse and effect were relored ar 7f the
cause produced and necessarily produced the effect, but no ground for
sUppsing that it :].I:IUEE}' did g0, There were variows answers oo Hume,
but none were convincing, except perhaps such as outflanked the prob-
lers by denying the existenee of a world of physical events aliogether,

More wary than their ninstesnth-century predecessors, contemporary
physicists do not invoke the operarions of 8 ciese which is conceived
a3 2 necessary and compulsive force, The issues involved iz s discos-
sion of this 1opic are technical, and can bere be mentoned only very
summarily. Three points may be noted.

Firat, the Newtonian conception of foree has been teodified. The e
sence of this conception was that zcton operated from a distance, Thus
the foree of gravity operarcd over 1he distanee that separaced che apple
fromy the earth and pulled the apple down to the earth; that 15 tw sy,
an influcnce waa supposed 1o emanate from the earth, pass over the
intervening space, hit upon the apple and carry it downwards, This
coneeption of action from a distance is no longer held. Under the in-
flusnce of the theory of Belativity, owentisth-century physics temds to
account for the movernents of an enuity X solely in terms of happen-
ings in the fmmediste vicinity of X. The so<alled effects wpon X
would not, that is 10 say, now be ascribed o some force emanating
from an object Y separated from X by o distumce in $pace and an
interval in time, bur 1o events immediately contiguous w X in space-
time, Thus when we say that the sun causes effects upon the eurth,
we mean not that the sun sends our waves of lighe or hear, bur thar
there are modifications of space-time all round the sun, These modi-
fAcations are more intense near the place of origin, less intense as we
travel away from it. We can learn the rules by means of which these
modifications occur and the laws in obedience w which they travel
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ourwards from the place in which they eriginated; when these modi-
fications reach the place where the earth is, we call them the effects
produced by the influence of the sun, but w say that the sun causes
the modifications is to add nothing o oor knowiedge, which is merely
to the effect that cermain modificadons travel in 2 certain direction
according to certain ascertainable rules, Now the so-called law of
cause and effect constitutes a particolar case of force operating from
and over a distanee, and the law is, therefore, affected by the abandon-
ment of the general copeeption of which it is a special case,

The Fallacy of “Simple Location.”

Secondly, the expressions which we are driven to employ when we
speak of the law of cause and effect pre-suppese that there are in the
universe separate, isolated things existing in differsnt places, and that
of these things one, the cause, produces anather, the effect, by virtue
of the causal influence that emanazes from the first and ravels across
the space and time which seperate them. In other words, the ex-
pressions employed and, indeed, necessitated by the theory pre-suppose
the world of ninercenth-cenmury physics according to which a given
piece of matter is at a given place at a given time. This conception of
matter heing ar a place at a time has been stigmatized by Professor
Whitzhead as “the fallacy of simple location.” Professor Whitehead
calls it a fallacy becanse it does not accord with the evidence as w the
nature of the universe afforded by modern physics. Mareover, alchough
it has always been agsociated with mechanical causacion, the fallacy is,
in fact, incompatible with the theory of causaton which is supposed
to entail ity for, if the events are really separate, how, Professor White-
head aske, can they be brought together in the way in which the haold-
ing of the caussl relation between them pre-supposes? The causal
relation, as ordinarily conceived, may be likened to a thread, which,
stretching out from the first event, tacks it on to the second. Bur if
this were the case, an exhaustive inspection of the first event would
reveal the starting point of the thread in the event. It wounld, therefore,
reveal the first event as being causally linked on to something else
and as being, therefore, not complerely separate from it, The point of
Professor Whitehead's criticism is, then, that if we reflect carefully on
what the notion of causal connection involves, we cannot avoid seeing
that it is not compatible with an absolute separation of events.
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The Continuity of Physcal Process.,

This brings me ta the chivd paint, thar modern ohysics has ceased
to represent the world as 2 series of separace events hepoening in or o
separate pieczs of matier, located in scparcte places, and has substis
cured the notion of sonti 1ty ok ,.-J.":"'\-'bl al processzs. A clap of thunder,
for cxample, is oo longer regarded as a single evenn, bur the wevelling
cutward loom a ceinte ot an sscertainubis ‘.'“1L"i:i"|-' of waves in che ax-
rmosphere, which are characterized by a2 cen L peringicity sl fro-
guency ab wave-length. Wher the waves reach I.'h-: place at which our
eqrclenms ave, we are szl to hew the dan, sl s sreealled herring
of the dap woeold gorenally be rezorcded a5 an event sesarare foome the
evenrs which constitute che elap. In fag, howeser, the *uh:f‘:i:f’.-gi-:r_!
cvents in my ouber abd Inoer eare, and the peural toepulses chat troved
as a4 resuls of these eveno to the beain, are only Later ovents in the
process w hese eariier events were the s ._n:ad ng outward of the waves
in the aumnsphere. Whea the notion of a enntinms [rrocess i suhari-
vated for that of 2 series of separats events, the concepdon of canss and
effect a8 2l oporefng heween 1o sopattic events hosomes inap-
prooriace. Thus for a variety of reasons che kind of ceusatton which
the mschapiss thoory nf the nmiegrse FLEpITS, _.-..I"-'- TEgal veleel wq un-
1znzhie by philosophers, i= now in large meamre rejected by physicists;
ac E:rn'.:_':'_d Foumsell puss by Tl languew ef eguse and olTam {cf
which *force’ is-a perticnlar casz) is thuz merely 3 comvenolent short-
kand for certain "-l_ln'.l:!_;;_'s' it does mor reproien: anythidg thar is

geninely oz be found in che physical worid.”

(if) The Usplawaibilivy of the Materialie Concepion af the Living
Organtrm.

The eontroversy beiwesn mechanism and witalism in biclogy is
volurninous; [ have myzelf participated in it extensvely rarher than
wigely, and T do nes want o traverss here the ground already covered
in other books,” The materialise view 2 chet mot ooly the Lu.'ig"n bt the
develooment of life can be explained in terms of ever<changing com-
hinations of material particles; the vitalist maintains thac in addidon

T fee my Mavrer, Life and Value, Chapiess IV and W, and my Gricle to Woders Thongds,
Chaper %1,
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{a) The Appesrance of New Qualities in ¢ Non-Creapive Universe,
The first, which s logical, is concerned with che origin of qualities.
It may be stated in the form of a principie which seems to me w be
self-evident, The principle 35 that you cannot from a combination of
things, none of which possesses a cerrzin guality, produce something
which has the quality. To ilustrate, you cannot from the combination
of non-coloured entities produce colour: of non-shaped entities, shape;
of nonsmaleriad entities, matter, That you cannot, scemms to e o be
self-evident, I am, of course, aware of the mrodeen doctrine of emer-
gence which makes mueh of the fact that from the combinazien of
oxygen and hydrogen, neither of which is wez, vou can produce warer,
which has the quality of werness, T shall retura to this doctrine in the
next chaprer. For the present, it s enough to point out chat of two
things, one must be teue, Either the weness was sotachow present in
the cxygen and hydrogen o begin wich, or it was not. IE it was nos,
it is lirerally new; new, that is 1o say, in the sense of nor being present
in the universs before the combinaiion of eogen and hidrogen was
effected, and the universe, therefors, is 4 creadive universe, It s, that
is to say, a universe whick is condnually bringing o birth new quali-
ties. This view materialism must deny, since it implics that the wni-
verse is one in which someching is contimually comiog out of rothing.
Materialism, then, must maintain that che srerness was already present
in the consttuents cxygen and hydrogen and in the surrounding
environment, though present in a lawent or unobeervable form.

Let us provisionslly accest this explanzdon, and apply i to the
guestion which at present concerns us, the question of the nature of
lifz. Mow the quality of being alive is a fact which guite certainly
belongs to some of the constirzents of che vniverss, On che basis of
my principle we must deny thas it it possible for a combination of
entities net having the guality of being alive, to producs someching
which has the quality, Accepoing the materialist mode of explanation,
as we have for the sake of argument agreed o do, we are driven o
the conclusion that since the unjverse, if it is a material universe, cen-
not be creative in the sense just described, life must have been presen
in the particles of macter from the first, although latent and unchsers-
able, Matter, then, if we adopr the materialist mods of explanation in
the c2se of the quality of werness and spply it o the quality of “living-
ness,” is not everything, Always and as well theve has been lite.
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differential caleulug, an enginesr fmows how to build a bridge, an
interpreter fnones ten different languages. If there has always been
mind in the universe (whether the mind of a creative person or mere
raw, undiferentated mencal energy or acivity, [ am net here con.
eerned to enquire) and if mind is creative, the exisence of the sort of
facts exemplified by these mental zimainments is intelligible. There are,
we should sav, real changes in the universe and some of these chanmes
occur in and to minds Minds, in fa0, nor only change, bue develop,
and part of their development consists in the achievement of the
understanding of certain tuths—for example, the undersanding of
the: truth of the differential calenlus, vr the mastery of che prinaples
of bridge-building—which were hitherto unkaowo

Biur now let us snppose that thers 35 na development but only change
in the arrangement of what was already given. Then knowledge of
the dilferenrial calonbus and the understsndingg of the principles of
bridge-butlding, must always have been presenr do some form in the
pmiverse, musl have heen present, thewn, if the vriverss s, as the
materialists postulate, composed codirely of material parrides, when
ouT [_:-|.4|.'tr and, ingeed, the whole salar system was =0l in g nebadoes
condition; was, that is to say, a white-hor mass of gaseoud marerial
This s il 1o halivee

There seemn, then, to be two aleernatives. If change and develop-
mient are teal, then there oan have boss a0 e wien thess menial
armainments, the understanding and che knowledge, to which I have
referrerd, were naot, and there is, theelore, real I||‘:-'.'-::|I_:|.' in the universe
in the sense thar at some point in dme thess attainments Lterally came
ki Lu_fing. I, hevwover, thoy b '.:.:'.-'.-.J}'s cxigterd, then, :|,|:_1‘|:'|i1I|:|_||}', e
need not suppose them o have been créated or to have developed out
of nothiog, but snce, being facts of knowledge, rhey mus have existed
in some mind, for example, in God's mind, it will followr that there
has always been mind. The firs supposition entails real change or
developrmene which, for the reasons given, no martesialise can admir;
the s=cond, that mind has always exisied, which once again no
materialist can admic

(i) The Unplawsibilivy of the Materialint View of Mind.

This last consideration takes us fraom the realm of biology inta that
of psychobogy and may be pur into the form of the question, is the
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tinm, namely, which iz refleceed by the ideas in question. Generalizing
the conclusion of thiz argument, we may say that, if mind i= merely
an epiphenomencn on mater, if consciousness is a byv-product of the
brain, or if, as many biologists zsseer, the ingeliect is @ purely practical
faculty, a machine which evolution has devised for helping us to
secure nogrishment of sexual watisfastion, then the mind cannor make
any kind of velid judgement about the nature of things, since the
judgements tha: it dees make will always be determined by the bodily
condition or the poychologizal aeeds of the orgenism o which it be-
longs, This conclusion wil apply wo the judgements made by mate-
rialists, that s 1 say, vo the philosophy of matenialism,

(IIfy A RerrosrEcT: ThEE REicmow mmosc
MIKBTERR PH-CERTURY SCIENCE

It §s important ro determine the precise beering and significance of
the foregoing cobsideradons; important to reslize how muoch, noso
far @5 rhey are valid, they prove; imporane also o realize how linle
they prove.

In the nineteenth century the Church improdently gave bartle o
science, particulasiy to hioiogical science, The bartle was for the
Church a series of almost continucys deseats, Rushing in where soranes
feared 1o trzad, an army of urprepared and uniaformed clergymen
were beaten off the ficld by the withering Gre of fact with which the
biclogists, the peologss and the physicists bombarded them, Rarely
have conrroversial'sts chosen. their ground so unwisely. Rarely has
there been such & humbling of spiritual pride.

And then, mysteriozely, about the end of the frst decade of the
twentieth century, the tide began, or so it seemed, to turn, Murmuring
round cachedral coisters, rustling through elerical closes, the whisper
of the reterning waters began to be heard; maserialism, it was under.
stond, was breaking down in the very quarters that had given it birth,
There was, for example, the theorvy of Relativity; chere was the
Chuanitum Theory; theré was the mysteriously jumping elecron; there
was Heisenberg's principle of Indererminacy; and, preseatly, there
were the philosophical physicises led by Sir Arthur Eddingron and Sir
James Jeans, proclaiming thet mind wes fundamental, che first and
foremes: thing both in cur experiense and in the universs, and thar
matter was its creacure. Thealogians greeted these developments with
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since the writ of sdence did not run in the world of which the truths
were true and fo which the doctrines applied.

Science Usurps the Functions of Philosophy and Religion,

During the last ffty years scientisss have tended to make the same
mistake as the spokesmen of relimion made a hundred vears ago, As
in the ninctcemth cemmury pricsts and parsons trespassed imo the
territory of science, so to-day scientists frespass into the territory of
religion and proceed 1o make statements about the “why" of things
for which their sdence gives them no auhority, For the concern of
scicnre 35 with “hows” not with "whys.” Thus instead of saying “The
physical world i made of matrer and woeks like a machine,” the lats
ninsteenth-century physicist said, “The phyeical world is the only
world; maucr is the only form of esistence, Therefore everything
works like 2 machine.” Instead of raying “Life has evolved by rrage.
shle stages {rom simpler lorms of marerial combinations,” the late
ninetecnib-century biologist added—and, indeed, even the comempo-
rary biologist tends wo add—"Therelore the origin of life is o be
found ewchisively in these simpler forms of magerial eombination.”
Inszzad of saving “Man has evolved from other formas of life" biologrists
sdded—and atill add—"1herefore the origin of man, ke thar of Gk,
ig oo be found not in a diviee purpose or plan, bot in the action of the
sun upon the primitive maierial waff of which his planer 35 come
poged.” In other words, science usurped the function of religion and
made peperal smements about the nasare and mode of working of
the universe a8 a whaole.

Such, in bref, was the posivon dering the frst owo decades of
the prosenr century when marerialist science was still in the ascendant.
Science aspired to present ws with nedhing less than @ world picrure
which was such thar, if fr was true, then the religious world picture
mmust be false. Mo docbt the scientifiic picture of the world left 2 good
deal out. Those brought up under its induence were at home in situa-
tiong thar presented problems demunding solutbons, but they were ill
at ease in spheres such as those of poctey, of art, and of morals which
presented no problems in the sense in which a problem is & question
demanding an answer. In order not w0 be embareassed by a terrizory
to which his method did not apply, the adherent of the univessality of
scientific technique blandly denied the importance of the territory.
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century were valid, it could be validly deduced thar religion and all
that it stood for were false. Whar the recent revolution in the physical
sciences has done i o remeove the groonds for thie deduction. It has
not shown that the areas which the scientific picture of the world once
purparted to cover bt is now sesn not to cover are the areas occupied
by religion; it has merely shown that the sciemifie picture of the
world is not all-embracing, Tt has not proved religion to be true; it has
oaly shown that the reasons which science gave (or supposing religion
to e false were invalid; invalid, that is to say, in respect of their daim
to give science competence in a sphere in which s wrir does nat run.
Tlus I'.':.:'.l:_'gfh the recent revalution in science may have cleared the
boards of the universs for the re-entry of religion, it has no contribe-
ton o make 1o the writing of the play.

What the Argument Doer and Does not Show.

The srgument which I hove been engaged in following in thes
chapeer illusrrarcs this contention. 1 have addueed a number of coa-
siderations which purport wr rule out as untenable the materalis
explanation of alf thet cxists in rerms of the movements of parricles of
matter, In addition to matter there must, [ have suppested, alw be
life and/or mind. Life and/or mind muar, then, be regarded as
independent principles and not merely as functions of or emanations
from rmarer. Bur though these considerarions seem to me to eedl
convincingly against materialism, they do not tell posrively in favour
of religion. They leave open the queéstion whether the mind whose
existence they affirm is a single divine mind or merely a number of
separate individnal minds of which human minde are the most out-
standing examples. They make no prosouncement on the jssue
whether life was originally oneonscious and has evolved at continuaily
higher levels wntil it attains that of consciousness, or whether there
was g fully conscions mind from the first which expressed itself in or
created the lowest forms of life.

Finzlly, they say nothing as o the qguestion whether mind is im-
manent in or transcends, or, as is sometimes asserted, is both immanent
in and trznscends the natural world, Thus while they |_'_'€l.i.l:|.: to a con-
¢lusion which, unlike that of marerialist science, is compatible with
the religious hypothesis, they offer o positive grounds in favour of



138 GOD AND EVIL

that hypothesis, If materialist science Wers true in respect of all that it
asserted, then, as T have zaid, religion must be false. If the arguments
adduced in this chapter are walid, it is possible that religion should be
either false or true. Finally if T am right, no considerations derived
from the siudy of science can take us beyond this agnestic positien.




Chapter
God as Bmergent and God as Created

I propoge in this chapler to consider certain eurrent philosophies which,
rejecting materialism znd accepting mind as an activity separate from
and independent of marer, seek o give an account of the universe as a
whale in terms of conceptions appropriate to and derived from the
narural world. They do not, that is to say, introduce any transcendent
or supernatural element when they seck to interpret the phenomena of
the natural world, and they do not do so because they deny that any
such element exists, In parcicular chey scek, not without considerable
success, to make provision for the religious impulse within the hound-
aries of the purely natural world, These philesophies have been fash-
ionable during the last hfry years, and many of those who reject ma-
rerialisen have found consolation and encovragement in them, For this
reason, I propose to include some aceount of themn here, A further rea-
gon for their inclusion is to be found in the circumstance thae 1, like
many of my contemporaries, have been powerfully attracted by views
of this kind; indeed, T have vigorously maincained them for nearly
g quarter of a century. [ have a apecial interest, therefiore, in examining
the reasons why this ype of philosophy no longee contents me. 1 pro-
pose w0 consider two examples of this amempe 20 explain and incerpres
the universe as a whole without intreducing any transcendent prin-
ciple. They are the philosophies known as Emergent and as Creative
Evclution.

I. Enmencert Evnimow

Statement of the Fren.

The view known as Emergent Evolution takes note of the face o
which I have already referred, that the process known as evolution pro-
ceeds by the formation of combinations which appear to exhibit prop-
erties not present in the combining elements. In this sense, it would
seern, the cosmic process is creative. Thus atoms form molecules, mole-
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upon the combination. Mind is, therefore, derivative and secondary,
while life and matter are given and primary. But once 2 mind is formed,
it achieves a degree af independence from the determining influsnce of
itz constituents and is to this excent free. Av death che combination is
broken up. The bedy disintegraces, but the “psychic factor” may con-
tinue oo exist, ac any rate for o time, and oo retain itz power of combin-
ing with the |‘:-|."-c.|_':r' to form a mind,

Mow let us consider the condition of a modiom in 3 trance. What
the precise explanaiion of the mediumistic trance may be we do not
know, bur, speaking metaphorically, we may say thar the mind chat
||,|::-.-|r|:'.||:|- anirmnares the .III'II!!.- nk the medium is temiporarily in abevance
or, if the phrase be preferred, has temporarily vacated the medinm’s
body. It i with this emporarily vecated bedy that the surviving pey-
chic faceor of the dead person combincs 1o form & new rcmporary mind.
It is this temporary mind which is responsible for sending dhe so-called
gpirit measages, and, it may be, for cansing the péveion! phenomena
which are asodated with the séance room., But it goes oot of existence
g0 soen a3 the trance ends and the medium’s mind resumes contral of
hiz body. Thus though the “psychic facor” survives, the mind and

personaliry do not.

A Theory of Dheity.

The cosmic process which, in the course of its development, throws
Up COnSCiONsness as an emergent quality may procecd o a further scage
and produce God or rather a succession of Gods, For in the universe as
theories of evolution conceive i, nothing is sable and fived; there are
ng absolutes; there is only the developing cosmic process, Therefore
God, once achieved, can be overpassed and transeended by a super God.
Such a view has indeed been explicitly advorsted in Professor Alex-
ander’s grear work Space, Time and Dedgy, Deivy, he held, was an un-
replized (deal, representing the level of svolution ver to be reached, and
perpesually stimulating life at the level already reached o rise above
itself by performing the office of goal or idesl to life at the already-
realized fevel, Onee achisved, deity ceases oo be ideal and becomes actual,
but the realizarion of deicy only brings a further conceprion of deity
over the horizon of man's consciousness, in the shape of life w be real-
ized at a yet higher level which, in its turn, performs the office of ideal
to the level which had just besn acrualized, Dheity, then, never is bug al-
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creativity on the part of the constituents that come into combination,
real novelty for the product which emerges from their combination.
But if creativity is 1o be admitced in the universe, we rmight as well drop
the langunge and concepts of scence and pronounce wholeheartedly for
an EI1-:'|L‘:|:‘:-C11:]L‘:I'|T creanive force of Life, or even for a creatve God, Foc if
there is real creativity, if what emerges is really new, then the emergent
L.'ﬂl:-l!il-lll';i arc 0ol contained i, and not deseremdned !_1_':.' thar which weni
before, The constitwentz from which the new qualities emerge are,
theem, I'||;l!|'|i.|‘.g 101 T -.:rrlc‘:rglﬂ fare wlysce, sinece the |:r'.'\-:'.-:_'14:-::l, i |||.:i|'ul:r L
tained in the constituznts and not being detzrmined by the constituents,
tright just az well have emerged from some gther combinarion of coa-
stitwents. That non-cavsed and, therefore, pon-predictable events oveur
in rhe universe may be crue, bur § is 2 srmh of which scicnoe can give
oo account amd with which it methods are inappropriace to deal, To
acmir chat there ave mch rrache i3 10 adnein by implication rhae chere are
areas of existence t which scence does oot apply, Towr the truth that
the theory of emergence secks 1o eatablish iz a truth of precisely this
kind, Why, then, seek wo hetng it under the formulae appropriane ta the
deseription of scientific processes in order o provide an appearance of
scientific explination? To say that there is emerpunee is 10 sy that
evente occur which are not wholly determined by and do not wholly
spring from il codaclitiong prrecedont to thez wvean ? Very l‘l:‘:ﬁ.ﬁihl‘_r! Bur
let ws mot, then, omit to make provision for an ineradicably creatwe
elernent in the npiverse, Bedigiom o gcocp, mony it demands, such an
element and has developed modes of language and thought for describ-
ing it aml firing i imo 2 coherent cosmic scheme. Scicnee is unable w
deal with it, and if it feels constrained to admit its existence, had better
Let it abone.

Of course, the doctrine does not acknowledge these, to my mind,
necesary entailments, Accepring the emergent quality as new, it never-
theless repards it as in some sense produced by what went before, But
il it 15 in facr produced, then it is not 2 true novelty, and the doctrine
must give up its distinctive claim.

(2) The Do of the Emerpent God_ At the time when the doctrine
of emergence was being widely advocated, materialist science was still
paramount, Under its influence men believed that the universe was
bound by an iron determinism which accounted for every event as the
necessary result of its prior cause, This determinism embraced the hu-
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same process of develepment as the universe that makes them, muse
share the universe's Eame. Thet fare, if the second lowr of Thermo-
Diynamics is to be trusted, is oo achieve 3 condition of eventless stagna-
tion. All energy will be evenly discributzd and che universe will come
to rest in 2 wniform glesr of cosmic radistion. As with the universe, wo
with Gody He will cease to oxiat as the universe which has evolved him
czases to develop, Whether He be coneeived as the nex: stage of che
evolutionary process, performing the office of ideal to be achieved or
goal to be pursued by the stage aleeady reached. or &5 the highest level
of conscions spirit that ulzsimarely emergzs fram all the levels and com-
hinadons of levels that have preceded Hire, He o, it is chvious,
cease o he wirh the conditions which gave Him birth. Bevond the end
of evoluden there is no next stape; when the process of emergence
ceases, noching further can cmerge,

Such & view mazy be true, but it is et inspiring, nor ean 2 God so
conceived evoke the senrimenm proper to religion, He is cerminly not
the creator of the world; nor is he the loving Eacher of us all pardcipat-
ing in, ver apart from the sufferings of his creacures, whom theologians
have afirmed,

But can we accepe it as true? Oae of the main grounds for the re-
ligicus hypothes's is the existencs in man of the religious cractions—
reverence, awe, the sense of myscery, the desire o worship., Thess, 1
kocw, can be explainsd away, bt as T shall ey oo show' such explana-
tions are inacequaze. 1E, then, the question be asksd, why sheuld not the
God whom the universe has crested die with the universe which gave
Him hirth, the answer is, becavse sech o God is nes an adequate objest
for the religious emcdons. I, in shoct, the emergent God is the only
Guod, then the religions emotions remain arbitrary end unexplained.

[3:] The Triviality of the Emerpent Unipeve, This -nhj:*.:rinn teads 1o
a third, an olbyjecsion of sentiment rather than logic, The concept of the
emergent God is, I suggest, indicable on the ground of what T can

anly call its narrow humaniam. Iclzaves oot oo muchy value—for chere | -

is nothing outside ourselves worthy of man's reverence; warship and
awe—for there 3% nothing in the universe that man has not made;
permanence and eternity—for chers is nothing in the universe that
does por change. The religions view ef the universe has been ac-
cused of anthropomorphism; conceiving God in man's image it has

VS Chaprer 6, pp. 204200
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nothing, it is tantamaount o régarding perfecdon as expresibie in terma
of the ascent itsslf, that is, in terms of the advance of human narure,
Woeable expressions of this docirine are Croce’s mystery of the infinire
progress and infintte perfoctihility of men, and Professor Alexander’s
eonception of deity as a peroetually uncealized quality of the evoiuticn-
ary process of which wee oursclves form part.

The Mezsphysic of Man Trimmphant.

I do rot koow thac I have zny pesittve argument to produce against
philosophics which are dominated hy che Critigue of Sadstacdon, I can
caly say that I find them profoundly unsatislying. In paeticelar, I am
sensible of a cerain erivizlity in'a view wiich admits the exstence of
nothing outside the huinan o serve as a measeree of value or as an ob-
ject for reverence. It is a view which accorded well enough with the
days of man’s power, that 3% tn sy, with the nincrecnch and early twen-
tieth centurics. In the ninereenth and zarly sarentiech centuries the prag-
rese of mechanical invention had erormnusiy increased man's command
over natuee. His power was greater than ic had ever been in the past,
nor could any definite limits be set wo it Methers inoresse. Bedlectng this
increass in power was a habiz of miad which believed that noching vwas
toc high for man's achieving, This belicd wias fossersed by che decteine
of evolution. As a resil, the early years of the twentieth century wers
characterized by a seifconfidence and pridle of fife which recalls in
gome respects the spirit of the Renajssspce, This spinc finds in such
doctrines as those o which T have refesced its tost approoriase philo-
sophical expression. The invenmos, the Anencier, the business man, the
suecessful man of action generally fnd io the philagophy of 2 develop-
ing universe in which aathing is atbier than, or alien from, the human,
and in which, therefore, there is 0o bar to human expansion, an exe
pression of their instinceve view of the world. Such men, accestomed
i 2 world malleable to their wiches, to the world of e market, the
counting house, the Getory and (e stock exchange, have diffculty n
believing thar the universe is noc merely a larger edition of the world
to which they are accustomed, Philosophies aof eveluton appesi, then,
to the temper of mind which Fods on the soduce of this planes ade-
quate sustenance for its imaginadon and satisfaction for its spirit. In
g0 far 29 it recognizes che exdstence of religion, it desires it, a$ it desires
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The Ersence of a Religions Metaphynie.

For my part, I have come to fest that the chizf glory of the human
mind lics in ite ability to comprebend the nature of what 3% other than
irzelf, and not only other, but vaster and more veluable, That the sense
of impotence which armends the reafization of the vasmess of the exter-
ral soace-world, a vastness in which no ficker of the human iz any-
where apparent, is mitigated by the very fact that minds should have
been able to discover and to explore it, is a reflaction made common-
place by the number of these whao, following Fascal, have been im-
pressed by it. But logic and mathemardcs take us inee an alien world
of a different kind, a world impesing by virtue not of size but of neces-
sity. It 35 a world ruled by laves such that not enly itself but all posible
worlds must conform o them, so chat, conterapladng i, che mind is
ennobled and enriched by its realizadion of a necessity foreign o itelf.
This world of necessiry is the dwelling-place of truth; it is also touched
by beauty. To know it, is ta loow whar is nobler than aurielves. To
dHscover that the universe conraing a value to which, though we may
contemplate it, we ourselves can never aspire, is surely a mere exhilaras-
ing experience than to suppese that it contains only such poor velues
as those with which aur minds can endew it. To discern in the world
which the human spirit explores the presence of valzes such as truth
and beauty, while recognizing at the sarne dme their entice independ-
ence of ourselves, is wo vizw them in their proper perspective, Such a
view brings the realization thac it 75 ool when chey are purged of
every clement of the human that the valves czn be adequate goals of
human endeavour. At the same ticne the mind achieves nobility from
its capacity to be swayed by reverence for that inte which there enters
no element of self.

This is the arttude which underliss the prea: relgions of the past
All deeply religions views of the world have borne witness o the
presence in the univers: of a non-human element of parfecdoa and
erernity, which affords a standard oy which the human .tz szen to be
faulty and the changing to be inadequete, To this element religion ad-
vocates submission in thoughe, To assimilate this element o ourselves,
to regard it as sensitdve o our wishes and responsve to our hopes, as
akin wo our spirit 2nd ultimasely continuous wicth our natiee, is o de-
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emotions felt for nothing. Henee the maost important intimations of
the religions expericnce—the sense of given-ness, of dependence on a
reality other than ourselves, sbove all the feeling of grace, which, re-
ligion tells us, is the recognition and response of man's spirt o the
help and healing that the reality bestows—seeing that after all there
is no such reality, would need o be written off as mers subjective illu-
sions arsing one knows not whence, explicablz one knows not how.
() The emergent universe turns out on examination to be the re-
sult of a subtle process of anthropomorphism. Revolting against the
alder religions vicw which insisted that ar the heart of things there
must be God conceived in man's image and specially interested in his
coneerng, it has nevertheless succeeded in moking moan not less but
more important in the scheme of chings, by insisring thar he is at once
the maker of (he imiverse, the measure of its value, and the hope of is
futwre. Tor s, standing as we do on the verge of che broakdown of
anuther avilization and looking back upon the ruin of that phase of
progress which made the emergenr God plansible, 11 = diffienle o re-
garel emrsclves with it cormplacency, or the universe with thar Invel-
ity which the acceptance. of the notion of smergent evaludon entailed.

i

1. Cowarive Bvowvros
Antecedents of Creative Feoloion,

I can most convenienely refer to the other view which 1 wish nes
to consider under the dtle "Creative Evoluton,” It is a view which has
never assumed either a definite or an authoricative form, being indeed
a complex of theories advanced by different thinkers in the early part
of thiz cenrmry berwreen which there Funs a fanvily likeness, father than
a single coherent philosophy, I wse the word “theories” when “bend-
encies” wanld perhaps be more approprise, the philosophy of Crearive
Evolution being in origin a development of, and a s=t of deducdons
from, certain tendences which were at one time fashionable in biologi-
cal ecience, For this development and these deductions Samuel Duder,
Bernard Shaw and Henri Bergson have all been in different degrees
responsible. Bergeon is, I suppose, the best accredited exponent of the
view as & whole.

I was myscll for many years an upholder of Creative Evalution,
and I sxll think thart, if the religious hypothesis is to be excluded, it
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A living organism, then, is-a piece of mater remporarily animated
by a current of life—the electrical metaphor, though necessarily mis-
leading, is perhaps slightly less so than any other which makes use of
the terms and concepts appropriate to the world of matter, if only -
canse electricity lacks the connetation of the word “stufl” Why does
it furm crganisms? T answered, in pursuance of its purpose; for I cen-
ceived that life, initially unconscious, a mere biind, Instinctive urge, in
che eonrse of its development gradually acquired the properry of con-
sciousness, and as part of conscinusness, pusposiveness. (1 should have
likedd 10 have ssid that it was purposive, even in its initial unconscious
phase, end that, with conscivusaess, it attained a conscicusness of the
purpase that it had always had. T should have liked, I say, 10 have put
i1 that way, but the notion 0 NncoRsTIOWS PUTpOsE has always seemed
to e to be a contradicrion in terms.)

In order to facilitate its development in pursuance of its purposs,
it crcates the various species of living organsms. A living Organmism is,
therefore, an instrament of [il:t_. ﬂl!si.gm‘::‘] b :__,l'i.'-".’.“. COnECIOUS E:‘-JF'IES-EJ'.LH.'I:
to life's instincrive purpase.

Frum these metaphysical principles there derived an ethical cresd.
The living organism had, I conceived, a duty to the “Life Forw™ (for
at this point in the argument life, the amimating prindple of the um-
verac, assumed a degeee of impostance which justifed the employment
of the capital letier), namely, to saise Life as expressed in itself to a
higher level of development than that st which it had received it. This
it didd by exersising its inbarn capucitics, refining its facultes and ac-
quiring knowledge 2nd accnmplishmenes; in short, It achieved a
higher " level of life by nurturing the talents which life in the raw
had bestowed wpon it

In arder to perform this service, in order, that is to say, to be good
coldiers in the cause of Life, it was incumbent apon us w live put to the
full extent of all our enesgies, eschewing slackness both of mind and
hody, and keeping our faculties screwed up to coneert pitch through
constant exercise, ar the highess level of which they were capable.

The meoral code that resulted was a code of cffort and endeavour.
We were never to adopt the line of least resistance, never o relax, bur
always to do the dificelt or the dangerons thing in order that in and

K

i The sofee bn which the word “higher' is weed s axphined halow {0z pp- 15471530
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That Conreipusness Evdails an (hbgect.

A similar difficulry beset the conception of greater intensicy of con-
scious awareness. How, stter 2]l does one differentdaie the conscious-
ness of a slug from thar of a dog, or of a dog from that of a manr The
dog, mest people would be inclined to sav, is more aware than the
slug, the man more aware then the dog. Buc “zwareness” intreduces
the notion of 4 something of which there i3 awareness which is other
than the awareness of it. The dog is aware of mors things than the slug
znd is aware of different things; the man, again, of more things and of
different things as compared with the dog. The mar can do mathe-
matics, for example, which means that he can be aware of numbers
end of the relasions which subaist between them, The truth is that con-
seiousnes by itself is a blank, Conscicusness alwsays entails a relation to
zn object of which thers is conscionsness, and without that ebject it is
nothing, Once this is realized, it will be seen that we cannor meaning-
fully postulate higher powers or levels of consciousness wichour refer-
ence ro something other than consciowsness, namely, w that wpon which
the higher poweers of consciousness are dirscted, For since consciousness
is always of something, it must be by reference ro the nature of that of
which the cofsciousness 15 consciors, that the lewvel of conssionsness
which has been reached can be estimoted, My conclusion was that the
conception of higher planes of conscovsness reveals itseif as meaning
consciousness directed upon, sware of, or able to comprehend objects
of greater depth, refnement, raricy, vaize=-1 am deliberately using non-
commirtal expressions—than conscisusness on 2 lower plane.

