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THE WILLIAM BELDEN NOBLE LECTURES

HIS Lectureship was constituted a perpetual foun-

dation in Harvard University in 1898 as a

memorial to the late William Belden Noble of
Washington, D.C. (Harvard, 1885). The deed of gift pro-
vides that the lectures shall be delivered annually and that
they shall be published. The purpose of the Lectureship
may be expressed in the following words cited from the
deed of gift by which it was established:

“The object of the founder of the Lectures is to
continue the mission of William Belden Noble, whose
supreme desire it was to extend the influence of Jesus
as the way, the truth, and the life; to make known the
meaning of the words of Jesus, ‘I am come that they
might have life, and that they might have it more
abundantly.” In accordance with the large inter-
pretation of the Influence of Jesus by the late Phillips
Brooks, with whose religious teaching he in whose
memory the Lectures are established and also the
founder of the Lectures were in deep sympathy, it is
intended that the scope of the Lectures shall be as wide
as the highest interests of humanity. With this end in
view,—the perfection of the spiritual man and the
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consecration by the spirit of Jesusof every department
of human character, thought and activity,—the Lec-
tures may include philosophy, literature, art, poetry,
the natural sciences, political economy, sociology,
ethics, history both civil and ecclesiastical, as well as
theology and the more direct interests of the religious
life. Beyond a sympathy with the purpose of the
Lectures, as thus defined, no restriction is placed
upon the lecturer.”



PREFACE

HESE lectures are printed as they were delivered

except for the inclusion of certain sections then

necessarily omitted. I am aware that the ground
covered will be familiar to those who read the larger
books which deal with religious belief. Of any such
readers I would ask that it be borne in mind that
the lectures were prepared for and delivered to an
audience very largely composed of undergraduate
members of a great American University, and not
without some previous and recent experience of the
outlook of those of them who were likely to be
interested in such lectures.

My gratitude is due and is expressed to the Presi-
dent and Fellows of Harvard College for the honour
of their invitation to be the Noble Lecturer for the
academic year 1986-87 and for appointing me acting-
Dean of the University Memorial Church during three
months of the absence of my friend Dean Willard L.
Sperry. It is also my pleasant duty to thank the
President and Mrs. James B. Conant for their warm
welcome and many acts of kindness. I am grateful
also to the Master of Lowell House and Mrs, Julian
Coolidge, and to the Tutors of the House, for doing
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so much to make my stay there emjoyable. Those twho
have visited America for any similar purpose will
know that it is impossible to make adequate acknofv-
ledgment of the unlimited hospitality and unfailing
kindness which surround the visitor from the moment
of arrival or to express his regret at those constant
farewells he exchanges with such pleasant friends and
acquaintance, which terminate personal contacts he
would fain but cannot prolong. But a word of thanks
must be added to Dean Sperry’s secretaries, Mrs.
Kidder and Arthur Colbourn, who assisted me so
faithfully and so well, and to my colleagues of the
Dean and Chapter of Liverpool, who made my visit
possible by a generous rearrangement of our duties.

J. S. B.

LivERrPOOL
July 1987
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CHAPTER I

CONCERNING MAN

and the end of philosophy, and the beginning

and the end are one. These words may serve to
indicate the ideal relation in which the practical life
of religion should stand to human thought. Religion
always contains some amount of human thought, of
some quality. Theology is the ordered knowledge of
what religion is and implies, and the interpretation of
the world and man in the light of it. Religion is very
much more than human thought; but its character is
always dependent upon human ideas and beliefs,
hopes and fears, derived otherwise than from some
isolated activity called religion. Religious experience
is always largely determined by the contents of our
minds as the experience comes to us or as we seek it.
It follows that theology which would fain be know-
ledge of what is actual, in other words, theology
which aspires to truth,! cannot be simply the explica-

1 Truth is the correspondence of our minds with things as they
are.

GOD, it has been said, is the beginning of religion
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tion of a particular type of experience called religivus
experience: it must also concern itself with whateyer
kinds of knowledge about the world and man enter
into religious experience and largely determine its
form and content.

It is true and for religion profoundly important, as
the Barthians insist, that God is not primarily the
object of human knowledge. God Himself, communion
with Whom is religion, is not merely an idea in our
minds, or the creation of our minds. He is the living,
active Spirit who is beforehand with us in every
movement we make towards Him; so that it is less
true to say that we choose Him than to say that He
chooses us, less true that we lay hold of and possess
Him than that He lays hold of and possesses us. But
there are those who not only speak of the Word of
God! coming to man from beyond knowledge and
beyond history, which may be true: they strangely
seem to attach no significance to their awareness that
it is so. They go on to say not only that natural
knowledge and even natural theology lie ‘in the evil
one’, but they deny that man has any faculty where-
with to judge of Revelation, even when his conscience
has been purified by the Word of God.

This is baseless dogmatism, an attempt to revive
the obsolete. If we may not trust such knowledge as
natural theology may attain, there are no grounds for
trusting that which is simply asserted to be revealed.

