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INTRODUCTION

TO

THE EIGHTH EDITION

EXCEPT for three or four explanatory notes and a few
verbal corrections, the body of the following essay
remains what it was in the preceding editions. But
I have added a summary of the argument, and trans-
ferred to an appendix two chapters which are some-
what parenthetical in character. I propose now to
say a few words by way of introduction, in the hope
of preventing some of the misconceptions to which
experience has shown this presentation of my views
to be peculiarly liable.

I am far from thinking that these misconceptions
are mainly due to the carelessness of the reader.
Surveying the work after an interval of years, with
a rested eye, I perceive in it certain peculiarities or,
if it be preferred, errors of construction, which may
well leave the reader more impressed—favourably or
unfavourably—by particular arguments and episodes
than by the ordered sequence of the whole. A well-
known theologian (who, by the way, has himself
completely failed to catch my general drift) observed
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THE EIGHTH EDITION xix

illustration in succeeding chapters, but even here it
may perhaps be expanded and elucidated with ad-
vantage.

What, then, is meant by the phrase ‘ an accepted
value’ in (say) the case of scientific beliefs; and
how can this be out of ¢ harmony with their origin’?
The chief ‘accepted value,” the only one which we
need here consider, is #7ut4. And what the formula
asserts is that no creed is really harmonious which
sets this high value on truth, or on true beliefs, and
at the same time holds a theory as to the ultimate
origin of beliefs which suggests their falsity. If,
underlying the rational apparatus by which scientific
beliefs are formally justified, there is a wholly non-
rational machinery by which they are in fact pro-
duced, if we are of opinion that in the last resort
our stock of convictions is determined by the blind
interaction of natural forces and, so far as we know,
by these alone, then there is a discord between
one portion of our scheme of thought and another,
between our estimate of values and our theory of
origins, which may properly be described as incon-
sistency.

Again, if in the sphere of @sthetics we try to
combine the ‘¢ accepted value’ of some great work of
art or some moving aspect of Nature, with a theory
which traces our feeling for the beautiful to a blind
accident or an irresponsible freak of fashion, a like
collision between our estimate of worth and our



























xxviii INTRODUCTION TO

not confessed in the very name of the ‘common-
sense ’ school? Should it not be admitted even of
thinkers whose conclusions deviate so much from
the normal as Spinoza or Schopenhauer? I say
nothing of the many schools of moralists who teach
an identic morality, though on the most divergent
grounds, nor of those who, in their endeavours to
frame a logic of experience assume (quite rightly, in
my opinion) that the empirical methods which we
actually employ are those which it is their business
if possible to justify. It is sufficiently evident that
their example, if not their profession, amply supports
my contention.

This is not the place, however, to labour the
historic point; and it is the less necessary because
I think the reader will probably agree with me that,
in its complete and consistent purity, this method of
‘disinterested reason’ never has been, and probably
never will be, employed. What has been, and con-
stantly is, employed, is a partial and bastard adapta-
tion of it—an adaptation under which ‘ disinterested
reason,’ or what passes for such, is only exercised for
purposes of destructive criticism, in arbitrarily se-
lected portions of the total area of belief. On this
subject, however, the reader endowed with sufficient
patience will hear much in the sequel. For the
present it is only necessary to state, by way of con-
trast, what I conceive to be the mode in which
philosophy can most profitably order its course in
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I may observe that this, and no more than this, is the
doctrine of ‘needs’ to which, as expounded in the
following pages,! serious objection has been taken by
a certain number of my critics.

We have thus again reached the point of view to
which, by a slightly different route, we had already
travelled. Whether, taking as our point of departure
beliefs as they are, we look for the setting which
shall bind them into the most coherent whole; or
whether, in searching out what they ought to be, we
ask in what direction we had best start our explora-
tions, we seem equally moved towards the hypothesis
of a Spiritual origin common to the knower and the
known,

Now it will be observed that in both cases the
creed aimed at is an inclusive one. There is, I
mean, an admitted desire that no great department
of knowledge (real or supposed) in which there are
living and effective beliefs, shall be excluded from
the final co-ordination. But inasmuch as this final
co-ordination has not been reached, has indeed, as
we fear, been scarcely approached, we are not only
compelled in our gropings after a philosophy to
accept guidance from beliefs which as yet possess no
may be here observed that it is not very satisfactory to assume, even
provisionally, the truth of a full-fledged and very complex scientific
theory at the starting point of an investigation into the proof of the
fundamental principles on which that theory, and other empirical

doctrines, ultimately depend.
1 See below pp. 243—260.












XXX1V INTRODUCTION

and with all the lucidity consistent with brevity, the
fundamental ideas which underlie the various dis-
cussions contained in the following Essay. For their
development and illustration I must of course refer
to the work itself; and it may well happen that this
preliminary treatment of them will not greatly pre-
dispose some of my readers in their favour. But
however this may be, I would fain hope that, whether
they be approved or disapproved, they cannot, after
what has been said, any longer be easily misunder-
stood.

WHITTINGEHAME, 1901,
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far from least, my brother, Mr. G. W. Balfour, M.P.,
and my brother-in-law, Professor Henry Sidgwick.
None of these gentlemen are, of course, in any way
responsible for the views herein advocated, with
which some of them, indeed, by no means agree. I
am the more beholden to them for the assistance
they have been good enough to render me.

A.J. B.

WHITTINGEHAME, September 1894.



