Applying this conclusion 1o the preceding discussion, we may say chat
the notion of advance and the noden, therefore, of higher levels of 13fe
to which there is advance is meaningless, unless there is posmulated the
pressrce in the universe of standards of value and objects of conscions-
peeds which are ourside the evoluricnary process which advances rowards
them. The point is an cbvious one and it is only the frequency with
which it is overlooked which justifies me in illustrating it by examples.
T will take rwo, each of which lustzates o cureent fellacy; the first, the
eurrent fallacy of progress, the second, the current fallacy of relativity.
{1 dao not, of conrse, mean that progress 2nd the theory of relativity are
fallacies: | am referting only to current misconceptions as oo cheir as-
ture
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are meaningless. It may very well be the case that they are meaning-
less, Bt it is Important b pain: out thar this and nothing less is entailed
bv the assertion that there is no goodness or beaury outside the chang-
ing opinions and veluadons which accur in the consciousnesses of
different men and women, That this iz s may, I think, be shown by
my sesond example which T cake from the eystical philaseoher Plin-
lirnmeon in Herman Melville’s Féesre, Plinlimooon 15 discussing the na-
ture of time, or rather of oor koewledge of Hme

In order chat we may koow time, he points oug, oo things are
necessary, First, a standard of absolute time, in fact, a Greenwich dme,
te serve as a point of referzmee; and secondiv, a koowledge of the
meridian of longitude on which one happeas o he sinated. To be
given abstract Greenwich time withour kaowing one’s meridian, by
reference o which one can coseclate one’s own reladen o Greenwich
time In terms of hours and minutes, is useless. Tdeals and walues, in
other words, are nor enough. Bur a local dme which has no poinc of
reference other than that suppliad by it owen warches, which knowes
nothing of Greenwich and makes no esmonomical observations is
meaningless, for how cn those who have only such local dme know
whether their watches are fast or slow The only possible standard in
such a case is that supplied by the highest common denominator of all
the warches in the community, Time, then, 2 it is o be exace, sill
more if it 15 to be measured, demands an absoluse point of reference
to which it can be referred, and that poine of refersace must be outside
and beyond the process of time which is referred o it

To apply the mors! of these examales, it bas alvwavs seemed to me
that na purely evelutionary theory of the universe can succzed In flling
the cosmic bill. Ar lzast, it cannot do so if the noton of progress, of
purpose, of betterment, or of walue is 1o be included in the evoludonary
process,

The Need for Goals and Standards,

For progress implies a goal ocher than the movetnent which pro-
gresses towards it, purpose an end other than the effosts which are
made to realize it, besterment a standard ather than the process whose
improvement the standard measures, veluation an absolure value by
reference to their approximazion m which the worth of the actions,
characters, societies, and states of mind undér valoation can be assessed.
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The logical course for these who believe only in an evolving yniverse
without ultimates or standards is to refrain from valuing or condemmn-
ing;: they shonld be content 10 notice that changes oocur without seek-
ing 1o appraise them, From time to time such a declaration of intention
is made, yer in the very next sentence we find those who make it intro-
ducing by the back door the very conceptions that they have thrust so
ceremeniously put of the froal, implying, for example, that kindness
is better than cruelty and justice than injustice, that the savage is
higher than the amoeha and the cvilized man than the savage, thart it
is better to understand the criminal than t punish him, and thar a
society which sends a boy w a reformatory for stealing is berrer than
one which sends him to the gallows; that knowledge is a good and that
an educated community is, therefore, more desiable than an unedu-
cated one; that a Mozart quartet is better than a chorus of cats; that
it is right to say that 2 and 2 make 4 and wrong to say that they make &,
and thar a philosophy which refrains from introducing absolute stand-
ards of values represents a cloger approxirmation 1o the nature of things
and i3, therefore, treer than one which is still cluttered with thess
fgments of the scholastic fmaginaton. In these ways and in a hundred
others, supporoers of the view that is under criticism do persistendy
suggest that some things are better, higher, trizer, more beautiful, more
civilized, more moral, more edifying than others, and that civilization
progresses in so far as it embodies or realizes o approximates to or
brings forth a greater number of these better, higher, troer, more beau-
tiful, more civilized, more moral, or more edifying things, And they
make this suggesticn, because they cannot help themselves. Granted,
then, the necessty under which we all labour of making judgements
af moral and aestheric import, I do not see with what logic we can
avoid the implications of our necessity by smeking to deny the existence
in the universe of certain absolure standards and values in terms of
which alone our moral and assthede judgements have meaning and
content, These standards and walues cannog, as [ have teisd o show, be
part of the process which they are invoked to measure. Therefore, they
are outside ir; therefore, in addition to life and its manifestarions whose
law is change, there are, T have always maintained, elements of endur-
ing permanence in the universe of whose presence life is intermittently
and obscurely aware,
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The Purpose of Life.

As a creative evalutionise, then, I conceived that the purpose of life
was so o cvolve thar these permanent elements in the wniverse,
permanent and, as I have liked 2o think, perfect, which ar present
dimly and indirectly perceived through the medium of their repre-
sentatians in paint and sound—for it was, 1 held, the value, beaury,
which conferred upon the works of art which manifested i, the
characteristics in virtue of which they excited and thrilled ns—might
become clearly and directly apprehended by the most highly developed
forms of conscipusness. Thus the standard by which I sought ro
appraise different levels of Life, saying that one was higher than
another, was that of their ability ro apprehend vatue and the mani.
festarions of wvalue. I came to think of matter as something which
intervened between Life and value, and was thus induced 1o represent
Life as labouring under the necessity of firm objectifying itself in
tnateer, in opder that it might achieve such a level of conscious aware-
ness as woukd enable it to transcend matter and concentrate its con-
sciousness wholly upon value, The expression of this necessity was o
be seen in the creation of living organisms, which were the manifesta-
tens of Life in matrer,

Thus there were three independent realites in my universe, Life,
matter and value, and the purpose of Life 25 objectified in martter was,
I conceived, to develop throwgh marter until it had passed beyond
matter (o the awareness of valve. This metaphysic was set out at
length in my book entded Matter, Life and Valere,

The Provissen for Desgy in Dy, fulian Huxley's Universe,

The notion of value will occupy the next chapeer and [ shall not
further develop it here. My purpose here has been to skewch the
doctrine of Creative Evolution in the form in which for a considerable
tme I maintained it. This is nagral encugh. Iv is naueal, that is o
gay, to be more familiar with one’s own views, even with one's own
partially discarded views than with those of others; but it would be
misleading w allow the foregoing to stand as an example of a typical
Creative Evolutionist theory. From the orthodox evolutionary point
of view it is vitiated by its admission of a permanent and perfect
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clement in the universs which stands cutside the evolutionary process
and may be regarded as its bourn. It was precisely this admission,
though I was unavware of it at the time, which constituted the weak
point in the armour of my philosophy, the point throngh which a
flood of ideas, more appropriate to the religious view of the universe
than 1o that riumphant moed of early twentieth-cemury evolutionary
philosophy in which I was nurtured, was later to force its entrance.

The typical view regarded both value and God, as the emergent
evolutionists regarded them,” as larer instalments of the same creative
process as had produced man; instalments which were broughe inw
being by the elforts of the crlicr instalments. God, in short, according
to what I may call the officsl evolutionist view, was creared by man.
For a good example of such a view I refer the reader to a book by
D, Julian Huxley * endtled Religior withont Revelation, in which he
idemiifics Gesd with the exiernal foroes of the universe, bonh marecial
and spiritual, in interaction with man's religious sense. God, on this
view, is 2 hy-product of man's reaction 1o the foroes ourside hitry, is, in
short, the function of a complex. Here i 2 quotstion from a recent
artiche entitled Scenee and Religion by Jolian Huxley in which this
view is summarized:

“This complex 5 not just the forces of namre: nor is i only the
sum of human idezs and mooral laws. It is both of these, but it is thess
only as felt and organized by the human personality as a whale. |
Man's tendency to organize his kmowledge and his feelings, his d-:sm:
for understanding and for propittation, his ideals of virtue, his comple-
mentary instincts for self-assertion and self-sbasement—these and
much else enter into the reacton of his mind to the external complex
of forces; and finally, it is his capacity for experiencing things as
sacred which makes the reaction a religious one. Under the influ=nce
of our all bue incurable tendency 1o project our own personality inte
the world around s, to personify impersonal forces and abstrace ideals,
religion has endowed this X or God with personality or super-
personality.”

Thus Huxley's God is a2 product of the personifying tendency of
1z, above, pp. 141, §43,

21 4 not, of cowrse, wish o saggest thar Dr. Huxley i an advocate of creatiwe-evalinicaist
tenrics 35 deseribed inoabe wexn [ de hiz view merdy 1o illustraton of the kind of pro-

Wisiah which must be made for the religious emotions in 2 uxiverse which & regarded as
evolutionary through and threagh.
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the human mind reacting to the enviconment which stimulaces it

“God, like science, say, or arg,” Huxley goes on, “becomes a produoce
of evolving humanity and must evolee with it™

All the ditheulties arising From the oeditione] thenologicsl conception
of God £all awey, he insiss, @£ we reclize that

“Gad, in the sense n which T have used the wrm, is made by man,
not man created by God.”

I shall comment on this view lamr in another connection” My
prescnt concern js merely to cioe it ag an illustrative example of the
kind of provisen which is made for the religious sense and the sense
of values In a purely evolutionary mecaphvsic. 5o far as criticlsm is
here concerned, 1 content mvsalf with pointing out thas i is indictable
on the same charge of “narrow humanism™ as that which has already
been broughe against the szvial Gods of che emergen: evolutonsrey
scheme,

Objections to the View of the Univerte Sponsared By Creative Evo
fudran.

I turn nowr oo 2o account of the reasons which, as che years have
passed, have led me o regard che kind of universe affirned by the
philosophy of creative evelution as Incressingly unsatisfacrory. Of
these reasons 1 proposs to menton foor which have a special relevance
ta the theme of this book. They are objections mare particularly w the
special variant of the dosteine of creative evoludon which I for many
years sought to maintain and which I have summarized in this chapree.

(1) Arbitrariness of the Scheme.

There is a certain achitrariness shoue the three elements affrmed
as hasic in the universe, Here were three dissivet and separate bricks
with which, as it were, 1 proposed 1o szt about the business of building
the cosmes. Why three? It is, of course, conceivable thar there are
three basic elements in the universe which just ars, or rather, which
just hapoen to be lying abour, waidng for an evoludonary universe o
form itself from their cooperation or interaction. It is, I say, con-
cetvable, but it seerns o me to be increasingly unplausible, To postu-
late 2 unity of which the three separarely affirmed elements were ex-
pressions or aspects would be plausible, The wnity of a single Creatar
L See Chapler §, ap. 272-2T4.

ALl ST
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using these as the basic elements from which 1o construct, or the basic
instruments with which to construct His universe would be an obvious
example of such a unity. But to postulate the existence of such a unity,
especially in the form of a Creator, would have been to go mest of the
way with the theistic hypothesis, and that, for the reasons given in the
second and third chaprees of this booly, I was not prepared o do. Bt
these thres arbatearily miven and juxtapesed slements cwning no com-
ton source, aspects of no more fundamental vnity, have come in
course of time to seem to me less plausible even than the theisdc
hryponhesis,

{2} Trhe Difficaléy of Purpore.

I had eonceived thar life, originally unconscious, gradually evaolved
the quality of consceusness in the process of s own development, I
originally unconscicus, it was originally without purpose, since the
notion of an unconscious purposs, a purpose that is to say Dot enter-
rained by any eonscinusness, is, for me, a8 [ have pnm:cr] our, a
contradiction in terms, That the originally unpurposing should be-
enme purposve now seems o me in the highest degree uniikely. Ine
deed, I am not sure thar che emergence of the qualicy of purposivensss
in the ariginally vnpurpesing would not be an example of the genera-
tion from a combination of elements of a property not posszssed by
any ons of them, which T have already declared to be impossble
In 2o far as cmergence iz aken to encsil such generarion, I should
deny that emergence oocurs

It would scemn, then, thar life mnsc have been purposive from the
beginning. But let us suppose that &t was not; that it was Initially
purposeless. Then, not being imbued wich asy purpese, it could not
have been imbued with the purpose to become purposive, Therefore
its achievement of purpedivensss musc have been an accident; there-
tore, the whale process of purposive evoludon, which I conceived as a
process seeking o evolve ever higher qualives and powers of con-
sciousness in order chat life might ultimately achieve contemplation
aof the world of value, was an accidental process. It might just as well
not have happened. But if the world, as we know ir, is & chance world,
why postulate this elsborate machinery of life, matter and valuer For
if the world 3s a chanee world, thea the materialist conception of a
1 Bee the dsgumsen bn Chagaer &, p. 123

)f'———-—-———-_
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universe consisting of ane kind of basic constituent, namely, particles
of matrer in motion, is moch more plausible, since it postulates only
one kind of reality, and does not seek to endow that reality with
Fl_lr}lnqﬂ'.

Apart [rom thig, I cannot any longer believe that the process which
we call evolution fr a chance proces. (I must not, it is obvious, lay
any stress upon this last consideration, The fact thae T eannet believe
it, may mcan no more than thar I now do pot wish to believe it.)

The conclusion o which these considerations point is that hife must
have been purposive to begin with, Duc purposiveness entails & minel
or intellipence o conceive the purpose, Either, then, mind and in-
telligence were propertes which belonged to life from the outset, or
an intellipence cremed life in purstance of fer purpose. Bur o posto-
lute » purposive intelligence as a preliminary to getting the process of
evolution started 1%, onos agapin, 10 20 ieore 1han |'|..]Jf-'.’.'3}' to mest the

theigie hypothesis.
{3} The Difficedey of Interaction.

A third dificully was thar of imeraction. When matrer, a3 the
resul, of i development in sccurdance with the Jaws of physic and
chemistry kel reached a suitable stare of receptiveness, life, as T had
supposed, entered into it, animated &, and procecded 1o mould and
use it in purssance of i purpose. (I am putdng it crudely i 1he
intercats of brevity. I did not in foct make use of such paive, spatial
metaphors) Life then, though inidally separate from and independem
of tmamer, at a certain stage of muiter’s development entered into and
interacted with maties.

And, be it here noted, thers seemed no alicrnative to postulating
this interaction. I enc rejected materialism {as I did), rejected, there-
fore, the view that life is a mere by-prduer of or emanaton ffom
matter, if one rejected idealism {2z 1 did) and rejected, therelore, the
view that marter was an illuson bred of the limications of the human
mind, if one rejected theism {as I then did), and was precluded,
therefore, from postulating a God to make it in the frst instance znd
then to breathe the bresth of life into it, what alternative was there
to holding that life and matter were separste principles, which were in
constant interaction and which reciprocally influenced each other?
Yet the more I learnt of psychology, the more I extended my very
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smattering acquaintance with physiclogy, the more dithenle did this
conception of interaction become. Lite was immaterial; it possessed
neither weight, mass, size, nor podition in space. It was, | conceived,
free and was not, therefore obedient to the laws of chemistry and
physics. Matter was material; to it belonged all those properties which
life lacked. Mareowyer, it was bound by the laws of physics and chem-
istry. How then, the problem arase, could ewo such dispzrate entities
possibly make contace wich each ocher?

The question is one which I have extensively discussed in other
boake® The discussions have led always o the same answer which,
putting it blundy, is that we do noc know, So overwhelming did the
advantages of regarding both mind and body as separate though
interacting principles appear o me to be, that for many years T was
content 1o accept the answer “We do not know,” while suggesting ac
the same time that with the advance of science we might one day be
able to throw some Light on what must for the present remain a
mystery, It i3 only of recent years thar [ have come to realize that not
only do we noc know how mind and body inceract, but that by Sollowe-
ing the methods of science, we can pever come to know. To say chis,
I now see, is = way of saying thac the mystery of mind-body interac-
tons is not merely a byproduct of our o livle knowledge, but
belongs to the very mature of things. Mot only do we not know, it is
impossible that as scientists we ever shall know how mind and body
interact; yet apparently they do interact. This, it may be said, is mere
mystery-mongering, Whether it is s0 or not, depends upon whar is
meant by “a mystery.” A ching may be 2 mystery in the sense thar fris
not atid cannet be explained or understood by the methods of science,
yet no mystery ar all, if methods other than those of science are ad-
mitted as valid.

Suppaose, for exampie, that mind and bedy were two different as-
pects of 2 single whole or wnity which transcends both, Whether,
following Hegel, one conceived of that unity as a unity of knowledge,
a whole within which boch subject and objece fell, or, following
Spinoza, as God, it was clear both thar the language wsed by thess
philosophers was unincelligible ro science and char the unity afirmed
was unreachable by is methods, Yet it was precisely such a unity that
a well-known modern philssophy, by which I was considerably in-
* Bes in particaler my Gids o Flilssopky, Chapess XVIIL
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fluenced, a philosophy whick, basing imself upon rzcent developmenss
in science, had, mevertheiess, exposed ite limitacons, had affirmed.
This was the philoesophy of Whitchead, who had sought oo shew that
the fundamental narure of reslity was chet of & proces, and char both
mind and body, regarded as separcre and distince entities, were but
arbitrarily conceived congelatfons of the procese,

Again, there was the double aspect theory in psvchology, according
to which both mind and Dody were agseces of a realiy which was more
fundamental than cither, bur in regard to che ramre of which, since
it was neither mental per featertal, no posdve sfemacion could be
made. By putting the mind-body problem in & new setting, these views
made the apparent interacrion berween the owe at least conceivable,
but the serting was no longer the seiting of sdence. Granted, however,
that one was to go beyond science and invoke some noo-scientific
form of explamation, why not—che same quesdon again presented
itself—pgo all the way with the theistic hypothesis? 1 had always been
anxious (o maintain the uniqueness axd integrity both of mind and of
body end mreful ot ro infringe che seoarae and diminctive realioy of
either. It was for this reason thar the varous theories which envisaged
each a5 & different aspect of a fundamental wnicy, had never seemed
to me to be whelly satisfactory, They encsiled, if T may so put i, too
great a degree of assimilazion beoween che fundamentzily disparate.

The metaphysical view thar had scemned 1o me to be on general
grounds mest closely in acsord with the facts of experience was chat
of Cartesian doalism. Mind and body, eecording o this view, were
two distinct and independent reals; ther did not interace and owned
no cansal relationship with each other, but God had so arranged
marters that every event in the one wag accompanied by a correspond-
ing event in the other. Thus when I felt hungry my mouth opened
and my body absorbed food; when my body required warmth, I
derided 1o light a fire, and so on. This psyche-shysicsl parallelism, as
it was called, disposed of the difficulties of interactionism by invoking
the eontinual inrervention of the Creasor, This seliton had always
seemed to me, as it has seemed to most modern philosophers, to be
s fancastic a3 to rule out of court the dvaliseie theory which de-
manded iz, But was it, 1 aew bepan o esk ooyselE, so very funtasts
afrer all? If one were prepared to accepe the theistic hypothesis, there
would be nothing fancastic about it.
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But once one had admitted the necessity of transcending purely
scientific modes of explanation, I could not see that there was any
good ground for excluding the theistic hypothesis, If the nameeal
world did not—and Whitehead had convinced me that it did not—
contain its explanadon within itself, then one must look for (he
ground of its explanation in a world other than the natural world,
and what could swch a waorld he bin a supernatural world? 1 do not
tnean that I am accepting Dwescartes's explanation of the apparent
interaction between mind and body. Once the possibility of divine
control or even of divine intervention is admitted, it is obvioosly akh.
surd o try 1o preseribe the mode of its operation, for, if there is God,
then to God all things are possible. The Bible says thar God breathed
the breath of life into clay. Whatever mode of connection between
Guod, the life, and the clay, the meraphor indicares, it would, T think,
from the very nature of the case be one which we could not under.
stand. Thus the advantage of invoking the theistic hypothesis at this
stage 15 that it permits us to postulate, it even justifies us in postulating,
a form of connection which may well dely, which, if T am right, mas
defy, our understanding,

Let me tey 10 sum up the position at which T had now arrived in a
seriss Of steps.

2{f) I seerned to me certain thar mind and body either interaceed ar
behaved in all respects as if they interacted.

(i) If they wesec really as different as they seemed to be, such inter-
action stemned inexplicable by the methods of science.

{#7) 1 was convinced that their difference was real and pot illusory.

{#v') Therefore it seemed to be necessary to g0 bevond the meshods
of science.
~(#) Onee it was accepted that non-natural modes of explanation and
connection could be justifiably invoked, then the theisic hypothesis
began ro seern plausible; (@) because it enabled one to maintain the
separateness and individoal integrity both of mind and of body; ()
because, from the very nature of the case, the demand for an under-
standing of the mode of connection which it entailed could not be
satisfied.

{4) The Moral Difficuley. (&) The Lack of Provision for Ewil.

I have left this w the last not because it constitutes the most cogent
objection to the philosophy which I had so long endeavoured o main-

_
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rain, but because it was the most potent cause of my abandonment of
it. Iis importance jn the develepment of my own thought has been
biographical rather than logical. Three maters are relevant here, all
of which are connected with morals and all of which seem 1o require
a universe which is capable of being interprered morally. Upon the
first—tny growing convigtion of the reality of evil—I have already
dwele, If evil is a by-product of circumstance, the resule of imper{ect
develuprent or inadloquate training, then it may be supposed that it
will dieappear when development is compleie and raining perfecs. In
a creative cvolmionary world, therefors, evil would disappear at a
cermain stage of life's development, as for example, when hife came 1o
rest, #s I had supposesd char 3t might du, in contemplation of or identity
with the permanent valoes of the universe. Bur if evil is, a3 1 have
now come 1o belicve, & positive brute fact, rooted in the heart of
things, and not, therefore, to be eliminated or even whally overcome,
what provision was 10 be mule for it in & universe such as creative
cvolotion envisaged? Was evil, perhaps, a form of disvalue, veal and
eterizl, exiging, as it were, side by side with the values trath, goodness
and beauty, whose presence in the universe 1 had postulated, and
COnSIEubng, a& il Wore 3 E‘x’:l;‘: for man's avoadanee as thew comstitied
goals for his endeavour? Such a view was, | suppesed, possible, buot ifs
it was correct, the unisorse is both cpseeTer and more a'rl_:ui':_r.-:':!.:lr e y
than anyone has ever supposed. It is a universe which contains truth,’
poodness, |‘.~|:".'|ul:.-_, like, mawier and evil, exisling sigde i:.:,l’ arde a3 SCOIEILE
and independent principles without unity, connection or common
OTIEL,

Bur if we reject this conclusion as in the highest desree unplausible,
the question rermaing, whar acoount are we on the evolurtonary hy-
pothesis to give of evil? I have already insisted that a universe which
consists simply of an evoluponary life process cannod gencrate the
grandards by which its progress must be measured, or the ends which
consttuee the goal of its advance.

But if it cannot generate an absolute principle of good it cannot,:
granted the validity of the preceding argoment, generate an absolue
principle of evil. It can only produce such semblance or appearance of
evil as is manifested by inadequate or tardy developmen:. In other
words, the only evil which it is capable of explaining is the evil that
can be written off as a by-product of circumstance. Mow this view of
evil, the view that evil is a bv-product of circumstance, I had already
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decided to be inadequate, Thus the circumstances which had first
forced upon my artention the positive, given character of the fact of
evil also theew into relief the inadsquacy of the philosophy which had
hitherto served to explain the fact, or so muoch of the face as T was pre-
pared to admit,

The Moral Difficulty, (B) The Fact of Meoval Experience.

The second ground for dissatisfaction lay in my growing awareness
of the fact and significance of moral experience; by moral experience
I mean our recognition of the imperarive character of the concept of

" “poght" as it appears in the familiar opposiion, “I want to do this,
but I ought to do that.” T do not wish to imply that it is only those
who have linle acquaintance with moral experience whe can find in

8 the conception of a perpetvally evolving universe, whether conceived
LY ] on creative of emergent lines, an adequate explanation of the world.
il To do so would be 2 gratuitous impertinence. Bue, speaking for myself,

I cannoe refrain from making the point that it was only for so long
as | myself remained a comparative stranger to moral experience, that
such & universe appeared o me to be wlerable.

Excursus into Autobiography.

1 cannot do justice 1o this peint without an excursus into autobiog-
raphy, which I undertake for purposes of illusteation only, and shall
make as brief as is consistent with those purposes. As a young man, I
was for many years practically innocent of the experience of the op-
position ta which I have referred. I do not mean that 1 sever wanted
to do the things that I ought not to have done, or thar cther people
though: T ought not wo have done; merely that | never or very rarely
wanted to do things that I persomally thought I ought not to have
done. This meant that the conflict between duty and desire rarely, it
ever, presented itself to me, and that 1 was a stranger to the experi-
ence of ternptation. If [ wanted to do something, T did it withour feel-
ing of guilt; if I wanted to possess something and could take it with-
out risk, I took it withour question.

The preceding sentence would suggest that T was complerely amoral.
The suggestion, however, would be unjust. T was imbued by a ha-
tred of meanness and cruelty, and I had a resentment of injustice
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and a respest for truth, T also recognized certain obligations, the obli-
gation to keep my famldies tuned up o concert pitch, my body vigos-
ous and srong, my mind clear and keen, I recognized cher in order to
maintain my physical and ingellesteal being 3o this condition, a cer-
tain amount of discipline, even of denlal, was necessary, 1 mus: noc be
slack; I must not take che Ene of lesst resisrance; T must react against
fear; I must tuke risks; I must choose the didcolt rather than the easy
thing, take the harder roure vp the movatain, po the loager way
round, essay the more difficult bock, maks the speech on the big ooca-
ston, write three and not twa pages befose T lefr to carch the erain,
never permit myself an idle five minutes, and soon . .

This obligation 10 keep mopself in good mena] and physical teaining
was the nearest approach to moral exorcizace chet [ koew, If T bad
been asked the question, “waining {oe what** [ should have said,
training to enzble me oo get the most out of life, since I believed that
it was only those whose native oropongitics had been sharpened by
discipline and exercise and whose Eacelties were leps continuwously et
full stretch, whe conld puc the most into and get the most out of the
arduous pursuits of full and veried Eving,

The Temptotion of Glutiony.

One of my beseiing sing was—indsed, ir still j=—thac of gluttony.
I have always found it dificult b resst the tematation of good feod.
I am interested in all quesdons pereeining to food, and have developed
what I like to believe is a palare Let foed be goed in gualicy, well-
cooked, properly served, and sedufousle varied, ard down go my de-
fences and I gourmandize my way theongh atl the aricacies of ¢ de-
licicus meal, Now this disposizion of mine. has always conflicsed with
roy ideal of the facultiss kept at cutting edgs. Mot only did overcating
produce u distended paunch, an vowieldy body and an overworked
digestion; not ooly did & cloud the Esculties, edull the spieit, blure the
visiom and lay me dar on fmy bed o sesp through the languid hours
that fallowed the heavy luach; iz made me stupid in mind, loutish in
behaviour and jrritable and acidelous in temper,

Here, then, was a field of conflict berareen che desire for rich and
varied sating and the distaste for its conseguences. Chrereating became
for me a temptation, not becanse 1 thoughe it was wrong in itself, bue
because it led to consequences which militated agains vigour, and
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lowered virality; which elonded one's faculties and reduced one’s hap-
piness. I emphasize the fact thar this temptation, the temptation of
second helpings, really sor a2 temptation. When 1 fought against it
and overcame it, 1 experienced a definite strengthening of moral char-
acter and elevation of moral rone—in my more eritical momenes T
called this feeling of being strengthened and elevated, not I chink al.
ways justly, moral complacency; when I foughe ag-;u:n.sr. it and suc-
cumbed, or did not fight ar all, 1 was conscious of a weakening aof
moral fibre coupled with the unwelcome knowledge that I should
find it more difheulr to resist pext time. And it was in fac more diff-
cult to resist mext time.

My disposition was to regard this experiencg of maoral conflier as 2
thing not whally regrectable. Indesd, I could find it in my heart to be
grateful for it It gave me, T used 1o boasz, & shafr of insight into the
natere of the Victorians. I have always been a great admirer of Vie-
torian novels, of Dickens and Thackeray and the Brontés, of Trollope

i and George Elior, particularly of Trollope and George Eliot; yet cheir

; field of interest and experience was, T could net help but realize, alien

E to ty owr. For the issues upon which their novels turned were pri-

{ marily moral issues. Man's soul was represented as the baule ground
i‘ of a conflict upen which the forces of good and evil struggled perpes-

ually for the mastery. Continually men and women were beser by
i temptation; they overcame it and were strengthened in character; or
they yielded and fell into sin. As the novel proceeded, the overcomers
i became increasingly distinguished from the vielders, the sheep increas-
i ingly separated from the goats; the strugglers became stronger, the

l] yielders habitually mare yielding. WNow this sort of thing, T was apt

[ to remark, was “all Greek™ 1o me—or rather, it would have been, had
it not been for the merciful circumstance of my own temptation to
gluttony. For this, 1 was apt to explain, gave me a needed angle upon
the moral experience of Victorians, enabling me to appreciate the is-
sues to which they artached so much impomance and enlarging my
enjoyment of their novels by giving me some insight, however indi-
rect, inta the trials and temptations of their characters.

The Anthor's Disclatmer of Virfue,

On reading through the foregoing, I seemn o have confessed myself
by implication into most of the cardinal virtues.
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I am, I suggest, & hater of injustice and croelty and cherefore, it
st be FIEE—UI:‘I:‘LEI!‘E, a |:|:'|.:|J'|'||:‘:-i-.’:-n of the oppressed and a defender of the
weak. [ am a secker after truth, a seeker, it is to be supposcd, after
rruch withowt fear or favour. 1 am also FIven i 5":E-|:_:.f.'g¢i_|:-|i|'|c and 1o
an energetic furtherance of what I conceive to be the evolutionary pur-
pose. There was, of course, that unfortunate tendency to greediness,
but, for the rest I was not, one might suppose, a bad average specimen
of mankind. 5o, ar least, 1 would seem 1o have implied,

Mo such self-portrait could be farther from my intention, and I
hasren ro correct the impression of complacensy which [ have inad-
vertently conveyed, It is true that on dhe whole T was kindly and good-
terpered, but thar was only because in the casy circumatances of my
life T was rarely crossed, If T save evidence of a cortain larme pood will
which Led roe ro devore mvself oo causes which aimed ac the ameliora-
tion of the lot of my less fortunate fellows, it was the approval of my
meighlours and perhaps of myself, rather than the welfare of mankind
that I sourht. Moreover, I was a pood speaker und public work [wd
the flames of the complecency with the applauss which my many ap-
pearances upon the pladorm brought me, In @ word, T appeared dis-
iniercired and | was cloguent, and boch ciroumstances contributed to
raise my posidon o my own aod the public's estirnagon.

But though pervaded by a vague humanitsrianism in public, in pri-
vate I was selfish, possemive snd predatory, When they conllicied, I
was never preparcd to saceifice moy interests to those of other people,
nor does my memory embrace many oocsons on which [ serioudy
put mysclf our to aid my fellows, It does, however, remind me that,
when occasion arose, I could be as malicions and 2z croel 25 the best—
or eather, the worst—of them, There were certain virtues, chastity and
humility, for example, to which I was an almost corpless stranger.
There were viecs—bur these, since this book is not after all a confes
stomal, I cake leave oo relroin Fros dcﬁ::’ibing—lﬁ[h which I waz all
too familiar,

Hiz Admission of Shamelesiness,

For these vices I felt no shame. It was easy for me to szy, 2s I have
said above, that I never, or very rarely, wanted to do the things that 1
thought I cught not to do, for the fact of the matter was that there
was very lile that 1 thought that I ought not w do, and i 1 did
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that lircle, if, in other words, I was vicious according to my own con-
ceprion of viciousness, | had Dile consciousness of sin and less of re-
morse, I suppose that my beserting sin wag unscrupulousness. Habit-
ually 1 used people not as ends, bur as means o my ends. But the
recognition that I was unscrupuleus—and T freely made it—did nat,
g0 far as 1 can remember, give me more than a moment’s uneasiness.

The Greek philosophers, especially the Stoics, regarded the sense
of shame which the good man felt ar deing what was base as the in-
dispenszble foundarion of the moral life, Of sl men, the shameless
mazn seemed to them o be the most reprehensible; a man, they con-
gidered, might well do wrong, but he shonld ar least have the grace w
admit the fact in hiz own consciousoest and to be sorey for e I he
had mo consciousness of wrangdoing, then he was guilty of what Plato
called che “li= in the soul,”™ Mowr I wras, I think, shameless in precisely
this sense, and being shameless, T was (exeept only and always for my
special temptacion to glottony) without moral zzperience. I was also
withous religicus experience. I did not know whether God exisced;
on the whole 1 thanght He probably did nor, but I did nor much care
whether He exdsted or not. T felt chat T was making 2 very good job
of my life as it was, and all [ asked of God was o be ler alone, No
doubs I hzd done theee things which T sughe not to have done and
lefr undone those things which 1 oughr ro have done, but, like Samuel
Butler, “T was very well, thenk youl™ Why, chen, should I concern
musell with God, or God with me! Why, above all, should He call
upon me o repent? For what should I repene? I did not, after all,
set out o he prod, and T was ceriainly not anraceed by the bribe of
galvarion. GGoodness wae casy for God, since God was perfect, but why
should He expect me to excel in a sphere in which T had no ambi.
tions f Foodnes, in faor, was Gaod's business and not mine, I had made
mo pretensions to it and was content to smake none,

His Abcorpiion e the Intellectual Life,

T am conscicus thar this excursion into sutcbiography has already
overstepped the function of illustration for which purpose it was orig-
inally introduced, and has entered the realm of self-confession, Have
ing overstepped the limics which separate the legitimate exposition of
argument from the illegidmsate indulgence In auwbiographical remi-
niscence, T cannot resist the rempration of further indunlgence in the
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shape of a word of sell-extenuation. Anxicus to avoid the charge of
complacency, I seem now to have confessed myself worse than [ was,
representing mysll net so much as a contemner of, as a sranger o
rmoral EXperiencs. As a sranger o maorcal experience, 1 was, 1 sup-
pose, a pretty bad man. Very possibly, bur for years I was also a com-
paratively happy, bad man. Moregver, my neglect of the sphere of
moral, was qualihed—I will not say compensated—by an :L:us.-:-rptlm
in the sphere of intellociual experience, an absorpdon which consti-
tused, 1 hcpc, some partial justification for the moral poverty of which
it was the partial canse. T lived intensely the life of the mind, was in
love with ideas, believed chat the highesr sim of man was o enlarge
the linle s 'li'n':'t af Lln-:'l|.'“r'-‘.l_:|.|1'1'i:'-|_r in which his mind was set, and held
it my duty to further this aim as far as in me lay. Having learnt from
Aristotle I|'|..L reason was Lhe r||.'.r|.f‘|:__-;|_.|h'|'||r'|g charpcteristoe aof man, T
followred his teaching to the extent of supposing that in the exercise
of resasan |.:|_-.' the mes ﬁ[riﬂg, ecanse the moes distinctively humean,
activity. In that exercise I did not spare myself; indeed 1 mortified the
intellesiisl Aesh 1o the point of ascesicism, holding whatever time was
not given to reading or wridng to be dme lost, and playing games,
walking, riding, and relaxing only in order, 25 1 liked m believe, o
kcep myself in trim for chose intellectual ardours and enduwrances to
which I conceived that 1 had dedicated my energies,

I despised and foughr against slackness in all its forms, for I was
sufficiently imbued with Greek ideals 1o helieve thar the exercise af the
body was the indispensable condition of che fmitful funcdoning of
the mind. Thus my gml:cl. wias one of efort and endeavour; efforts at
all levele, endeavour 1o all forms, both for their cwrn sake and because
by effurt and endeavour 1 kept my mind fresh and my faculties tuned
up to concert pitch.