1 This term, in Barth’s usage, seems to me as near to an idea
without content as it is possible to get.
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It i§, I believe, the bedrock of religious faith that
spiritual things are spiritually discerned; but there is
litfle use in saying so, particularly in these days,
unless there are reasons for holding that spiritual
discernment is not an illusion. Whatever human
knowledge may be, whatever its status in relation to
Reality, and however much error and illusion it may
contain, in the order of attaining knowledge it is a
fact that our knowledge of ourselves and of other
persons, and of the external world, comes before our
knowledge of God. Knowledge of ourselves and of the
external world is not immediate or unmediated: it is
reflective knowledge. But it is both easier and more
inevitable than our knowledge of God. If we may
trust it, we may trust our knowledge of God reached
in the same way. Religious faith, its insights and its
values, will then have grounds as well as causes.
But if we may not trust our knowledge of ourselves
neither may we trust our knowledge of God. It is not
for a moment suggested that there is no real com-
munion with God, no true experience of His envelop-
ing grace and love, unless or until we have understood
the nature of man. Indeed, unless religion be illusion,
it is only in the light which these experiences afford
that man’s nature can be adequately understood.
What God means by us is for religion a more impor-
tant question than what we mean by God: ‘God is the
beginning of religion’. But if and when our purpose is
to set forth religious knowledge in an ordered form,
and to show that it and the faith on which it rests
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have intellectual justification, we are involved in
questions as to what human personality is and how it
arises, and about man’s true position in creation—n
a word, with the nature of man. It is with some
aspects of this question, and it must needs be only in
outline, that we shall be coneerned in this and in the
next lecture.

The natural sciences now disclose wider fields of
knowledge relevant to our subject than those deriv-
able from the Bible and Church history. Any modern
doctrine of man must accept scientific data and the
conclusions to which they point. Several brancues of
science justify beyond reasonable doubt a broad theory
of Evolution: there is no alternative theory, possessing
any title to credence, of that continuity in change
which the known universe reveals. It should, how-
ever, be noted that evolution is an inevitable inference
rather than an observed fact; and its formulation
changes. It no longer means, as once it did, simply the
progressive unfolding of what existed actually, if
germinally, from the first. Evolution is now described
as ‘emergent’ or ‘epigenetic’. This means that cxisting
elements, interacting with each other and with the
environment, themselves form creative syntheses
from which there arises what is genuinely new. There
is not simple continuous change but continuity in
very complex change; and even small changes are no
more self-explanatory than big ones. There is discon-
tinuity as well as continuity, and the use of such
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descriptive words as ‘emergent’ and ‘epigenetic’
should not be allowed to hide the fact that the new-
ness is unexplained. Emergent evolution is not self-
explanatory: it is a statement of facts which demand
explanation.

Among students whose education has been too
exclusively in natural science, and who in consequence
are often almost entirely uncritical of their own pre-
suppositions and assumptions, and also among the
multitudes who gain from them their slight knowledge
of science, it is still widely supposed that modern
knowledge about man is contradictory to or incon-
sistent with what are certainly the essentials of any
Christian doctrine of him. Such opinions have no
solid foundation, and an indication of the main
reasons why they arc baseless may be outlined.

The discovery that celestial bodies obeyed mechani-
cal laws rendered mechanism attractive as an explana-
tion of all things. Since then, as a methodological
device, the mechanistic hypothesis in the pursuit of
scientific knowledge has been within its own limits
supreme. It is a much more recent recognition that
it is a mental device, immenscly useful in assisting
discovery in special fields of rescarch, but neverthe-
less only a point of view. This recognition, however,
is coming to be characteristic of the scientific outlook.
It is publicly proclaimed by many of the eminent men
of science who use it most successfully. They are
ceasing to claim or even to hope that it can ever

explain the physical universe, much less the highly
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complex organized being that man is, or that it can
account for human experience at the level of self-
consciousness; and it is this—human experience at
the level of self-consciousness—which is the primary
basis of all knowledge. This human experience, though
it is often the source of illusion, and may contain error
and much unconscious metaphysic, and may thus
need much criticism and refinement, remains never-
theless the only foundation from which we can start
and to which, if we will explain, we must continually
return. This truth is well expressed in the following
words:

We must begin with experience, because otherwise there
is no problem; and return to experience, since otherwise
no solution is made good; and proceed on the analogy of
experience, since otherwise there is a failure of that con-
tinuity and resemblance in which explanation consists.!