PART 1

SOME CONSEQUENCES OF BELIEF

































20 NATURALISM AND ETHICS

I have nothing here to do with the truth or un-
truth of either of the contending theories. It is
sufficient to remind the reader that on the naturalis-
tic view, at least, free will is an absurdity, and that
those who hold that view are bound to believe that
every decision at which mankind have arrived, and
every consequent action which they have performed,
was implicitly determined by the quantity and dis-
tribution of the various forms of matter and energy
which preceded the birth of the solar system. The
fact, no doubt, remains? that every individual, while
balancing between two courses, is under the inevi-
table impression that he is at liberty to pursue either,
and that it depends upon ‘himself’ and himself
alone, ‘himself’ as distinguished from his character,
his desires, his surroundings, and his antecedents,
which of the offered alternatives he will elect to
pursue. I do not know that any explanation has
been proposed of what, on the naturalistic hypothe-
sis, we must regard as a singular illusion. I vent-
ure with some diffidence to suggest, as a theory pro-
visionally adequate, perhaps, for scientific purposes,
that the phenomenon is due to the same cause as so
many other beneficent oddities in the organic world,
namely, to natural selection. To an animal with no
self-consciousness a sense of freedom would evidently
be unnecessary, if not, indeed, absolutely unmeaning.
But as soon as self-consciousness is developed, as

At least, so it seems to me. There are, however, eminent
psychologists who differ.


















26 NATURALISM AND ETHICS

report, not only produces a sense of moral unrest in
the individual, but makes it impossible for us to
avoid the conclusion that the creed which leads to
such results is, somehow, unsuited for ‘such beings
as we are in such a world as ours.’

III

There is thus an incongruity between the senti-
ments subservient to morality, and the naturalistic
account of their origin. It remains to inquire
whether any better harmony prevails between the
demands of the ethical imagination and what
Naturalism tells us concerning the final goal of all
human endeavour.

This is plainly not a question of small or sub-
sidiary importance, though it is one which I shall
make no attempt to treat with anything like com-
pleteness. Two only of these ethical demands is it
necessary, indeed, that I should here refer to: that
which requires the ends prescribed by morality to
be consistent; and that which requires them to be
adequate. Can we say that either one or the other
is of a kind which the naturalistic theory is able to
satisfy ?

The first of these questions-—that relating to
consistency—will no doubt be dealt with in different
ways by various schools of moralists; but by what-
ever path they travel, all should arrive at a negative
conclusion. Those who hold. as I do. that ¢ reason-


















32 NATURALISM AND ETHICS

geologist and the astronomer lightly deal in the
course of their habitual speculations? No doubt to
us ordinary men in our ordinary moments considera-
tions like these may seem far off and of little mean-
ing. In the hurry and bustle of every-day life death
itself—the death of the individual—seems shadowy
- and unreal; how much more shadewy, how much
less real, that remoter but not less certain death
which must some day overtake the race! Yet, after
all, it is in moments of reflection that the worth of
creeds may best be tested ; it is through moments of
reflection that they come into living and effectual
contact with our active life. It cannot, therefore, be
a matter to us of small moment that, as we learn to
survey the material world with a wider vision, as we
more clearly measure the true proportions which
man and his performances bearto the ordered Whole,
our practical ideal gets relatively dwarfed and
beggared, till we may well feel inclined to ask
whether so transitory and so unimportant an acci-
dent in the general scheme of things as the fortunes
of the human race can any longer satisfy aspirations
and emotions nourished upon beliefs in the Ever-
* lasting and the Divine.













































NATURALISM AND ASTHETIC 47

that with their own eyes they all see the same
things, and therefore say the same things; it is not
wholly the result of a common experience: it arises
in no small measure from their sympathetic endeav-
ours to see as others have seen, to feel as others
have felt, to judge as others have judged. This
may be, and I suppose is, the fairest way of compar-
ing the merits of deceased artists. But, at the same
time, it makes it impossible for us to attach much
weight to the assumed consensus of the ages, or to
suppose that this, so far as it exists, implies the
reality of a standard independent of the varying
whims and fancies of individual critics. In truth,
however, the consensus of the ages, even about the
greatest works of creative genius, is not only in part
due to the process of critical manufacture indicated
above, but its whole scope and magnitude are ab-
surdly exaggerated in the phrases which pass cur-
rent on the subject. This is not a question, be it
observed, of @esthetic right and wrong, of good taste
or bad taste; it is a question of statistics. We are
not here concerned with what the mass of mankind,
even of educated mankind, ought to feel, but with
what as a matter of fact they do feel, about the
works of literature and art which they have inher-
ited from the past. And I believe that every im-
partial observer will admit that, of the @sthetic
emotion actually experienced by any generation, the
merest fraction is due to the ‘immortal’ productions
of the generations which have long preceded it.










































NATURALISM AND ASTHETIC 61

suffered no sensible change. It was as great four
hundred years before Christ as it is at the present
moment. It was as great in the sixteenth, seven-
teenth, and eighteenth centuries as it is in the nine-
teenth. How, then, can we resist the conclusion
that this amazing musical development, produced
by the expenditure of so much genius, has added
little to the felicity of mankind; unless, indeed, it
so happens that in his particular art a steady level
of aesthetic sensation can only be maintained by
increasing doses of eesthetic stimulant.