Living a disciplined ineellectoal life in the interest of intellecrual
good, I felt myself enticled to pass lightly over the moral life and
moral good. T devated mysell so continuously o the task of keeping
intellect up o the scracch, that I did not see why I should deny myself
the indulgence of my emotions and desices when such indulgence did
not interfere with intellectual acovicy, or take the oucting edge off
intellectual competence. On the contrary, T had come o believe that
a cerrain indulgence of the senses was a condition of the effective exer-
cise of the mind. The solidtation of sexual desire, for example, if not
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adequately provided for, wes for me rather like & mosquite buzzing
inoa room in waich one was crying o wsie, .o

And soif | had considered the macter of morals one wrav or the ather
—gnul it is part of my conzention hers that I considered it very lirle—
I should have said thar morality was Eor me a deperomene of the in-
tellectuial life; that morel excellence was ancillary to intelleciual ex-
celicnesy and that the only josifeation for disciplining the senses and
restricting the passions was te be found in che fuller expesience of the
mind, For the ress, the imly wiiy to get rid of o lemptation was to yvield
to it, anel it was impostaarl not w be haressed by temptation.

Bzt though insellectuul activity supplied ine mrany years the place
of maral cxpericnez, it waa vory for from Berfmg moral expericnee.
Though it impossd its own obligztions and preseribed its own disci-
plines, they were not morzl obligacions and nor meral disaplines. 1
had an intellectual, even upon occesion wo aestheic angle upon life,
b seareely, i ac all, dicd © vicw ic from 2 moral standpoint, T saw
things as beaudful and ugly, pt-:-p e a5 mtelligent or stopid, ideag as
intriguing or commonplace. Barcly did T osee chem as good or bad.
Since morality plaved so little part in my life, it was unnecsary o
make cutstanding “m'-.smn for it in my philasophy. Since I did not
interprer my experience movally, why should I introduce moralny
into my interpretation of the universer And thos it come abowt that
the docteinzs which in this chapeer I have been enguped in describing
seemned to me, 25 chey seemed o many of my conternporaries, 1o be
raterable in respeer of cheir provision for morsl experience, tenable
spite of the meagrenes of thos prosdsion.

His Realiguiion of the Siowdficonce of Maord Experience,

1 have, I hope, in the early part of this booly, suficiendy made plain
how the problem of evil bas Wheus iwsell with a new insisence ino
the mind of my generation. The preblem of evil raisss in an acuce
form the issue of moraliy, for in saving that something 35 evil, ane is
saying among ocher things that it seght not to exisc, or onght not o
be done Pardy becauss of che generzl deterioradon in che moral <i-
mute of the dme, parily peshaps as the resole of a development in my-
self thar in retrospact weara 2o air of inevitability, questions of ng]:u:
and wrong, of good and bad, have came, for me o astume an im-
mensely greater significance, I have seen ‘J:u3|: the dmes are wicked,
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and I have seen that I myself am wicked; [ have come, in other words,
to have what is called a sense of sin, Into all the reasons for and the
narure of this personal change I do nor wish here w enter. It i3 sufh-
cent for.my purpose 1o mention that the fact of cempration to which
| was for many years a stranger, now confronts me with prowing fre-
quency and force, Many of the things that I do now, [ feel that I ought
not to do, feel it so strongly that I can emer wholeheartedly into Saint
Paul’s conflession of the pood I would that T do not, and of che evil
that I would not that 1 de, and instead of echoing Samuel Bueler’s
jibe, am more inclined to following the Prayer Book in deducing from
my innumerable commissions and omisstons not that “T am very well,
thank youl™ but thut *T am 2 miserable sinner.™

These expericnees are in & sense a reversion to normality. They are
the experiences which have been familiar to mankind thronghout the
last two thousand years, To them Christianity attaches an immense
significance, They are, indeed, at once the ground for the Christian
interpretaiion of fife and the jussifieation for the Christian doctrines
aboue Life,

Moral experience s not, T think, $0 common as it was. The twen-
ticth cenmiry, as compared with the nineteench, has areached compara-
tively Lirtle importance o the word "oughy,™ and my philosuphy stu-
dents tend to show an impatience with ethics as raising problems
which are wnworthy af a serious person’s attention. T have lietle dowbe
thar this grearer infrequency of moral experience is bound up with the
decline of Christian belief, whether a5 cause or as effect T do not here
gonsider. For me ac any rate, moral experience is more common than
it was, In fact, from occurring with such infrequency as to lead me to
doubt whether it ever cermainly occurred ar all or whesher, 3f it did, it
had zny signifcance save such as the view that it was a rationalization
of the sense of guilt urged upon me by paycho-analysis would have
been content to actribute to it, it has now become an almost daily part
of the texture of my Life. In the light of i, much that was meaning-
less in theological writings, much that was incomprehensible in the
lives of good men, much that was absurd in the typical ninetesnth-
century novel, has becormne meaningful, understandable and serious.

MNow this newly realized insistence of the fact of evil, this newly
felt significance of moral experience, could noe, it was obwious, be”

without their effect upon one's interpretation of the nature of a uni-
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verse in which evil was a fact and moral experience occurred. I do not
wish to suggest, as many have done, that the concepts of moraliy are
sufficient for such interpretation: that the vniverse can be interpreted
exclusively in moral terms, in terms, for example, of a sruggle be-
tween pood and evil, ot between God and the Devil, or as a perpetual
efforc by God to recleim the souls of those who perversely insist on
getring themselves damned, bue T am at least clear that they cannot be
lefr cut of the cosmic account IF the universe bag any meaning tha:
we can understand, then what we vnderszand by moral experience
and moral conflice must be part of thar mearing, That some things
are good znd some bad, and that, being terapred to pursue the bad we
yet have a duty to overcome our temptation and o cleave o the good
—ihese things, I chink, are £acts snd for them some provision must be
made in our cosmic scheme.

Now the doctrines of emergent and creative evelution made no such
provision; or rather, fo be faip—for the blank “no" does them an n- -
jusfice—made no adequate provision, I have alesady commented on
the fact that the docrrine of emergent evolution admits ne absaluge
values in its universe, I followed thay, for i, there was no absoluze
scandard by reference ro which 1o measure and appraise good and to
condemn evil. Good, on this view, must be smply that which one
happens m like, or which most people happen to like, or which the
governing class of one's sociesy happens wo like T owas dissatished with
such subjectivist inzerpretations of good, 1 have given reasons for this
dissarisfaction elsewhere, reasans zo which I recur in the nexe chapeer,

It is mue that the dectrine of creative evolution in the form in
which I held and have skerched it above was not necessarily com-
mitted to subjectivism, for it entailed the exszence in che universe of
certain ahsolute ends which I conceived 23 goodness, truth and beauty,
the complete apprehension of which consdruzed, as 1 conceived, the
goal of life’s evolutionary development, These ends were permanent,
and perfect, and while their complere realizadon by life lzy in a
furure infinitely remote, manifestations of them oecurred in the warld
in and through which life evolved. The picture only imperfzcly mani-
fested beauty, but the beaucy which it manifested was absalute, The
character of the geed maa was only en approximate reslization of
good, but the goodness thar shone chrough it was 2 perfecs goodness.
1 Zee v Grdde fo the Fhdorophy of Morals amd Podivics, Cramter TC
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The Morel Difficsdty, (¢) Tnadequate Besis for Dty dn a Creative
Evolutionary Universe,
Thus far and e this extent there was provision in the universe of
creative cvolution for morel experencs, But—ind here I come to my

third ground of dissdstaction—weas there ,_,.c-:nd for moral mu..i:t“'

Everv human being was, on e wiew ac I had always held, an in-
dividualized expression of a vaiversal focce of life, concrived by ir as
an mmstewment for rhe fostheranee of e pcon -;:Il,-'.i-.’_"l_r_l[ ment I could
wrile, therefore, of the duty which was lzid voon each ore of 1z to go
about life’s basiness inarcad of indulging himeelf in a zelfish artention
to his ewn. Dut apart from the difhcultice celating to frae-will which
this exhoriaton heneght in s thin-—or how, it might be asked, if
wi wore only and wholly expreszsions of lifs, coul? we conecrn our-
sclves with any business oiber thase tha ol §ive; whence could we de-
rive the sreengih, whence che witad i:u-:Lj.,"'c to awcod o cur own, 23-
suming that the expression "ot own™ ladl atty mennng, even if we
weanted tor—there were the questions, how could such 2 duty ara=
and what was the sunction for the guligation 1o perisrm it.

The sircamy gocs dowahill and followes the conformation of it
hanlks: it has no aleernative. The shadow folows iz ewnee; i own do
no other, Was oore redaiion 24 individualized zxpressions of life to che
Life Farce which we expressed o equully determined celaton? O
viously it was now. Hawr, then, were v ro copceive jt? Az chat of 2
eurrent of water temporarily sepuraced from the main szeam by a
line of rocks which run atlwael s cocvse? Uhe amelogy was wseful
becawse the current possesses a direccion of its vwn which s acher than
that of the main stream, But given 1ot it haed 2 divection of its own
which it conled follow az witl, in what s=nse could it be said to have a
Jesty 1o retura to the main stoem 1 indesd, 1 have a mind and wall
of my own, why sheuld | nov develop icon my owa lines and as 1
please? What power or title hes the Life Force 1o call me back? Ad-
mittedly thers is a stream of instinets and impulses which conszantly
springs up within me, not only not with the constat of my will, but
eften in opposition to my will; but this siream has certainly no title to
hold me back, On the concrary, | have the strongest possible instines
which eils me that it is my business to learn to conteal and discipline

my impulses and instinces, and that I czn only freely develop and freely
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become myself when I have dons sa, It is my duty, in other words, to
canalize the stream. The teaching of Plaro had at least convinced me
an this poinz

Here, then, was the difficueliy. In so far as I vas able o derive an
erhic from the philesophy of the Life Force, it seemed o be in direct
contradiction te what I must pow cll the intimarions of my mosal
conscipusness, relling me to induige the impulses and follow the
promptings which I share with the animals, and to ferger the will and
the reason which I possess by virtue of being a man and develop by
virtue of living in a sodety of men, If there was morzl condiet here, iz
was a conflic in which the ancagonisss had significantly changed
sides. For the rest, there was only che obligation o keep myself fresh
and vigorous, my faculties at cutting edge, my powers stresched o
eapaciry in lifes service.

That wee have a dury not wo be slack and selfindulgent is true, bus
what ground after all could ope find for this ducy on the basis of a
Life Farce metaphysic? Why had we a dury vo assist life? What were
the basis and the sancien of this duty? What would kappen to us if
we failed in itf Hewr would life keep us up pa the scrawch or punish
us, if we fell helow icf We gould no doube be credited with Eeeling a
kind of loyalty to life in the senze in which a regiment of soldicrs may
feel loyalty to its leader, bur this surely was not enough o account
for the formidable face of moral conflict which had loomed so large in
the experience of mankind for teo thousand years, or 1o ser going that
terrific apparsms of moral machinery whose creakings had sounded
so loudly in the ears of strugeling men and women. Thus it was in
the last resort becawse of cheir poverty on the morzl, and I think I
must now add, on the religions side, becanse in partdenlar of their fail-
ure to account for what had impressad ieself opon me as an ever mare,
formidable fact, the fact, namely, of moral experience and moral con-
flict, thar T was led fnally 1o discard as inadequate che philosophies of

creative and emergeat evoludon,



Chapter 6

An Examination of Seme Attempis to
Bxplain Religion Away

STATEMENT QOF SUBJECTIVE THEORIES

The arguments of the last chapter sought to establish two conclusions:
first, that somethis 15 other than and aum.;if. the process of the dev r_l-r:up
ing forms of life known as evolution, i3 needed to render our expen-

ence of the universe inzelligible; secondly, that since that experience is”

in part moral, the “something other” must contain the ground for the
possibility of mosal experience; er, more directly, the universe must
e ar lensr in part a moral ene in the sense of containing the principles
of good and evil, right and wrong. These conclusions wers reached in
the eourse of a criticism of current evolutionary views of the universe,
In the present chapter I proposs to consider certain other views, which
have achieved '.J.-I-::]I:E[_‘.lr'-;:i"] currency in the modern world and which
are hostile to religion. They are hestle, because they endeavotr to ox-
plain away this “smething other” and 1o explain away, therefore, the
reral princple which, I am suggesting, is a part of the “something
other,” on subjectivist fines, as being a projection of or an emanation
from human consciousness,

Dizfinition of "Sebjective” and "Safjectiviem”

The wards “Subjective”™ and “Subjectivism™ are nsed loosely and in
many different senses. It s important, therefore, that I should try o
say in what sense 1 propose to use them here,

Every judgement that is made involves a subject and an nh]u:t The
subject judges, the object is that which is judged or is judged about.
‘Thus, if I say “It rained on Tuesday of last week,” Tam the subject, the
cocurrence of rain on a particular day last week is the object. In some
judgements the object of the judgement is the self who makes it the
judgement being one thae asserts that the self is undergoing certain
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experiences. Thes if T sey 1 have the toothache," *T dread the den-
tst,” “I am looking forward to my heliday,” my judgement asserts that
I am having certain experiences. namely, the experiences of pain, of
fzar. and of pleasurable expectation. When che object judged about is
the subject who judges, when, that is to say, the judgement asserts that
the subject is heving such and such an experience or entertiining such
and such an epinion, I proposs o call the judgement a “subjective
judgement.”

This is simplz encugh, bur there zre complicadens. The frst com-
plication arises from the fact that many jodgements which are objec-
dve in form turn out on examinaden to be apparenly subjective in
fact, Pre-eminent in this clzss are so-called judgements of wate. Thus
if I say “These gocsedercies ere sweet” and you sy "These goose-
berries are soar,™ rmost people wiould, ¥ thinky, agree on reflecdon thar
neither judgement is in fece a judgement about che gooseberries o
which it egpears o refer, but ther each judgement iz abour a set of
sensations occrring in the experiznce of the person judging, I assert-
ing that T am experiencing o sensazion of sweerness when the goose-
berries come inro eontact with my palace, vou assercing a sensation of
swurness when they come into contect with vours, Thus the two
judgements do not, as ther eppear to dao, conflict since chey are not
two objecdve judgements abour the same obfect, namely, the goose-
berries, ene of which zsserts thac chis cbject has a certain qualiry,
while the other atccributes to it the opposite quality; each is abour a
diffarent objecr, the one bring shour cermain sensarions experienced
by me, the other about certaln senstions experienced by you, They
arey, therefore, both misjective. Thos whar ar fiest sight appear o be
two apperently conflicing obiective judgzements shout the same ching,
cns of which raust be false, if the other is orue, turn oul on examing-
tion to be twa non-confizting subjective judgemenss about two dif-
ferent rhings.

While most people would agree tha: judgemeats of taste are sub-
jective, they weuld alse agree thar there are other judgements which
are almoss cerainly objecdve, Pre-eminent in che objectve class are
‘udgements relating to objests ity the spheres of mathemazies and logic.
If I say thatr 3 plus 2 equals 5 and somebody else maintains that 3 plus
2 ecquals & it wouid. be generally agreed thar o definite contradicrion
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pleasure or convenienee.” An example of a religious judgement is
“God exists and is awe-inspiring and worshipful.”™ The subjectivise
translation of it ig, "1 enjoy certain emotions and experisnces of an
awe-inspiring and self-abasing character whose origin I project out-
side myself and locare in a fAetitious object.” In cach of these cases a
judgement which appears to ke about something other than ourselves,
asserting that this “something other™ s characterized by a cermain
quality, the picture by the quality of being beawtiful, the action by
the quality of being right, the deizy by the qualides of being real and
being worshipful, 3%, on the subjrctivia interpretation, asserting some-
thing quite diiferent, namely, that the person making the judgement
is undergeing a certain experience. Henee a consideration of 1he sub.
jecrivist interpretation af the meaning of these judgements 15 vizal to
our presen: discussion becavse, if this interpretation is correcr, then
there are no such things as beautiful pictures or dght actions; and
there is no such being as God-—or rather, if there is, we corat know
that there is or make any meaningfl statemenes abour Him. The uni-
verse, thercfore, ja devoid of value, and relimion is a figment of man's
imaginaton, Moreover, as in the ease of judgements of taste (1 am
using the word “rasz" hers to mean the sense of caste) thers canne,
piven this interpretadon of the meaning of acsthetic, moral and re
ligious judgemenes, be a gonflice of judgements, For oao persons who
judge respecdvely “This picture is besotiful,” and “This picture s
ugly,” will ant be passing rwo differene judgements abour the same
thing, bur rwo judzements about two different chings, sinee when the
ome gays cthat the pictoee is beawifol, and the other thar it is ugly, all
that they will respectively be found to mean is that the oue is experi-
encing cerain feelings of eppreciation and the other certain feelings of
discaste, Thus those who ke a subjecovist view of the meaning of
acsthetic judgements will often be heard to remark thar acsthesic ques-
tions arc only questions of caste, that there is nothing righe or wrong
but thinking makes it so, and that the belief in God is only a form of
wish-fuliilment. And, imuleed, if they are right in their interpresation
of the meaning of thess judgemenss, these implications do in fact fol-
lowe, since there s no beauty io things which beloags ro them inde-
pendendy of our judgements about them and constituces & criterion by
teference to which a fale judgerment can be distinguished from 2 true
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Law and moulds public opinion in its ewn interest. The laws made by
the governors of a sociery prescribe whar shall be regarded as right and
what shall be regarded as wrong; public opinion moulded by press
and pulpit and cinema and radio, which are owned by the governors
of the society, supports the laws., Therefore, whae is thoughe right
and what wrong in a sociery is identical with whar is respectively ap-
proved and disapproved of by the governing class—approved and dis-
approved of, becavse it conduces o or militates againss the mainte-
nanece of the position of that dass.

Similarly the poverning class approves and encourages certain re-
ligious heliefs with their correlative codes of valoe, because the hold-
ing of these belisfs and the observing of these codes made the people
docile, wraciable, duriful, meck, unworldly, indifferent to their own
interests and easily governed, EFlence, the currendy held religious be-
liefs of a society, as, lor example, the beliefs that God s good and s
Hiz Son into the world to save mankind, or that the rich will enter
heaven with difficulty, or not at all, the poor with comparmive case,
will be found on analysis to reflecr the interests of the governing,
that is to say, in a modern society, of the capitalist class, The fact thae
this is the reason why the beliefs are held does ner mean thar the res-
som is comsciously realized; members of the capitalist class may them-
selves sincerely hald them.,

All these are examples of the application of the subjectivist theory
of judgement, since they imerpret 1he judgement “30 32 sa and 0™ 1w
mean that some person or body of persons (pot necessarily the person
judging) entertains certain opiions in regard to, or experiences cer-
tain emotions connected with, or feels a certain approval or disap-
proval for X,

Subjectiviam 35 no less hostile 1o religion than s materialism, Ma-
terialism denies God becauwse it holds that the world of paore iz all,
and that the waorld of nature works like 2 machine; Subjectivism, be-
canse it holds that any judgement of the kind which assers thar Gedd
exists, does not in fact suceted in making a statement abou: God, but
azserrs something abowr the wishes and opinions of the person pass-
ing the judgemnent. Hence, if there is 2 God we cannos, assuming the
subjectivist account of religious judgements to be true, say anything
about Him: we cannot in face refer to Him in any way.
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CRITICISM OF SUBJECTIVIST THEORIES

I Gexppar Corrrcmsa: THAT SUBTECTIVIEM
Cawwor Be Paoven Tooe

Some of the cridcisms o which subjectivism is exposed zre commeon
to zll izs forms, that 35 to say, v logical, to meral, to aestheric, and 1o
religions subjectivism. Others apply only to some one or other of the
forms which subjectivism assumes, As this iz not a texr beok on phi-
losaphy, I shall say limle abeur the general arguments sgzinst sub-
jectivism, but confine my criticism o its moral and religions forma,
Omn the guestion of the general validity of subjectiviem, T content
myself with one observadon. Any argument which seeks o deny
that moral and zesthetic judgernents can be abjective must, if it is
successful, establish the fact chat logical judgements are also subjec-
tive, If the judgement " This 35 good” menns merely, "This is thought
to be right by me or by mosr human beings,” the judgement *This is
beautful” means merely, “This is appreciated by me or by most hu-
man beings,” then the judgement “This iz rrue™ can mean only, “This
iz thought to be true by me or by most human beings” In other
words, there is no such thing as objecrive cruth; there is ool what I
or most people think to be true, The commenest form of lagical sub-
jectivism, pragmatism, asserts thar [ shall think that v be true which
it is convenient for me to think to be true; convenient, because it fur-
thers my purpose so to think it What you think to be true witl be
determined by the same consideracion. Mow what furchers my pur-
pose may not further yours; hence what you think to be rue will be
the contrary of what I think to be trus, Nevertheless, what you think
to be true has as good a right to be considered crue, as what 1 think o
be rrue, Thus, there is no objecdve tuth which is independent of
either of us; there are only truth claims between which there is no
way of deciding {excepr pr;rh:tpﬁ bj- majority vore or force of arms). It
follows that there is no sense in saving that & judgement, an argument,
an idea, or a doctrine is true, if, by so deseribing it, we mean 1o assert
that it corresponds with fact, and corresponds whether we like it or
not. Truth, like goodness or beaury, becomes, on this view, simply a
matter of opiniod,
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Let us apply this conclusion to the arguments which are used to
support the docoring which [ have called subjectivism, Of these argo-
ments too, it will be meaningless to sav ether that they are true or
thar they are uneroe. For, i subjectiviem is true, the arpuments will
not succeed in making any pronouncement on the subjea o which
they purport 1o relste; they will only succeed in celling vs zomething
about the opinions of subjecrivists who use them. Thus, if the conclu-
sions which subjectivissn asserts are coreect, there can be no arguments
for them, sinee 1he 1rch both of the argument and of their conclusion
must be subjective. Hence, to afirm that subjectivissm s true will mean
merely thar v suits soope poople, 1hose, namely, who maineain subjec-
tivist wiews, to believe in it Indeed, if there is no such thing as ob-
jective truch, to say that subjoctivism s croe eannot mean anything
else. In this way it will be secn that any sebjectivist theory of judge-
ment tends te cut the pround from under it feet. [f i find usell on-
ahle ta give any e and ohioxive signillcance 80 such words as “good-
ness” and “besuty,” it muost also fail to do so in ity sapplicton o
“truth.” Hut il w0, it canpot itself be in any significant scnse truc

LI. Tux Svereeroast Lueecsy of Mozacs

{A) Relerance of the Dircusson of the Subjectivist Theory of Morals
o the Reldpons Hypoiiess.

If there iz 3 God, chers must b= 2 moral world; that is to say, a
world of which good and evdl are real lactoes, which it shonld he pos-
sible. for the human mind e koow, and asbous which it should be
possible for it 2o make judgements, Tt-ds mat, of course, the case thae it
i% oady if there i3 2 God chat the world can be moral in rhis sense. Ged
entzils 3 moral world, though & moral werld does not entzil God, just
as sleeping enails breahing alihough breathing does not enail sleep-
ing. Hence, unlzss it can be shown that moral judgements can be ob-
jective, the religious hypethess in its erthodex form must be rejected,
although it does noc follow thar if we can show that maoral judgements
are objective, the religious hypothesis is thereby established.

That moral judgements are in fact objective and that evil in par-
ticular i a veal factor in che universe has been seweral times weged in
this book, Thus in the last chapter T adduced as one of the chief rea-
sons for rejecting the ereative evolutionary view which T had beld for

| 5 |
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many vears, in so far ag it purparts to provide an exhaustive account
of the universe, s inability to make adequare provision for the ceality
and uniqueness of meral experience. It is, cherefore, boch importan:
on general grounds and highly selevane to the enquiry with which 1
am concerned in this book, w oy o showr that merel judgements can
be objecdve. The subject is comolicared and I cannor here go at
length into the various jzsues involved! T do not chink, however, that
it iz difirule to show thet moral judgements can be objective, in the
sense thae they can refer o principles existing independently of our-
selves, and that they do nor merely and zlwavs report our own preju-
dices and preferences. The subjectiviss cheory of moral judsements in
its commuounest forny runs somewhat as follows:

(B) The Subjectivist Theory of Moral Judgements,

In the course of man's evolution he formed society, Societies no
less than individuals must scmggle oo mainzain cheir existence, Cer-
tain qualities on the pare of the members of o society were found to
conduce to success in this struggle, courage, for exemple, and relizhil-
ity in men, fertilicy and obedfience in wemen, These qualides were
accordingly encouraged; their development becamne the chject of social
training and their display was rewsrded by communal esteem. One
praised a brave man or a fruitful woman becanse the twpe of be-
haviour which they llustrared was weefol o the sosial unit, Thus
courage in men and chedience in women came to be regarded as vir-
toes because their practice wes useful o saciery. In course of tme the
social reasoms which led w the general commendation of the quali-
ties of courage and sexual fidelity are forgoatzen and courage and chas-
tity are esceemed for their own sake. Thus men come to value as right
or as moral in themselves actinns whizh were eriginally spproved be-
cause of their social wility. Some hove developed this conciusicn oa
biological lines and have surmised that in later generadens there ap-
pears an inborn or inherired Instine: te approve of that which the
earlier generations consciously encouraged for udiitarian reasons, We
praise or blame insinctively what our ancestors encouraged or dis-
couraged as the resulr of a redenal calcaladon. Because of these inher-
ited instincts, we experience @ feeling of guile at the doing of cerzin

1T hawe done o dlsewlicre, Soe foy (aade fe rde Piiancpdy of Morodr aad Polifics, Chap-
ters X oand XL
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civilized one, brains are more important than brawn, and a tendency
when in liquor to beat one’s wife 38 prejudicial to social security.
Hence a primitive society condones drunkenness but condemns refine-
ment as softness and looks askance at inmelligence. The “lady,” a
drug in the market of a primitive, is a feather in the cap of a civilized
eommuzity. Examples could, it is obvions, be muliplied indefnicely,
They poing, it is said, to the same concluston: if the deliverances of
the moral sense are determined by considerations of whare is useful,
then it is only 10 be expected that they should vary, as “usefulness”
VAT,

A variant of the transletion of “the pood™ into “the useful” is the
translation of “the good” into “the cificicnt.” This translation s com-
monly made by modern scientists who patuzally tend o think in terms
of Mnerion. A “good” instroment or appliance of any kind is one thae
efbiciently performs the functicn for which it was devised, This com-
mo-sense notion of “gond™ 14, they insist, che casential meaning of che
termn in whatever connection it 13 used. I quote 2 masdern statermeihg
of this view from Dr. Waddingion's honle The Seicnrific Astitude,

“Ciondness is a perfectly ordinary notion which omes ot every
field of experience, though things whizh arc good in one feld may
he: net =0 good in another . . . and one may be willing to leave the
Absolure wnd Essemizal CGood 1o (e philosophers, since they, like
everyone clse, have never besn able to get their hunds on i But ob-
viously, in the world of 1ypeswriiess © | . goodncss means a high ca-
peeity for earrving out the functions proper to typewriters, nufmely
making a certsin set of symbols on paper. Every biologist who per-
{erms experiments with rats knows that a rat is an animal with cer
tain behaviour amd fumctions; @ goodd rat is one in which those func-
tions have been able to develop in their most definite and characreris-
tic form, and conditions are good {or 118 in proportion as chey allow
this developrrent o procecd completely and harmondously, not in-
hibiting or exaggerating one part at the expense of anccher.”

The rat illustration introduces ug to a further translation of “good.”
The “good" rat is the one which is the mest raclike in its bebaviour;
is, therelvre, most complerely iself. It is “good,” therefore, in the
world of living things, to become 35 cumpletely as possible that which
it is intended thar one should be, or which it is notural for one's
species to bey just 2s in the world of constructed things it is “good”
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that the thing should perform zs efficiently as possble the function
for which it was intended, The more satisfactorily it does this, the
more completely the cypewriter is a typewriter, the more completely
the rat exhibits the charscteristics and behaviour which are typical of
rats in general, the “better™ the typewriter, and the “better” the rat.

(C) Criticism of the Theory.

(7} The arpument from the bewildering variety of men's moral no.
tions does not prove whar it purports to prove. What it shows is that
men's mosal notions are often partially o even whally determined by
non-cthical considerationa: in other words, it shows that swhac 1 shall
tend o call mghe will be determined by considerations relative to the
advantage of me or of my socicty, or of the governing ciass of my
sockety. Admictedly; but the argument doss not show that what T eall
right is the same as what i righe, and it does not show, therefore,
that what {5 right is so determined. People in all times and places have
evinced @ disposition to call eertain things right and wrong, and
what at any given moment they will call right and wrong no doube
depends very largely upon che society o which they belong and che
age in which they live. Such variations do not, however, invalidate
the existence of & standard of absolute right and wrong 1o which dif-
fering judgements will approximare with more or less exactitude,
though never perhaps with absolute exactitude. An analogy may help
to elucidate this important point. Let us suppose thar a number of peo-
ple are asked to guess the termperature of @ mom., Each persan’s guess
will be different, and the diferences will be relaced to and determined
by the temperatures of the people guessing, Thus if T have recently
emerged from the beiler room of a sreamship, I ghall goess the tem-
perature to be lower than my friend whe his recently come eut of a
hlizzard. The fact thar the guesses vary and are subjectively derer-
mined doss not, however, mean thae the oom has not an absolute
temperature which can be objectively determined, and 1o which the
guesses approximate with varying degrees of exactitude, It so happens
that we have an instrument for telling the objective, absolute tempera-
ture, bur no equivalent means for telling the objective, absolute nghe
or wrong. But the fact that we can experimentally ascertain the one
and not the other, does not necessarily mean thae the cne which we
happen to be able to ascertain exists while the other which we cannot
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ascertain does noc exist. The moral would seem to be that nebody is
entitled o deduce from the face that I call righe what you call wrong
the conclusion that there is no sech thing as right and wrong, bt only
our divergent opinions abeur right and wrong. IE there were in face
nev such thing, it would be difficult wo sce whar cur divergent opinions
wers JdIFergent apininns abwt,

{#f) This I::-n:ng us to 2 further difienliy. IF suljectivism 35 correo,
SE I pood” dmeans "X produces 2 fl!*.'.J.J.'_L of PP roval In me"; “E Is
right” meane “X conduces to mv advaniage.” To sy "X s g.mﬂ ar
right” meang, 1 Lact, the same 55 to savy "X Is pleasant,” or "X s ex-
podicoe,” or “K is useful.”

But if “X is good” or 3 35 right” means the same as “X s pleas-
ant,” or “K iz expediznt,” or “X is vsetul” howr JLid the distinetion be-
twveen ool and right, oo the vae hend, and expedient and usefel, on
the other, ever come oo be made? Theee is not ehe slighoese doobt that
in ordingry life we de habiwally mele this disdnedon. “This™ we
-say, “is what [ should Lke o dn, hosavse in e plezsane; buc thar is
what I verht to do becawvse it is right” Or we say "X s g pleaganier
enmpanion, bug he 2 not mach 2 gond maw ae Y.* LF what is good or
right is, in the last resort, exhavsiively analysable into what is expeds.
ent or plomsan o oselol; v is imposihic wo ceplain howe this distine-
tion came to be made, It seems reasonsble, then, to suppose thae the
words “good™ and “sight” nand for enacepts which we specifically
distinguish from chese denoted by the wosds "pleasant,” “expediens”
and “useful.”

(itf) The Avgumest from Criging.,

A third diieulty rorns upon what s czlled (he argument from oo-
ging. This is the argument upon which subjectivism relies to cxplain
the origin of moral andons. Very brielly the zrgument is as Zollows.
Originally cur ancestors encouraged the periormance of cémain types
of conduct and the formation of ceresin types of character for non-
erhical reasons. Thus they encoursped courageous actions because
courage and resolution were useful 1w the oribe in s straggle for sur-
vival with ather tribes; they encowraged unselfishness because an
unselfish man was a vseful membier of ety in general, and a useful
neighbour te yourself in particular; for example, vou gor a bigger
share of che lirnired food supply if yout neighbour were unselfish, than

oingaa §
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But—and here we come 1o the second objecrion—the question arises,
eqn it be established # Fer what does it presupposer Thae chere was
once g time when homan beings made no ethizal judgements of amy
kind, that pressntiy they begen %o do so, but chat the ethical judge-
ments which they then made were not genuine, bur were cheats,
cheats, morzover, which conmived m deéceive everybedy, including
thase whe made them.

(&) That the Factr spon wehich 42 is Based ave Probably False.