Deterministic mechanism is itself a thread of
human thought woven through physical science by
the mental loom which forms the fabric of under-
standing.? The several fields of scientific research are
abstracted from what forms the whole of direct human
experience; and the abstraction is progressive. The
abstracted realms are analysed until it appears pos-
sible to express the ‘ultimate’ in terms of the most
abstract. On the other hand, the evolutionary process
is a process because it is synthetic: man and human

1 Carveth Read, The Metaphysics of Nature, p. 33.
? See Dampier-Whetham, 4 History of Science, p. 871.



CONCERNING MAN 19

life are supremely synthetic. The method of science is
analytic. Facts of psychology are expressed as far as
possible in terms of physiological reactions and
mechanism; these, in turn, are resolved into terms of
chemistry and then into those of physics, and physics
into mathematics. The assumption that this series of
abstractions discloses the concrete reality of human
experience is what Dr. Whitehead has called ‘the
fallacy of misplaced concreteness’.

It is to these abstract entities, or to some of them,
that deterministic mechanism is relevant. But the
method involves an ideal reduction into mere units
of what concrete experience knows as collective and
individual facts which have meaning. Actually, we
feel, we sec, we hear. That is where we begin. ‘Matter’
is the name for the identity common to or which
underlies all objects of sense experience. As Mr.
Collingwood says, ‘The old-fashioned gross matter
was just a relic of sensible qualities not yet extruded
from the pure concept.” Hence, materialism, mechan-
ism, mathematics are essential to the sciences as they
have hitherto developed because of their chosen
methods. Again, to quote Mr. Collingwood:

Materialism is the truth about any object, just in so far as
this object is reducible to terms of pure mathematics;
and no object is so reducible except by consciously or
unconsciously shutting our eyes to everything that
differentiates it from anything else. This conscious or
unconscious act of abstraction is the very being of the
scientific consciousness, and it is therefore no matter for
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pained surprise when science shows a bias towards
determinism, behaviourism and materialism generallv.!

Even when this reduction of different things to
identities common to them all has been done, no sure
foundation for mechanism now exists in what was
formerly its citadel. Dr. Whitchead writes:

It cannot be too clearly understood that the various
physical laws which appear to apply to the behaviour of
atoms are not mutually consistent as at present formu-
lated. The appecal to mechanism on behalf of biology was
in its origin an appeal to the well-attested self-consistent
physical concepts as expressing the basis of all natural
phenomena. But at present there is no such system of
concepts.?

Scientists may be confident that in the future
science will subsume the present inconsistency and
indeterminacy under a more adequate mental mech-
anistic model. If they are, the basis of their confidence
is an act of faith of the same nature as that which
believes the universe will not destroy its own highest
values. Science is not the infallible reading of what, to
people learned enough to understand, is self-evident.
In such science as concerns itself with what is actual,
progress depends, as in other human activities, upon
human insights, ‘bright ideas’, ‘happy inspirations’,
which are pragmatically verified. While not presuming
to assign any limits to future triumphs of science, we
may affirm that there is no reason to think its triumphs

1 Speculum Mentis, p. 168.
2 Science and the Modern World, p. 150.
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will do otherwise than show how great is the extent,
ang at the same time how subordinate the significance,
of the mission which mechanism has to fulfil in the
structure of the world.! For the science which deals
with what is alleged to be the physically ultimate,
issues in the framing of highly complex imaginary
models, whose entities are not observable. Indeed, the
opinion that, in its more remotec analyses, ‘physical
science decals with a world of symbolic entities’ is
widely and explicitly admitted by the most eminent
scientists in this field. We can get rid of what is quali-
tative and apprehensible by the senses only at the
cost of getting rid of what is actual. Nonc need mini-
mize the accomplishments of this type of science or
deny its immense fruitfulness. Not only so, but the
knowledge thus disclosed must in some scnse be part
of the structure of reality. But it is only on the
gigantic assumption that what hes been left out from
the first for purposes of specialized research, really
does not exist, that it can masqucrade as the kind of
explanation in which the human mind can rest.

The familiar illustration of a man finding small
piles of stones stretching across a desert indicates the
only kind of explanation which has finality. All
manner of speculation about the phenomenon would
cease on the discovery that the stones were so arranged
in order to mark the way from one village or oasis to
another. No analysis of the stones or of the distances
between the piles of them could in itself reveal that

1 Lotze, Microcosmus, Introduction, p. xvi.
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explanation, nor would any such subsequent study
upset it. That is the only kind of explanation in which
the human mind can rest, and fruitfulness in such
explanation is indispensable to what the mind can
accept as adequate truth. In all our explanatory
knowledge (as distinct from descriptive knowledge)
and therefore in philosophy and theology, there are
elements of human interpretation: it is, to use Dr.
Tennant’s word, anthropic. A man may choose to do
without such explanation and profess himself content
with abstract or fictional descriptions, but that is a
matter of personal idiosyncrasy, possibly interesting
to his biographer, but which need not influence those
who are not willing thus elaborately to ‘give it up’.