v

These somewhat desultory observations do not,
it must be acknowledged, carry us very far towards
that of which we are in search, namely, a theory
of eesthetics in harmony with naturalism. Yet, on
recapitulation, negative conclusions of some impor-
tance will, I think, be seen to follow from them. It
is clear, for instance, that those who, like Goethe,
long to dwellamong ¢ permanent relations,” wherever
else they may find them, will atleast not find them in
or behind the feeling of beauty. Such permanent
relations do, indeed, exist, binding in their unchang-
ing framework the various forms of energy and
matter which make up the physical universe; but
it is not the perception of these which, either in
Nature or in art, stirs within us aesthetic emotion—
else should we find our surest guides to beauty in















66 NATURALISM AND AESTHETIC

believe that somewhere and for some Being there
shines an unchanging splendour of beauty, of which
in Nature and in Art we see, each of us from our
own standpoint, only passing gleams and stray reflec-
tions, whose different aspects we cannot now co-
ordinate, whose import we cannot fully comprehend,
but which at least is something other than the chance
play of subjective sensibility or the far-off echo of
ancestral lusts. No such mystical creed can, how-
ever, be squeezed out of observation and experi-
ment; Science cannot give it us; nor can it be
forced into any sort of consistency with the Nat-
uralistic Theory of the Universe.


















72 NATURALISM AND REASON

therefore, to resist the conviction that there must be
an indefinite number of aspects of Nature respecting
which science never can give us any information,
even in our dreams. We must conceive ourselves as
feeling our way about this dim corner of the il-
limitable world, like children in a darkened room,
encompassed by we know not what; a little better
endowed with the machinery of sensation than the
protozoon, yet poorly provided indeed as compared
with a being, if such a one could be conceived,
whose senses were adequate to the infinite variety
of material Nature. It is true, no doubt, that we
are possessed of reason, and that protozoa are not.
But even reason, on the naturalistic theory, occupies
no elevated or permanent position in the hierarchy
of phenomena. It is not the final result of a great
process, the roof and crown of things. On the con-
trary, it is, as I have said, no more than one of many
experiments for increasing our chance of survival,
and, among these, by no means the most important
or the most enduring.

II

People sometimes talk, indeed, as if it was the
difficult and complex work connected with the main-
tenance of life that was performed by intellect. But
there can be no greater delusion. The management
of the humblest organ would be infinitely beyond
our mental capacity, were it possible for us to be










































86 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF PART I

with principles like these that the child is to be
taught at its mother’s knee, and the young man is to
build up the ideals of his life, then, unless I greatly
mistake, it will be found that the inner discord which
exists, and which must gradually declare itself, be-
tween the emotions proper to naturalism and those
which have actually grown up under the shadow of
traditional convictions, will at no distant date most
unpleasantly translate itself into practice.
































































































118 THE PHILOSOPHIC BASIS OF NATURALISM

feelings and ideas might be adequately accounted
for. To go through so much to get so little, to
bewilder themselves in the ever-increasing intricacies
of this hypothetical wheel-work, to pile world on
world and add infinity to infinity, and all for no more |
important object than to find an explanation for a
few fleeting impressions, say of colour or resistance,
would, indeed, have seemed to them a most super-
fluous labour. Nor is it possible to doubt that this
task has been undertaken and partially accomplished
only because humanity has been, as for the most part
it still is, under the belief not merely that there ex-
ists a universe possessing the independence which
‘science and common-sense alike postulate, but that
it is a universe immediately, if imperfectly, revealed
to us in the deliverances of sense-perception.

VI

We can scarcely deny, then, though the paradox
be hard of digestion, that, historically speaking, if
the theory we are discussing be true, science owes
its being to an erroneous view as to what kind of
information it is that our experiences directly convey
to us. But a much more important question than
the merely historical one remains behind, namely,
whether, from the kind of information which our ex-
periences do thus directly convey to us,anything at
all resembling the scientific theory of Nature can be
reasonably extracted. Can our revised conception






















































136 THE PHILOSOPHIC BASIS OF NATURALISM

Of itself it is nothing. It neither ministers to the
needs of mankind, nor does it satisfy their reason.
And if, in spite of this, its influence has increased, is
increasing, and as yet shows no signs of diminution;
if more and more the educated and the half-educated
are acquiescing in its pretensions and, however re-
luctantly, submitting to its domination, this is, at
least in part, because they have not learned to dis-
tinguish between the practical and inevitable claims
which experience has on their allegiance, and the
speculative but quite illusory title by which the em-
pirical school have endeavoured to associate natural-
ism and science in a kind of joint supremacy over
the thoughts and consciences of mankind.






138 IDEALISM

chapter, largely arise from the conflict which exists
between two parts of a system, the scientific half of
which requires us to regard experience as an effect
of an external and independent world, while the
philosophic or epistemological half offers this same
experience to us as the sole groundwork and logi-
cal foundation on which any knowledge whatever
of an external and independent world may be ra-
tionally based. These difficulties and the arguments
founded on them require to be urged, in the first in-
stance, in opposition to those who explicitly hold
what I have called the ‘naturalistic’ creed; and
then to that general body of educated opinion
which, though reluctant to contract its beliefs with-
in the narrow circuit of ‘naturalism,” yet habitually
assumes that there is presented to us in science a
body of opinion, certified by reason, solid, certain,
and impregnable, to which theology adds, as an edi-
fying supplement, a certain number of dogmas, of
which the well-disposed assimilate as many, but
only as many, as their superior allegiance to ¢ posi-
tive ’ knowledge will permit them to digest.