There are two considerations whizh render this account in the high-
esr degree unplausihle. The Grst ia thas it offends againat the principle
which 1 have alezady involed vpon o numbser of occasiens in the
course of the arguments of the preceding chapters, the principle which
denies thet from a combination of entities ot possessing o qualiy,
vow ¢an produce a complex produce which peasesses thae quality. You
cannat, I have effirmed, irom a combinadon of non-coloured parricles
produce colour; you cntot, I now add, from a combination of judge-
menrg of expediency, derfve judgements of ethics either by inheritance
ar through forgetfulnes. Tt may, of course, be wue that thers was once
a class of beings whao weere only capable of making judgements of ex-
pediency; but, if there were, they eauld not have produced offspring
in whom these judgemenss of expediency were superseded by judge-
ments of ethics. Fence the emergende of a class of beings wha fies
made judgements of cthice must have besn in the nature of a new
creation,

Bur ler us supoase that the childeen of the “expedicncy only” beings
could and did pass judgements of sthics. Whas mative could they have
had for so doing? Expecizacy saye “Do this becauvse it will pay,”
ethics “Dio this becavse it is right or good,” or “Tho this because you
aught to do L What we are asked 1w suppose is cthat up to a gertain
peint in human development people only recognized the pull of "it
pavs,” but thar after ther podne they suddenly began to appeal o “i is
right,” “it is goed” and “you eught,” antd e appeal to these impera-
tves because they felt their puti. But why should they? Why should
concepss which had previcusly no driving force or pulling power sud-
dealy, or even gradually, zorme o exers them? There must presum-
ably have been a motmen in the history of mankind when the pull of
the moral imperative—"Da this because you ought wo do it"—was first
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felt and expresed in & mersl judsemens. But how could the moral
judgement have been made and how could it have exersed an indu-
ence over the conduct of these to whom ic was addresed, i heman
beings had never recognized anvthing bt expediency? How, in face,
are we to explin either the genesis or the compulsive power of the no-
tion “1t ought o bz done becsuse it 35 right” upon beings who, ac-
cording to the theory, had previously recognized only what paid.

Firallv—tn remrn o whar is after all the strongest consderation
—if *it 15 right™ means in che long run only “ir = expedicnz,” or “our
AnCesinrs IE'.l‘.lLiEE":I i cJ-::_‘:-.‘fli-.‘:nl,'" b diad the disinction bebwesn right-
ness and expediency ever come to be made? As I have already pointed
ot we do comnronly malke chiz disiasiion and heleve vhae a real diffee-
ence of meaning is involved, The two mesnings are, in fact, frequently
opposcd. Yet the theory would have ve belicve thar the distinerion i
nreal since the word “nght™ has no meaning except in terms of whot
peaple have thoughe “rght” and whar poople have thoughe “righe”
iz, 1t 15 averrsd, simply what they have theoghe {or their sacestoss
hawve thought) would pay. Then why did they cver go our of their way
to iovent the coooept "nsht™ 1o order that they moght alee "thank oz
right™? Why were chey nor content o mav “ic paye"? Why should
they have gratmeously invented whar is ex fypothern, on this view, »
menningless concepr, submitoted it for ihe concept of expediency
whick for them zlone hed smesning, aod chen appealed o one anabe:
o (o things in its namc? The invention would seemn po have been as
inexplicable as it was pointlese,

A word rmay be added on the idenrification of “good” with the ef-
cient performence of function exemplified by the guueation {rom D
Waddington given on a previous page” It will nor, I hope, in the lighe
of the preceding criticisms, be necessary to deal at length with this
transtation of “gnod” ino “cfficient.” 1t i, ic 15 obvions, desirable that
some functons should be performed in the sense in which it 35 nou de-
sirghle that others should be performed. The funcrion of a rack is o
tarture 2nd 2 “good” rack, according o Dr. Waddinguon's definition,
is one that tortures eficiently, The abject of an anestheric iz to relieve
pain and a “good" anzsthetic is similarly one chat relieves pain ef-
ficiently, But, one surely is entitled mo ask, are not the ends which
the rack and the anmxsthedic are respectively devoted 1o promoting,

1 %2 p. 1By ohove

o e e



196 GOD AND EVIL

different in wvalue? Is it not good that pain should be relieved in
some sense in which it iz fed that pain should be inflicted ? And is not
the sense in which the word “good” is being used when this question
is msked, totally different from that in which it is used by Dr. Wad-
dingron to indicate efficiency in the performance of function? Simi-
larly, with the identification of “good" with being as completely as
possible oneself, or realizing as completely as possible one’s oype—Dy.
Waddington's rat example. Some peopls and some types are surely
good, others bad, It is good, for example, that chere should be com-
passiomate men and kindly types; bad, that there should be cruel men
and sadistic types, Mow the sense in which the word “good™ is here
used is again different from the sense in which it is vsed when it is
soid that it is “good™ that a thing should realize itself or its type as
eompletely as possible. Moreover, the sense in which the word “good™
is used when it is said that it s “good” that there should be gentle
people, or when it is said that jr s “good” that pain should be re-
lieved, is obviously its proper and distinctive sense, the sense in which
it means that something is an end in itself, or cught to exisc in itg
own right. If we wse “good” insrumentally, as Dr. Waddington does,
ter indicate something which is “good" becapse it produces something
or performs something or helps to realize samething, then we have 2o
sense of the word left ever 10 convey our conviction that some “some-
things"” are better than other “somethings,” and that it is better, there-
fore, to promate the firss “samethings” even, it may be, ineficently,
than to promaote the second “somethings” with the greatesr possible
amount of eficiency. In other words, more of what is “good” in Dr.
Waddingron®s sense of the word, may be equivalent to less of what is
“zopd” in the true sense of the word, and vice verse,

Swmmary of Objections to the Subjectivin Interpretation of Movra
fredgements,

I conclude that the judgement “This is right” is not always a dis-
guised form of “This is expedient,” and that it can at least sometimes
have an independent and objective meaning of its own., The main rea-
son for holding that the judgement “This is right™ is subjective was,
as we have seen, that people have habitually called righe thar which is
biologically or socially useful. TE, however, we conclude that to say
“This i3 right™ iz not the same thing as o say “This is biclogically or
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fears and the recipient of his bribes. That is why man’s gods have ex-
hibired man's qualities, man’s all too human qualities. Like men they
are jealous and possessive; like men they are subject vo fits of an ger, of
anger which must be averted; like men they are rﬁpu:—nsn: o Hattery
and their good offices can be secured by pr,:-lpml. inn. As civilizaton
advances, the :lndirul.:r_wmumhlc figures of primitive mythology grow
nebulons and dimg in highly civilized communities they have been, 1w
all intents and purposes, discarded. But man's nesd for help and com-
fort does not disappear; on the contrary, it is 28 strong a8 it ever was
and, oddly enough, with the growth of sclence grows stronger,

Lonelines: of the Scientsfic Usniverse,

The universs revealed by sclence is, we Enow, immessorably huge;
it is alen, so far as we can vell, completely Lifeless In the vas immensi-
tics of g..u:--.l:-gn:r:l] space and astronomical time life seems like a tny
glow, flickering uncestainly for a time, but doomed ultimazely to ex-
linction, o soon as the materfal conditons which gave it binth cemss
to abtain, One day the sun will either collide with anocher star, or be-
come extinct. When that catastrophe happens, life will cease o be,

From such a universe the gods and goddesses of antiquity have loag
since dissppeared. It contains no hint either of the divine or of the
human, There is nothing ar the heart of things thar iz spiritnal or
friendly to man, The following account from a more elogquent pen
than mine, thar of Sir James Frazer, writing in The Belief in fmmor-
tality, describes the process of God-elimination which 1 have so briefly
sumimarized. )

“From one department of nature after another the gods are re-
luctantly or conternptueously dismissed and their provinces committed
to the care of certain absteact idess, of ethers, atoms, molecules and
so farth, which, though just as imperceptible to human senses os their
divine predecessors, are jedged by prevailing opinion 1o discharge
their duties with regularity and despatch, and are accordingly frmly
installed on the vacant thrones amid the general applanse of the more
mi;g‘:wn-:rl portion of mankind. Thus, instead of being peopled with
a noisy, busling crowd of full-blooded and picturesgue deities, dothed
in the graceful form and animared with the warm passions of human-
ity, the universe outside the narrow circle of our conssiousness is now

conceived as absolurely silent, colourless and deserted. The cheerful
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sounds which we hear, the bright hues which we see, have no exist.
ence, we are told, in the external world; the voices of friends, the
harmonies of music, the chime of falling waters, the solemn roll of
ocean, the silver splendour of the moon, the golden glory of the sun.
ger, the verdure of summer woods, and the hectic tints of autumn—all
these subsist only in cur minds; and if we imagine them to have any
reality elsewhere we deceive ourselves, . . . Ouiside of ourselves there
stretched away on every side, an infinitude of space, without sound,
witheut light, without colour—a solitude traversed only in every di-
rection by an inconceivable complex web of silent and impersonal
forces, That, if | understand it, is the general conception of the world
which medern science has substitured for polytheism.”

Such are the outlines of the universe sketched by physical science.
And, frankly, we find it intolerable; so intolerable that we are driven
to cloche the universe in the garments of our Imagination in order to
be able to assure ourselves that the phpsseal is not all. The outlines, we
insist, are not the whole of reality; they are not even true reality at
all, for behind them, we argue, there must be something which is
spiritmal and akin to ourselves, something which, cnee conceived in
our own immediate Image as God, has w-day with the growth of so-
phistication been depersonalized—do we not pride ourselves upon our
emancipation from the gross anthropemorphise of savages?—into the
values truth, goodness and beauty. The values, then, are not inde-
pendent factors in the universe existing in their own right, the stand-
ards of human valuation, the objects of human aspiration, and the
goals of human effort; they are figaments projected by man's loneli-
ness upon the canvas of a meaningless universe for his comfort and
assurance, Oblivious of their origin, he subsequently procesds to dis-
cover in the cosmos the values which he himself has put there, and
endows with objectivity the products of his subjective need. The origin
of God is not other than that of the values,

Men, then, according to the subjectivist account, have believed in
religion mot because it is troe, but because it is comforting and con-
venient; it is comforting to the individual and convenient o the gov.
ernmient, constituting a strait jacket for the rescraine of man's uncamed
impulses and a recipe for the maintenance of decent conduct in so-
ciety. Give man nething to worship and nothing to revere and, in
Dasracli's words, “He will find alears and idols in his own heart and
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his own imagination . . . fashioning hiz cwn divinities and finding a
chieftain in his passions,” (Tt is surely precisely this thar has happened
on the Continent.} And so, wi are told, we must retain the forms and
beliefs of religion, until the ignozant and spperstiticus masses are sul-
ficiently eniightened to do witheut them.

The Subdlest of the Winh-Fulflnients,

There is a further form of religicus subjestivism, snbtler a0 more
ithcult oo detect chan any of the foregoing. Ic is that oo which Pascal
tnvites us, Theee 13 no nee of us, undss he be 2 foaol or o coxcomb, =0
armounred in complacency buc thet be koows himself to be lcking o
virtwe and wisdorm, The wis man cong: but kocesr kiz own folly;
the strong man his own weskness. For many of us, the difficulry of
trving to five aright 38 too greay iF we have nothing mare secure to
lean upon than what a recenc wericer Ras called “the slender imegeity
of our own puny reason and the wavocring vncerinty of our own
erhical judgement” And so we bunger after leadership in theology
no less than in politics; we leng for mesal no less than for economc
security, How ready, then, s the welcome which we extend o the
word of the teacher who assurcs us vhat, leaderless, we zhall fail, By
wourself, saye Pascal in effect, it ie Do use oying to do good, vou aee
too sinful; by vourself, it i3 o vse crving o be wise; vour folly is wo
crass. Bur, formunately, there i5 no need to vy by poursell sinee there
iz one who will lead you, oné who will give you the smength to do
good and the wisdom o go right, For, fortunately, there is God, Pascal
proceeds to employ #ll his magnificent gifts of logie, liverary style and
maral fervour 1o luze men into accsptance of his own beliel in the in-
fnite wretchedness and helplessness of ran, che infinice goodness of
God and the immensity of the guit thac Lies bevween them, a gulf
bridgeable only by Divine Grace, I saf thar this is the subdest of all
the forms of subjectiviem becanse it appeals to some of the best quali-
Hes in men. It appeals to theie narurzl huemilicy; ic exploits their just-
fizble modesty, in order to assure themn that there is o God whe will,
if they pray to him, supply the deficiensizs of which their modesty and
humility make them only too sensible, There is, of course, no Gaod, the
subjectivist reminds g, but you can see how the modese, decene chap
is led inro thinking that there is

The conclusion of all these sccounts of religious judgements and
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religious beliefs is the same as the conclusion of the subjectivist ac-
counts of maral or aeshetic experience, When man cnjoys religious,
maoral or aesthetic experience, he believes himse]f to be looking through
windows a2 world beyond, when be is in fact looking invo a mirror ae
himself.

I have summarized the subjectivist account in my own way, gather-
ing up into the sumemary ¢ number of srrands in contemporary thoughe
—for most of us are co-day subjectdvises of ooe Lind o ancther. T feel,
therefore, that it is incumbent oa me to suharantiate the sommary by
& divect reference oo the worke of one of the many thinkers who are
srlvorates of subjectivist views and nor, as T am, their coioc, I ke as
an examnple an Essay from a recently published book by Julian Huxley
called The Untgueners of Mar, The tile of the Hamy in question is
Religion ar an Objectise Probiom, Hudley is concerned to indEI:Etl:
some of the factors which combing o "penerate” whay he ealls “r
figiens reaciines,” Among the mnst impartzot of these are the “rels-
fions berween parts of the sl not, be it noted, the relations of the
self o somnething orher (han gad grearer than che szif, but relations
berareen different elements in the self, There is “the inevitability of
conflicy™s there is the "iilimiahle natoee of doaree and aspirarion™—we
arc not-told for what; there is man's “concept-forming actovity™ wiach
“gives mise to whetcact terme like Justies, euth and heaune”™ {These,
then, are figments of our making, owning no counterpart in the nature
of things, Fuxley conceives them to be the prowluce of oor incelleos,
ernpty 0 long as they remain intellectal, bur perennially filled by
“illimirable desire with its imemnings™) Men, in short, require w be
comtorted and reassuecd, aned for chis purpose they lavoke forees of
reassurance which are felt to be boch sternal and unchanging, From
the conflice of and cotbinmicn between these various factors Gaod
emerges to sadsfy our desires and oo fulfl our needs. 50 conceived,
God 1 an emanation from che mind of mab, His creaor, "Super-
naiural powers were created by men to carry the burden of religion.
From diffuse magic mana to personal spirits; from spincs to gods;
from gods 10 God—so, crudely speaking, the evolution has gone™

In the modern world God has become what Huxley calls an escape
mechanism. The owentieth-century world is full of pain and wicked-
nes: men's daily lives oscillate beoween dullness and disaster, It is
difficule to believe that things will gec better; it is reasonzbly certain
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that they will not get betier in this lile; men are too snful, States weo
ruthless to jusify any such hope. It is not in this warld, then, that our
aspirations after the ideal can be realized and our desires for perfection
can be gratifed. Yet realized and gratified they must be, and =0 we
are led to fabricate anocher world eo which to transfer the perfections
which are lacking and the fulfilments which are denied in this one.

Thus the supernarural world which religion JEﬁ.n:us. is an “escape
mechanism,” Unfortunately it is not as effective an “escape mech-
anism” as it used 10 be. One reason for its diminished efectiveness is
the influence of natural science which, as it advances, brings an ever
greater area of the naureal world within the scope of its system of
explanation, reduces supernatural intervention o a minimum, and, in
Huxley's wards, “has pushed God joto pn ever greater remotensss,
until his function as ruler and dictator disappears and ke becomes a
mere firsr canse or vagee genirzl principle.”

Another reason is the infloence of psychology in general and of
|_‘:-:1.3.'|_"|‘:|'|--:1I1:|.|:-.':-'.i$ in lli".‘rlfl.'ﬂl.i'l.,‘ which explores the basic tremds af the
human mind, reveals the strength of our need for comfort and as-
surann,and shows hew God results from our dispositon o project
into the outside world the figments of our jm:lgi'm*h:-u to satisfy our
negrl. Morenver, paychology puqmrt:, to explain on purcly maneral nes
experiences such as the sense of presence and communion, which have
hitherto been regarded g evidence lor the activily of a supernamaral
personage working in the heart of man. And so we come to the con-
classion whiclh I give in Htl:-:l-l:':"ﬁ T s

“Theistic belief depends on man's projection of his own ideas and
feclings into natuee: it is a porsonification of non-personal phenomena.
Personification is God’s major premise. But it is 8 mere assamption,
and one whicly, while serviecable enough in carlicr rimes, is now scen
net only to be unwarranted, but to raise more difficulties than it solves,
Religion, to continue as an elemeny of firs-rate importance in the life
of the community, must drop the idea of God or at least relegate it to
a subordinate position, as has happened 1o the magieal element in the
past. God, equally with gods, angels, demons, spirics and other small
spiritual fry, is a human product, arising inevitably from a certain
kimd of ignorance and a cerain degree of helplessness with regard to
man's external eovironment. . .. A faint mace of God, half meta-
physical and half magic, still broods over our world, like the smile of
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2 cosmic Cheshire cac Bur the growth of psychological knowledge
will rub even thar from the universe."

it wonld certainly scem ar firse sighe as if this conclusion were in
contradiction to the accounr given by Huxley of God to which I
referred in the preceding chaoter,” the account which represents G
ag 4 by-product or function of the reaction of man's spirit o the
torces of the external world. The contradiction Is only appsrent. Foo
the word “God,” as used by Husley 1o denote the nction, should
bz put into quatation marke 1o indicate chat his tide is courtesy only.
Huxley does not really mean thas the [unstion of the reaction of man's
spirit is a Gl in the religions sense of the word “God” On the
contrary, he affirms thae the mistake of man has been o project the
Fonevion img the exteroal world and there o aecocd it 1'-:'.-ig'jc-1.15
veneration. 1t is againse chis mistake and it consequence, the inde-
pendent, objective Goul, that Husley is protcsting.

(B) Criticdeme of the Sebjecriviit Interpretation of Heligions Jaudge-
FEEE

Clearty if Huxles 15 right, religion iz a delngion. Even if an inde-
pendent Godd exists, wee are precluded from koowing or even lrom
saving anvthing abon Him, singe any belict thar we chose to entertain
would tern out on examination to refer ooly to our own oplmons, aoy
judzement that we vencored to pas w0 be g judgement abenr cur awn
feclings and cxpericnces. What can be wged against this view? There
are, | sugmgest, st least three major ditheolices o which v i cxposed.

(1) The Argument from Oviging Apan.

The first is one oo which I kave already drawn attention in crig-
cizing the subjectivist ineerpretation af morals. The case thar 1 have
just summarized szares by detecting & rudimentary religious impulse
in the early stages of man’s history, traces iz grosh from the ritnal
and magic of the savage into the developed religious sendment of
modern civilized man, and then procesds oo infer that whar it was at
the beginning and in origin, that, cssentially, iv is now. This is
comumit in & new form the fallacy of supposing that there 13 no more
in the fruit than chere was in the roete | have already eommented

an this fallacy ® and do not propose to say more ahout ic h-:ﬂ:, except

! Gan Chapter 5. pp 280, 161,
*Gee pp. 192, 193-
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to point cut thate while nothing hos ver been said to show thar religion
ir more than rieal and g, Lhe argument from OrigETs c{':l_:-:il'll:."
does not prove chat & £ pofmore, Tes thz appiicarion of this argument
) :El'iE_ii.'.-n i ﬁl.'lp]'.ll'lﬁ:":ll. Lk :.-i-::l.rl_ the eonclusion thae because primilive
man made guds and devils to fermilize hiz crops and frigheen his
Enermics, feveiore _1'|._.|'igi-."|l'| 35 wull 2 fonetion of man’s ;{l;_|- el devil-
making propensities, and thar chat is all taat it is.

(71} Thar Religions Experience i Newver Merely driitrovy ard Sné-
IR

The second consideration i3 more imoortans Religion, say the
subjectiviss, is the ourcome of mans noals 2od the peojection of hiz
wishes, They do not proceed te ask schether there may oot be signifi-
ganee in 1he fac that he fecddz the noeds wnel cotemains che wishes, Are
they, one cunnet help asking, to be wrzen of as wehitrary, as mere
given [acra, rocsiving ne cxphauaion and necding none?

Men's n=eds end wishes are the expresgons of man’s nature; chey
are whan rhey are hocuss: e g2 owlo he o Hewr then, did oon come
to be what he 157 To chiz guesden these whe take the subjectivist view
—and 1 sofer heri: mon: pacizolaedy oo the hiologiae, for whom I
have tzie=a Julian ITisdey 22 spokesman—give.a quits defioite answer.
Man, they say, has evolval in arl thrcugh interacion wich his en-
vironment, This iz a nen-committel steremene to wlich, T imaging, all
bacdogisg woald subeecive. The matcrizlisg worid go fusther and
exhibir life 55 & mere funcden of its envirenment, a by-oroduce ol the
workings of purcly narnesl fozces; the mind of the living organism
thev represent az an emanation of en spiphenomenon upoa the body.
Thus a chain of cusation is established which beging in the external
environment, stretches across the living Body of che orgmnism sde the
stimulusreiponse nkage, and ends In the body of the crganism ez
the nerves-brain-mind Enloyre, Events o the mind af man s, then,
im the last resort be regareded ac the end sroduces of a chain of causa-
tior stretching back to events in the shysival world af nature.

W must suppnse that this process los concinved over @ very long
period. Throughous the whaole of this period everything that has oc-
cusred it a mind or consceosnes of any kind is the indirese resul:
of something which has first occoered in the world external w the
mind or conscioustess, Mus: it aor, then, happen thar mind wil
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psvchological experiences. As Mr. Lewis has pointed out in an ad-
mirably penetrating discussion in his book The Prodlem of Pain, they
are evoked by a divine quality in the universs, He gives many. ex-
amples of these [n-lmgs, ranging (rom Ezekicl and Aeschylos to
VWordsworih and Kenneth Grahame’s The Wind iv afe Fillors, The
fecling in qllcs.‘ir.:-n is not fear, for fear is felt I-::-r that which is danger-
ous; it 1% more like the feeling of a man who is brought inte contact
with the abnormal and the uncnny, 25 when he secs or thinks thar
he sees 2 ghost. Nevertheless oor feeling in regard to the uncanmy,
though like is not the same, for we have no dispasition to revere a
ghaost,

To the quality in things which excites awe and reverence Professor
Otra has given the name of the “nominous” Nature, he would seem
to sugCesk, Is but an envelons [t :Ici:}': and the PrCEnCe of the in-
forming spirit, feir at times and in places where the envelope wears
thin, is the source of our cor nplex reaction of reverence and awe.

That this exporience, the experience of the "numinous,” has been
enjoved by hurman beings _|Jl the way down the ages, faw, I think,
would be disposed ra deny. What account are we to give of it? There
B2ETH, EAVS M. Lewis, in his book The Prodlens of Pain, to be two
alrernatives, “Either it is 2 mere twist in the human mind, correspond-
ing to nothing objective and serving o biobagical function, yee show-
ing no tendency 1o disappear from that mind at ics fuflest developrment
in poct, philosopher, or saint; or el it is a dircet experience of the
really supernainral, to which the name Revelation might properly be
given.”

Mow that it should be the frar of these is precissly whae, T should
have thoughe, a purely materialisiic aceount of man and his environ-
ment woild be foreed to deny. For such an sceount simply could not,
on its own premises, admit that human belngs possess experiences
which are causeless in the sense of being responsss to no simulk and
“rwists" which are the psycholowical correlaves of no objective counter-
part; and it could not admit this, because it could not admit the oocur-
rence of arhitrary causeless events, or of arbitrary, because causeless,
dispositional traits. T think the materialist woold be right in arguing
that we cannot explain our fecling for the “numinous™ except on the
assumption that there is some objective feature in narure which excites
it; that the judgement “this grove, this wood, this meadow, this moun-
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ancestors feared the dead once. Why, then, did my ancestors fear the
dead # There is no answer.

The ditheulty which I hawe illusteated by the exemple of oer fecling
for the "numinous” rises wp to ceditroat suirective modes of explangs
tion in differsnt forms, which vary sceorcing wo the form che subjec-
dve mide of explanziion assumes. T have aiready relerced to one of
these formes in connecdon with morea’ subject.vism. If all we mean by
“This is right”™ 3 “This it expedient”™ or "This wes found w be ex-
pedient by our ancestors,”™ why, | asked, do we go out of oor way to
invent a totally meaningless conception, the concpion of “right,”
subariture it for a meaninginl conception, that of “expedicncy,” and
make use of the former when we mean the et 1 on the athes
hand, vz concede that our remate ancestors mey have been capable of
gtl:l.'.ii‘.’.l: meral :_'u.!_ing.:-—r_:-[ rruril teelings, that s 10 say, that were
nol a disguised version of nen-maoral ones—then I suggested—and
here I proposs to pay the subiectivists the complment of presuming
thet inrelligent encugh not o fall into the common fallacy of sup-
posing that, if you push back o difculzy I poiee of Bme, yoo have
sormehaw got rid of ic—we are sl fazed with the proilem of explain-
ing the coourrencs uf merst emodcns 0w bonemioral ppivese, Arc
these, fike man's focling for “nurnincus” 2o be regarded zs arbitrary
factz about human pature which have o relaton o the voiverse in
which human pature has evolved? It seema unlikely.

Some Currest Explanations of the Freling of Morsd Gralz,

A fashionable example 0 the atvempr 9 exphin away the meral
conscinusncas by exhibiing it ar o dizgriced version of something else
iz the explunation of the cegling of miehl in rerg of che Oedipus com-
plex. Ozdipus unknowingly killed his facker and had children by his
maother. This legend is presented By rmany pavcho-analvsts a3 a sym-
bolical version of the alleged fact cher many of us desire oo have sexoal
relations with our mothers and accordingle hore our fathers ag being
rivals for aur mathers” aflfection, hus do noc permit ourselves oo realize
that we so desire and hate, In psvchologicl parlance these feelings are
repressed iota the unconscions. Here, howaver, they are not passive but
active, and proceed to express themselves Jno all manner of feelings
of zpproval and disapproval for appacentdy wially unrelared things,
events and people. This process, whereby an unconscious desire for
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Some Current Explanstions of the Feeling of Aesthetic Appreciation.

The case of aesthetics raises issues of its own which canpet be
pursued here. It is suificient w poing gar that it illusieates the same
difficulcy. The subjectivist view of aesthetics maintuins that nothing in
itself is either beauriful or ugly; rhat the wniverse is, in other words,
aot one which containe aesthetic characteristics, To say “This picture
ie beautiful” means, therefore, on this vicw, mercly that the speaker,
or that mast people, or that most of those people who are qualifed 1o
jodge, enjoy a distinctively pleasurable [eeling when they look at ie
To this fecling we may, if we like, give the name of “aesthete.” B
gince there is no distinctive charageristic abour the picture—the uwni-
verse being on this assumption a non-aesthetic universe—which arouses
it the socalled plessurable fecling must be derived from a non-
aesthetic origin, just as the feelings which constitute moral experience
must be derived from a non-cthical arigin. Thus we are told thar
poetry was devised 10 memorize the glories of kings; music to increase
martial ardour. The dance is reprosenied as an cxpression of the play
impulse and an aid o the mating insmnct; while puinting omginzies
with the need to make niconal represcnmvions of objeces which it 1s
desired 0 remember, or of people who desire that they should be made
memorable, and so on. In @ word, the origin of amt is referred tw
utilitarian considerations and social and biological pecds. The difh-
culties to which this ascount is cxposed should be by now familiar,
How, out of a combination of non-aesthetic emotions can there be
generated an emotion which is specifically and qualitatively different
frum any of its constiruents? Even if the derivation of the acsthetic
ernotion from non-aesthetic origing conld be successfnlly established,
the fact thar it could would not prove that the aesthetic emotion was
not unique now, and because umique, diferent fram its origins, IF it
is unique now, it must be an emetion fele for some unique character-
istic in the universe which srouses it.

Apain, if the universe possesses no aesthetic qualities, how did men
ever come to suppose that it did? Why, if all that they mean is “This
picture causes plessurable emations in me,"” did they not content thern-
selves with saying so? Why did they go out of their way to invent a
meaningless translation of the expression “This picture arouses pleas-
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kel

starts the process of "God-making,” Huxley says “we are surrounded™
by them; but if there are spirimal forces ar large in the universe
outside uws and surrounding us, why noc a2 God?

What, again, are “moral laws"? Human laws in the sense of laws
made by man? Then why are they specifically distinguished from
M heemaai icdeals™ ? Why mot “human ideals and laws™? Moreover, we
are clsewhers told thar “standards of truth and righteousness™ are
among “the complex of facts and forces which impinge on the mind
of man™ and set him on his course of God-making. The “standards,”
then, are not made by us, but are outside us and recognized by us;
indeed, it is our awareness of and response to them which apparently
causes us to set foot on the path which leads not to God, bur wo the
making of God. Bue if “standards of truch and righreousness™ are out-
side us, why should not “maoral laows™ also be amside us? 1f, however,
prcral laws are outside ws, i, like the “standards of truth and righteous-
ness" and the “spiritual forces,” they belong to the arder of nature
given to us and not created by uvs, the universe must possess a moral
order in its own right, But if o moral order, why not o tmoral Being?

Waiving these difficulties which arise perhaps from slips of the pen,
we come to the crux of the matter with our “capacity for experiencing
things as sacred.™ Now either the things we so experience are sacred
or they are not. If they are, the world conmins saered things and the
abjective Interprecation of religions phenomena must be accepted. For
if sacred things are to be admitted, why net geds or God 10 make them
sacred, and because of their relationship with whom they are sacred.
If they are not, then, though the world contains spiritual forces, stand-
ards of righteousness, moral laws and so on, it does not conwin any-
thing which is worthy of our reverence, The difficulry of this account
is one which we have encountered many times in the course of the
preceding discussion. IE there is nothing sscred in the wniverse, what
explanation are we to give of man's “capacicy for experiencing things
as sacred”? Is this purely arbitrary, something which he has evolved
without cause or reason; as arbitrary as, for cxample, the capacty to
“experience things" as “brillig” or as “slithy™ or as “toves™? 1f this
were so, 1t would surely be very odd, since man's capacities have
evolved in response to the stimulos of an covironment which has
clled them forth, But if the capacity is wee arbitrary, must we not
interpret it by reference to some feature or factor in the universe exist-
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objective in the sense that it does refer to “this” and docs purport o
report an ethical characteristic of “this"” and ver false, for “this” may
be in fact not right but wrong. The judgement *This is beauriful”
may he ﬂbjl'.‘qi'!i.'n-'l’." and False, Bor “this™ may 1 Eace be wply, The _:.:.y.‘lgll-
ment “God is the author of evil®* may be objective and false; God
may exist, may have ereated the world, yet not have ereated the evil
in it. Finally, to come to the case of religions judgements with which
this ook is more E;I:'l'rl:ic_:l_ll::rl:l' coneerngd—ihe eonclusion tha rc'.igin-_'.w_.
judgements may be objective, and thar the universe does, therefors,
possess numioous” characteristics to which they can refer, does not
tell us much thar is important abowt religion. It does not tell us that
there 15 a God who 13 2 person, that He crented the world, or thar He
is good. It merely says that there is a factor in the universe which exists
independently of us, which i3 the origin ancd sause of at leasy sowme
religious emotions and experiences, and of which it is possible for the
human mind to become aware, however obscurely, and o refer w in
its judgements, however obliquely. It says in face thar the universe con-
tains a factor or element which is in and for igsell boh valuable and
worshipful, and it says no more than this.

Summary of the Argument,

It one sense this conclusion is |'|:.'rr||"|.I waorthy reaching, far there is
a gense in which everybody knows that values exist and are objective.
Everybody, thar is wo say, knows that T ought 1o do this" does not
mezan the same as “T should lke wo do this™; that the statement
“Beethoven is a bener musician than the crooner-composer whose
work 1 hear over the wireless™ does not mean the same as 1 happen
to prefer Besthaven™; that ro say “3 plus 2 equals £ does nor mean
merely that it suits my convenience and the convenience of maost other
peaple 1o believe ir. They koow in fact that the word “ought™ has a
unique meaning, that some music and painting is really better than
other music and other painting, and that some smrements are really
true and others really false, Mobody in their senses would deny that
this is s0 in practice. Why, then, do people seck 1o deny it in theory?
For three reasons: Firse, having been brought up in a mental climate
whose prevailing winds are those of physics and chemistry, they find
difficulty in believing thar things can exist which cannot be seen and
1 Sap Ingfah xlv. 7.
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cussion by quoting onc or two illusrrative passages from Julian Hux-
lev's Refipion s ar Cfgecsive Proflem 1 will end with two more
examples “of this tendency from the same essay. Whar, Huxley is

asking, is to be the furure of religion? He answers that, since heaven
iz a myth, religion mll be content 1o build & heaven upon carth.

“The prophecy of scence sbour the future of religion 15 thae the
religious impulse will become progeessively more concerned with the
organization of society,”

Whar, then, the reader wanis o know, is the religions impolse?
At the answer, which Huxley has given at length in anothsr article,
wie have ::!r.‘::‘ui‘l." 5_-_'|'.-'.‘.;.'E:L The wmpulse 15 derved, as we have seen,
from non-religious origing, from man's feelings of lonsliness and
iw'pi“ sncss in his exiernal environment and from his .J._||| of “pro-
jecting his own ideas and feelings into nature™ and so “personifying
pon-personal phenomena™ Judge, 1hen, of our surprise in discovering
that the religious iTprisc expresses itself im a recognition of and
aspiration after ideal values For presenrly we are vold rhar the process
of improving society and U]JJ'.I'.I:-.[L‘J‘.' of Uuﬂuuﬁ a beter world 15 the
reselt of rthe inceraction berweoen rwo different cxpressions of the
religious spirit, “one which strives to identify itself with the Socialized
Seare, the other which reacts againgt 1he limitations chus imposed and
strives to assert and uphold values that are felt to be more permanent
angl wniversal,

What, then, are “values thot are felt to be more permanent and
more universal™? We are not vold. Are they such as we have created ?
Then one expression of our spiric, namely the religious impulse,
pspires after another expression of the same spiric, namely, wvalues.
Thiz seems unlikely, Are the values, then, real and do they exst
independently of u2? Secarcely, since o admic thar they do, would be
to abandon the whole subjectivist position. The only possible com-
ment seems to be thar the values ought not o have been inteaduced
at all. ¥er introduced chey are, | mentioned this tendency of the values
to enter through the backdoors ol even the most HI_TI"‘H"IEI'!.I _gu:'ln’l-.‘::’|
subjectivist mansion becanse it seems to me highly symptomatic, symp-
tomatic of the fact that the values do in fact exist and are active in the
s and wuls of men. But o affirm the existence of the values is
not the same as to affirm the existence of God, Can we, 1o view of the
difficulties stated in Chapters 2 and 3, take this further step?
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Chapter 7
- Iy There Experience of God?