Life is not found apart from matter, but we cannot
say that it is matter or a property of matter. Nor
should we be saying anything significant if we did,
because we do not know what matter is. What we
call matter and what we call mind (or spirit) may be
an ultimate dualism: on the other hand, matter may
be the appearance of a humble grade of spirit. No
problem of religious belief is affected however that
speculative question be answered. The gradual evolu-
tion of more complex and higher forms of life from
simpler and lower forms is established. We may, if we
choose, affirm as a belief that life ‘emerges’ under cer-
tain favourable synthetic material conditions, but the
evolution of the living from the non-living is not estab-
lished. The assertion that the living does emerge from
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the non-living rests upon ‘a rather indefinite foundation
of jntuitive belief’.! Of life’s origin ‘all that we know
is that we know nothing’.? In our experience life,
however it arose, is something ultimate which we just
have to accept. Its presence outside ourselves is a
matter of inference.

If life should ever be produced artificially, what would
be seen would be matter behaving in such a way that
we should infer the presence of life. The triumph would
be very impressive, and one fraught with unknown
possibilities. This result, if it be ever attained, will only
be attained at a very high level of intelligence, and it
would remain just as unlikely as it is now that it was
first produced in nature, and on so vast a scale, by
any lower intelligence. Little would be explained: we
should still not know what life is. No circumstances
are conceivable in which it would not be more correct
to say that a certain synthetic form of matter is the
simplest form of life than to say that life is a property
of matter. We infer life to account for observed
behaviour; such an inference is possible and satisfac-
tory to us only because we have immediate knowledge
of life in ourselves. The inference is verified pragmati-
cally, and not otherwise.

The same is true of what we call mind. On the
analogy of the evolution of higher from lower forms of
life we infer a similar evolution of mind, though the

1 These are the words of Dr. Gray, President of the Zoological
Section of the British Association in 1933.

2 Sir F. G. Hopkins, President of the British Association in the
same year.
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separate evidence is in certain respects less conclusive.
The simpler the organism the less evidence we find
of anything we can regard as distinctively mental
activity, until we work back to a stage where we
cannot recognize any presence of mind. But we cer-
tainly cannot trace the coming of mind from anything
that is not mind. Nor can we cven imagine how any-
thing that is not mind could produce it, or how
mental life as a kind of ‘property’ could inhere in
some substratum other than itsclf; while if we could,
the imagining would itself be the work of mind.
‘Emcrgence’ is one gencral feature of the whole
evolutionary process and so the abruptness of discon-
tinuity is decrecased. But to call the whole process
‘creative’ ncither explains it nor informs us what the
creative agency is. Attempts to ignore mind and
purposive activity in man, or as possible agents in all
evolution, and to account for everything in terms of
‘selection’ and of mechanistic concepts, have no
prospect of success. The failure is that mind always
exists both as the essential condition precedent to the
attempts being made at all and as an unexplained
remainder when they have been made. The attempts
themsclves are of mental origin and construction. The
concept of mechanism implies our human knowledge
of machinery, and this we know only as expressing
the purposes of mind. Observation can only reveal an
orderly sequence in events, material or mental. Any
relation between the events such as we call ‘causa-
tion’ or ‘necessitation’ is read into experience by the
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mind which experiences: it cannot be directly ob-
seryed. If that relation exists in reality, the universe
is the expression of Mind, and human minds partake
of its nature: if it does not exist in reality then
‘causation’ is merely a necessary human symbol for
an inscrutable mystery, and mechanistic concepts are
then merely figurative and diagrammatic, and in no
way explanatory.

Man, as alone we can know him, is a complex
animate organism, imagining, thinking, willing, pur-
posing, creating, desiring what is not and striving to
achieve it. It is the single being, the man, who experi-
ences, understands, desires and wills. We may analyse
human nature into several elements, but these do not
cxist as separate entities. We cannot therefore explain
man by first abstracting these elements one by one
and then putting them together again by adding one
to another. Any separation between the physical and
the mental or spiritual life of man is artificial and
unreal. As Dr. Oman says, our understanding of man
has been overlaid with patchwork conceptions of his
nature: the result is quarrels about abstractions. Man
is not just an animal with something added, any more
than an animal is a plant with something added. Man
is not just a mixture of elements from the various
levels of nature. He is a distinct type of being whose
life is spiritual as well as physical. What a mind may
be without a body nobody knows, nor will any analysis
of mind tell us. Without a mind a human body may
be a corpse; but we do not first exist as corpses to
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which minds are subsequently added. Evolution is an
ascending scale in which the higher forms include
most of the activities of the lower forms, embracing
them in a higher mode of being. Consciousness and
self-consciousness arise in a late and complex organism
and, as Dr. Whitehead says, primarily illuminate the
higher phase in which they arise, and only illuminate
lower phases derivatively as these remain components
in the higher phase.! In a very real sense we may know
ourselves better than we know anything eclse; and
such self-knowledge as we may have cannot be
invalidated by our knowledge of anything else.