These two classes, however, by no means exhaust
the kinds of opinion with which it is necessary to
deal. And in particular there is a metaphysical
school, few indeed in numbers, but none the less im-
portant in matters speculative, whose general posi-
tion is wholly distinct and independent; who would,
indeed, not perhaps very widely, dissent from the
negative conclusions already reached, but who have


















144 IDEALISM

rounded have been fairly faced, or, at any rate, fully
explained, by those who accept its main principles.
Consider, for example, the crucial question of the
analysis which reduces all experience to an experience
of relations, or, in more technical language, which
constitutes the universe out of categories. We may
grant without difficulty that the contrasted theory,
which proposes to reduce the universe to an unrelated
chaos of impressions or sensations, is quite untenable.
But must we not also grant that in all experience
there is a refractory element which, though it cannot
be presented in isolation, nevertheless refuses wholly
to merge its being in a network of relations, necessary
as these may be to give it ‘significance for us as
thinking beings’? If so, whence does this irreduc-
ible element arise? The mind, we are told, is the
source of relation. What is the source of that which
is related? A thing-in-itself’ which, by impressing
the percipient mind, shall furnish the ‘matter’ for
which categories provide the ‘form,” is a way out of
the difficulty (if difficulty there be) which raises more
doubts than it solves. The followers of Kant them-
selves make haste to point out that this hypothetical
cause of that which is ‘given’ in experience cannot,
since ex Aypothest it lies beyond experience, be known
as a cause, or even as existing. Nay,itisnotsomuch
unknown and unknowable as indescribable and unin-
telligible ; not so much a riddle whose meaning is
obscure as mere absence and vacuity of any meaning
whatever. Accordingly, from the speculations with












148 IDEALISM

thinker the thoughts; but together they constitute
that Whole or Absolute whose elements, as they are
mere no-sense apart from one another, cannot in
strictness be even said to contribute separately to-
wards the total result.

III

Now let us consider what bearing this conclusion
has upon (1) Theology, (2) Ethics, and (3) Science.

1. As regards Theology, it might be supposed
that at least idealism provided us with a universe
which, if not created or controlled by Reason (crea-
tion and control implying causal action), may yet
properly be said to be throughout infused by Rea-
son and to be in necessary harmony with it. But
on a closer examination difficulties arise which some-
what mar this satisfactory conclusion. In the first
place, if theology is to provide us with a ground-
work for religion, the God of whom it speaks must
be something more than the bare ‘ principle of unity’
required to give coherence to the multiplicity of
Nature. Apart from Nature He is, on the theory
we are considering, a mere metaphysical abstraction,
the geometrical point through which pass all the
threads which make up the web of possible experi-
ence: no fitting object, surely, of either love, rever-
ence, or devotion. In combination with Nature He
is no doubt ‘the principle of unity,” and all the ful-
ness of concrete reality besides; but every quality










































162 IDEALISM

in a new form, clothed, I will not say shrouded, in a
new terminology, they come upon us with all the old
insistence. They are restated, but they are not
solved ; and I am unable, therefore, to find inidealism
any escape from the difficulties which, in the region
of theology, ethics, and science, empiricism leaves
upon our hands.!

! I have made in this chapter no reference to the idealistic theory
of asthetics. Holding the views I have indicated upon the general
import of idealism, such a course seemed unnecessary. But I can-
not help thinking that even those who find in that theory a more
satisfactory basis for their convictions than I am able to do, must
feel that there is something rather forced and arbitrary in the at-
tempts that have been made to exhibit the artistic fancies of an
insignificant fraction of the human race during avery brief period of
its history as essential and important elements in the development
and manifestation of the world-producing ‘Idea.’
























170 PHILOSOPHY AND RATIONALISM

exclaim, can be found for any system which will
not stand critical examination? What value has
reasoning which does not satisfy the reason? How
can we know that these abstruse investigations sup-
ply even a fragmentary contribution towards a final
philosophy, until we are able to look back upon
them from the perhaps inaccessible vantage ground
to be supplied by this final philosophy itself? To
such questionings I do not profess to find a com-
pletely satisfactory answer. Yet even those who
feel inclined to rate extant speculations at the low-
est value will perhaps admit that metaphysics, like
art, give us something we could ill afford to spare.
Art may not have provided us with any reflection
of immortal beauty ; nor metaphysics have brought
us into communion with eternal truth. Yet both
may have historic value. In speculation, as in art,
we find a vivid expression of the changeful mind of
man, and the interest of both, perhaps, is at its
highest when they most clearly reflect the spirit of
the age which gave them birth, when they are most
racy of the soil from which they sprung.