¥ Rerpesemcr

I want o take stock of the positions 1 have reached. Matter is not the
only form of reality; there are also life and mind which are nor emana-
tinns rom, or by producta of, matier. There are also values; in partico-
lar, chers are goodness, tuth and beauty, These can be known by
human conscivusness and our koowledge of them carries with it an
obligation, o poraee, to realize, to enjoy, perhaps to become one with
that which we know. The values, in other words, arc for us ideals, gnals
for pur agpiration and cods for our endeavouring. The erpressions of
g these aspirations and endeuvourings aiter valve are moral goodness,
§ disinierested learning and rescarch, and art. The valoes are not created
1k by us; they exist independenzly of us and our revopiidon of them bears
kg witness to Lhe proscoces of idel or valne olements in the aniverse. The
' progress of mankind may, indesd, be measured by the extent w which
it becomes aware of in conscinusness, pursucs o conduet, aod bears

i witness (o in iis own patare, these elements of value, I the last thres
: chapters I have brietly indicated some of the sieps by which dhese eon-
! ¢lusions have been reached, and the various positions in which they
are embodied, the reasons for the steps, the grounds for the positions
having heen ser our ar length in other hooks, The general conclusion
thus stated is one which T have reached before and have indeed held
[or seweral years. In corrain obviows ways it is unsatisfacrory. For ex-
ample, I have already drawn attention to its ontidiness, The universs
is o douht a queer one, but that it should contain mater and life as
two independent entities owning no commeon orgin, owning indeed
no ascertainable orizin of any kind, that it should also contain values
which are accepted as given and arbitrary facts, which just happen 1o
be there in the oniverse and are noticed and desired by life at a given
stage of its development—is it, it may be asked, really quite as queer
as that? Daoes ity indesd, make any sense that ic showld be joese like
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that? And yer the mere fact that one is enquiring at all means that one
is looking for semse in the universe and expects to fnd ft—for such
sense, for example, as would be furnished by a single unifying prin-
ciple, or by a creator. . . .

But then I have already in Chapter 3 given what seemed to me to
be strong reasons against the view that the universe is the expression
of a single unifying principle, while the conception of a creative God
has brought me up sharp against the various dificulties masshalled in
Chaprer 2.

Artstorls’s God.

There i, of course, one conception of the nature of God which doss
not encounter these difficubties. This is the conception of Aristoe,
God, on Aristotle’s view, exisss and is pelated to the warld, but only as
the foved object is related to the lover, God s the object of the world's
desire. The world vearns after Him and the yearning is the cause of
movement and development in the world; is, in particular, the cause
of the process by which, in Aristoale’s language, the potential becomes
acsual, the process which in modern terms we know as evolution. But
though Ged arouses the world's desire and is the canse of its develop-
mens, He did not create the world nor is He aware of the process
which He sets going in it. For how, asks Aristotle, could God who is
perfect create that which is imperfect? How, indeed, could He con-
cern himsalf with it one way or the other? For the perfect, says Aris-
totle, cannot concern itself with anything less perfect than itself
without thereby being diminished in respect of its own perfection, Now
there is only one perfect and changeless object in the universe, God
Hims=lf, Therefore God's activicy is concentrated entirely upoa Him-
self. Aristotle calls it “an activity of immobilicy.” More precisely, it
is an activity of thought directed everlastingly and unchangingly upon
God, Ged's activiry, then, is one of self-conemplaton, It is dificulr for
the human mind to grasp the nature of this unchanging activity of
self-conremplation, The nearest thing to it in our consciousness is the
activity of pure philosephical or scientific thoughs, or, since Ged's
activity is enjoyable, of pure zesthetic contemplation, MNow such a Ged
petforms very few of the functions for which God has been invoked
in the past, He is not the “loving father of us all" who cares for the fall
of a sparrow, and so loved the world that He sent His only Son inta il
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precisely the reasons for my inability o remain content with the posi-
gon I have described, Broadly, they are oo,

Reaross for frebility o Remain Contene with Arivtorle’s God,

(f) The Rearon from Personalizy. Let vs suppose for a moment that
in addition to values there is God, How is His relation to the values
to be conceived? There must, one would think, be some rch:in:-nship.
Merely vo add God as another separate ingredient to the several ingre-
glicnts of & universe which a]r._:u:]j. containg the valoes, which conrains
lite and which contains mazter, would merely be o inerease e sean-
dal of the cosmic untidiness and pointlessnzss of which, in another
connéction, 1 have already complained.?

Was God, then, made up of the values in the wey in which a jigsaw
puzzle @5 made up of its pieces, or a train of it engioe and coaches, so
that God was simply goodness plus outh plus beauty and nothing
maore? This would seem unlikely,

The relation which mose obviously suggested itself seemed o be that
of a unifving puim_in-le. underlying the values, holding them togecher,
and expressing itself in them. Examples of such a unifying principle
veould be the desipn in a pictwre or the musical idea in che movemnent
of a sonata. A picrure is obvicusly mere than the paine and emvas used
in its making: a sonata more than che succession of weves in the at-
mosphere into which physics analyses the sounds that eccur when it 13
played. How would one describe this “mare”? As a whale which man-
ifests iczelf In and informs each of its parss, so thar esch pare only is
what it is because of i place in the whole. Removed from it, con-
gidered in and by themselves, the sounds ao longer sound the same,
the separared objects in the design of the pictore literally look different.
Similerly, a heart or a lung removed fram the fiving body of which it
farms part iz literally a different organ fromy whar it was when in the
bodv; different, hecanse in ceasing o be a part of a unifving whole it
is divested of its relation bech o the other pares and oo the whale.

This conceprion clearly was a step in the right direction, but it did
not go all the way. As I have aleeady pointed out,’ the ardst needs a
medivm in which to create, which is not itself of his creation. The
1 Zep Chapeer <, pp. 151, 103,

PG Chepter 2, PP 43, 42
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recognized by science. | had ofven asked myself the question, in what
does the scientific knowledge of 2 human being consist? To what does
it amount? Ler us suppose that we were to correlate all the information
about a human being with which the varions sciences were able to pro-
vide us. Ler us suppose that such information was made theoretically
complete, How much, T wanted to know, did it tell us? In parsicolar,
bow much phar martered did it tell vs? I imagined the physicist, the
chemist, the physiologist and the anatomist providing us each with an
exhaustive and a separately exhaustive account, couched in the fan.
guage of his own science, of the constimients of 2 man's body. The pey-
chologist coliged with a catulogue of the activities and faculties of his
mind, not omitting a supplementary account from the psycho-analyse
in terms of the alleged constitvents of his unconscious mind. Then the
hinlogist was called in to describe the origin, the history and character-
iztics of the SPECIEs B which he !‘:-c"'.a_'u'll:l..rj; the anghrog 'I{Il.{lbaﬁl_, wha di-
lared wpon the peculiarities of his race and his culture; the historian
who described the past of his civilization, and the biagrapher who de-
scribed the past of the individeal himself. T imagined all these different
accounts of him, or rather, of the constiments of his body and mind
and of the innumerable factors which go to the making of them, pre-
sented as theoretically complete, eollaed and then printed as an ex-
havstive report of the individual under examination. How much
would such a report el usr Ob'.-'ir:-ljxl::-, it wenld affoed 2 great quan-
tity of information about the contents of body and mind. In fact, if we
considered all the separare reports, receiving from them a foll and de-
tailed aceount of all the several aspects of the individual, we should,
[ imagined, have access to & reasonably complete catalogoe of informa-
tion in regard 1o him. But there was one thing, I concluded, that the
reports would not tell us, and that, perhaps, was the mest important
thing of all, namely, what sorr of man he was, regarded as a person.
What was he like to know, 1o be with, and to enjoy or dislike being
with ™Mow the only way to know a man in this sense, o ki what
sort of person he was, was, I thought, to know him as an acquaintance
and, if possble, 1o love him as a friend.

Two conclusions seemed to follow, First, a personality was more than
the sum total of its contents, parts or aspects, and 2 theoretically eom-
plete knowledge of contents, parts and aspects would not be equivalent
wo knowing the person. In this sense and for this reason, the personal-
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me inadequate precisely because they made insufficient provision for
the fact of moral conflicy and the significance of moral endeavour. The
universe they envisaged was not, save in a very subsidiary semse, a
moral nniverse,

New the admission of the reality of evil entails the view that this is
2 meoral universe, in the sense that it is a universe in which conflicy,
the conflict between good and evil, is fundamental and presumably
eontinuous. To accept evil a3 a given fact, and not w seek to overcome
it, is possible only in so Far 25 one s oneslf evil, Bot one is not wholly
evil, for, even when evil presents itself in the form of personal empra-
tion, one does not elwayr succumby one sometimer struggles o over-
eome it | am not a good man, but it would be simply untrue (o say
that I do not hate cruelty and injustice—excepe, of course, when I wish
te inflier the cruelty or stand o benefit from the injustice, though
even then I may conceivably feel a gualm as to the means, chough 1
accept of cven embrace them for the sake of the ends. Graneed, then,
that one’s human experience includes, and congains as apparently nec-
essary amd universal ingredients, the recognition of evil, the disposition
to do evil and the obligation to struggle against the dispesition, what
pssurance of victory is these in the struggle? If the sruggle is carried
on unaided, there is none. I simply am not srrong enough by myself
to overcome bad habits and 1o resist evil tendencies; perceiving the bet-
ter course, nevertheless 1 persistently pursue the waorse. The good thae
1 would, [ refrain from daings the evil that T would not, thar habiroally
I do. Hence arisss a great and growing need for assistance in the strug-
gle against one's own evil dispositions, a need which grows with the
perception of the power of the evil against which assistance is involed.
And net only for myself is help needed, but also for the world, Some
things, the beliets and practices of Nazism, for example, I believe w be
really wicked; some states of sociery, these thar entail social injustics,
oppression and undeserved economic hardship, really worse than oth-
ers. War again, it is obvious, is an evil thing and oughe not to be. It is
my bounden duty, then, to try to discredit Nazi philosophy and o put
a stop o Nazi practices, It is also my duty o help in the struggle w
replace an economically inequitable capitalist society by an econome-
ically equitable socialist society; it is also my duty to help in the sruggle
to eliminate war and to organize the world on a basis which gives some
assurance of permanent peace. Now religion assures me thar if 1 accept
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berween the desire of the heart and the arguments of the head, And it
was here presented in its sharpest form, How eould it be resolved?
"The most obvious method, argument having led to an fmpasse, was by
& direct appeal 10 evidence.

And so I come at last to the question of the namre of the evidence
for a personal God, Before 1 taclle ir, there is an important preliminary
guestion touching the nature and trusterorthiness of the evidence on
which something must be said.

Note on Reasoning and Rasonalising,

In the precoding paragraphs [ have been concerned with the incen-
tives to believe and the croumstances which predispose 1o belief. Bur
the considerations which lead rmocn o dhink a belief trus are not the
same as the ressons which demonstrace its truth. Motive, in other
words, is not the same as evidence. OF the many consideradons which
may lead 2 man ro hold a belief, most are subjective, und, beause suly
jective, irrational. Thus the smoker believes that tobacco ash is good
for the carper, and the fsherman that fish, being cold-blooded, do mo
trind having their throats dragged out of them by hooks, or mind very
little, because those beliefs satisfy their wishes or comfort their com-
seiences. When we hold 2 belief o be troe, nor hecause we are con-
vinced by the evidence for jig reuth, bot becavse of the comfort or
prsprance it brings, the belief is not 2 reasoned, but 2 radonalized be-
lief. Some ps}':hrj—a_ua!}'ﬁtﬁ prainizin that all our belisfs are ragonalized
in this sense, meaning by this that all beliels are wishes veneered by
reason, If the psvcho-analysts are right, we alwaya hold beliefs not be-
cause they are trug, but because we wish to chink them sa. 1 do not
agree with this view, and have criticized it clsewhere.” This is not the
place for a re-staterneny af these crideisms. Tt is, however, clear 10 me
that we do ac least somedmoes hold beliefs on evidence; that is o say,
we hold beliefs that are directly contrary to our wishes for no reason
at all excepe that the evidence compels belick, To cite an instance which
has cocurred within my own knowledge:—Mr, X came home from
work to see a stranger rushing out of his house evincing every symp-
tom of haste and agitation. Entering his house, Mr. X found that his
wife had been assauleed and his child seriously injured. He dashed our
into the street, calling on the neighbours for belp, and a hue and ery
18ee my Gwide fo Modern Themphe, Chaprer VIIL
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(if) Secondly, it may well be the case, as I have argued above® that
the very fact that mankind is imbued with a disposition to believe, pro-
vided always that the disposition is sufficiently widespread and persist-
ent, constitutes evidence in favour of the ruth of the beli=f, It does not,
of course, prove the belief to be true, but it does constitute evidence
which is entitled to be regarded 28 relevant and o be taken into ac-
count. Our psychelegical traits, I have suggested, are not arbicrary, bue
point ve and reflect the presence of ohjective factors in the environment
in which we have evolved, and which may not unreasonably be sup-
posed to have stamped their impress upon us. This consideration has a
special bearing upon the question with which we are immediately con-
cerned, the question whether we are justified in dismissing man’s
search for an ordering principle in the universe as mere wishful think-
ing. I will try to show exactly what the bearing of the consideration is.

Men's Craping for Unity,

All men fee] thirst. The fact, it is obvious, is not arbitrary: it refers
to and reflects a characteristic of the environment in which men have
evolved, the fact, namely, that it contains water, Similarly, all or moest
men fecl a desire for order and meaning in the universe. They are not
satisfied for long with a philosophy of meaninglessness. In particular,
they have shown an almost universal tendency to postulate a principle
of unity behind the diversity of the phenomena with which their senses
confront them. Somerimes they have regarded this principle 23 marte-
rial, somerimes as mental or spirtual. Thus the Greek atomists con-
ceived that underlying the diversity of all things, both marerial and
mental, there was a single homogenesous material substance which they
held to be compesed of solid, homogenesus aroms. The philosopher
Berkeley subsriruted 2 single homogeneous mental substance, the mind
of God. So far as the marterial world is concerned, the conception of
the Greek atomists, a conception which looked very like a ratonaliza-
tion of wishful thinking, has been verified” The idea thar a siegle
material substance underlies all the diverse phenomena of sense is ad-
mirably calculated to satisfy the craving for order. It has also, as it hap-
pened, provided always that we are prepared to use the word “sub-
* See Chapter & pp. 208-207,

*0r so nearly verified as not to afect the argument. 1n the mnesenth centary i seemed

1w hawe been compleely verified; the modifications which the rwenteth century bas intro-
disced are froen this point of view unimpartang,
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amount of mystical literature, and it has convinced me of the unwis-
dom of trying to generalize even in the most colourless way, about &
field of experience at once so prafound, so obscure, and so various. I
know, therefore, that my generalization is inadequare, and that it re-
quires to be Erl.".]_’.‘-]:iﬁi:l:l. and p.:]:l':il.:l.'l'.:lﬁ'.g,cd in all sorts of ways. | know,
too, that so soon as one begins to particularize a great number of dari-
fcations, qualifications and vasiations insist on being introduced. For
example, one would have to take note of the fact thar what I have
called “a certain way of life” usually includes 2 high propertion of
good works, the conceprion of “good works™ being variously inter-
preted according to the ethical code of the religion o which the mysic
happens to belong. One would have o add thar some mystics would
seem to have denied this and thar, for them, the prescribed “way of
life™ invalved a withdrawal from intereourse with their fellows and an
exclusive preoccupaton with meditation and ascetic practices desigmned
to clarify and purify their own spiritual consciousness. One would
need to mention that the achievement of the “direct experience of God™
is not, as the phrase sugpess, a one-sided process, in which, while the
mystic is acrively seeking and conscious, God remaing 2 passive object
of which the mystic at last succeeds in achieving consciousness; but
that God, in additon to being other than and cranseendent of the mys-
tic's consciousness, 15 also present in that conscousness; and quickens
and guides it in itz scarch for Him. Indeed, if we were wo ke into ac-
count all the aspects of the mystical experience of God to which the
different mystics have borne witness, we should have o envisage this
experience as involving at least a three-fold relation. First, though the
experience is knowledge of an object, the object is not passive bur ae-
tive in the sense thar God permits Himself to be known, by deliber-
ately revealing Himself to the mystic’s vision; secondly, the object is
also present in the sonl of the subject upon which He, the object, con-
fers grace in the shape of active asistance and guidance in the subject’s
quest for the experience which is an experience of Himself; it would be
necessary to add that soch assistance can only be invoked by, and
vouchsafed in answer to, prayer. Thirdly, the experience i not one of
pure knowledge in which the knower remains outside of and other
than the known, but is an experience of a communion, even of a mesg-
ing, of being, the knower entering into and being absorbed by the
known. Thus the relation of the lover to the beloved affords in some
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are only these two kinds, or that the line between them is in all respects
easy 1o draw, or that the two labels which T have given to them are not
question-begging labels, or even that, from the point of view of ques
ton-begging, better labels might not be found. This is not a disquisi-
tion on the theory of knowledge, and [ am concerned here to maintain
only that there are these two broadly different ways of knowing some-
thing, that everybody is familiar with them, and that the labels which
I have given to them will convey at least some meaning to most minds.
Feasmoned kn&w]rzdgt 15 that which is ohrained by the process ol reasons
ing, and, since the faculty of reason is the same in all of us (whether
we have much of it or less) reasoned knowledse is public and, there-
fore, communicable. If, for example, T set ot to demonstrate to Fou
that the angles at the base of an isosceles triangle are equal, then, given
that you are not an idiot, and given willingness on your part to attend
and to try to understand, I will undertake to convince you, both that
this is a facr, and also why it is a fact, In ather words, T can communi-
cate to you a piece of reasoned knowledge. Knowledge of this type
might be assigned a place at the top of the scale of communicabilicy,

Now let us take an example from the other end of the seale, Let us
suppose that I have the tocthache and inform you of the fact. Let us
suppose, further, that you have never had the toothache, Then the in-
formation that T am trying to convey will be largely meaningless to
you, and it will be so because there is no foundation of common expe-
rience, common, that is to say, both w you and 1o me, upon which I
can build.

If you had never experienced any pain at all, then my statement
wotld, | suppese, convey no meaning at all; bue granted that you have
had some pain, although not the particular kind of pain known as
toothache, then dlthough you will understand thar 1 am suffering, I
shall be unable to convey to you precisely what the quality of my suf-
fering is, There must, T am suggesting, be some cherd of memory in
you in which my words can evoke sympathetic vibrations if you are to
understand and to sympathize. Feeling, then, unlike reason, is privace
and personal, and ene’s ability to convey knowledge of what it is thar
one is feeling depends upon and is limited by the degree to which the
person addressed has experienced a similar feeling, Sirnilarly with the
emotions. We know, T suppose, in & sense, even as children, whar love
is or jealousy, bus it is not until we have curselves experienced them as
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be communicated to somchody else who has nes had experiences which
are similar o those on which it is based.

Mow the knowledge which the mystics profess seems © me to be-
long preeminently to this middle category. It is like feeling in the
sense thar it is a peivate and personal possession, incommunicable ex-
cepe to those who have already had some tncture of similar exper-
ence; yet it i3 in ruth knowledge. The mysiic &noser that chere is Goad,
that he can approach God by prayer and meditarion: and that God
loves hirn; and the fact that this knowledge may not be crue, iz no
maore 1o the point than the fact that my knowledge thar my friend s
upset when he receives the bad news may not be true, s 1o the poine.

I conclude thar trahs pertaining to those spheres in which feeling
enters cannot be known, unless we have shared the fecling on which
the knowledge is based, or rather, they can be known enly in the senss
that a schoolboy can learn by heart that the angles at the base of an
isosceles triangle are equal, without understanding the reasons why
they are equal. It is for this reason thar Aristotle, while admitting thar
a boy could b a mathematican, denied that be could be a philosopher
or & poliician, sinee the boy could not have experienced the subjecs
matter of philosophy and politica, which i human beings and their
Bves. “The s principles of philosophy," he wrote, “are derived fram
experience; the young can only repeat them without econviction of their
truth, whereas the definitions of mathematics are easily understond.”
Aristotle continues: ““The young are not it 1o be stedents of politics
for they have no experience of life and conduct, and it is these that sup-
ply the premises and subject maver of this branch of thowght,”

Cardinal Newman develops this princdple in his Grammar of As-
sent. “How," he asks, “shall I imbibe a sense of the peculiarities of the
style of Cicero or Virgil, if I have not read their wridngs? or how shall
I gain a shadow of a perception of the wit or the grace ascribed to the
conversation of the French salons, being myself an untravelled John
Bullf ... Mot all the possible descriptions of headlong love will
make me comprehend the delirinem, if 1 never have had a it of it; nor
will ever so many sermons abour the inward satisfaction of strict con-
scientousness create in my mind the image of a2 virmwous action and is
attendant sentiments, if I have been broughe up to lie, thieve and in-
dulge my appetites, Thus we meet with men of the world who cannot
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strictly indescribable in and, therefors, incommunicable by ordinary
language, Henee in part the difficulcy and abscurioy of modern phvsics.)
When its use is excended beyond the reference ro physical things, lan-
guage can serve the purpose of comminicatdon only when it convevs
meanings in terme of concests related to 2nd derived from ehis world
in terms, for exzmple, of the eoncent of civil'zation, which is in the
last resorr aboie men, their astes, 2ad cheir behaviour, or the concept
of democracy, which is about men and cheir government. But beeause
it is now dealing with concepts which lis ourside the realm of physical
things in space, the precision of language as = means of communica-
tion is already ar this, the concepteal stege, very much less, Mose dis-
cussions about politics and ethics are deomed to fusilicy from the frst
by reazon of the fact chat their parzicinan are using the same wards
in different scnses, ver are ignorant of the fack, To realize the inade-
quacy of language as ar instroment for the communicatdon of abstract
meanings, which nevertheless relare to the things of this woeld, one
cannot do berter than read Stuam Chese's admirabie book The Ty
anny of Werds. To correct thar inadequecy, the reader iz enjoined to
address himself 1o the new srudy of Semantice which Mr. Chase ex-
pounds. o

I language is beser by these dificiltes whea it secles to conver ab-
stract meanings derived from chis warld, what suocess, it may be ashked,
is it likely ro have @a comveying the mean’ngs belonging to another?
The answer is that it succeeds very il The best thar the mystic can da-
is po make abundant use of similes, mesphors, images and myths, in
which the things and acrions of this world ave used 1o symbaolize those
of another, in the hope that some perm of Lis meaning may find lodge-
ment in the minds of those whom he i3 addressiog. And 5o i mey, if
the soil s elready ferdlized by experiences ror whelly other then those
whose meaning the myssic i3 seeking to convey, But if it 35 tee so fer
tilized, then the mystic with his talk of ¢ “dazzling darkness a “deli-
cious desert,” “the drap in the acesn aad the soean in the drop™ seems
to be merely babbling. It may be thar, given the limitations of lan-
guage, the mystcs would have done bester to hoid their peace, I Mr,
X" savs Dr. Johnson somewhere, spraking of o memolivaical poet,
“has experienced the uauttershle, Mr. X will be well advised not to
ey and urter ie”

However this may be, the fact thet mysdcs convey no inexiligible
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that such objects afford no standard of realicy by reference 1o which
the mystics’ world can be convicted of unreality,

Even if we were to assume that the world revealed 1o us by our
senses was 2 real woeld, it is, it is obvious, only a selection from rotal
reality, the selection being conditoned by the nature of our sense or-
gans, We cannot perceive electro-magnetic vibrations mare frequent
than those into which the colour wioler is resolved, or less frequen
than those which constitute the colour red. We cannot hear sounds
above a certain picch. A dog's world must be very different from ours,
and an earwig's from & dog's. It is reasonably certain that the faculties
af the bee and the ant introduce them to very different selections from
the real world, Every species, in face, inhabits a home-made section of
reality, earved out from the whaole by his sense organs and faculties.
Even within that home-made secrion that we call reality we have no as-
surance that the qualities we peretive are those which it really possesses.
For how fiuctoating and variable those qualities are. As Plato pointed
out, they vary according to the physiological conditions prevailing in
the observer. The water which appears to me to be hot when 1 come
in from a blizzard, appears tepid if I have just lefr a liner's stoke-hole.
Alechol doubles objects and colours the spectacles through which I
view my future with 2 roseate tinge; drogs have sensational effects
upon tny perceptual apparatus, If I rake opium, the sensible world
fades away and is replaced by an infinitely more desicable reality in
which I enjoy celestial visions, and engage, if I am fortunate, in heav-
enly conversation with Grod and His angels.

I have oaly to raise my temperature a few degrees and the world
begins 1o look different. It jeels even more different than it looks.
Those whe have lain in bed with high temperatures will remember
how acutely sensitive the sense of touch becomes and the discoveries
they made in regard to the hitherto unnoticed texture of their sheets,
Suffering from a remperature of 102 degrees one felt more in them and
mare of them than one ever feir before, just a3 when one looks through
2 microscope one ss¢ more in things and more of themn than one ever
gaw before. Now it is dificult o believe that reality is limited to the
world which is revealed to the sense organs of the bodies of Nordic
adults heated vo a remperatore of 984 degrees Fahrenheir.

There are physiclogical practices whose object is so to alter the con-
dition of the body that the perceptions of consciousness are modified in
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tively :u.rl}r stage of the m:.r.;zj-:.'.f cxpertence, As the power 0 avrareness
Erows and the mystic becomes more adepe, the revelation of o prersomn
chisappears from his vision. To penetrate desper inte the nature of resl-
ity is not, on this view, to know God beuer, but to be shsorbed in a2
universal consciousness which s not the consciousness of any person.
This vniversal consciousncss is also revenled as the Inmest core of the
mystic’s ¢wa being, Thus, for the Hindu mystic, 1o be merged in the
piversal reality is also ro cdiscover the self; the true self, thar is o gay,
which salready participates—or rather, since reality s outside time,
which timelessly participates—in the universal consciousness which is
realicy, and from which the cgocentric conscioustess of the individual
person wha inhabits the famitiar world of everyday, has hecome falsely
separated a8 a result of the presence of that irreducible element of
many-ness, the sowroe of diviston, of illusion, and of evil, which, as 1
have already pointed om,’ no religious doctrine seems to have suc-
ceeded in entirely eliminating from its scheme of the univesse.

The dominant casrern teadiiaon on this puine is fairly clear. It is that
there are two selves, 2 real self and a fragmentary and wemporary scll.
The real self is part of and coawineous with the umiversal conscious-
nees which is reality, The partial temporary sclf 8 acparated from i
and lives in & fetittous and semi-real world, Dominated by wrong de-
sarcd, it soeks to enhance it fictitions individuality by commuomion with
the things of the fcodous world which it iohabats, nourishines 1tself by
the sarisfeerion of itz appetires, and perpeluning iself by the poesii
and realizztion of itz ambitions. The path of wisdom 1z o cross the
gullf which separates the unreal from che real self in arder to disooves
the real self, and in so doing to become one with reality, that is to say,
| with the uvniversl conscousnes of which the real self forms part, This
iz a dificnlt vndertaking and can rarely be completely performed in
this life, TTe who would set abour it must begin disassociadng himself
from the desires and cravings appropriate o this woeld, culdvating
detachment from its honours and prizes, and divesang his consciows-
ness of evermthing that makes for the perpeination and enhancement
of his own Actitious self.

Individuality, then, on this view is both evil and fictitions, and the
individial soul is bidden o break the bonds of the separstensss in
which irs individuality consists and merge itself in the dmeless wni-
1 8pe Chapser 3, pp. 40-101.
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object relation no longer exists and which no longer belongs o the
experiencing self.”

I am not competent to pronounce upon this contenton. Indesd it
would be both presumptucus and foolish for anyene o do so who is
himselt without the experience wpon which judgement can alone be
Esseel. | venture, however, to offer certain comments which seem to
me to be relevant to a discussion of this difficult issue, although they
are [ar from determmining its decision,

Discuseton af the tewer Ruised by the View of Reality as @ Universal
Comsctopmress and ot g Peesonal Cod.

{a) The substitution of a universal impersonal consciousness for a
personal and interested God docs not belp 1o solve the diffeulies ad-
vanced in the second and third chapters. It does not enshis us o on-
derstand the preblem of ol amd it does not enable us w understand
the problem of motive. In fact the problem of motive becomes nmore
and not less incomprenensible on this alternative suppusition, For a
personal God can ar least be credited with motives expressing them-
selves in willed acts—matives are the sort of things that a person has;
willing is the sort of thing that a person dozs—cven if it iz impossible
for us to understand what motive he could have had in creating this
world, Buy G s difficult 1o see how a vniversal conscicusness could
motivate or will amything, If it could not, it could not motivate or will
the ercation of the feritions world of appearance.

Thus the familiar world of everyday most be regarded, not as a crea-
tion, but as an appearancs or cxprosion, of the universal conscionaness.
Bur against such a supposition the arguments advanced in the critical
discussion of monism, contained in Chaprer 2, apply with great force.
Either the familiar world is sefolly llusory, or it is not, If it is wholly
llusory, then we are whaolly fgments, and it is diffenls to see what
substance there can be in the coneention that we have two selves, an
illueary and a real, seeing that the Hlusory self i3 wholly nonexistent.
It is also diffieult 1o see how a wholly illusory self could be related o a
whiclly real one. Presumably, then, thers must be a relaton between
the reality and the appearance, and becange of this relation the appear-
ance cannot be wekofly illusory. But here a new dithculry arises, Is the
relation close or distant? If close, then all the fearures of appearance
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translazed as “myvstery” and sy chat this mestere, 2 mystery which can
never be understood, lies in #4e relazion of the warld of phenomena o
the Absolute Reality, But chis is to give up, instead of sciving, the basic
problem which Hindu philosophy raises. Abhedanznde refers to Mays
as the “Divine Energy” of the Brahimin, the energy ia virtue of which
the Brahmin evolves trom out of His cwn nature “time, space and
caugation, as also the phenormenal appeacances which exist on che rela-
tive plane.” Dioes, then, the Absolete Reality praduce something which
is less real than itself, or can that which is-absolut= truth be slwo che
source of the being of thar which is ar least pastially illusory? These
difficulties seem to me to be insuperable

(#) Whatever evidence may exist, none can be communicated in
favour of either hypothesis, except to those whose own experience has
already restified its teuth, Many mysics have aficmed direes ineers
course with a living God who spolke o chem, comforted them, tor-
mented them by withdrawing fzeaem them, yer loved them. Many mys-
tics have also reported the loss of peronal individusiity threugh
absorpdon in an all-pervading universa? consciousness; but for the rea-
sons given above! the testimony of neithee perry earries weight with
those who have not shared che experience on which it i based. For
thoses, therefore, who are themselves withour divece myssical experience
there iz and can be no decisive method of decdding between chese two
conflicting sets of testimony, The evidence in the ane case is 25 pood,
ar as bad, a5 it &5 in the other, In che circumstances, the dootefnl en-
quirer is thrown back wpon his own judgement of prosabilicy; and
thrown back in a sitwation in which it iz only 100 likely thac the judge-
ment will be decermined at least in pact by bis wishes,

{c) For it 15 precisely at this point chat the question of wish fulfil-
ment intrudes itself in its most disquieting form, That owr judgements
of probability are often radenalizations of our wishes is obvious, T
they are rationalizaticns, there is a presumption® chat they are o
more than rationalizarions, since the wish to think a belief true often
constitutes o reasen for thinking thas it is true. Conclusions into the
formation of which our wishes enter must slwavs be regarded with
suspicion, sinoe, if it be the case thar the wish w chink a belief true is

182 pp. 232236 .
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acrepted, albeit uneonsdously, as a reason for thinking the belief to be
true, then there will be a cendency to hold the belief witheut demand-
ing any sther veagon, withour, therefore, demanding thar parriculas
reason which is char che belief should sguare with the evidence.

Wenw if Chrisdanicy i3 righe, there are inducements of the sirongest
order for believing in God. Christianity makes a meric of belief. The
mere fact of believing is a sign of wictue, the failure to believe, of
wickedness. Abso the wicked are persecuted.

Morcover, the advantages of belief are presented in the vividest
cclours, The belizrer in God will be comforted; he will also be
srrengthened; he will also be saved, and ke will find peace. Indeed, it
is only the believers who ere saved and find peace, "Let not your
hiezrr be troubled ™ says Jesus, in the fourteenth chaprer of cthe Gospel
acording to Spint John, “ye believe in God: believe also in me. In
oy Father's house are mony maasions .. . [ go o prepare a place
for you."

Who, in the circumstancs, would refuse the place? If o believe
in Christ iz to be saved, who would be such a fool az o0 withhold
belief? The only possible wnswer can be "The man who cares for
truth, belizves only on evidence, and in this particular case does not
fird the evidence canvincing, He zloas in such circumstances will
withheold belief.” Thus we ger an apparent opposition berween helief
in a personal God whith we have the srongest inducements o think
trug, and disbelief in Him, in favour of which thers cin be no reasen
whatever except that it is in ageordance with the evidence, or rather
with the lack of evidence.

Cn the other hand, the odusemenze o belisve in 2 eniversal con-
SCIDLSTIESS Are mot impressive, A universal consciousness  cannot
smengthen, console, help, aler the course of events in ways congenial
tothe believer, or respond o prayer, In facr, T doubt if i is accessible
w prayer. Thepéfore, it would seem, thers can be no reason for
believing in the vniversal consciousness as opposed to the personal
Cad, except such reasons as may be based on evidence and prob-
ahility.

The foregoing consideratons cerrainly seem at fest sight co point
in favour of the fypothesis of a universal, Impersons] consciousness
and away from the hypothesis of a personal God. 1 do not think, how-
ever, thar they are conclusive,
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In my own case it wes, 28 [ have described, 2 definice need of the
heart which led to a reconsidecation of the whele theistc hypothesis,
and a reopening of questions which, for many years, T had regarded
as closedl More precisely, it was the convicion of the reality of evil
uncombined with wny asgurance of assistance in the endeavour to
combut and overcome g tha: prompted an enquizy andermaken in the
definite hope—for lez m= make cnce and for all cpen confession of the
wishes, which I am trying oo satisfy—hat j;I:-LLE grovnds would be
founul for accepting che kyvpethesis af a personel and inzerested God.
I want stremythening sl comnfocting wich a soengeh that T cannoe
provide for myself, with a combart that rouss come Faoon withoot, i
I am o find Life toletal:le in 3. world as ugly and as mezaciog a5 this
cne has becorne. Thia pead for strength and comfer will nee be saris.
fied by the blind affrmatiou thai evil is an illusion, char my troobles
are vnresl becauss e wocld in wehich they oocur 38 unnsl, and thae

maf ane day hope to lose my inemented individuality through
absorption in & uniicrsa! coneciowsnsss, It demands rather for fis sais-
fazion the help and love of o God to Whoes 1 can comeunicate my
distress 2nd with Whorn | can make coneact in prayer. Therefors,
sinee as | have eid, he 2vidence in favour of wisher heporhosis is cqual,
and since 1 chujoe mus, novertheless, be made, I ope definitely for the
hypnehusis that has for mee the greatest attraction.