We may thus turn to consider briefly the nature of
human personality on the basis of two convictions.
First, its moral and spiritual status cannot be im-
pugned on the ground that it has its place in natural
evolution; on the contrary, the cost at which it has
come to exist enhances its dignity. Just because it is
the highest known unity it does not admit of transla-
tion into terms lower than itself, without first abstract-
ing all that is specially characteristic of it. Secondly,
we cannot fully explain what personality is because we
have good reasons for hoping that neither itself nor our
understanding of it are yet at all complete. Its develop-
ment, and the growing experience, insights and under-
standing of generations yet to come will no doubt
contribute to the richness and fullness of personality.
Its essence is self-consciousness marked by enduring

1 Process and Reality, p. 226 f.



CONCERNING MAN 27

identity throughout growth and change; it possesses
rea] individuality, both in itself and in its outward
activities; and it is by its power of self-determination,
most of all in moral self-determination and in its
apprehension of spiritual life, that it rises to its full
stature.

There have been many attempts to explain the facts
of the continuity and development of mental life while
denying the real existence of the soul or enduring ego.
They all depend on such fictions as the existence of
mental states which can interact with each other with-
out being the states of an enduring subject to which
they belong. They put forward as explanation what is
really a legion of miracles, and result in insoluble per-
plexities. We know with greater immediacy than we
know anything else that there is a temporal continuity
of mental as well as of bodily life. It cannot be re-
solved into a series of disconnected or discrete streams
of sensations which know one another, for continuity
in transition is of the essence of mental life. A real
mental or spiritual activity lving through its own
experiences is the indispensable basis of any intellec-
tual process, and therefore of any knowledge whatever.

This activity, though we only know it as embodied,
cannot be fully explained by any analysis of the
body: such analysis is one of its own activities. The
possibility of description and explanation, of human
knowledge of actual events as connected or deter-
mined, is not to be explained except by the real
existence of an abiding ego or soul, the subject of our
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conscious states; it appears to function even in sleep.
Belief in the reality of the soul, building up its mental
life in vital connection with the body through which
it gains all its experiences, does not involve the idea
of basie soul-substance, unchanging and necessarily
immortal. Psychology destroys some attributes of the
old soul-substance; but, as Dr. Tennant says, there is
a residuum, derived from the given, which cannot be
dispensed with. It is that of the continuant, of which
feclings are states, and of which volition and the
knowledge-process are activities. Its existence is not
known immediately, but only at a stage of advanced
reflection, but in this respect knowledge of its exis-
tence docs not differ from our knowledge if the more
or less orderly conceptual world in the existence of
which we all believe. The abiding ego or soul is not
only an idea: it has an actual counterpart. It is known
as a real activity because it acts. Unless it is present
in rudimentary form and active from our very first
sensations, no account can be given of the orderly
growth and development of the sclf. Without it there
is no explanation of why our manifold sensations and
perceptions ever make the unity of mental life which
clearly exists, and upon which all knowledge depends.
To hold that mind comes into existence out of noth-
ing other than haphazard bodily sensations, forming
themsclves like a string of pearls without the string,
leaves the unity of mental life, its continuity, its
growing purposiveness and character without any
explanation.
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On that strange hypothesis there is no reason why
man should be other than ‘a legion of incompatibles’.
To quote Dr. Tennant: “Chance and unfounded
coincidence, multiplied a thousandfold, are offered as
the explanation of the rcasonableness and stability of
the life of man. Herc is credulity at its maximum.”
Mental life is explained only by the existence of an
active subject living through, sorting out and arrang-
ing its varied experiences. All attempts to explain
human life without the enduring ego or soul simply
beg the question: they assume that thoughts can exist
without a thinking subject. Such theorics do nothing
more than reduce the mysterious to the unintelligible,
and at the same time they remove all ground for
trusting the knowledge on which they themselves
depend. The soul is the one real spiritual thing cer-
tainly known; if not, nothing is known at all.

The soul is not the self-conscious personality, but
one esscntial element therein, without whose con-
tinuance and activity the slowly built-up personality
could not arise. The initial responses of feeling evoked
in the soul, through its body, depend upon the soul’s
own nature. These responses are conditioned by the
actual body inherited from parents and ancestors
and by external environment. The subjective feeling
of want gives rise to attention. This is the first step in
the activity of willing, which is possible when we are
able to form ideas in relation to a felt want, that is,
when we can form aims or ends and have motives.
Full self-consciousness comes not only or mainly
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through introspection but also through awareness of
an environment external to that body which is pecu-
liarly the soul’s own. The social environment in which
we live is also powerful in moulding personality.!
Thus full self-consciousness is mediated, and as soon
as this is reached personality exists, and its higher
activities become possible. The individual compares
his own activities with those of others. He becomes, as
it were, an external observer of himself and thus gains
conscience. Reason, conceptual thought and con-
science are mediated by intercourse with other per-
sons, by our social environment; when these activities
are added to memory, the act of willing and the
ordering into a system of the basic responses and
interests of the soul or ego, full personality exists,
with its possibilities of indefinite growth in moral and
spiritual life. Thus personality is a matter of degree.
We may be human at birth, but we are only potentially
persons.