II

To this point I may have to return. But my
more immediate business is to bring home to the
reader’s mind the consequences which may be
drawn from the admission—supposing him disposed
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and clogged the tissues in which they had once
played the part of living and effective elements.
The world, then, required enlightenment, and the
rationalists proceeded after their own fashion to en-
lightenit. Unfortunately, however, their whole pro-
cedure was tainted by an original vice of method
which made it impossible to carry on the honour-
able, if comparatively humble, work of clearance and
purification without, at the same time, destroying
much that ought properly to have been preserved.
They were not content with protesting against prac-
tical abuses, with vindicating the freedom of science
from theological bondage, with criticising the de-
fects and explaining the limitations of the somewhat
cumbrous and antiquated apparatus of prevalent
theological controversy—apparatus, no doubt, much
better contrived for dealing with the points on which
theologians differ than for defending against a com-
mon enemy the points on which theologians are for
the most part agreed. These things, no doubt, to
the best of their power, they did; and to the doing
of them no objection need be raised. The objection
is to the principle on which the things were done.
That principle appeared under many disguises, and
was called by many names. Sometimes describing
itself as Common-sense, sometimes as Science, some-
times as Enlightenment, with infinite varieties of ap-
plication and great diversity of doctrine, Rationalism
consisted essentially in the application, consciously
or unconsciouély, of one great method to the decision
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during that period been more and more governed by
that Naturalistic theory of the world to which it has
been steadily gravitating. It is true that the process
of eliminating incongruous beliefs has been gradual.
The general body of rationalisers have been slow to
see and reluctant to accept the full consequences of
their own principles. The assumption that the kind
of ‘experience’ which gave us natural science was
the sole basis of knowledge did not at first, or neces-
sarily, carry with it the further inference that noth-
ing deserved to be called knowledge which did not
come within the circle of the natural sciences. But
the inference was practically, if not logically, in-
evitable. Theism, Deism, Design, Soul, Conscience,
Morality, Immortality, Freedom, Beauty—these and
cognate words associated with the memory of great
controversies mark the points at which rationalists
who are not also naturalists have sought to come to
terms with the rationalising spirit, or to make a stand
against its onward movement. It has been in vain.
At some places the fortunes of battle hung long in the
balance; at others the issues may yet seem doubtful.
Those who have given up God can still make a fight
for conscience ; those whe have abandoned moral re-
sponsibility may still console themselves with artistic
beauty. But, to my thinking, at least, the struggle
can have but one termination. Habit and education
may delay the inevitable conclusion ; they cannot in
theend avert it. For these ideasareno native growth

.
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pected, whose solution is not even attempted. But
even were it otherwise we should still be bound to
protest against the assumption that consistency is a
necessity of the intellectual life, to be purchased, if
need be, at famine prices. 1t is a valuable commod-
ity, but it may be bought too dear. No doubt a
principal function of Reason is to smooth away con-
tradictions, to knock off corners, and to fit, as far as
may be, each separate belief into its proper place
within the framework of one harmonious creed. No
doubt, also, it is impossible to regard any theory
which lacks self-consistency as either satisfactory or
final. But principles going far beyond admissions
like these are required to compel us to acquiesce in
rationalising methods and naturalistic results, to the
destruction of every form of belief with which they
do not happen to agree. Before such terms of sur-
render are accepted, at least the victorious system
must show, not merely that its various parts are
consistent with each other, but that the whole is
authenticated by Reason. Until this task is accom-
plished (and how far at present it is from being ac-
complished in the case of naturalism the reader
knows) it would be an act of mere blundering Un-
reason to set up as the universal standard of belief a
theory of things which itself stands in so great need
of rational defence, or to make a reckless and un-
thinking application of the canon of consistency when
our knowledge of first principles is so manifestly
defective.
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with Theology, then at least, whether it be philo-
sophically valid or not, the majority of mankind may
very well rest content with it until philosophers
come to some agreement about a better. If it does
not satisfy the philosophic critic, it will probably
satisfy everyone else; and even the philosophic
critic need not quarrel with its practical outcome.

The system by which these results are thought
to be attained pursues the following method. It
divides Theology into Natural and Revealed. Nat-
ural Theology expounds the theological beliefs
which may be arrived at by a consideration of the
general course of Nature as this is explained to us
by Science. It dwells principally upon the number-
less examples of adaptation in the organic world,
which apparently display the most marvellous indi-
cations of ingenious contrivance, and the nicest ad-
justment of means to ends. From facts like these
it is inferred that Nature has an intelligent and a
powerful Creator. From the further fact that these
adjustments and contrivances are in a large number
of cases designed for the interests of beings capable
of pleasure and pain, it is inferred that the Creator
is not only intelligent and powerful, but also benevo-
lent ; and the inquiring mind is then supposed to be
sufficiently prepared to consider without prejudice
the evidence for there having been a special Revela-
tion by which further truths may have been im-
parted, not otherwise accessible to our unassisted
powers of speculation.
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CAUSES OF EXPERIENCE 199

judgments or to possess immediate beliefs of percep-
tion.

One conclusion our observer would, I suppose,
draw from facts like these is, that while neural sen-
sibility to external influences is a widespread bene-
fit to organic Nature, the feelings, and still more
the beliefs, to which in certain cases it gives rise are
relatively insignificant phenomena, useful supple-
ments to the purely physiological apparatus, neces-
sary, perhaps, to its highest developments, but still,
if operative at all,! rather in the nature of final im-
provements to the machinery than of parts essential
to its working.

A like result would attend his study of the next
class of beliefs that might fall under his notice,
those, namely, which, though they do not relate to
things or events within the field of -perception, like
those we have just been considering, are yet not
less immediate in their character. Memories of the
past are examples of this type; I should be in-
clined to add, though I do not propose here to
justify my opinion, certain instinctive and, so to
speak, automatic expectations about the future or
that part of the present which does not come with-
in the reach of direct experience. Like the beliefs
of perception of which we have been speaking,
they would seem to be the psychical side of neu-
ral changes which, at least in their simpler forms,
need be accompanied by no psychical manifestation.

1See Note on Chapter V., page 283.
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free themselves from the unfelt bondage of custom-
ary opinion, or advocates who find it safer to exer-
cise their liberty of speculation in respect to pre-
mises about which nobody cares, than in respect to
conclusions which might bring them into conflict
with the police.