Om one pomit, however, it socins 1o me that, whar I hove called che
domitant Haseen viewr hos che advantame, T have always found difhe
enlty in acoepring the perpetuazion of human individualicy. And not
only Jificuhy b repugnance; che noden chae T with all my faules
af character and persan, zad witk 88 my conssionsness of my faolts
should omtitue 1o cxist 28 2 person for ever is for me forbidding in
the lest degree. I echo the sentimients of Adam in the frst play of
Shaw's Bk to Metfhutelnd pentazeuch, {e it vnreasonable for those of
us whe are sensible of the same disgust at the prospect of the Indefinile
perpemuadon of ourselves, even of owe “saved” selves, ro horrow from
the Eustern view to che exment of suppasing that zt death our per-
sonalities are merged with God, so thar our seperate epas, lost in the
infinity of God's person, cease to exist. The idea has had irs ateraction
for many westerners. Thus Bante, for all his medieval checlogy,
speaks with solemn fervour of “the great sea of being,” and his vision
of Paradise is less ther of a place thzn of o scate in which the being
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and then creates man to satisfy it. This is how Mr. Lewis puts ir:

“If God sometimes speaks as though the Impassible could suffer
passion and eternal fullness could be in want, and in want of those
beings oo whom it bestows all, from their bare existence upwards, this
can mean only, i it means anything intelligible by us, thar God of
mere miracle has made Himself shle so to hunger and created in
Himself that which we can satisfy. If He requires us, the requirement
is of His own choosing, If the immutable heart can be grieved by the
puppets of its own making it is Divine Omuipotence, no other, that
has so subjected it Ereely, and in a humility that surpasses under-
standing, If the world exists not chiefly that we may love God, but
that God may love us, vet that very fact, on a deeper level, is so for
our sakes. If He who in Himself can lack nothing cheoses to need us,
it is because we need to be needed.”

I do not wish to soil the conclusion of this blameless reasoning by
comment; I cite it only a5 an example of whar [ call & fantastic
speculadion.

It seems to me thar on this question of the nature of God's per-
sonality only one genersl prineciple can quite cerrainly be affirmed,
which is, that if God # 2 personality, He is so only by courtesy title,
For He must, it seems to me, be g0 very much more. To think of
Him as a personality and o leave it ar that, is to think of Him as
being at best a very good, very wise, and very powerful man from
whom all imperfections have been removed. T say “at best,” because
much more often in the hisery of human thoughe it has been to
think of Him not only as human, but as all too human, 2s possessing,
that is to say, not the qualities of the best pessible, bur those of the
average man. With their jealousy, their wilfulness, their resentfulness,
their touchiness and their vindictiveness, most of the gods whom
human beings have invoked have been admirable reflections of the
jealowsy, the wilfulness, the resentfulness, the touchiness and vindic-
tiveness of their creators. Particulacly is this true of the tribal God of
the Old Testarnent. The results have been disastrous, since these
asgumed sttribuges of God have been used to justify more jealousy,
mare wrath and more revenge on the part of His worshippers, on the
ground that such emations and the acts in which they find expressions
were pleasing to God.

Meow it may be true that God permits Himself 1o be conceived as a
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perscnality, but i€ so, His personality can be at most only one aspece
of the whole that He 35

I have suggesred that goodness, cruth aod beauty are aspects of God
under which He reveals His nature 2o man, so that in pursuing eruth,
we draw nearer o God, in knewing beaury, we Imow something
about God, in deing our duty, experienze someshing akin to His
experience, But nobody would, I imagine, wish to suggest chat God 4
beauty or d= _gc-:nd"ﬁs or £ truch, In the same way, it seems to me,
(God may be a spirt, one aspect of whose being may be nat mnpp-m-
priately conceived after the model of an infinjesly good, wise and
powerful person; but to suppose that God was such 2 person would
be like supposing that an object was the shedenr which the ohjecr cast.
The objret is expressed o the shadow, bur it is not the shadow.,
Similarly, to revert to @ metaphor used abotve, the policy of che govern-
ment is not the syme as any one of the legisiative aces in which it finds
exprestion. Mevertheless, chese acts are in ooth informed by it, and
from o srudy of them something of 38 namure can be discerned. In
saying, then, that God may be not inappropriarely conceived as a
perscn, we must be carsiul 1o giaard odrselves against anthropomer-
phism by adding that He may be so concelved as one among all the
other things which He als is—mest, perhaps 2l of these, being in-
conseivable, :

But wherher He is in fact & peson or oot end if He is, what sort
of person, and what are the things He is besides being a pevson, anly
those whe have had direcr experience of Him an know and they, as
I have tried to shew, cannot 1e]] us what they koow. And herein, 1
take it, lies the significance of the exrremely vague expressions used to
denote God's nature in the Bible. "God is a spirit,” says Saime Johng
of Himself in Exodes, He says, I am the: I am,” while che Articles
of Religion adopted by the English Church sssert that He s, "without
body, parts or passions.”

(i) The Validity of the Tentimeny.

I come now to the mosc difficelt question that arises fn this dis-
cussion, the guestion, namely, whay reason is there o think thar the
mystics are not deceived, deceived not in respect of the fact thar they
have experience, but in respect of the interpretation thar they place
upon it? Mav it mor be thar the vision which they believe themselves
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to perceive i3 nothing but a figment projected by their own conscious-
ness, a consciousness excited by solitude and fevered by fasting. The
mystics believe that their wision is a window through which they
hehold the outlines of reality. But suppose that it is only a mirror in
which they behold the reflection of themeslves? Suppese that there is
no reality except the familiar world of our -'ﬂ*ll|5.' experience, that the
a_1r|.L-..-.-_r~:14:J r_h-:rcEc-rv:. is meaningless, and that the visions which religious
people have believed themselves to sce upon its canvas are those which
their own imaginations have projected? Even if we accept the con-
clusions of the argument against subjectivism reached in the preced-
ing chapter, to the extent of conceding that the subjectivist interpreta.
tion nesd not mececarily and alwayr be true, how do we kpow that in
the case of mysiics it is not in fact ue?

The difficulty of these questions arises from the impossibility of
finding & sstisfactory answer. I have suggested that the knowledge
achicwed by the mystcs is not reasoned and demonstrazive, but Imme-
diate and intuitive, 1f I am righe, it cannot be demonstrated o others
wha have not shared the experience upon which it is based, nor can
it even be demonstrated that swch knowledge does occur. We are
driven hack here upon personal experience. If there is in us any trace
of experience, however fragmentery, to which the mystic can address
himself, then we shall not fecd disposed to dismiss bis claim, however
lile we may onderstand the content of his statement; if not, it will
seem t0 us 10 be no moee than vapouring and dogma.

.

o e ey =

’ Moral Expericnce and Endegvour.

STt

Now, the troth is that most of us have, at some time or ather,
enjoyed some analogous experience which has lefr behind its deposic
of memory. Let us take, first, the case of moral experience. Histary is
studded with the names of men and women from Saint Francs to
} Madame Curie, from Father Damien to Dr. Schweitzer, who have
devoted the major part of their lives 1o the selfless service of their
feliows. In all of ws there flickers, however feebly, the desire to help
suffering men and women, and a determination to leave the world a
Little better than we found i Moscover, all of us have owr moments
of service, moments in which we are prepared actually o sacrifice a
certain amount—a certain very small amount—of personal comfort or

L e L L I
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conveniencs to help somebody in rouble ar 20 Dromate @ cause which
we know 10 be good. 1 amy nes, of covrse, suggesting either that the
desire to help and serve is alweys or even often gratified, or that it is
not overtaid and Brally buried under the weighe of purely self-regard-
ing desires. [ am zfhrming that the desire does, especially in youth,
exist, Thase who experience it—if che avowsl will nee ser the reader
against me, 1 should like w add, T myself, in so Zar as [ have expeni-
enced it=have told how in experiencing che imoulse to serve man-
kind they have experienced sl the conviction (hat the immpulsz cvned
4 source in something outide and greaver than their own personal
good.

Similarly with moral endeavour. Is it not the case chat, as the Abbs
Huvelin, guoted by von Hiigel, puts iy, “when something very high
and inaccessible i8 put before human natoee, it feels imelf impelled 1o
attzin to that height by something mysecious and divine which God
infuses into the soul”? In such cases iv is difficule not o feel—and 1
emphasize the word “teel,” for we are here in a realm beyond thar of
rensan—that contact has been raade, if enly for a momene, with some-
thing beyond and greater than che self which touches the self and,
touching it, causes the self to respend by aspiraden and endesvour,
Life, as William James ingises, in The Fasietier of Raligions Erxper-
erce, wears at times the aspece of & fighe as though semething were
being definitely won er lost by our spisiteal success or fallure. IF we
look back upon the highest moments of our own =xperience, surcly
most of us must agree that onee ot least, in love, in death, in the per-
ception of beauty, or in deep more! struggle, we have made contact
with realms that are not material, and that ic is in our pericds of
tnaoral and spirimal activity thar we come as cloae a3 ever we czn come
to reality, that unkoown something which lies behiad the changing
show of facts vpon which our minds fesd and the stimuli which
provoke the life of our senses,

It is, however, in connection with aet thar such expérience comes
easiest o most men and women in the teentizth century, Consider,
for example, the implications of the follovding extrace from a lecter
from Roger Fry to Robert Bridges, which is printed in Virginia
Wonlf's Biography of Koger Fry.

"One can only sy that those who experience it" (the aesthetic emeo-
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ton) “feel it to have a peculiar quality of ‘reality” which makes it a
marcer of infinite importance in their lives, Ay artempt I might make
to explain this would probably land me in the depths of mysticism,”

The Musical Expevience.,

Most of us would probably be prepared to agree with Fry, yet
owing to the difficulties of language we should find eurselves hard
put to it to give reasons for our agreement. In the aestheric connection,
and broadly only in this connection, [ am sensible as would-be com-
municator of the dificulty of which, in other connections, 1 am
conscious only as the would-be recipient of the communications of
others. More particulazly in the enjoyment of musical experience, I
am, | believe, congcions of that sense of the “peculiar quality of
reality' ™ to which Roger Fry refers. This conscousness 15 highly
relevant to my present theme, since it hag played as large a part a3 any
ather single facvor in producing the change of atritude which is re-
sponsible for the writing of this book, the truth of the maner being
thatr 1 am disposcd to rake a symparthetic view of the reports of the
mystics and to accord o them a high degree of significance for the
interpretation of reality, largely because, perhaps only becausz, of the
spiriteal deposit which has been laid down in my own life by the
experience of music, For this belongs, 1 believe, and belongs recog-
nizably to the same family of experience as their own, albeit to a
distant branch of poor relations,

A word of personal explanation may ar this poine be pardoned.

Awuthor’s Musical Pilgrimape.

I was browght up without contact with first-rare music. There
was plenty of good music available at Oxford, bur I refrained from
listeningr to it. I refruined from listening even to the Balliol concerts,
where good music was offered gramitously o undeserving under-
graduates. I was, indeed, an attender at 2 number of thess concerts,
but, though an attender, it cannot be said that in any significant sense
of the word I was a listener. The music meant litde or nothing 1o me,
and such pleasure as I derived had its springs less in the music than
in myself. In other words, it was the pleasure of day-dreaming; the
pleasure of escaping from reality into a world of sound. My imagina-
tion, quickened by the music, but not directed upon it, would conjure
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The point upen which I wish to insist is that the musical experience
is not adequately described 25 merely a suesession of feclings; it i
also a kind of knowledge, and the knowledge that it conveys comes
to one with the assurance of conviction. Nevertheless, it is knowledge
that eannot be substantiated, demonstrated, or even communicated to
those who do not share it It enablcs us to say no word that will carry
an ounce of convicion o those who, lacking the experience, are pre-
pared 1o find the subjectivist or the materialist explanations of the
experience plausible; fur they wre plausible, by far the most plavsible of
those in the field, for those whe, not baving enjoyed the experience
of listening to first-rate music, have nor perceived its significance, All
that ooe can say, a3 my fricad said o me, s, experiment, lisen con.
tinoously to music, be patient, sve whar happens, and meanwhile
cultivare & lile humility.

The moral is twofold, First, except to the fow who are exceptionally
gifted by nature, the highes kind of musical experience does not come
naturally; ¥ training, self-discipline, humility, and 1he willingness 1o
put up with 2 certain amount ol hoeodam, are for most of us the neces-
sury pre-conditions of 715 enjoyment, “Beauty,” as the Grecks said, ™is
harl™ 1 suspect that the same may be troe of all ihe highest expen-
ences that 1ife has to offer. Qnly he simplest of pleasurable experiences
are: refily accessible io all. Even the pleasures of aleobol and tobaces
are denied to the untrained tate. Tlhe first pipe norns the stomach, the
first waste: ol spivits o cven of wine is found revoltings,

Crond Tesde nor Natweal but deguired.

‘Ihe same conclusion holds true of the highest pleasires. Good
taste, the tasee, that is to say, thar will cnable us to distingmish the first
from the second-race in art and literature, dod w0 insist on the fisst, 33
not natural but acguired, The wnirained mind rejects Shakespeare's
Sonnes, finds Bach Fugues boring and Cézanne’s pictures mesning-
less. The method of training is frequent contact with beaustul, bus
inidally unappreciated things. In course of time our eyes or ears are
opened and we come in our degres and capadty to see the beauty that
they embody; and the "secing” is not merely an activity of the senses
but also of the spirit, and, being of the spirie, beings with iv a kind of

L ndr, J. I ML Barke's adenirable book o Maes Pilgrine's Proprers makes this painn wery
effectively,
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knewledge, It is knowledge in the sense that its contznt can be srared

in the form of proposidions which are oue or false, a3, lor example,

that chis picture is beautiful; tha: the music of JTohann Sebastian Bach

is greater than that of his song; chat it significance derives from some-

thing that for want of 2 berer term one ealls “realicy,” and thas in

making concact with it, one is looking through a window which,

though it may cbscure and distort, nevertheless opens upon “realiy.”

But it is not refiora! knowledge, in the sense chat it is noc my resson

that assures me of the truth of these proposidens, and it is net

demonstrable knowledge, so thar it cannor be eommunicated to those

whe lack the experience on which it is based. It is for this reason that

it may justly be called intuitive in the sense of thac term defined

above,’
Secondly, I do not see how, in the light of my experience of music

and my appreciadon of the significance of thar experience, in the light

too of my inability o communicate chat significance, I can in common

fairness deny thar the mystics may reallv enjov the experiences o _

which they teswify, or that the experisnces may possess the significance e

which the mvsoes claim for thess Yet [ feel sure thar bad T been bocn | 4

stone deaf, er had I never beésa broughe into conzact wich great music, i

I showeld have denied it i

{v) That Feelings may be Untrastawortiy. i
At this point it sesms noosssory to introduce a gualification. It is i

difficult ta keep the scales of chis discussion. fairly balunced bersresn

the narrow dogmacism of the tongher materialist and che intellectual

flabbiness of chose idealists wha in their anxiecy ta claim all for spir,

ignore the promprings of reason, men @ deaf ear wo logic, and make

light of the sest of evidence. In che foregning discussion I have an

uncernfortable suspicion thar I have unfairly epped the scales in

favour of the latter. Let me toy to redress the balance. LB
I have said that there is intuitive knowledge and that this knowd- 8

edge, being based on personal experience, 3 incommunicable, yet is

absclutely convincing to- the person whe has it Cosvincing to the

person who has iy bur not, therefore, necessrily teue. The point s

important. The sense of conviction is one thing, truth is anocher and

many, perhaps most, of the propesitions of whase truch human beings

1%:e pp. 232, 233
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have felt most assuredly convinced have been subsequently shown e
be false. This applies not only o propositions in regard to physical
faces, as thar the eacch is dar and the sun poes round i, o that the
light of the sun will grow dim unless the sungod is intermictently
fed with the sacrifice of living humzn beings; ir applies also to so-
called spiritual ruths, as for example, thac there is a heaven where
souls wear white robes and play harps, or a hell where lizle children
arc tormured in slow frea.

The disparity berween uth and conviction is nowhere more ap-
parent than it is in relation to che kind of knowledge I have been
discussing, namely, intuicive knowledge based upon persanal experi-
ence, Looking back over the relancholy history of human belief, one
iz sometimes rempted fo think chae the incensity with which beliefs
have been beld has been in juverse proportion wo theiz wuth.

Beliefr Which are Determined by Prichalopreal Conditions.

Let me again illuscrace by an -:1:._mp'|: taleen from my own experi-
ence, Some years gpo I had a serjous illness, It was the firse illness
that I had had since childhood, and coming to me when well on in
middle age, it profoundiy affected my adtude to life, When ac last it
departed, it left enduring rroees behind. Among them was a certain
condition which in time I came to recognize as a legacy of the illness,
In its first onset this weas predeminantly a physiological condition.
There were cerrain defirite symptoms which marked it. These would
persist for a few days and then pass away; but the symproms were
associated with a psychalogical mood which persisted after the symp-
toms had passed. It was o mood of profound depression, Usoally, |
enjoy my Jife as much as ancther: more, 1 have often theught, than
many others. My normal staiz iz cheerfuly the things 1 do I think
supremely well warth deing when T am deing them, znd, as I am
energetic, I cdo many things. When the condition supervensd, the
contrary was true, othing was jocked forward to before it cocurred;
nathing seemed worth daing when the opportunity for daoing it pre-
sented itself. Life appeared to. be withour point or purpese, which
meznt that there seemed to be no suficient reason for cifort or en-
deavour, One ching was as good or as bad as another, Moreover, T felt
that things would rever be differenc Life, 1 was convineed, would
always be like that.
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arose to declare that they were the chosen witnesses of the Lord, and
that their appearapce had been prophesied in the Book of Revelation,
Chapter X1, verse 3 “The truth,” te queee from Lyton Strachey, “was
plain—it had been delivered 10 Muggleton by God; and henceforward
until the Day of Judgement, the Deiry weuld hold no further com-
munication with His ereatures, Praver, therefore, was not only futile,
it was blasphernous; and no form of worship was admissible, save the
singing of a few hymns of thanksgiving and praise. All that was
required of the true believer was that he should ponder upon the Old
and the Wew Testaments, and wpon “The Third and Last Testament
of Cur Lord Jesus Cheist, by Muggleton.”

For these assertions Muggleton was imprisoned and on one occasion
badly manhandled. Neveriheless, so great was the power of his con-
viction thar he gachered round him a large and enthusiastic secc of
whom 250 followeed him to the grave, The Muggletonian faith, appar-
ently, sill conrinues, “51ill," to quote Strachey, “in the very spot where
their founder was born, the chosen few meet together to celebrate the
two festivals of their religion—the Grear Holiday, on the anniversary
of the delivery of the word o Reeve, end the Little Holiday, on the
day of Muggleton's final release from prison.

T dov believe in God alone,

Likewdse in Reeve and Muggleton,
So they have sung for more than two hundred years,

*This is the Muggletonians' £aith,

This is the God which we believe;

Mone salvation-knowledge hath,

Bur those of Muggleron and Reeves

Christ 5 the Muggletonians' king,

LB,

With whomy cternally they'l] sing.

Assurance and conviction arce, it is obvious, not enough. Is there,

then, no ather test available? Is there, char is to say, no way of dis-

tinguishing intuirive convictons, which are or may be tue, from

those of the followers of Mugslemn and Reeve which, T make so bold
a8 to suggest, are almost certainly false? I think that there iz

(vf) The Tent of Effects.

It is the test of effects, Are there, one may legitimately ask, any
distinguishable and recognizable effects of the experience of reality,
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Some Charseterizing Feapures of Aesthetic and {7) Religions Experi.
ewmee. (@} Integration of Sclf.

fany meders theories of peychology deny the wnity of the self
Fullowing Hume, they trear it a5 2 bundle of impulses aned desices
which no continuing and embradng personalicy holds ogecher. The
self, on this view, is Yz 2 rowr of beads strung on me continuing
thread. It is netd nescssars 1o sithsseibe to this extremne view—and L,
for one, do not subscribe to it--to admit that much of our experience
does in Gact conform with lumiliating ascuracy o this desaripdon. 1
comaes T s cur up inic a serics of desires, impulses, hopes, ideas, +mo-
tions, dresds, doubts, and so on, Sormetinus thee wpanme pepchalogh.
cal events arz oot 2o much sucozssive as simultaneous; voourring to-
gether they pull us in diferent direcions. Te is razely, Indewd, that we
have no second & rru_ghm are Frec from the conilict of desive, and
give oor whole seives wheleheartedly 1o che thinkine or duing of
that on which we arc ar the momen: r:ng{gm_ It ig the same with our
actions, ‘Al acton,” says Arisotle, s opon & balaince of considers-
tins,” in cuirgime cosed hig contmous mge-of-war beoreca the vari-
ous elemenes uf ournatore becomees sufciently acote to receive o label,
’J'hn: labsel iz 13 of “apliv personaline™ Lo ihe case of spliv personalicy
wio different personalides seem a]:-:rmr.-:l'l.-' to u.l:u'matl: the same body.
Rm there Bs the mildee e, knmen as “lampaciun” when the desire
to perform an acden is oppased by the moral imperative which insiste
thiat we ought net e do what we desre o dos These are tevo examples,
2 maore and a less exirerne, of the Bssuree that ent acress the sorfase
of the self; in one coge ihe 2e)8 3% spli inn teeo, and in the oher, what
is substandzlly che same self iz pulled =0 and fro by the solicitations of
the sectional sélves that ere emoedded in it
Ome of the ontstanding characreristics of seschetic expericnce ja thar,
while it lasts, this to 2nd {70 conflict ceazes, For so long as we are
enjoving beauty, we. are all of 4 piece, end, becsose all of a piece, at
rest. This rest is not the rest of stalemate, 22 when reo eqgually strong
impulses o acion st the scals of cur personality in even bhalance, as
we may suppose to heve heen the case with Buridan’s rational ass who,
finding itself midway betwesn two 2qually large and equally succalent
bundles of hay procseded o srarve, sinee, réeceiving no greater stimufos
froro the one than from the odher, be could fnd no good reason for
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ceived as a restless everchanging “urge,” which nbjn:ctﬂ':g iself in
living organisms. What these theories have in common is a view of
humsin beings which represents them ag essentally erearures of im-
pulse and desire, A man's desires are, on these theories, determined by
a number of different influences, by his heredity, his environment, his
teaining, his bodily constitution, influences which, between them, have
made him what he is. A man so conceived is not free; his choices
spring direct from his nature and his natere 35 the end produce of
the forces thar have been brought to bear upon him. Man is thus
represented as a creature driven this way and that, twitched now into
love and now inio war by invisible forces that pull the sorings. And
often, 28 1 have pointed out, he is pulled different ways. Impulses
drive him one way, while fear holds him back; desire pulls, but dury
forbids; ar there is a mg berween conflicting desires.

1 do not wish to subscribe to all the implications of this view of the
human being as the puppet of his desires; 1 do not, indeed, think thar
it iz wholly true. Bor it 15 obwious that there is muck truth in it
obvious, that is to say, that much of our experience is in faer made up
of noeding and wanting, of craving and desiring: obvious, too, that
only toe often we are distracted by 2 conflics betwesn desires. To pue
the point, a3 writers on creative evolotion, for example Shaw, would
put it, life having created us in furtherance of its evolutionery purpose
will not allow vz to idle when we should be going abour irs husiness.
It will not let us be bot &5 always urging us to new activities by the
spur of fresh desires.

Now one of the characteristics of the experience which is the
awarencss of reality is precisely the sense of release which it brings
from the constant interplay of impulse, which forma the texture of
our daily Jife. For once, the srivings are stilled and the desires ap-
peased; for once, we are at rest,

As instruments of evolution we are in eur day-to-day existence
mere channels through which fows reatdessly and wneessingly che
current of life, We are a2 surge of impolses, a bardefield of desires,
over which we can only at length and after a lifetime of setback
and of struggle obrain & degree of mastery through the achievement
of slf-discipline, Wishing, fearing, craving, hoping and willing, we

may never, except in the rare moments of aestheric enjoyment, be at
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rest, We must be for ever deing and stirring, improving and making
betrer, meddling and changing. It is one of the paradoxes of our na-
ture that we cnnot even love o thing without szeking to change it,
and by changing ir to make it other than what we love. The greatest
fovers of mankind have been those who have spent their lives in the
endeavoue 1o save mankind; and doce they bave always insisted that
mankind could not be saved exocpr it repented, to save man was to
glter him. A man cannot love the countryside withoot pruning and
clipping, smartening and tidying, making meaningful and wseful
what hes achieved beauty by accident, and imposing order upon the
sweek disoeder of natire. We cannot love o tree or even o s=aone, hot
gooner or later we must be pruning the tree or chipping a piece off the
stane, We do these things becanse of the overmasering nnpalsion of
our wills, vet were it not for oor wills we should coase to be

But this law, which is the law of lif2 a5 evolving to an end, s nat
the law of life which has achieved the end. And so there is even now
an excepton w0 the law, in virtue of which we partake, if only for a
motment, of the sense of rest and freedom which, we may conceive,
will steend the realization by life of its pual, In the appreciaton of
trusic, of picrares and of Matwe we got 2 momentary and Seeting
glimpse of the nature of thar meality to a full knowledge of which the
maovement of life is progressing. For that mmomcnr, and for s long as
the glimpse persists, we realize in anticipation and almost, as it wers,
illicitly the maure of the end. We are, i I may 2o pur i, for 1the mo-
ment there, just a5 a traveller may obtain a feeting glimpse of a dis-
tant couniry fram a height passes] on the way, and cense for o gpoce
from his journey to enjoy the view. And since we are for the momen:
there, we expericnes while the mament lasis that sense of liberation
from the drive of Iife, which has been noted 43 one of the special char-
acteristics of aesthetic experience, We who are part and parcel of the
evolutionary stream stand for the tme outside and above the stream,
and are permitted for 2 moment o be withdrewn from the thrust and
play of impulse and desire, which are our natoral auributes as evolo-
tionary toals. For so long a3 we enjoy our vision of the end, life lets us
alone, We feel neither need nor want, and, losing oorselves in con-
templation of the reality bevond ws, we become for the moment self-
less.
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Some Characterizing Festurer of destheric and (V') Religrovs Experi-
fence, (€) "Continuity™ of Erperience.

Continuity i 2 bad name for the characeristic whose rature I wish
to conwey, yet I cannot think of a berter, The word is intended to de-
note that feature of asihetic expericnces which we have in mind
when we say that they “grow on one” They grow in several ways. As
we develop the aesthetic side of our nawres, the desive for the expe-
tienee grows, the capacity for it grows, the experience when enjoyed
iz enjoved more, and the scope and range of the experiences which are
Found aesthesically enjopable are widened,

Ict me llustrate again from my own experience in music. When 1
was twenty, T had, ws 1 have already explained, nn knowledge of
trasic, and the rousical experience played very little part in my life. At
thirty I was a worshipper of Beethoven, derived an enormens éxcies-
trienst from lisrening 1o his works, but did not thiok of them when
not actually listening bo them, and could o happily for weeks at =
time withonr hearing them. Ac Gy, if © am for more than a fow days
without music, I becoms sensible of 2 definite lack, My head buzzes
with remembered themes Tika o hive of becss 1 osing in the hath; 1
make & nuisance of myself by whistling untmefully abour the house;
T pot mvself out fn every congeivalile weay o hear o rramopnhone, how-
cver bad, Wor owning a radio set, I seek out company to which I am
normelly indifferent in the hope of hering music on the wireless, As
the noed grows grearer, =o doss the capacity for sardsfring it A thirmy
I could not kesp my attention eonceatraced on music for more than
half an howr ac a time. All concerts, T used oo complain, were oo long
-1 still think that they are oo long—and operas much weo long, Now
I ¢an focus a concentrated atrention upon musie for an hoor ot a
time and, so far &t least as hozart’s operas are concerned, I am un-
ashamedly sorry when they are ever B though my musical experi-
ences are more enjoved, I doubt if they are more intense, When T firsc
came to frsic it produced nome oot enly o vielent psycholegrical, bue
even a physical effect. I was exciced and exhilaeated, bur also, alas, 1
waes restless and Adgety, T could not keep =ill; T rapped wich my fin-
gers, beat time with my hands, jigged in my sear, At extrems moments
goose-lesh ran in delicious tremors all che way up my spine. | remem-

1 Wrapser’s operas stll seem insuppermbly leog: they always did.
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ber that the first time T heard the Ereutzer sonata 1 was so afected
that tzars gathered in my eyes and ran down my cheeks; I was unable
tor zit still. Finally 1 made such 2 auisance of myself that to avoid be-
ing lynched by my outraged neighbours | had 1o get up and go out
Now my enjoyment of music is calmer znd, perhaps, because calmer,
more fully aware. There is no rush of agitazed feeling to blur che
musical palate or disturb the conscions becnness with which 1 savaur
my sensations, More important, perhaps, there is no aftermath of anti-
climax. It is as if more of my peesonality were gathered up inwo the
act of appreciating, meking of it a fuller and, if I may venture upon
50 [Csumpiuous an expression, g omoee spinlgal thong, And, sinoce
more of my personality is gathered up, no part of me remains outside
the expericnes hored and indiflerent, and preparing to punish me for
my absorption by the reaction of anti-climax when it is over. Finally,
1 now enjoy a wider range of music than befors, When my ears were
first opened to the beauty which belonge to paticrns nf sound, they
were for a time open only w a very limited number of patterns.
Beethoven was the centre of my musical universe. Ronnd hirm rotared
as satellites of the inner nng Mewart and Dach; circling in an cuter
arhit there were Haydn, Handel and, presenily, Schubert; bue heyond
the confines lit up by these luminaries, thers was muaical darkness.
Mo try Laste has widened and I can find delight over a reasonahly
large area of the available fi=ld. '
By “continuity,” then, I mean the tendency of the experience of
beaury to “grow on one,” to grow in the sense of becoming wider in
scope, deeper gnd more satistying in enjoyment; and longer in dura-
tion; of spreading in fact over a larger area of one's conscious harizon.

“Continnity” in the Experience of Goodness,

Cf the experience of poodness I hesitate to speak; mine has been so
slighr; but here, too, I think I can detect the same power of increase.
When I first escaped from the swaddling clothes of parentsl author-
ity and vnthinkingly-accepted religion, I enrcred wpon an a-moral
period. As I have noted above, 1 proceeded to enjoy myself, uninhib-
ired by moral scruples. Broadly speaking, there was for me no distine-
tion berween the good T ought w do and between the pleasane thar [
wanted to do. If I wanted it, it was, for me, the good.

In a word, T did what I liked and T had no qualims about it. Morals
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I dismissed as a rationalizedion of the impulse to biame. My approach
to others was no more ethizal than my atdmde w myself, T was inter-
ested, 1 explained, in people’s minds not in cheir characters, in what
they thought racher than i what they did. I did nat, T used to affirm,
care very much whether 4 man was good or bad, but T did care very
much whether he was smpid and dull or ineelligent and amusing, I
took pleasure in anncuncing that I dicd e mind whar 2 man's morals
were o long as he was lively, wity and informed. The coming of
war and the recognition of the incarrigibility of evil in the world have,
as | have tried to explain, sured me of “all thae” I now oy intermit-
tently, no doubt, and wichin sicdy defined Lmits, vo be a beter man;
1 am alsc mare percipient of goodness in others. ©ean, Tlike to think,
recognize a good man when I sze him and T value him for the good-
ness in him which [ recognize. There ate men, not many of them,
in regard to whom the questions “Are they intelligent?” or “Are they
amusing?™ <o not arise. One recognizes them foe what they are, bet-
ter ten than oneself and poswessed of 2 value which is other than the
values of wit, charm or intelligence. In che Eaces of such men goodness
shines as beaury shines forth from a picture—for goodness, T have
come to think, is to the spirii as beauty s to mateer; poodness is, in-
deed, the beaury of the spiric .. . But éven in ordinary fallible men
and women noc much better than myself, 1 can now see the goodness
which previnusly passed unnoticed. In ccher words, my capacity for
appreciating and detecting roomal worth grows with expericnce, grows,
1 had almost saidd, witk what it feeds on. Almost, bus not quiee, for
here an important disdncton must be made,

Note on the Disingtion Fetveen the Features of desthetie aud Moral
Experience and thare of Appetite and Desire,

That appetite “grows wich what it feeds 00" is 2 uch with which
we are all too distressingly familiar, Tt applies o the bodily appetites,
from the appetice for sexual plessure to the appetite for drink, from
the appetite for speed o che appesite for drugs, Tt applies no less
the psychological appetites, o vanity and pride and avarice and ambé-
trong it applies moss af all o che love of inficing pain. To the truth
that cruelty grows with che perpetration of cruel acts, the histery of
aur Hmes, with its steady inerease both in wnpremedicated and in cal-
culated cruelty in the shape of deliberatz torture, besrs its Jamentable
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witness. It has been wrged with jusrtice against vivisecrioa that there
have been men who began experiments on the bodies of hving ani-
tmala from the disinterested mocives of increasing knowledge, of alle-
viating pain or of curing disease, yet have continued from the attrac-
tion which the infliction of sufering began vnconsciously to exercise
upon them. They may have been unaware, they usually were un-
aware, that the experiments once undertalen from creditable, were
continued from discreditable morives. The love of power has been in
our time the guiding motive of great numbers of men, and from the
very fact that it is power that they seck and obtain, of men who are
in a posidon te sway the destinies of their fellows. The effecs of
power upon human characrer are well-known, and there is no nesd
to dilare upon them here; but not the leasc distressing of them is the
face that the power-holder comes 0 1o enjov the exercise of his power
that he will cake any course however ruthless to maintain it, nor will
he seruple to inflice untald miseries upon millions of his Cellow men i€
he beliewes it to be threatened.

Since all human appetites possess the characteristic of increasing
fprard pasey with their satisfaction, how, it may be asked, are they to be
distinguished from those experiences which I am suggesting are to be
interpreted as the spiric's apprehension of realicy? I suggest that there
are thres disdncdons.

(1) First, in the case of the appezites theve is an experience of crav-
ing so long as the appetite 15 not satisfied. The experience grows until
the appetite becomues what Plae calls a ryrant, dominating the indi-
vidual's horizon and spurring him to action until it has achieved its
satisfaction. The drug addice embodies this characteristic in an ex-
treme form, Deprived of his opium, his personality conteacts into a
single obsessive craving for the thing thar will allay its need. For crav-
ing is disagreezble and, as Schopenhauver peineed out, because i is dis-
agreeable, will noc ler us rest until we have allayed i Ambition and
eruelty exhibit this same characteristic in a less extreme form. Bur we
are not made miserable by a craving for picteres when wee are nee
looking at themy, by a longing for a spring morning in winter or for a
beanriful sunset on a dull day, ar by the contemplation of the good-
ness in others which we lack in ourselves,

{2) Secondly, an appetite sarizsfied brings temporary smtdety, a sa-
tiety which may be experienced as disgusting. Shakespeares sonnet
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on the effects of "lust in action” stands as a classic exposidion of this
charasteristic. Even in leas eotreme cases, satished sppetite involves a
temporacy reacton—which is oaly somedmes disagressble—in which
all desire for the experience by which the craving has been saished
disappears until, of course, the creving renews fiself. Thus the per-
sonality swings beowesn the cwo poles of craving and satiety, of de-
siving a thing and not desiring it. These Huctuatens make against
integrztion and reduce the personality mw a succession of different
stares and desires.