Man at the dawn of history finds himself confronted by a
threcfold challenge. He has to make his count with his
own nature, with the society of which he finds himself a
member, and with the physical universe which frames his
life. In the effort to respond to this threefold challenge he
rises to his full stature, and brings into play all the powers
of his nature. Ultimate factors in his manhood compel
him to worship, to reflect, to sit in judgment upon him-
self, to form relations with others, to admire the world

! Later this social environment is itself deeply affected and
reshaped by persons.
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around him, to remember and register his experiences.
And, through all these multiplying activities, he is indi-
visibdy one. He is himself, and not another; a self-directing
person in the midst of the bewildering universe, self-
judging, self-approving, sclf-condemning, inexorably free
in his apparent and afflicting chains.?

These words, taken from the Bishop of Durham’s
recently published Gifford Lectures, are an admirable
summary of man’s nature, his position and task in
the world and the conditions in which he must per-
form it. They are as true in their application to the
individual person as to the human race. More par-
ticularly, the words ‘““inexorably free in his apparent
and afllicting chains” indicate a characteristic of
rmuman personality which has given rise to the age-
ong dispute about human freedom and determinism.
This theoretical conflict cannot be resolved by merely
ogical argument. The most significant feature about
:hat interminable logical conflict is that it is inter-
ninable, and the reason for this is that a real conflict
joes on unceasingly within the self-conscious being.
[he arguments do but reflect, and can never resolve,
he conflict or tension in our nature as we know it
rom our inner experience. We still carry it about with
15, unresolved, even if we suppose ourselves to have
roved one or other of its elements to be the whole
ruth of the matter. We are certainly severely limited,
ut to maintain that we are also “inexorably free”
loes not require that we assert the absurdity of an

1 H. H. Henson, Bishop of Durham, Christian Morality, p. 9.
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unlimited, unconditioned freedom, or that freedom is
unmotived willing. There is no such entity as ‘the
will’ which first exists and then acts: the reality is the
living subject who wills.

In one sense we may say truly that an act of
willing requires a motive, and that the motive pre-
supposes the attention of the self to the end in vicw,
and that this attention or interest arises from the
agent’s character. We may also say that this character
is what it is bccause of the ego or soul and by the
quality of previous acts of willing. Thus it looks as
though we may say of any particular act that a man
could only do other than he does if his character,
determined by his interests, attentions, aims and
motives, were other than it is. The psychological
analysis seems to be a closed circle. Yet this violently
conflicts with experience. We experience regret and
remorse, and we blame character which results from
volition as we do not blame innate disposition or the
fact that we possess passional appetites. No theorizing
can divest us of the sense of responsibility for our acts
of choice or destroy our conviction that frequently, in
given circumstances, we could and ought to have done
better. Nor is there any doubt that if we could anni-
hilate such conviction and sense of responsibility,
human life would undergo a terrible degradation and
suffer swift retrogression.

Analysis of the process of willing may seem to
reveal a closed circle. But the process which we break
up by analysis is, as a whole, within personality:
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personality is not enclosed within it. The self-conscious
person is not completely found at any one stage of the
analy51s of volition because he is present in all.! Just
as personality is not the result of putting together the
physiological, psychological, ethical phenomena into
which we may analyse it, so neither is it nothing more
than what analysis discloses in acts of willing. The
personal self is always more than its previously
formed character. Psychological analysis does but lay
bare the springs of voluntary action; and these, as
Dr. Tennant observes, are only ‘springs’ in that they
supply the necessary conditions or occasions of voli-
tional activity, without which the subject cannot
bestir itself, the person cannot will.

Personal actions are determined, but they are self-
determined, and self-determination is not mechanical
necessitation. Personality cannot be reduced to terms
of cause and effect. In as far as persons have developed
settled characters their actions may possibly, and
within limits, be predicted. The range of choice is
never infinite and is often small. But the range of
choice which does exist is all-important and is cer-
tainly enough for all the requirements of religion and
morality. The same free determination of action is not
by any means always repeated in like circumstances,
while the same types of action are found in the most
diverse environments. It is because personal conduct,
being self-determined, is characterized by a measure

1 H, Wheeler Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man, third
edition, p. 292 f.
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of orderliness and may therefore in a measure be
understood, that the deterministic theory has appeared
plausible. But the real freedom which exists is, as Dr.
Oman says, the defiance of elements which suggest
necessity, and those elements keep freedom within
bounds. They therefore give freedom a meaning, and
ourselves a consciousness of it, which otherwise we
could not have. Unless both the freedom and the
limitations were real the controversy could never
have arisen, and for the samec reason it does not
admit of an abstract logical solution.