So might we imagine the members of our eman-
cipated community discussing the principles on
which morality is founded. But, in truth, it were
a vain task to work out in further detail the results
of an experiment which, human nature being what
it is, can never be seriously attempted. That it can
never be seriously attempted is not, be it observed,
because it is of so dangerous a character that the
community in its wisdom would refuse to embark
upon it. This would be a frail protection indeed.
Not the danger of the adventure, but its impossi-
bility, is our security. To reject all convictions
which are not the products of free speculative in-
vestigation is, fortunately, an exercise of which hu-
manity is in the strictest sense incapable. Some
societies and some individuals may show more incli-
nation to indulge in it than others. But in no con-
dition of society and in no individual will the incli-
nation be more than very partially satisfied. Always
and everywhere our Imaginary Observer, contem-
plating from some external coign of vantage the
course of human history, would note the immense,
the inevitable, and on the whole the beneficent, part
which Authority plays in the production of belief.












212 AUTHORITY AND REASON

youth who so tied the string to one of the moving
parts of the engine that his personal supervision was
no longer necessary, the boy in office greatly magni-
fied his functions, and regarded himself with par-
donable pride as the most important, because the
only rational, link in the chain of causes and effects
by which the energy developed in the furnace was
ultimately converted into the motion of the fly-
wheel. So do we stand as reasoning beings in the
presence of the complex processes, physiological
and psychical, out of which are manufactured the
convictions necessary to the conduct of life. To the
results attained by their co-operation reason makes
its slender contribution; but in order that it may do
so effectively, it is beneficently decreed that, pend-
ing the evolution of some better device, reason
should appear to the reasoner the most admirable
and important contrivance in the whole mechanism.

The manner in which attention and interest are
thus unduly directed towards the operations, vital
and social, which are under our direct control,
rather than those which we are unable to modify, or
can only modify by a very indirect and circuitous
procedure, may be illustrated by countless exam-
ples. Take one from physiology. Of all the com-
plex causes which co-operate for the healthy nour-
ishment of the body, no doubt the conscious choice
of the most wholesome rather than the less whole-
some forms of ordinary food is far from being the
least important. Yet, as it is within our immedi-
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claims may be ignored, they cannot be repudiated ;
and even those who shrink from the criticism of
dogma as a sin, would probably admit that they do
so because it is an act forbidden by those they are
bound to obey; do so, that is to say, nominally at
least, for a reason which, at any moment, if it should
think fit, reason itself may reverse.

Why, under these circumstances, we are moved
to regard ourselves as free intelligences, forming
our opinions solely in obedience to reason; why we
come to regard reason itself, not only as the sole
legitimate source of belief—which, perhaps, it may
be—but the sole source of legitimate beliets—which
it assuredly is not, must now, I hope, be tolerably
obvious, and needs not to be further emphasised.
It is more instructive for our present purpose to
consider for a moment certain consequences of this
“antinomy between the equities of Reason and the
expediencies of Authority which rise into promi-
nence whenever, under the changing conditions of
society, the forces of the latter are being diverted
into new and unaccustomed channels.

It is true, no doubt, that the full extent and diffi-
culty of the problems involved have not commonly
been realised by the advocates either of authority
or reason, though each has usually had a sufficient
sense of the strength of the other’s position to induce
him to borrow trom it, even at the cost of some little
inconsistency. The supporter of authority, for in-
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between Roman Catholic and non-Roman Catholic
controversialists, and with them I have nothing here
to do. My point is, that the first proposition alone
is so absolutely subversive of any purely naturalistic
view of the universe, involves so many fundamental
elements of Christianity (e.g. the supernatural char-
acter of Christ and the trustworthiness of the first
and fourth Gospels, with all that this carries with
it), that if it does not require the argument from an
infallible authority for its support, it seems hard to
understand where the necessity for that argument
can come in at any fundamental stage of apologetic
demonstration. And that this proposition does not
require infallible authority for its support seems
plain from the fact that it does itself supply the main
ground on which the existence of infallible authority
is believed.

This is not, and is not intended to be, an objec-
tion to the doctrine of Papal Infallibility; it is not,
and is not intended to be, a criticism by means of
example directed against other doctrines involving
the existence of an unerring guide. Butif the reader
will attentively consider the matter he will, I think,
see that whatever be the truth or the value of such
doctrines, they can never be used to supply any
fundamental support to the systems of which they
form a part without being open to a reply like that
which I have supposed in the case of Papal Infalli-
bility. Indeed, when we reflect upon the character
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of the religious books and of the religious organisa.
tions through which Christianity has been built up;
when we consider the variety in date, in occasion,
in authorship, in context, in spiritual development,
which mark the first; the stormy history and the in-
evitable division which mark the second ; when we,
further, reflect on the astonishing number of the
problems, linguistic, critical, metaphysical, and his-
torical, which must be settled, at least in some pre-
liminary fashion, before either the books or the or-
ganisations can be supposed entitled by right of
rational proof to the position of infallible guides, we
can hardly suppose that we were intended to find in
these the /logical foundations of our system of reli-
gious beliefs, however important be the part (and
can it be exaggerated?) which they were destined
to play in producing, fostering, and directing it.

VI

Enough has now, perhaps, been said to indicate
the relative positions of Reason and Authority in the
production of belief. To Reason is largely due the
growth of new and the sifting of old knowledge;
the ordering, and in part the discovery, of that vast
body of systematised conclusions which constitute
so large a portion of scientific, philosophical, ethical,
political, and theological learning. To Reason we
are in some measure beholden, though not, perhaps,
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our belief is far in excess of anything which mere
reasoning can justify.