{1} Thicdly, the satisfaction of che appetites is on the whole sub.
ject to the low of diminishing returns. Broadiy iz is rue that, the more
continuously indulged the caving, the smailer che satisfaction it
brings. The experienced and professionsl sensualist gecs less satishac-
tion from the indulgznce of his sensual sppedtes than the unteied
young lover, the chein smoker from his endlessly successive cigaremes
than the man who confines himself to four or foee pipes a day, the
druzkard than the man who drinks a couple of glases of wine with
his dinner. That this is ao is testified by the wisdom of all the moral-
ists, from Aristode's teaching on moderadon embedied in the docrine
of the Mean, to Blake's Brous quacrain:

He swihvo bends to Simself a Joy
Dotk the winged fife destroy;

But ke who bieid the Joy as it fles
Lives in Exermity’s sunrize,

In ather words, the man who weuld get the greatess satisfaction
from his desires, will do well to study the right occasions of satisfying
them and the right dearee of whstacdon. Also—though this is a sep-
arate point which belongs o the ceiticism of Hedonism *—he will be
well advised not to malee their satstecdon the direct motive of his ac-
LaCTas,

These considerations combine to suggest char the life of desire is a
disappointing and a tiring life, since 1ot only do desires continuously
induniged grow scronger, dut the eatisfaction of desices continuously
indulged grows vrealer.

Onee again, the conteast with those experiences which spring from

* Hedonism (Ppchelogizaly & the dozrios thar che desize 1o obtain plessure for the sl
Is ther sole mative of all our actices.
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the mind's awareness of and response to reality is apparent, Mar onlv
does the tase for music grow, it returns in terms of satisfaction also
grow. The man whose life is devoted ro the cultivation of his aesthetic
sensibilities sees more interest in the woeld, more heauty, more scope
for his sympathy and appreciation, as the years pass. The growing
subtlety and depth of the aesthetic sense is, indeed, one of the greatest
compensations of middle age for the waning of the pleasures of vouth,

The Life of the Good Man.

Again I hesitare to spezk of the plepsures of the good man. It s,
however, an ohservable fact that those who have seriously studied to
make themselves better derive increasing satisfacrion from the pur-
suit of virtue. It seems impossible to them that they should go back
to the old life of taking cheir pleasures as they foend them and de-
voting all their ingenuity to the satstaction of their sppetites. Here
the Christian doctrine of empration seems to me te be whelly in ac-
cordance with the facts of experience. The first time it is fought, the
tempratien seetns almeose ipconegivably strong, Each successive vic-
tory diminishes its screngeh ar the next onser uncil fnally it disap-
pears from our conscionsness—only, however, since evil is insradicable
in the human heart, to he succeeded by znother, demanding of us
fresh efforts leading to fresh wictories or defeats,

The good man is one in whom wvirtwe has become, in Aristorle’s
phrase, “a serded habie” He doss what is right instinetively and un-
thinkingly so that hiz energies are not waseed, his attention not dis-
tracted by continual cenflist agaiase comtinnal temptation. Thus the
habit and practice of goodness are infinitely extensible, growing no
doubs with what they feed on, but growing nov ag the passions grow,
which eonsume what is affered to them and blunt appetice in che
process of consuming, but as grows the curiosity of the explorer,
whether of the mind or che planet, who, finding ever fresh realms o
conquer, pursues his conquesss with ever increasing gusto. In thess
three respects, in respect of the absence of craving, in respect of the
absence of satiery, and in respect of the absence of diminishing re-
turns, the experience of beauty and of goodness, an experience whaose
significance, 1 am suggesting, is otherworldly, may be differentiated
from the satisfacdon of the desires and the appetites which are wholly
of this world,
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the nature of the feeling which contact with the reality, however tran-
sitory and incomplete, evokes. For the experience brings with it a
feeling of awe and reverence, even of love,

Secondly, there is the fecling—and here I am speaking only of the
rarest moments of musical experience—that this something of which
so transitory a glimpse has been caught is not after all whally other
than the self, T have said above that it iz other, and the contradiction
is at first sight direct. But how if there be not one self but two, the
everyday self which is the source of appetite and desire, which is
brought by the senses into contact with the external weeld, which
thinks and hopes and feels, and an inner self which assumes the
control of eonsciousness only in certain comparatively rare moments
of experience.

The Doctrine of the Two Selres.

The docrine of the two selves has a long and complicated hisery
beeh in philosophy and theology. The religions of India, both Hindu
and Buddhist, accept it as fundarental, The Christian doctrine of the
smmartality of the soul entails it, albeit in 2 less exireme form. Kant's
theary of merality is based upon it, Into so vast a subject I cannot en-
ter here, I mention the distincrion only because, if it is valid, i enables
me to make good my asertion that the reality glimpsed in aesthetic
and religious experience is both other and not other, and =0 to rescue
tnyself from the appearance of contradiction. The reality is other than
the everydlay self, not other than the inner self. Indeed, one may go
further and add thar, while a characteristic of the knowledge obtained
by the everyday self is the ctherness of the self from it object—thus
when 1 know the table T do not become the rable, when I think about
squareness or redness my thinking is ot itself square or red, and so
en—the knowledge of the inner self may be characterized by precisely
that identification of the knower with its object which Bergson affirms
to be the distinguishing mark of intuition. T said above “if ix is valid,”
since I do not wish to affiem positively that it i valid; still less to com-
mit mylf to all the consequences which the distinction berween the
two selves carries with it in Hindu religion and Kantian philesophy.
The distinction dees, however, serve a useful purpose in the present
connection, since it enables us o give an intelligible account of what
appears to be an undeniable feature of the higher types of aesthetic ex-
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perience, namely, that in them the experiencer is carried over into, and
temporarily merged with the object which he apprehends. In mystical
experience this conviction of oneness between the mystic and the Be-
ing whom he worships is emphatically 2nd continuously afirmed.
According to the mystics of the West, the soul is taken up into and
becomes one with the personal God; among the mystics of the East
the relation postulated fs rather that of union betwesn a univessal
consciousness which Is or 15 expressed in our inner gelves and the in-
ner selves which are expressions of it. Thus to know reality is, for the
Eastern mystic, to become one with or to realize the wue inner self;
to rezlize the inner self iz o become one with reality, But all mystics
insist that the kind of "knowing” which characterizes the myssical ex-
perience 35 not like the familiar aer of knowing in which the self stands
outside the object known; it is an act of union between two entities,
the self and reality which, normally disringuished as two, are here
brought together into the wnity of & “one.”

The point T am trying 1o make is that in the acsthetie experience
this conviction of uniry is, albeit obscurely, foreshadowed, and that,
in the light ol i, those who have enjoyed the full eontent of the cx-
perience of great art may permit themselves to believe that the mystics
are not, as they might otherwise have been tempted to suppose, talk-
ing nonsense.

Summary of the Foregoing Argument.

(1) T have sugpgested thar integration, sense of release, continuity
and conwiction of reality are distinguishing features of aesthetic ex-
pETIEnCE,

{2) I have ventored to infer that they may be even more markedly
the cheracteristics of religious and mystical experience,

{2} I infer further thar chose o whom aesthetic, moral and mvsii-
cal experiences are more or less continuously vouchsafed, by whom,
in orher words, whart is good, what is troe, whar is beawiful and above
all, what is sacred, are more or less continoously known, will be found
ter exhibit these charseteristics in their personalities, The tree is known
by its fruirs, and such as you more or less continuously are and feel,
30 do you become.

(4) 14, then, there iz to be found in the world a distinguishable
type of man, recognizable by virtue of the fact that his personality is
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characterized by the traits that these experiences have formed, then,
1 should 54Y, the fact that there are such men suggests that they have
frequently enjoyed such experiences, and that their characters are
what they are becanse they reffeer the natore of the experiences which
have built them up, as the avarice of the miser becomes stamped npon
his features. | should add thar the tendency of thess experiences o to
stamp themselves upon the character is evidence for the meraphysical
interpretation of their pature and signiheance for which I bave been
HCgLIng.

(zii) The Religions Teachers.

Iz there, then, such o recopnizable class of men? I think that there
is, and thar the accounts of them form a distinguishable, continuing
thread runming through the record of the ages. Tuke, for example,
such a man a8 Socrates. Preaching conrinuonsly againsr the ryranmy
of the passions, he is himself immune. He drinks, but in moderation;
ke can stand Bardship and faigoe. In a famows passage in the Sym-
poszrs we are told how, when sexual temptation was offered to him
in its most seductive form, he resisted it He is himsell and whelly
in conirnl of himsclf. He is, again, a man released; releazed, that is to
s1y, from the solicitation of the desires and ambitions of this world.
He cares nedhing for the goods that appeal to most of wsy for wealth,
for fame, for comfort and popularity, Continuously he exhibits thar
not-attachment 1o earthly things which comes to most of oe only in
rare moments of aesthetic and perhaps moral experience. With the
energy made available by his persisiene refusal 1o dissipate hiz facul-
eics in trivial pursnits or on behalf of wnworthy ends, he pursues the
good Life and secks the knowledge of realiy, And with some meas-
ure of success. Ar first intermitently and then, as he grows older,
more contnuously, he pursues goodness and enjoys beauty—witness,
for example, in this connection the account of the revelarion of the
Form of beanty in Plato’s Sympoesem. Moreover, his experiences are
mtuitive and, therefore, incommunicable. He aseribes them o an in-
ner voioe, & voice whose accents are not thoss of reason, but which 15
not, therefore, lower than reason; rather, it is bevond reason. Finally,
he has himself no doult as w the exissence of the reality behind the
world of appearance which his contemplative vision reveals o him.

As it is with Socrates, so in their namre and degree is it with all the
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great religions teachers and the livers of good lives, with Buddha and
Confucius, with Lao Tse and Saint Francis and Father Damien, with
the mystics, above all with Christ Himself, I have neither the knowl-
edge nor the ability to make good this claim by a demiled examina-
tion of their lives, bur such acquointance with them as I possess
strongly suggests that precisely the traits I have mentioned were ex-
hibited by all of them. All were convineed of ehe exisrence of a real-
ity behind the familiar world, all established frequent and growing
contict with this realivy, all as a roult became noneartached 1o the
desires and passions of this world, What is true in a greater degree of
these cutstanding persenalities is true in a lesser degree of other men
ang women. §is rue cven of some of those whom we meet in our
daily lives. With surprising wnanimity, i every age amel 1 every
eivilimation, men have recognized the good man. Moreover, in spiie
of differences of moral code and habat, they have been in spreement
as o the traiie wherein his goodness consimed; agrend thar he was no
power-loving, not wealth-loving, not ssif-advancing, not self-centred;
agreed above all that be was otheroworddly. One recognizes 2 good
man in fecr precisely by the degres of his non-attachment to the things
of this world, a non-attachment which must be qualified by the rder
that it is achieved only becanse of an attachment to the things of an-
ather world, By their fruits, T repear, we know them, Tn dae last resors,
the strongest argutent for the existence of a reality other than thar
of the familiar world, a reality which is in some sense the true home
of man's spirit, to which perhaps he onee belonged more completely,
from which he should never have been parted and o which he may
hope one day w return-—the simnges argument, T say, for such a real-
ity, thie assertion of which I take oo be common o and distinctive of
all religious views of the universe, 15 the testmony of the lives and
characters of the thousands who have believed in it and have lived
in accordance with their beliefs,




Chaprer 8
The Christian' Claim

I have been in doubt as o whether to add this chapter. There are
three grounds for the doubt. First, I am not certain how far an exami-
nzdon of the Christian clim is germane w the thesis of this book.
Secondly, T am certain of the insofficiency of my pretensions to exam-
ine it. Thirdly, I suspect that my exsmination will antagonize many
otherwise fricndly cridics and, bringing me many kicks, will bring me
no ha'pence. The decision to incude it means that my doubts amd
hesitations have becn gvercome. Let me rake them one by one.

Recapitnlation.

Consideration of the first ground for hesitation enables me w0 in-
dulge in a Iresh stock-aking, which is much overdue. Whar roughly
has been the course of this book, and to what point has it brought mer

First, there is a list of negative conclusions. 1 have been unable to ac-

cept the arguments for the view that this world is the creation of an
omnipotent, benevolens, personal God, and 1 have becn unable o find
any convincing reply to the arguments showing that it cannot have
been so created. I stress the word “arguments,” for in this sphere, a2
I have several rimes maintained, argumenr has not necessarily the lasc
word, and it may be that this world is in fact the creation of such a
God, although on examination the view that it is may forn out to be
repugnant to the intellect.,

On the other hand, I have noe been able to accept the conclusions
either that matrer is the only form of existence, mechanical law the
only type of law, the empirical the only test of evidence, or the scien-
tific the anly method of discovering truth, Further, I have been un-
ahle vo accept those views of the universe which, postulating mind as
1Py the word “Christianicy™ os nsed in this chapeer, 1 wish to denote what & and has
beem cammealy wndersiond by the word by most of e people who heave at ooy time
w=ed ir. I do not meas the highest commen factor of Chrigtan docering, whatever this may
ke, or some pore of docerine which I personzlly izke to be emental,
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a real and independent form of existencs, making provision for teleo.
logical as well as for mechanical consarion, and doing justice to che
facts of novelty and development in the universe, nevertheless main-
tain that there are no levels of reality other than and beyond chat of
the familiar world of namre incloding living bodies and minds and
their thoughts which evolve in tme, and contend, therefore, thay i
there iz Deity in the universe, the divine moet be a further instalment
of the same process of developing lile as has produced oueselves; if
walug, that it must he sich az oue minds have created.

This brings me to the pesitive part of what I have sought o main-
~tain, There 15 3 world af waloes, real and etermal, which is other than
and ourside the world of evolving Lfe, {This entails the rejection both
of materialism and of subjectivigrn.) OF this world we may achieve
knowledge which is insuitive in character and connoe be dernonsirared
by arpument or communicatd 10 those whe have not shared the ex-
perience on which it is based, The view that the values sre the expres-
saons of an underlying unity has secmed o me o posscss considerahle
antecedent plausibility, and, if such 2 gnity be granred, it has seemed
ressomable to suppose that it 18 thay of a perana, 2 person with whom
human beings can make contact in religions and mystical experience,
and with aspects or expresdons of whese nawwree they de make cons
tact in maoral and aesthetic experience. I am accepting, then, the view
thar what the in et} F\t'ligilmﬁ have I'.'I'I:E!ﬂ abeaar the real namre of the
universe in which we live iz 0 substance true; at least It sesms to me
to be more Iikely to be true than any alicrnative seoount.

All these aveorale, it will be seen, are tentative and hesitant, T ealk
of probability and plausibilicy; T am only just en the affirmaiive side
of agnosticism. Moreover, a position which entertaing with sympathy
as a reasomable supposition, though it does pot poscively idenify it-
self with, the hypothesis that the world wras created by a person, i not
far removed from posttions which do make this assertion and would
seemy, therefose, to be inconsistent with the negarive conclugions
rzached in the first chapeers of this book. I admir the apparent in-
eonsistency, bur I do not see how o help i Moreover, T do not see
that it is possible to be other than tentative and provisional in treat-
ing of these high and dificult themes, What justification can & man

1 8en, bowever, pp. 271, 274 shave for 3 suggesien s 1o bow the apparent oonsstncr
might he gveran,
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have for asserting rather than for suggesting, for layving down laws
rather than entertaining hyporcheses, for saying in fact thar he fmows,
where the subject matter with which he is dealing is the natere of the
universe 45 2 whole and the datz which he is required 2o cake into ac-
eOlLnt are as varouws, and &t times apparently £5 contradicrory, as those
which the vniverse affords. Qur species ia young, owr minds limiced,
and the cuch is not knows to chem, Humility slone suggests an arci-
mde of caution, while the reselis which in the past have actended the
endeavour o supply the place of knowledge by converting conjectures
inte dogmas, are g8 unforiunace as cthey are famcliar

The Chovaeter of ihe Clristion Cosviclion.

Having reached this point in my tentative rejections and provisional
acceprances, 1 find myself brought to o sudden halz For at this point
1 find myself confronted with a decirine which is not hesitant but
definite, not provisional, but positive, which makes assertions about
history znd metaphysics, assertions of a dogmaze type in which mil-
lions of men and worsen have possionately believed. which happens,
moreaver, 1o be the religion of the drilizaton iate whish I have been
born, and which, if its claim could be accepred, would convicr the
speculations and argumencs contained n the preceding chapters of be-
ing as superflucus in the light of its assured conviction as they are
coldly grudging in comparison with s enchnsiastc acceptance—as
though a man were e Ight & torch o see the suarise,

It seetns to me, then, that an exeminarion of this, the Christian
claim is, indeed, germane to the argument of this heol.

The twa other grounds for hesiation can be mare quickly dis-
posed of.

The Awushor's Lack of Qualificationt,

That 1 lack qualificasions is true, but gualifications for what? For
a research inwo the historical evidence for che truth of Christianity.

his evidence rurns in general vpon the authenticiey of the Cospel
narratives, and in particular vpon the aceounts of the Resurrecrion.
For an investigation of such matters I have neicher the energy, the
learning nor the ability. But it is not with such matters that 1 am con-
cerned, The cdaim of the Cheistian docorioe to be revealed religious
truth is based no doubs in part epon historical considerations, bur anly
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in part. It is also backed by metaphysical arguments and supported
by empirical evidence, Upon the metaphysical arpuments a profes-
sional philosopher has the right to comment; upon the empirical evi-
dence the common tman has a right to pass judgement, for the em-
pirical evidence embraces such marters as the effects of the acceptance
of Christianity upon the cenduct of human beings in the past, the
place of Christian belicf in men's lives in the present, the records and
the prospects of the Christian Churches, and the claim of the believer
1o make contaet with Gagd and 10 improve Iis characier through the
medium of prayer. The empirical evidence turns, in short, on the ques-
tions how far has Chesganiy lelped, how (e does Christianity help
those who accept it to live becter lives? We are all of us entitled ta ey
0 answer this guestion, for we all of us have access to the evidence
on which an answer could be based. It is indoed, one of the special
anul disincrive asseriious of Christinnity thae Christ came into the
world to help the poor man, to colighien the gninsrenerod man, W as-
sist the sinful man, e appeal, in facy o the common man all the
world over. The Goapel story, for example, hag besn presented nos as
a wiork of Ligh sholarship to be understood enly by men of high
learning, but as revealed ecligions trath fo be simply scoepted by the
multitude. Jesus Himeelf bids us open our hearts and empiy onr
minds before we. come to° Him., The view thar Chrisdanity is an
esuteric religion whose appeal is only to the initared is, indegd, whally
contrary to the spivit of Christizaity, as it is presented to us in this
counery, The claim is, on the contrary, that Chrisianity i3 {or all men,
the letrered a2 well a3 the upleitered, the unlettered as well as the Lo
tered, Very good, et the claim be congeded: bur, if it 35 conceded, the
concession carries with it the right of all men freely to examine and,
if they b so minded, w reject che prefensions of the claimane,

Aughor's Liabiliey to Incur Criticiem and Arowse Prefudice,

Thirdly, there is the question of prejudice, the prejudice, that is w0
say, which may be aroused against the: author and milicate againse the
favourable reception of his book. It has fallen to my lot to have been
regarded for many years as an enemy of religion. “God, the Devil and
Mr. Joad™ is the advertised ritle of a sermon to be preached in Liver-
pool in the week in which these paragraphs have been written, And
it is, indeed, the case that T kave been numbered among the band of
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A Digreenon on Authoriies,

And here, 1 see, [ am commired to a short digression on Christian
authorities, or, more precisely, on the authontes for Christian doc-
trine. Agnostics and anti-Christians are froquently charged with k-
ing the Christan creed from the mouths of its less wellequipped ex-
penents, To quose [rom Mr. Bevan’s admirable work, Chrictianiey:

“They almest always attack Christianity as they have found it rep-
resented :::-]- EOHNC E'K'Il{lrl:ll'ﬂ":l!l_ln;{ll':":l_i -::|-;:r§"-.':r|¢:|1'| in the next street, oF
gome dull traditionalist who taught them at school. This is guite in
accordancs with the precept of pood Sir Thomaes Browoes, who advises
us that ‘to confirm and csmblish our opinions, 'tis best to argue with
judgements below our own, that the frequent spoils and Victories over
their reasons may settle in ourschocs an carcem and conlirmed Opin-
ion of our own.” By attacking Christianity in its most ignorant ex-
ponents, or even grossly caricamuring i afier their own fancy, as a
preparation for overthrowing it, they are able to arrive at the linle
chirrup of felt intelectm] soperiority far moec casily than if they had
10 address themselves to a system of thought set forth by a compe-
tent and able contemporary thinker”

There is truth in Mr, Bevan's charge; and it is with shame that I
admit that in the past I have heen far fram guiltless. [ hasien 1o make
such amends as I can by now invoking Mr. Lewis, for I do not think
that anmvbody would wish @ guestion My, Toeds's competence as an
exponent of Christian dectrine. If they do question it, I am soery, bue
I cannet help myself, Afrer all, when one has a proposition, or ser of
proposiliond, to discmss one must take somedody’s statement as the
bagis of discussion. Unfortunacely, as the critic of Christianity quickly
finds wo s oost, whatever statement he doer take is certain to be as-
sailed by objections from some quarter on the score that it 3s net an
accurate representation of Christian docteine. Even quotations from
the Bible, or the Book of Common Prayer are not, it turns out, sbove
suspicion, How is he to avoid this diffcoliy? Since with the best will
in the world he cannor avaid it complesely, he most make do with
the best contemparary stazement be can get. In favour of Mr, Lewis's,
it may be urged that it is well and elearly written, that it is scholarly
in presentation, that it embodies the results of much recent scholar
ship and that it aveids extreme views and keeps well to the middle of
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the central potih of Cheistianity. It it 2l erthodox in respect of s
acceptance of the fundament:l tencts of the Chrisian faith; it is the
work of 2 manifestly able man and it bas achieved] a very consider-
able reputation, I make no apalogy, then, for cdng it frequently in
evidenos

Mr. Lewis's stztement of “he Chesiian claim, which ooours Inoa
passage dealing wich the decrine of Fell, is as follows:

“In the long ron," he writes, "the aoswer o all those who object to
the dociring of hell, is itself ¢ question; “What are you asking God w
do?' To wipz cut their past sing and, at all costs, w0 give them a fresh
start, smoothing every cFifculy aad offering every miraculous help?
But He kaz done so0, on Calbvary,”

The vperstive words here ave “Bur He has done so, oo Calvary,” In
other worde, when Chrst dizd to save menkind by washing away
man's sins, He gave all men that were then living, or were to live
thereafier, 2 new moral start. This new moral start is =0 advantage
with which 2!l those who bave beess bern zinee Cheise lved and died,
hegin cheir lives, If they mke adventage of it, they are better placed
both in remard to theic mesal prospeer in this wesld and in regard
1o their prospects of salvadon in the next, than all their predecessors.
“It &5 necessery 10 everlastmg seleation,” says the Arbanasian Creed,
“that he also believe righdy the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ.”
The presumpdon is that thuse whe de nol believe in It cannes be
savedy that ia to gay, will nor Eve in eternal bliss. The half-picying,
kalf-patronizing attitdde of many Carindin apologists oo Socraes,
Plaro, Confocivg, Lao Tse, and athars who lack this advantage of be-
Leving the Iocarmutiod of our Locd Jesus Cheist, vet did obwviously
manage %0 atwain & certain not disceeditzbie leved of goodness and wis-
dom, showes chat this claim has wsually been tzken seriously, Chris-
tiang would not go so far, 1 think, 2z 1w say that the case of those who
have had ne chance to accept Christ s worse than that of those who
carne after Him, had the chance, and failed o take advantage of it;
buz, so far as one can deduce Fom cheir wrinngs, it cannot be much
better. The relation of those hueman beings wha came afrer to those
who proceded, may be likened to the relation of a bridge call which
has been dovbied ma a bridgs coll which has not. If che caller who has
been doubled brings it off, the rewards are greater, but so, if he fails,
are the penalies In other words, the stakes have been raised. Simi-
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larly, we are required 1o believe thae the moral stakes have been raised
for all mankind since Christ died wpon the Cross. Such I take to be
the essence ol the doctrine of Atoenement,

Tre Crmistran Cramnd, (2) Tue Cramm s Resprer oF
Mar's Prace oo mae Unnvense

The second claim is that man, precisely bacawse he has a soul to he
saved, 1% 3 '.'nr_-ing uniqun: in the world, 2 point ol reference o which
all other living creatures must be referred. They and the rest of the
pmiverse gre not ends in themselves, ‘.||¢':|.' are ouly means b the end
swhich iz man, Mot only s man conccived a8 the conire of the nagural
world, the natural world is conceived as being thers only, as it were,
in urder mo put man in its centre. These conclugions seem ar fiest sight
rather startiing, Here are some quotations froms Mr, Lewds in support
of them. He is discosing the goesiion how far 1he animals may be
said 1o have personalities or souls. I1= remarks that

“The error we muest avoid 35 thae of comsidorng therm 3 thersclves
v« « The beasss are to be understood only in theic relation o man
and, through man, to God,”

Henez 1he znimal who has no relation to man is described 25 an un-
natural animal:

“The tame animal™ {that i io say, the animal who serves man) “is
in the di::p-:sL sense the r_'|,|:|_1}' ‘macapal” angmeal--he l:‘:-l'll"-.' LHIE W RCE
occupying the place it was made to occupy.” For are we not expressly
pdid in the Bible,

“Man was sppointed by God 10 have dominion over the beasts"?

Caoming mare particularly to the question of the nature of sollhbood
or personality in animals, Mr. Lewis advanges the view that they only
attain real selves in we He poinze our thar there are several senses
which the word “in" may be used. According to ong of them man is
“in™ Christ, according o another, Christ is “in® God; in yer another,
the animals are “in" man, ar lease “those beasts that attain a real self
are #n their masters.” The suggestion is that the beasts avain selfhood
only as members of a larger whole which Mr. Lewis calls “The goaod-
man-and-the-goodwife-ruling -their-children-and - their - heasts <in-the.
good-homestead.” This larger whole is 2 "body™ in the Pauvline sense
of the word “body,” and, as parts of this “bady,” the animals not only
attain selfhood and realize their full hnaturel condition, bup even
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echieve a kind of immortalicy, that, namely, which is realized “in the
immortality of their masters.”

The claim is, then, thar men alone have personalities or selves; that
the animals achieve & kind of remporary dependent self only in rela-
tion to man, their master, but that this self resides only in the relaton.
As Mr. Lewis puts it, “The dog will know its master and in knowing
him will be itself™

Seope and Purpose of the Enming Discnesion.

1 do not, of course, wish to suggrest thar the two aspects of Chris-
tianity to which I have referred constitute the wholz ar even, it may
be, the most important aspects of the Christian claim, They are, how-
ever, [ venture o think, dissineties of Christianity; Christianity, that
is to gay, is the anly religion for which the birth and death of Christ
are central events in the history of the universe, and the only religion
which regards the animal creation as existing for man and realizing
its nature ooly through him, Hence these two aspects of Christian doe-
trine offer themselves as pre-eminenty suitable for discussion in a
chapter which is concerned 1o assess the distinctive claim of Christian-
ity, as compared with and opposed to all ocher religions, to be the re-
pository of divinely revealed religious truth,

There is a more personal reason for this selection. It is clearly im.
possible in a single chapter appended at che end of a beck, even to be-
gin to discuss the whole of the Christian claim. One can aemps ae
most an impressicnistic sketch of one's own attiteds, The difficulty is
to bring that attitede to a focal point. It is here that Mr. Hallis’s chal-
lenge is opportune; epportune becauss it constitutes a focal paint for
discussion. [ am asked why, accepring so much, T do not accept the
whale of the Christian claim; 1 appear, Mr. Hollis complains, uninter-
ested in the Christian claim, Reflecring upon this challenge and asking
myself why I do not, T find that of all the mzmerous and impressive
claims of Christianity it is precisely these two, the cdlaim to the unigue-
ness of the personality of Christ and the events connected with His
birth and death, and the caim ro the uniqueness of man, thar chiefly
stand in the way of my personal acceptance. (And here let me again
make the point that in this respect I believe myself to be typical of
many of my generation.) Hence it is appropriate that these two claims
should be discussed, since whatever else there may be of importance in
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lations with man., Therefore, according 1o the view we are asked by
Mr. Lewis to accept, they were means to ends which did not exise;
alsy they were all unnasural in the sease that no animal doring
that period realized its tree namre. That Ged should have created
animals to suffer is bad enoush; that, gramed the Cheisian view of
pain ag doe o man's misuse of his gift of frecwill, che animals before
mazn shoefd have suffered is, as T have aleeady pointed out, unreasons
able engugh, But that se many millinng of cecamres should have been
created to be the instruments of an as yet non-exizcent being, means o
an unrealizable becauss as yer non-ezisient end, that 1hey should have
been creared without ever having the chance of becoming completely
themselves—these things, [ Bnd frankly unbelievable, On the view of
animal mature here put forward, the existence of creatures during this
vast period, would seem o have been @ pointless waste, T do not he-
lieve that 2 good God does chings pointledy, or chat He is wiltully
wasteful.

(&) Many creanrcs now living da nol kiow man. This s roe of
almost all fish, elmost ¥ ingects, and slmost all bacteria, (In passing,
it seema worth while mentoning that the et thar these are not mam-
mals does not szem to afferd any greund for exduding them from the
szape of Mr Lewis's argnimeni.) Are we then, 10 sy thet their na-
tures ere, therefore, vorealized, that ey are unsuicable insrruments nf
the purposc for which they were coeared, thar they are unused because
unusabiz mezne to the only end which justifics their existence? If &,
theie creation wonll seem onoe wsin to be o pointless waste,

{r} The main difference between 2 tame rabbic and 2 wild one is
thar ane is kept alive in order @ nourish man, the other is noz. The
tormer is quite licerally a means oo man's srvivaly the lacer is naot.
The {nrmer, therelors, conforms to Mr. Lewis's E_FIG-:LEE:[JD-D the lar-
ter dozs now. Are we, then, m say thae only the wme mabbit is really a
rabbit, that only the tame rabbit folfils the purposs for which rabbirs
were treated? 1 can see absolurely no reasen for such zn essumption.

{4} Svme creatures, (A}, prey upen other crearures, (B); they are
parasites upen their hosts. Seime creacures, {C), keep other creatures,
(D), in arder-thac che ([)s mav minister to them, fertilize them, di-
gest for them, feeding, or otherwise enabling chem o live, Are not
the {A)s entiled 1o say that the {B)s exist as instruments of sheir
purposes, a5 means co their ends, necessities of their existence? Would
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no selves; that many men whom the heasts have served in the pre-
scribed relationship, have not been good men, and thae, therefore, the
serving beasts, through no favlt of their own, have no selves—iz s
nat, T say, all these and many ether considerations of the same type
which render this vizw in the highest degree unplausible; more dis-
concerting than any of them is che face that the gccd::au—in-d:e—
good-homestead concepticn belongs to the pasc of dvilizatien, is pal-
pably dying in the present, snd wil! prebsbly disappear in the future,
and is related, therefore, to 2 particular and temperary form of organiza-
tion of human socictv—nes, be it peted, to that form of organizarion
which characterizes the sociery in which Mr. Lewis happens w0 live, but
to a form of organization which charscrerized a foore primitive form of
society which Mr. Lewis happens o like, and for which, apparentdy,
he is imbued by a feeling of nossalgia, When machine production has
largely supplanted the good-homestead, when, as a result, men and
wamen sre served by machines and nec by beasss—what then? The
beasts no Jonger being integrared inoo che reqguired relationship will
presumably lose selfhood, As they cease to serve man, their existence
will become as pointless as it wes before mza appeared wpon the
scene. Horses, perhaps, and even dogs mav o such circumstances
disappear. But lice and tape-werms, and others of man's faithful at
tendanis, will 2key accompany the horses and dogs into non-being? It
scarcely seems likely. God, then, on Mr. Lewiss view, will have to be
credited with the pointless production of innumerable creatures who
have no place in the cosmic scheme—for the funetion of animals, it
will be remembered, 5 o seeve man and ooly tame animals realize
their full animel nature—long after ther have any function left to per-
farm, and long zfter they have any chance of realizing their animal
natures, Yer God, we are rald, does noching in wain. . . .

(2) Toe Crard 18 Resrier oF CarisT: Lwigue Staros
0 THE Ulnrveese

The second claim 35 that Cheist is unique among human beings,
precisely becawse He 18 not wholly a homan being, but partly a God,
being in fact God's Son; that no other human being who has lived
upon the earth bas enjoyed the peivileged posidon of being beth di-
vine and human; that Christ was sent into the woorld a: a particular
point af time for a divine purpose, namely to atone for and redeemn
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Christian faith, Jesus revealed God in the later sense, not in the
way a mirror reveals: in Josws God did His supreme ace of love for
raen,”

The comsiderations which seern 1o me o weigh in the scales apainst

thie claim fall into five categories.

{a) Topograpiical ond Temporal Parochidiirt.