When a man of science devises ingenious experi-
ments with complicated apparatus, and after pro-
longed effort reaches a solution: when from the mind
of an architect or an engineer, directing gigantic
corporate work, there finally issues a cathedral, an
airship, a vast suspension bridge or a tunnel—if we
are asked to believe that these whole processes are
‘explicable’, or could conceivably be predictable, in
terms of mechanical responses to an environment
itself similarly determined, we can but feel that the
religious demands upon faith are slight and reasonable
in comparison. Credulity and incredulity, like other
extremes, meet. Dr. Whitehead’s words may be
quoted:

Many a scientist has patiently designed experiments for
the purpose of substantiating his belief that animal
operations are motivated by no purposes. He has perhaps
spent his spare time in writing articles to prove that
human beings are as other animals, so that ‘purpose’ is a
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category irrelevant for the explanation of their bodily
activities, his own activities included. Scientists animated
by 'the purpose of proving that they are purposeless
constitute an interesting subject for study.!

Moreover, when the personality which transcends
the activities and elements into which we may
analyse it has been ignored, and a self-consistent
deterministic argument claborated on the basis of
those abstracted activities and elements, it fails to
convince. It fails because when I am told that a pend-
ing decision or coursc of action is already predeter-
mined, I have a knowledge more immediate than
other kinds of knowledge can ever be that it is not so.
If anyone thinks that observation of my past conduct,
or any other knowledge he can have about me, would
enable an infallible prediction of any decision or any
action in given circumstances, those given circum-
stances must include the all-important one that the
prediction is carefully concealed from me. If I know
it I can, and probably shall, within limits falsify it.
The success of the method will always depend upon
ignoring self-conscious mind and treating me as an
automaton. But to ignore the self-conscious mind in
man is to ignore the most significant thing about him
and the essential element in personality.

Man is not thus to be accounted for. It is vain to
seek an adequate knowledge of man without primary
attention to all that differentiates him from the
inanimate world and from the animal creation. In

1 The Function of Reason, p. 12.
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the evolutionary process higher stages imply much
more than the beginnings: in the later stages there
are qualities which cannot be accounted for from the
sole consideration of ecarlier stages. Morality and
religion arise from the activities of the highly complex
and organized life and mind of man; and as this dis-
tinctive spiritual being is not the mere aggregate of
the less highly organized constituents into which his
nature may by analysis be broken up, it follows that
no considerations derived from those simpler and
lower elements are relevant as arguments against the
validity of man’s insights, his morality and his
religion. There is nothing but prejudice to justify a
preference for attempts to understand man in terms
of lower categories rather than those which his own
personality bears and brings to light, nor is the initial
prejudice justified by any explanatory results.



CHAPTER I1

SIN, FORGIVENESS AND GRACE

outline what human personality is and may reason-

ably be maintained to be. The reality of that status
of personality is fundamental in any Christian doc-
trine of man. The other elements which have been
and must needs be central in this Christian doctrine
are the facts of human sin and the experience of
salvation, that is, of forgiveness and grace, and their
interpretation.

These facts of experience have been interpreted, as
we all know, in the light of a traditional anthropology,
based upon the early narrative of the Fall in the book
of Genesis, accepted as revealed truth. We now know
that that ancient story did not originate as ready-
made information oracularly conveyed to man whose
only interest was to receive it. In the form in which
we have it the story dates from a time subsequent to
the exalted monotheism and lofty moral teaching of
the great prophets of Israel. At first, and for long
centuries afterwards, the story was not regarded as
an explanation of realized sinfulness and of a conse-

IN the preceding lecture we have considered in
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quent sense of alienation from God; it was rather an
explanation of the physical struggles of life, its trials
and its hardships, of the fact that life is not lived in a
Paradise whose ways arc pleasantness and its paths
peace. We know the story to be myth—an attempt to
account for facts when the knowledge requisite for
explanation was scanty. It is strange, but nevertheless
a fact, that the famous story in Genesis iii influenced
neither the theology nor the anthropology of the Old
Testament, which contains no reference to it. The Old
Testament, like Jesus, was concerned with the faet of
sin, which was not considered mysterious, rather than
with any theories of the origin of sin. Nor was the
Genesis story appealed to as an explanation of human
suffering: the classical trecatment of that problem in
the book of Job goes far to repudiate the idca of causal
or retributive conncction between sin and suffering.
The only ‘sin’ of which Job repents is the overboldness
of his attempt to comprehend God’s dealings with
him; in other words, his ‘sin’ was a more advanced form
of that same attempt to know and understand which,
according to Genesis, led to man’s first disobedience.!
The main lines of the historical Christian conception
of man were laid by St. Paul and fixed by St. Augus-
tine. The real origin of what they wrote was in their
own experience—in those intense and all-absorbing
inward conflicts characteristic of those whom William