I am making no complaint of this disparity be-
tween belief and its reasons. On the contrary, I
have already noted my dissent from the popular
view that it is our business to take care that, as far
as possible, these two shall in every case be nicely
adjusted. It cannot, I contend, be our duty to do
that in the name of reason which, if it were done,
would bring any kind of rational life to an immedi-
ate standstill. And even if we could suppose it to
be our duty, it is not one which, as was shown in
the last chapter, we are practically competent to
perform. If this be true in the case of those be-
liefs which owe their origin largely to Authority,
or the non-rational action of mind on mind, not less
is it true in the case of those elementary judgments
which arise out of sense-stimulation. Whether
there be an independent material universe or not
may be open to philosophic doubt. But that, if it
exists, it is expedient that the belief in it should be
accepted with a credence which for all practical
purposes is immediate and unwavering, admits, [
think, of no doubt whatever. If we could suppose
a community to be called into being who, in its
dealings with the ‘external world,” should permit
action to wait upon speculation, and require all its
metaphysical difficulties to be solved before repos-
ing full belief in some such material surroundings
as those which we habitually postulate, its members
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count of what we mean by ‘a thing.” Yet I think
a more profitable lesson is to be learnt from admis-
sions like these than the general inadequacy of our
existing metaphysic. And it is the more necessary
to consider carefully what that lesson is, inasmuch
as a very perverted version of it forms the basis of
the only modern system of English growth which,
professing to provide us with a general philosophy,
has received any appreciable amount of popular
support.

Mr. Spencer’s theory admits, nay, insists, that
what it calls ‘ultimate scientific ideas’ are incon-
sistent and, to use his own phrase, ¢ unthinkable.’
Space, time, matter, motion, force, and so forth, are
each in turn shown to involve contradictions which
it is beyond our power to solve, and obscurities
which it is beyond our power to penetrate; while
the once famous dialectic of Hamilton and Mansel
is invoked for the purpose of enforcing the same
lesson with regard to the Absolute and the Uncon-
ditioned, which those thinkers identified with God,
but which Mr. Spencer prefers to describe as the
Unknowable.

So far, so good. Though the details of the dem-
onstration may not be altogether to our liking,
I, at least, have no particular quarrel with its gen-
eral tenor, which is in obvious harmony with much
that I have just been insisting on. But when we
have to consider the conclusion which Mr. Spencer
contrives to extract from these premises, our differ-


















CHAPTER 111
SCIENCE AND THEOLOGY
1

THE point of view we have thus reached is obvi.
ously the precise opposite of that which is adopted
by those who either accept the naturalistic view of
things in its simplicity, or who agree with natural-
ism in taking our knowledge of Nature as the core
and substance of their creed, while gladly adding to
it such supernatural supplements as are permitted
them by the canons of their rationalising philosophy.
Of these last there are two varieties. There are
those who refuse to add anything to the teaching
of science proper, except such theological doctrines
as they persuade themselves may be deduced from
scientific premises. And there are those who, being
less fastidious in the matter of proof, are prepared,
tentatively and provisionally, to admit so much of
theology as they think their naturalistic premises
do not positively contradict.

It must, I think, be admitted that the members
of these two classes are at some disadvantage com-
pared with the naturalistic philosophers proper. To
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at least, it is not on the face of it incoherent. It does
not attempt the impossible task of extracting reason
from unreason; nor does it require us to accept
among scientific conclusions any which effectually
shatter the credibility of scientific premises.

111

Theism, then, whether or not it can in the strict
meaning of the word be described as proved by sci-
ence, is a principle which science, for a double rea-
son, requires for its own completion. The ordered
system of phenomena asks for a cause; our knowl-
edge of that system is inexplicable unless we assume
for it a rational Author. Under this head, at least,
there should be no ¢ conflict between science and re-
ligion.’

It is true, of course, that if theism smoothes away
some of the difficulties which atheism raises, it is not
on that account without difficulties of its own. We
cannot, for example, form, I will not say any ade-
quate, but even any tolerable, idea of the mode in
which God is related to, and acts on, the world of
phenomena. That He created it, that He sustains
it, we are driven to believe. How He created it,
how He sustains it, is impossible for us to imagine.
But let it be observed that the difficulties which thus
arise are no peculiar heritage of theology, or of a
the reasoning in the text holds good. Cf. the purely sceptical

presentation of the argument contained in Priilosophic Doubt,
chap. xiii.









286 SCIENCE AND THEOLOGY

material for showing how impenetrable are the mists
which obscure the relation of mind to matter, of
things to the perception of things. Neither can be
eliminated from our system. Both must perforce
form elements in every adequate representation of
reality. Yet the philosophic artist has still to arise
who shall combine the two into a single picture,
without doing serious violence to essential features,
either of the one or the other. I am myself, indeed,
disposed to doubt whether any concession made by
the ‘subjective’ to the ‘objective,” or by the ‘ob-
jective’ to the ‘subjective,” short of the total de-
struction of one or the other, will avail to produce
a harmonious scheme. And certainly no discord
could be so barren, so unsatisfying, so practically
impossible, as a harmony attained at such a cost.
We must acquiesce, then, in the existence of an un-
solved difficulty. But it is a difficulty which meets
us, in an even more intractable form, when we strive
to realise the nature of our own relations to the little
world in which we move, than when we are dealing
with a like problem in respect to the Divine Spirit,
Who is the Ground of all being and the Source of
all change.