The claim seeros to ane o be wpagraphically perochial; it seems,
that is to sav, enlikely that the pardcular set of events associared with
Chirist’s bile should be so uniquely imporane in space, as che claim
asserts. Space is very large, Palesdne is comparatively small. Why wm
I expecied to believe that whar |_|'.:|_'.l]_'||.:|'||'.‘-:'] in Palestine is of sach
unique impormnce? The answer would seem oo be, that it is because
i ||,.5:p|_:-e;:|'| 1o live :;'__1:||i_a.|'.}' o thee west of Palestioe, and ht].-.‘ml_{: there-
fore, to o civilzadon-cudrere which derives i religion from Fales
tios IF Dhad Bved syuaslly near to Palesting, bug to dhe st of 5 instead
of to the west, i, In other words, | had been born (o a bedeoom in Dielhi
and 1oz in 2 bedroom in Durham, no sucl expectacion would have been
entertained in regard wo me | should oot thar is 10 say, have boen ex-
pected wotaks, and shoold not 1o Eace have taken, this view of che
uniquencas in space of Pplesine, and in Palestine of Hethichem. In
truth, che clsim that we are considering is logically of the same family
of claims as thase which asserr thay roy family, my school, my hoose a
mv school, my univerzity, my college at my universicy, my club, my
COURLEY,; My oouary in v enaniey, of ary village in my couny, is het-
ter than snybody elze's because I happen to belong o it That we all do
enrnmaonly make such claims is, of coucs, true; and there 35 so harm in
them if they are taken as expressions of & simple loyaley, But they can-
nod, I suggesr, sugtain crivical examination, it they are put forward as
constiteting reasons for believing in the objactive seperiovity or intrinsic
irmpartances of that oo which 1 happen to belong, Whether we are in gen-
eral indulgent to or concemproous of such claims depends upon our na-
tures snd ovr outleok. IE we are given to perosanship, we shall vigor-
ously maintain them. If. on the other hand, we rry to see homanity
as 4 whele and ke pride in emancipating ourselves, so far as we may,
from the wrammels af the aecidental and the local, we shall regard
them as proper o an immature rather than o 2 maoee human be-
ing. In this connecrion it is worch noting thac it is Chosdanity itself
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about Him—and if vou have waken such steps as, in che circum-
stances, you could be experced o zake, to inform yourself of His mes-
sage, then {a) you posess hetter information aboue the nature of the
universe end greater insighe into the nature of man and his place in
the universe than it would Rave been possible for you to have had be-
fore, end (&) you have a betoer chanee of entering into ecernal life
than vou hed before. The second of these claims does not mean thar
you will contnue to live indefiniely, whereas those who preceded
Christ or, while succeeding Him, God nevertheless not heard of Him,
would noc conrinee to live indefnicely, since all men are immortal;
but it does mean that your etesnal iz will be passed in 2 more desir-
able srzre or place or set of circumarzncesr—in heaven perhaps, and net
in hell or in purgatory or it limbo—than wouold the etzrnal life of
anybody who fad lived before Chris,

Mow in its applicadon o Socreces, Placo, Lao Tse, Confucios,
Buddha, Arisicele, to mention a few names, where dezens could be
given, I find chis claim eotally incredible and {in czse I have not srared
it correctly, for one is alwave liable o be tripped up by Christian
apologisss who say thar, for theiv part, 2iey would have pur the claim
differently, and that it is only one’s autrageous ignorance of Christian
doctrine thet could possibly have induced one so to have misappre-
hended and misstated it) let me say ¢hae I find any claim which ap-
proximates to it to be incredizle.

I think that I sametmes know o good man when I see him. T am
pretey sure that I konow a wise man when [ read him, and nething
will convines me that Socrazes and Plato, to mention twe men with
whose works [ happen ro have some acquainance, did not posssss a
desper insight into the nature of man and his destiny in the universe,
than manv—indeed, 1 would venrure fo sav most—of those who have
professed the Christian falth. As o the exclusive claim 1o salvation,
the claim that believing Christians will pass their eternal life in more
desiranle circumstmnces, ac 2 higher moral level, and with greater
spiritual enlighrenment thap these men, I do not see how it can be
either proved or disproved. I content myself with the remark that a
wniverse in which such a cliim was trus would seem to me w be a
non-moral wniverse, and che Gedd whe presribed the law which made
the claim true, an unjuse God.

It may, of course, be said that the Athanasian creed no longer rep-
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if you burn 2 log, you are left with gas and sshes. Similarly no human
soul is ever whelly destroved; there remaing something which is shar
which the soul sems. Bur this something is less than the soul; is less,
therefors, than human., This state of being shut-our from or deprived
of humanity is, Mr. Lewis holds, the meaning of the notion of exclu-
sion; this stace of being less than a seul the meaning of the notion
of destroction, Hence the rcality of hell consists in the state of having
lese than “soul-hood,” of being deprived of one’s humanicy, *What is
cast (or casts itsel) into hell 35 neg & man; ic is ‘remains’™

There iz, it seems to me, an obvious dificulty bere, Either the “los
soul” remembiers its proviens condition of soul-hood and is aware of
the condition of humanity from which it is now excloded; or it doos
pot rermemaber sod 1s oot aware B0 rematmbers aned s awars, if, thae
iz to say, ir still has memary and an underscanding cunsciousness, it
must be =il a soul, I it dows poc remetnber, and is noc awere, then
what §s there aboot its condition chet can be o sowrce of grief o ur
But if it is unable to suffer priel because it Joes pol know what ic has
Iosd, it s dificuic to vaderstand in what sense it can be said to be pun-
ished.

Mr. Lowis proceeds to discoss the question, whecher the punish-
ment is sternub It may be, he holds, that this existence which belongs
to “someching less than a soul” epdures only for a timee; ulrimarchy
the sques-soul mav fade awsy inoo ponentty, Thers are many, he
notes, who think the doctrine of hell severe on the ground thar only a
harsh God would make souls that are sinful, or allow them to become
sinful and then condemn them go eccrnad punishmens for being what
they are, Mo, Lewds rebuolkes them; for what, he demands, in the
passage from which 1 have already quored, “are vou psking God w
do? To wipe out their pust sins and, er all eosts, oo give them a fresh
start, sinoothing every dificully and offering every mirsculous help?
But He has done so on Calvary. To forgive them? They will not be
forgiven. To leave thetn alone? Alag, I am afraid that is whar He
does.”

I have three comments, First, the whole doctrine seems to me o be
in the highest degree unplavsible: 1 cannot imagine thar an educated
Greek, Chinaman or Hindu would tolerace it for @ moment. Chis-
tiane are under the necessity of making the best of it only because of

1 Thas questics is referred o gpzin an o 320, helow,
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to be interpreted eymbolically, or {2} Thar they are later interpola-
tions, and that the most obnoxious of them are noe @0 be found eicher
in Mark or in €}, ©Q being the presumed sourece of thar which is come
men (o Matthew and Luke, but oot to Macl,

Again, 1 have read encugh o be convinced of the accuracy of Mr,
Bevan's summary that *in the case of our earliest Gospel whet we
have 35 only what Saioe Mack recollected of what Saint Pever recol-
lected of what Jesus had said some thirmpeight years before Peter's
death, and that trenslated from Aramais oo Greek,” aod, therefore, to
be sensible of the perinenes of his warning “rhat iv 3 absurd, apart
from the Church's judpement, to press svery clase or every ssotence in
the words ateributed ro Josus, as if they had boen taken down ac the
time by a phonograph or by shorthand.™

Meverthelsss, it is possible 20 agen: vo the justice of this warning,
and yet 1o confess 1o a cermain Jisquictude at the high-handedness of
those eritics who, whenever Christ sws anething which szema to be
more than ususlly @t variance with modern meodes of thoughe, dismiss
it on the ground either chat He dido'v say it, or that it means some-
thing quire different from what it scems o mean. In segard to sech
matters ag, for example, that of the “two swords” of “the fig wee”
and of the “herd of seane,™ ta which | hove wentursed to make unlavs
purable reference, it hag besn represenced that, $nce they make non-
sense po modern ears, Christ can’t have said chem, or thar, @£ He did,
they mean the opposite of whar they scem to mean, There are even
eritics who go to the length of asserting in rvespect of some phrases
that a positive mesning shoveld be tirnzd iote a pegative one by the
inseetion of the word “net,” or of the sylldhls “un "I'hus, wre are told
thar the explunadon of the curicus ceference o “the mamman aof vo-
rightecusness™ ' may be that whet Cheis 5 fact eeferved to was the
“mammen of righteousness,” hut chat, since an early copyist found
Christ’s semtiment in irs bearing upoiy the “mammon of rightsous-
ness” incredible, he inserted the equivalent of the sylfable “un™ in
order to make sense of it

I canno here enter inm these and other minutiae of cricicsm, Their
effect is to show that the Gespel narracdves are not fizst hand record-
ing, and may, therefare, be misleading, In fact, they probably are often
misleading, But what then? Whar else is thers! When one is trying
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THE CHRISTIAN CLAIM i1

There are two heads to this charge. As regards the first, I have de-
liberately refrained from referring to Pauline theology becauss the
personality of Christ that it suggests seems to me less attracrive, the
teaching which it implies, and to which it refers, less enlightened than
the personality and the teaching of the Synoptic Gespels. I find Pauline
theology distasteful and forbidding. To include it and all that it stands
for, to take into account the implications in regard to Christ's nature
and teaching that it suggesrs, would be for me to make the task of com-
ing to terms with Christ not less formidable, but more. Similarly the
figure in the Gospel of Saint Joha is, for me, nee more sypmpathetic bue
less, the teachings not clearer but more obscure.

As to the scholarship point, if T were to read all the eminene authori-
tiza who have written on Christan doctrine, T should And it very difb-
cult not to see Christanity through the spectacles which they had
prepared and tiated for me. Is it wrong, I wonder, wo try to make up
one’s mind for oneself? An educated man, I have been thought fir 1o
form my own opinions on politics, in regard 1o the education of my
children, or the investing of my capital, provided that the relevamt
evidence on which an opinion sheuld be based is pur before me.
Why, I wonder, is it wrong for me to oy to form it for myself in
regard to the validity of the Chrisdan claim on the evidence of the
Gospels, having recourse to modern authorities only when I feel the
need of them?

Resuming the attempt to answer the guestion posed above—what
other material is there beside the record of the sayings and doings of
Christ in the Svnoptic Gospels, upon which a ]udqn:mm' s to the
authenticity of the Christian claim could be based P—I propose to have
recourse now to Mr, Bevan's bool, Chrimtianity. "There is" savs Mr.

Bevan, who is concerned to propound an answer to precisely this ques-

tien, “the judgement of the Church.” There is also, what he calls the
“belief in the value of Christian cradition.” This, he savs 1n effect, is
what Christians have believed throughout so many centuries, Now it
would be unreasonable to attach mo weight o this continuing tradi-
don of belief. The inference is that the doctrine of the peculiar divin-
ity of Christ deserves respect, and also apparently acquires weighe,
precisely because so many goed men have believed in it Or what
other interpretation are we to place upon Mr. Bevan's reference to
“the authority which a belief derives from the fact thar it has actually
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convinced of the truth of their beliefs, do not seem to be under the
necessity which Christizns have fe of making the world uncom-
fortable for those who da not shaee them.

“What, in the light of chese effects of its adopden, are we to make
of the cafm thar the revelation of God's ward, which is embodied in
the taching of Chrisdanity, 1218 us more about the nature of the
universe and the moral law than the revelation contained in any other
religion.

(#) Reaction,

The secord aspece of Christian behaviour thae 1 proposc to cie
has a more local significance, Whar, aver the lass two centuries, has
been the record of the English Church in regerd to the enlightenmen
af the mind, or the amelivrstivn af the lives of the inhabitants of this
country ? Has it on the whole assisted ar chemrocted those movements
and causes which have scughr to increase the one oF o promote the
atner? The reader who takes the trouble to acquaine himself with
the hisrory of the English Church durimyg she Jast o306 vears cannor help
bur nodeoe how often olaima for justice, appeals to reason, movements
for cqualily, proposals to relieve the poversy, to mitige the savagery,

‘or wo enlighten the igrnarance of the masses have cncountered the op-

position of the Chersh, From many similar inscanees T ate o few at
random. The clergy of the Esablished Chuech cither acdvely opposed
o were complarely indifferant ta che sbeliien of the slive ade, Even
the pious Churchman Willerlore:, writing in tHyz, was compelled to
admic thar “the Churck lergy have been shamefully lukewarm in the
cause of slavery abolidon” They ooposcd the movement for the
abolition of the Romen Doroughs, prophesying that, if the Relorm
Bill of 183z was carried, it would lead o the desroction of the
Esuahlishreene. They opposed in 1208 Whitbread's Lill to establich
parish schools in England out of the rates, the Archiishop complain-
ing thar the proposal would e oo much power from the clergy.
Stzte educaoon was indesd persistently opposed by the Church, be-
cause, as an eminent clerie said, “it would enable the labouring classes
to read seditions pamphlets, vicious bools, and publications against
Christanity,” :

In the ‘thirties and ‘forties the Church cergy of all secdons de-
nounced the Chartists with as much vigowor as their successors seventy
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embodies the metaphysics which were prevalent at the time when it
wag put together, | cannor accept the doctrines of che Athanasian
Creed, partly because T cannot understaad them, Yet T refuse to be-
lieve that because of my inabilicy 2o “believe chem faichfully,” T shall
be damned. I do not for a moment chink chat the Disciples believed
the propositiens contained in the Athanasian starement of the doctrine
af the Triniry. How could thew, since they had never heard of it?
And I refuse oo believe thar the Disciples are damned.

The Toa Humen Conception of God's Pevsonality,

Behind these insbilities of mine there lies a deeper one, T am unable
to beliewe that God is a person in the sense af the word “person™ thar
the acceptance of much Chrisdan doctrine encails, 1 have in a previous
chapter descanted 2t some lengih' vpon the questdon whether the
reality behind che familiar world can most appropriately be considered
after the model of & persan, [ concluded that wich reservations it
could. But of what sort of persoar I do not know, and nobody save a
mystic who has had direct experience of the person can know; and
even the mystic can know cnly in @ very parrial sense. Bur one thing,
I think I do knes, and that is ¢hat He or It is no¢ a person in that
very human sense of the ward which Christian doccrine posrulaces, the
scnse in which He punishes man for exerclsing his gift of fres will,
aczording to the doctrine of the Fall; the sense in which He incarnates
Himself, or an aspecs of Hirself or an emanation from Himeelf in
human form, according to the doctrine af che birth of Christ—haow
many anthropomorphicelly conceived Gaods, T wonder, in how many
refigions and cults have assumed & human form and come down into
the warld of menf—the sense in which He permin an essence af ar
emataton from Himseli v be consumed by and enzer inte the
persons of the faithful, accosding to che Christian doctrine of the
Mass—hew many anthropomorphicslly conceived Gods in how many
religions and cults are eaten by their follewers!? (the question, by the
way, can be answered by the diligent reader of Sir James Frazer's
Golden Bowgh)—the sense in which, though interested in and respon-
sive to our needs, he, nevertheless, requires on oocasion—as che Chris-
den docmine of prayer would have vs suppose—o be reminded thar
rain is wanted in Ruthndshire,

See Chapter 7, O, 240245,
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them that it /5 acceptable, assures them also that whether it 15 accept-
able to resson or pot s a maner of comparatvely little moment.
It is only faith thar has this power to put reason temporarily to sleep,
nor do I wish to deny thai, given faith, such an exercise of its power
is legitimare. Creda, in fact, guis incredible; ineredible, that is to sy,
to reason but ot to faich, and becavse crodible to faith, exempt from
the mesd o be eredible 1o renson.

1 do not doubt that it is on these lines that men of better intelligence
than myself, if they were to seck 1o justify their belisfs would explain
their acceprance of, for example, the miracle of the Mass.

While they are partaking of the Host, it would not occur to them
10 dowbs 1har this was the body of Jesus Christ simply bacanse doube
is the offspring of reasoniig, and it would not ocour to them that the
matce was onc to be reasoned about eme way or the othor. For we
reason only when we are in doede and wish 1o resolve the doube;
thote iz no peinr in reasoning when you kuow., Bul—and bere is the
difficulty which confrunts me time and again—what is your position i
you have nog already faith? Surely in this event your reassn mast first
be convinced, Granted that your fooson i3 convineed on some im-
poriant marmers, then because your conviction has miven you faith, you
will be prepared to take others on (s, cven though you do nar
understand rheme “Ah, bug” it may be said, "you must seek assismnce
in prayer, for prayer will strepgthen your fanh.™ Mo doube it will, b
will ir create faith where no faith yet exisss? No, T think 1t will not,
since we are told, as it seems to me plawsibly, that for our prayers 1o
be efbeaciows, we nuist fArar believe, Indeed, unless we belizve we can-
not pray in the right way, or with the right spairit. Here, then, s the
vicious citcle by which the intellectnal would-be-believer-but-neverthe-
less-unwilling-unbeliever finds himsell enclosed. Tnless he prays be
cannot confirm his faith: ver unless he first has faith, his prayer will
be without virtue. And this vicious circle is itself enclosed within the
bounds of 2 more embracing dificolry, the difficolty cocasioned by the
dilemma between reason znd faith, If & man has fuith, be can acceps,
though his reason is uncomprehending, or unconvinced; bur unless his
reason is convinced, he will not have faith; or—lest afrer all “con-
vineed” be wo strong a word—if not convinced, at least persnaded thae,
when called to che bar of reason and judged by the test of experience,
some part of whar he is asked to believe is ar lease plavsihle.
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effizacy to praver and praver brings the experiences which strengthen
faith; that the seeker afier God will be content =t every stage of his
progress to make the best 2nd the most of what has been revealed o
him st that sme, admiuiayg thas mare, moch maore, conld be added in
the wov boch of experience and of conviedon, but taking that “rmore”
on trust from the witness of the lives and the strength of the coavie-
Hens of men who are rocognizably better and more certnin than
himself—if, [ say, all this is pu2 to me, [ am prepared o answer thar,
though 1 have lictle of no personal expericnce of such mateers, the
progress descethed would seem to me plavsible and reasonable, In-
deed, 1 am preparsd to believe that it fappens; prepared also to make
an effort te see whether it may not happen o me. But the fact that
it did happen—if it did—while it would sugzest the existence of a
personal and a sesponding, pechaps cven of a loving God, wrould noc
teatify 1o the validity of the diszinctive claim which Christians have
made in regard to Him and His intentions.
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their desires and o assiss cheir fellow men, By virtue of the lives they
lived, their visicn was stiil further sharpened and purified. Thus there
was set going in them a virtpous circle, 23 keenness of insight il
iuminaced the path of right living, znd dght living in i turn made
insight keener. What was cuscanding and distinctive in the lives and
characters of these men coidd, 1 s2v, be interpresed on these lines, Yer
I feel that such an interpresaden places the emphasis wrongly, The
deseription [ have given is the descriotion of one who is 2 mvatic and
also & good man, bui the men to whom I have referred were teachers
rather than contemplztves, and their conzribution o the moral prog-
vess of mankind lay 28 much in action as in wision. I de not mean,
oi course, thar chey did not conternplare, il nes have visen, did not,
in religions phraseciogy, koow {(Fod; | mean rather that, in the lan-
muepe of Plaro's famons simmile; they chose o soend most of their time
in the cave instructing ond exbhoeting thete fellow prisoners, even
though they moy have pussessed the power to lift themsclves out of
the cave.

The Religrows Teacker and e Evolugiorary “Spors”

Thir Jusz refection sugeests the concepiion of the chosen vessel, the
man deliberately sent inco che weorld to give conscions cxpression oo
life's instinetive purpose.. It 35 2 foncention which tallies with a well
accredited farmuia for the genius Acoording to this formufa the
genius i5 represented o5 one in wheny life has developed ac 2 higher
level than is normal fa Gis time, & lovel which may be subsequently
reached by the generalicy of the specizs o which the genins belonge,
and in the arainment of which the nexn srep forward of che evolution-
ary process consists. The analogy here iz it is cbwious, with the
biological “sprm,” the “spart™ who breeds true, since if the genivs has
no spirizal progeny, if he fails w0 SLXEEp the impress af his -nn_gurml
eomception of morals and pelities, his original visien in art, his original
inspirztion in literature, upon his time, rJ'um in terms of the formala
be is either not 2 genivs at all, or a penivs who fails, Nevertheless, the
frequency with which apirinual “sports” do breed tre, the heterndooies
of to-dey becoming the orthodoxizs of to-morrew, aad the man whom
the fathers stoned, poisoned or enicified being posthumously ennobled
or evenl deified by the children, sheows that che process which resules
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person in so human a sense as the sending of & succession of mes
sengers, charged with 2 mission o show our species how it is going
wrong, and how it may go right, would imply?

Secondly, the notion of the chosen nstrument sent into the world
to be the vehicle of God's mcssage, seems to me seriously to interfers
with the concept of free will. The fouitzin pen is ot responsible
for what 1t writes, or the vehicle for the direction in which it is
driven. I should not like to think that Christ snd Buddha and Socrates
and the rest were not purely and coropletely feeey T believe, on the
conirary, that they were free, or, to be precise, that they achieved and
strengthened their Ereedom of will i moral condliet and by victory
in eonflict, and tha it was precisely in this victory that their moral
: inence consists 1 do et Hke w think ol dem as fulfilling the
rivie: of great reachers and morsl pionesrs, merely becamse God cosi
them for it.

The Religrots Tewcher ar g Man fnformed by Cod.

A more acceptable view iz suggested by Hinde theology. According
to this theolugy (ste Chapter 7, pp. 24u-243, above), the reality of the
universe ie cxpressed in and is contiooous with ourselves, continioes
not with our everyday selves, bur wirh var true selves which underlie
the strcam of impulses and desires which are the raw marerial of e
everyday self, Flence the search for realicy is wlso the search for the
rruc sell, and in neeovering the rue self, we now, or racther become
one with reality. Beligions discipline is, therefore, largely directed to
working out and itnproving 3 techoique for diseovering the 1ree self

I do not myself subscribe to all the implications of thic view; 1 am
not satisfied wirh the conception of the 1wo sebees and, as T have
already explained, it seems 1o me that reality may be more appropri-
ately eonceived wader the Bkeness of a person than ender thar of a
universal impersonal comsciousnese, It is, therefore, with the greatest
difidence that T venture o steal from a body of teaching which 1
cannot assimilate as 2 whole, one particular doctrine which seems w
me 1o afford a plansible focerpretation of the statns of the great
religions teacher. It is the doctrine of reality 28 imimanent in the soul
of man. This is net, [ think, inconsistent with the view that realicy is
a person, or i4 like a person, for an infinite person can, I take it, be
expressed 1 oan imboite pomber of different individualz, Wow the
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as it regards Christ as a unique vehicle of the Divine immanence, but
it endorses the general conception here suggested that different indi-
viduals may manifest or reveal the nature of reaslity in different
degrees. In different, and also, in increasing degrees, for one of the
advantages of this conception is that it enables vs to understand how
the saint may improve in respect of his power to render goodness as
the artist improves in respect of his power to render beanty. But while
the artist secks by training his special faculty to maszer a technigue,
the saint seeks by training his character to improve his condoce. While
the artist struggles with the intractability of his medium, the saint
struggles with the intractability of his passions,

This conception of the saint as one who o begin with is far from
perfect, but grows in virtee as he acquires moral worth through the
training of character, gaining strength from life as he lives it, may
perhaps be the key to some of those roughnesses in Christ's character
to which reference was made in the last chapter. The relation betareen
conduct and vision is stressed by all religions writers. The betrer a
man lives, the clearer his knowledge of God: the more ceardy he
knows God, the better he lives, As Milton wrote, the end of learning
is “to know God aright, and our of that knowledge 1o love Him, 1o
imitate Him, to be like Him as we may the nearest, by possessing our
souls of true virme”

In other words, the practice of virmee, to revert to my metaphor,
thing the envelope so that the indwelling reality which is also an
expression of God's person is the more clearly revealed.

Mow of all such men Christ may well have been the most ourstand-
ing, not only becanse of the richness of his initial inheritance of the
divine, bur because of the fineness of the human clay in which it was
enshrined, a fineness made finer still by the conduct of his life.

(2) Dizcleimer in regard to the Doctrines of Christ,

I do not want to suggest that Christ's doctrines are not wise and
true, perhaps the wisest and the truest that have yet been preached
to mankind. They are, indeed, so true and so wise that they may be
open to criticism on the ground that they are too good for us, men's
persistent failure to live up to them having been, T suspect, more
marked than their equivalent £ailure to live up to the teaching of any
ather great man, of Socrates, of Confuciug, of Lao Tse, or even of
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Christianity to improve the conduct of most men. But it is, I think,
undeniable that there have been occasions when men's conduct has
been better, occasions when it has been worse, and [ would venture
to suggest, that ar beast of some occasions when it has been better, the
betterment may not have been wholly umconnected with the prevalence
of Christian belisf. At any rate, when it has been worse, the deteriora-
tion has ofien been associated with a decline of Christianity as, for
example, at the present time, With the decline of Christianity some-
thing has faded ot of Western civilization; a vitalizing, a humaniz-
ing, a refining and a restraining influence has been withdrawn, We
may nat be ahle 1o go back ro Christian orthodoxy, but of something
that we have come to kiwow as the Christian spirit our world stands des.
peratsly in peed. In so far ag Christianity is a system of doctrines and
institutions, it may well be that it has outlived its duy, Considered as
a system it has in practice oo nearly conformed to Lenin's definition
af religion as “the opium of the people,” but if by the word “Chris-
tianity” we mean a certain quality of expericnce which is the source noe
only of the doctrines and institutions, but of all those major virtues
which good men have exhibived in all ages and countries, of com-
passion, understanding, kindness,: gentleness, unselfichness and toler-
ance, then certainly what we need is Christianity, In this sense, then, of
the word “Christian,” what society requoires iz not less but more of
“Christian” effects.

The Natwre of Clergymen.,

There are effcers, secondly, upon these individoals whose business
it is to teach and preach Christ’s doctrines. In the last chapler 1 have
alsn said some hard things abowut the Church. I have argued thas, by
and large, the professional teachers of Christianity have not in their
own persons revealed 1o men a berter way of living chan has charae-
terized the lives of most ordinary men 4t most times. In moments
of pessimism the restimony of history scems to support such a view,
but the testimony of history must—and here is my disclaimer—now
be correctad by that of experience. The human soul wkes colowr
from that with which it habitually abides, and if the teaching of
Christ is, as I believe, other-worldly in origin, the revelation, though
not the exclusive revelation, of God's purpose to man, then it iz not
to be expected but that those who read it, love it, preach it dnd live
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I apply to other men, that I am so ready to censure and to jeer when
he falls below it, when his behavicur is in fact that of other men.
I put it here on record that, on the whole, the dergymen 1 have known
have bean better than the average of the men I have known—not all
of them, of course, and nor much betrer. Mevertheless, taking them by.
and large, they have been kinder, less selfish, more compassionate and
maore honest. They have thonght less of themeelves and more of others
than most of us do. Other things being equal, one would sooner go 1o
a clergyman when in trovble or distress than one would to ancther
man., When one lends him money, one knows that every nerve will
be strained to repay the debt, Morsover he has a code to live by.
He knows more often what he believes, even if he cannot explain
or define his beliefs, than do other men. He knows what is right and
ought to be done and he knows how he oughe to try o live, even
if he does net try very hard. Such knowledge is a rarity in the con
tusion of our times; at alt fimes 2 help in the business of lving, it is in
timves af trouble or distress a stay and a refuge. Enviable man 1o have
such a stayl

Finally—and T laugh at myself for chis—I feel a sart of awe. The
man is the vehicle of a wisdom which has been disilled from che
experience of two thoosand years; he 13 the Satron afficer between this
world and the next, the link between me and the universs, God's
representative upon earch. Now if there really is 2 God, He is a very
awesome person, and some part of His awesomeness descends upen
his representatives, [ can never wholly rob myself of the conviction
that there is something sacred about a clergyman's person—unless, of
course, T see him bathing. . . . And here, [ see, 1 am laughing at
clergymen in order to cover my confusion at the embareassiment
which my avowal of their awesomeness has caused me. On balance,
then, respect for their calling and a somewhat grodging recognition
of the merits of men whe, aking them by and large, are better men
than I, predominate, Bur why the respect, why the recognition, unless
there is sumething respect-warthy, something to recognize?

{3) Disclaimer in regard to the Supernatwral Bags of the Christian
Religion. Soliloguy in Lincoln Cathedral.

I do not want to suggest that Christ's teaching is not the product
of divine inspiration. I do not want, then, to impugn the conclusion
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by the right knees of those who knelt in adoration of the pedestal
upen whose top rested the casker containing the head of Saint Hugh
of Lincoln. How many knees throughout how many bundreds of
years were required to gouge a groove of thar depth out of the solid
stone? {The groove made by the lefe koees had disappeared beneath
a big flat slab, a vandalism committed in some larer period—was it by
the Victoriana?) 1 was duoly deligheed by the richness of the glass and
exalted by the pealing of the organ. (More beautiful than the organ
was the unaccompanied singing of the choir, the pore emotionless
voices of the boys standing out in high relief agains the rich baritones
and basses of the men. [ was wo absorbed in the beaury of the sound
to have time o wonder how such an imposing array of adult male
voices conld be assembled in wur-time.}

I have not the descriprive powers to do justice to the wonder of this
place, to the meticulows care and varied richness of the masses of the
detail, and 1o the spacionsness of design which yet holds the wase
structure together and enables the eye to apprehend the intricacies of
the paris, withont ceasing 10 he aware of the unity of the whale. I
can only testify to the overwhelming impression of majesty and beauty
that it conveyed. Perhaps something must be allowed for my own
mood in which discontent with 2 civilization which, I koew, could
produce no building of an even comparable impressiveness, and hormor
of the background of our times which enhanced both the screnity and
the remoteness of the Cathedral, combined to invest the whole experi-
ence with a feeling of nostalgia for a past in which such creations
were posible, How unimaginably alien seemed the zesl and the faich
of the men who had buile this place! How deplorable thar human
beings who could rise w such heights of craftsmanship and devotion
should, six hondred years later, have sunk 1o the bestiality of modern
warl It was a wry commentary, I thought, vpon the nineteenth cen-
tury belicf in progress, And yer the cenruries of faith were, I knew, no
whit less brural. Surely man iz, as Pascal insisted, at once the shame
and the glory of the universs, capable of rising to heights of incredible
heroism and sinking to depahs of equally incredible savagesy. He was
capable of both then, and he s stll capable of both now. Bur [ sec
that 1 have wandered from my theme, to which I must return.

I hope I have said encugh to indicate, without having the skill o
communicate, the impression of beauty and majesty which this
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faltering and clouded with earthly imagery, yet eacrics with it a desire
to worship and an obligation w pursue the majesty whose nature i
dimly foreshadows,

Like plants in mines which never s the sun,
Buy dream of hém and guesr arhere he may be.

Only on this supposition is the making of Lincoln Cathedral in-
telligible. 1f somchody gainsays this, I do not know how to answer
him. I can say only that in respect of an aitribute which forms part
of the make-up of all or most human beings, the attribute by which
we perceive the “numinous” and respond to it bhe is laclking, and in
respect of his lack, is not fully a human being. My argument comes to
rest, then, not on an argument but on a conviction. I feel, nay I faou,
that this is =0, and my knowledge iz characterized by an element of
immediacy which is not the froit of reasoning, thoogh reasoning may
end does support it Indeed, it is within the framework of this knowl-
edge thar all my subsequent reasoning must take place.



Sumimary

The discussions of this book have covered 2 wide fizld and a brief
tabularion of their main results may be wseful.

(1) S far as logical srgument takes us, the balance of armument
sezms to be strongly againar the vies that the wniverse is the ercation
of an emnipotent, benevolent God.

{2) MNevertheless, argumem mis: be supplemented by dua derived
from other reslms of sxpenence, notably sesthetic and moral exper-
cnoc. These sugges; that there 1 a level of realivy orher chan char of the
familiar world, At this [=vel there are values

i(3) Values are aheolure and indepenilend of our minds, and aeschetic
and moral judgements can, therefore, be objecdve. Valies are also
ol gide the evplinionary peocess of ¢hange and becoming, of which we,
by virtue of our membership of the world of nature, form o,

{4) The claim of the I'|'|j,'ﬁ.lifﬁ i make clivect contact wich this level
of rzality may be allowed, The mystics’ reports vary, somc asserling 1he
existence of a universl, impersonal consciousness, others of a personsl
God. On balance, the evidence seems in favour of the laner, sinee all
the objections a the laner apply also to the former, and such posidve
reasons as are supplisd by the promptings of our emational and pas-
sional matures point sirongly to the lateer, IE we accept the lacer, the
values are probably to be regarded as aspects of God's personalicy,
modes under which He permite Himself to be known.

{5} Granted the existence of a persopal God, questions aries a8 to
His relaton o the world and the nature of His' personality, The
Aristotelian God, non-creative, non-interested and aloof, the object of
the world's desive, who iz nevertheless unaffectsd by the process of the
world's desiring, seems to be immune [rom mest of the objections re-
ferred wo in (1), The existence of such a God affords, however, no firm
foundadon for the significance of moral experience.

4%
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. (6) The significance of moral experience is one of the main reasons
for rejecting the exclusively evolurionary universe with its perpetoally
emerging or successively created Gods,

() A full acceprance of and provision for this significance seems to
be equally decisive against the Aristobelian God, Moreover, if God is a
person, it seems reasomghle o supposc that He has knowledge of and
interest in this world.

(#) Our view of the nature of this inlerest must depend upon our
view of the mature of God's personality, which in its tum depends upon
our view of the validity of the Christian claim, The Christian claim is
plausible in so far as it asserts that (od exists and 1% inlerested In and
conccrned with our world; thar He iz a principle of good and is the
source of the maral order in the universe and the source, therefore, of
mneal cxpoticnee, 1hat is oo say, of our recognition of good, of our
prefecence for good over evil, and of our abborrence of end strupzle
agninaevil. The daim may also be accepted, In so far as it assers thar
it we pray to [hm, we may male cootsce with Him amd by virtoe of
that comact, shall he asdsted o onre soruggle against ovil It fonher
seems reasonable on the evidence to suppose that He has from time
to e cresred or eatsed 1o appear specially gifved individuals o give
conscious expression o His parpose and wo reveal Flis low, which i
ihe maral law, wo man. These specially gifted persons arc the religious
teachers and mystics, the repositories of original morsl inspiration and
spivimmal vision, ansl of these Christ s one of the greatess, i€ not the

test.

{) The Christian chim is eoplawsible, in so far as it assers thae
Christ is the son of God, or is in any other way, or for any other rea-
son divine; thar man was created by God in order to be loved by Him,
but that through his {man’s) exercise of free will he became unwoarthy
of that love and was punished by the Fall; and that man alone of liv-
ing creatures possesses a self or personality.

{10) God did not creare evil; nor is evil wholly due to man's mismse
of his gift of free will. The principle of evil in the vniverse 1s probably
independent of God and exists in His despite. God, then, is nor all-
powerful. This, the dualist view of the universs, incidentally removes
somne of the difficulties referred to in (1).

{11) These conclusions, both positive and negadve, are tentative and
provisgional. Nevertheless they do on balance definitely point towards
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the religious view of the world; they are, that is to say, on the positive
side of agnosticism.

{12} It follows that T am willing, as T once was not, to bank on the
religious hypothesis being wue. This i not mere pragmatism, since
one of my conclusions is that man's desire for and dispesition to accept
the religiows hypothesis is, because of its universality, evidence in favour
of the hypothesis.

{13) If the religious view of the universe is true; if, that is to say,
the universe has 2 meaning and a purpose, this life is not all, and
something probably survives the break up of our bodies. Indeed, unless
there 15 a more abundant life before mankind, this world of matecial
things in space and dme 35 a bad joke beyond our understanding, a
vulgar laugh braying across the mysteries,
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