1 The chief duty of Adam and Eve in the garden of Eden, says
Dr. N. P. Williams, was to be ignorant, and the myth illustrates the
maxim, “Where ignorance is bliss, 'tis folly to be wise.” The same
theme appears in the story of the Tower of Babel.
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James called ‘the twice-born’. St. Paul accepted the
Geresis story of Adam’s sin as fact; and it came to be
accepted not only as fact, but as the explanation of
the inward moral struggle and of the strength of the
passions, with which originally the story was not
concerned. But the great passages in the Epistle to
the Romans which deal with this question had very
little influence in the early Church. The writer of
2 Peter recognizes in St. Paul’s epistles ‘things hard
to be understood, which the ignorant and unstedfast
wrest’; but it was not until the text of Romans was
made the basis of systematic comment and exposition
that the significance of the passages dealing with
human sin was realized. Pelagius’ appeal to tradition
as supporting his superficial doctrine was both natural
and largely justified; while the great importance of
St. Augustine in this respect is that he had no prede-
cessor and has had no very original successor as an
interpreter of St. Paul. Even now it is difficult to
understand St. Paul’s doctrine of human nature and
of sin except as it comes to us through the mind of
St. Augustine. It is true that the great African theo-
logian’s extreme views of the total depravity of
human nature owing to the transmission of the
supposedly corrupted seed of Adam, and the shocking
implications which he drew from this horrible doctrine
have never been fully or officially accepted by the
Catholic Church as a whole;! this fact, however,

! This unenviable distinction belongs to certain Protestant sects,
and it has been often characteristic of Evangelical theology.
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though to some people it may make their rejection
easier, does not neutralize their historic effects.

If we ignore the extreme conclusions to which St.
Augustine was led in his interpretation of St. Paul
and of the Genesis story, there can yet be no doubt
that he saw more deeply into human nature and took
a wiser measure of its clamorous instincts and pas-
sions, with their great power of prompting to sin,
than the Pelagians did. If there was ever any doubt
on this point, modern psychology has removed it.
Compared with the Augustinian, the Pelagian psy-
chology is superficial. So much ought to be granted.
But cqually important is the fact that we cunnot
suppose the experiences of St. Paul and St. Augustine
not to have been to some extent conditioned by what,
on the basis of Genesis, they believed about the
origin of sin.

Thus the ceaseless inward struggle between the
ideal on the one hand and instinct and appetite on
the other hand, came to be regarded as contrary to
the Divine intention—the result of sin and itself
exceeding sinful. Man, it was supposed, by reason of
organic descent from Adam, could justly be held
responsible for his instincts and passional appetites:
merely to possess them, apart from what man did
about them, was sin. It is clear that, without any
belief in the primal innocence and deliberate first sin
of man and the supposed consequences, the experience
of inner conflict may be just as intense, the victory of
impulse over ideal just as crushing, and the sense of
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helplessness and craving for deliverance just as over-
whelming and imperative, but these facts of experience
would not necessarily, or indeed naturally, be inter-
preted as they were in the prevailing Christian
tradition. In particular, the inner conflict would not
naturally be regarded as evidence of sinfulness. The
emphasis would be placed elsewhere and would be
qualitatively different; and emphasis and quality are
most important in the moral and spiritual life.

It was noted above that the Old Testament nowhere
appeals or even refers to the Genesis Eden story as
aflording an explanation either of sin or of suffering.
The fact, as is emphasized in Dr. N. P. Williams’
brilliant Bampton Lectures on The Ideas of the Fall
and of Original Sin, is that Genesis iii contains no
idea of original sin and, as a matter of history, was not
the source of that idea or of the doctrine of the Fall.
The historical fact is that these doctrines only arose
in late Judaism as the result of reflection upon
realized sinfulness. It was then, and not before, that
the Eden story was appealed to as confirming and
explaining what experience had suggested. It was not
the only story to which appeal was made; an alterna-
tive explanation was found in Genesis vi, in the
primitive tale of unnatural unions between ‘the sons
of God’ and the daughters of men. Two conclusions of
importance for our subject therefore follow from
modern Biblical knowledge. One is that, however
much the Christian doctrines of man and of sin have
been coloured by St. Paul’s and St. Augustine’s



42 ASPECTS OF BELIEF

acceptance of the Eden story as historical fact and by
the interpretations they placed upon it, neither«the
story nor their interpretations were the source of the
belief in man’s sinfulness or in his need of redemption.
It is therefore nonsense to say that the whole basis of
the Christian doctrine upon these subjects is destroyed
because we now know that Genesis iii is myth and not
historical fact. The experience of sinfulness, from
which reflection started, is still a genuine experience.
The mingling of good and evil, alike in motives and in
actions, is a grave reality. It is not seriously affected
because the Fall-doctrine, which was in origin con-
jectural inference drawn to explain the obscure cause
of the genuine experience, has become for us a super-
fluous and a false inference. The second and related
conclusion is that the Eden story and deductions from
it have no place in any modern Christian anthro-
pology. Adam’s transgression, as Dr. Wheeler Robin-
son bluntly says,! is removed from the data of the
problem.

The influence of the Fall-doctrine upon the Christian
conception of man has been immense and of that
subtle kind of which the more obvious affords no
adequate measure. It still colours much of the language
of penitence and thereby f