v

But though there should thus be no conflict
between theology and science, either as to the exist-
ence of God or as to the possibility of His acting
on phenomena, it by no means follows that the idea
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be said to have existed ; while, on the other hand,
the growth of scientific knowledge has neither in-
creased nor diminished the burden of it by a feather-
weight. The question, therefore, seems, though not,
I think, quite correctly, to be one which is wholly,
as it were, within the frontiers of theology, and
which theologians may, therefore, be left to deal
with as best they may, undisturbed by any argu-
ments supplied by science. If this be not in theory
strictly true, it is in practice but little wide of the
mark. The facts which raise the problem in its
acutest form belong, indeed, to that portion of the
experience of life which is the common property of
science and theology; but theology is much more
deeply concerned in them than science can ever be,
and has long faced the unsolved problem which they
present. The weight which it has thus borne for
all these centuries is not likely now to crush it; and,
paradoxical though it seems, it is yet surely true,
that what is a theological stumbling-block may also
be a religious aid ; and that it is in part the thought
of ¢all creation groaning and travailing in pain to-
gether, waiting for redemption,” which creates in
man the deepest need for faith in the love of God.

v

I conceive, then, that those who talk of the ‘ con-
flict between science and religion ’ do not, as a rule,
refer to the difficulty presented by the existence of
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when, as in the case of theological miracles, there is
no such common stock, any agreement on a verdict
can scarcely be looked for. One of the jury may
hold the naturalistic view of the world. To him, of
course, the occurrence of a miracle involves the
abandonment of the whole philosophy in terms of
which he is accustomed to interpret the universe.
Argument, custom, prejudice, authority—every con-
viction-making machine, rational and non-rational,
by which his scheme of belief has been fashioned—
conspire to make this vast intellectual revolution
difficult. And we need not be surprised that even
the most excellent evidence for a few isolated inci-
dents is quite insufficient to effect his conversion;
nor that he occasionally shows a disposition to go
very extraordinary lengths in contriving historical
or critical theories for the purpose of explaining
such evidence away.

Another may believe in ‘verbal inspiration.” To
him, the discussion of evidence in the ordinary sense
is quite superfluous. Every miracle, whatever its
character, whatever the circumstances in which it
occurred, whatever its relation, whether essential
or accidental, to the general scheme of religion, is
to be accepted with equal confidence, provided it
be narrated in the works of inspired authors. It is
written: it is therefore true. And in the light of
this presupposition alone must the results of any
merely critical or historical discussion be finally
judged.
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its Author the notion of purpose slowly worked
out; the striving towards something which is not,
but which gradually becomes, and in the fulness of
time will be? Surely not. But, if not, can it be
denied that evolution—the evolution, I mean, which
takes place in time,-the natural evolution of science,
as distinguished from the dialectical evolution of
metaphysics—does involve something in the nature
of that ‘preferential action’ which it is so difficult
to understand, yet so impossible to abandon ?
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these difficulties? Clearly they are not scientific,
We are here altogether outside the region where
scientific ideas possess any worth, or scientific cate.
gories claim any authority. It may be a realm of
shadows, of empty dreams, and vain speculations.
But whether it be this, or whether it be the abiding-
place of the highest Reality, it evidently must be
explored by methods other than those provided for
us by the accepted canons of experimental research.
Even when we are endeavouring to comprehend the
relation of our own finite personalities to the material
environment with which they are so intimately con-
nected, we find, as we have seen, that all familiar
modes of explanation break down and become mean-
ingless. Yet we certainly exist, and presumably we
have bodies. 1If, then, we cannot devise formule
which shall elucidate the familiar mystery of our
daily existence, we need neither be surprised nor
embarrassed if the unique mystery of the Christian
faith refuses to lend itself to inductive treatment.
But though the very uniqueness of the doctrine
places it beyond the ordinary range of scientific
criticism, the same cannot be said for the historical
evidence on which, in part at least, it rests. Here,
it will perhaps be urged, we are on solid and familiar
ground. We have only got to ignore the arbitrary
distinction between ‘sacred’ and ‘secular,” and apply
the well-understood methods of historic criticism to
a particular set of ancient records, in order to extract
from them all that is necessary to satisfy our curi-
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osity. If they break down under cross-examination,
we need trouble ourselves no further about the
metaphysical dogmas to which they point. No im-
munity or privilege claimed for the subject-matter
of belief can extend to the merely human evidence
adduced in'its support; and as in the last resort the
historical element in Christianity does evidently rest
on human testimony, nothing can be simpler than to
subject this to the usual scientific tests, and accept
with what equanimity we may any results which
they elicit.

But, in truth, the question is not so simple as
those who make use of arguments like these would
have us suppose. ‘Historic method’ has its limita-
tions. It is self-sufficient only within an area which
is, indeed, tolerably extensive, but which does not
embrace the universe. For, without taking any very
deep plunge into the philosophy of historical criti-
cism, we may easily perceive that our judgment as
to the truth or falsity of any particular historic state-
ment depends, partly on our estimate of the writer’s
trustworthiness, partly on our estimate of his means
of information, partly on our estimate of the intrin-
sic probability of the facts to which he testifies. But
these things are not ‘independent variables,” to be
measured separately before their results are balanced
and summed up. On the contrary, it is manifest
that, in many cases, our opinion on the trustworthi-
ness and competence of the witnesses is modified by
our opinion as to the inherent likelihood of what
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they tell us; and that our opinion as to the inherent
likelihood of what they tell us may depend on
considerations with respect to which no historical
method is able to give us any conclusive informa-
tion. In most cases, no doubt, these questions of
antecedent probability have to be themselves de-
cided solely, or mainly, on historic grounds, and, fail-
ing anything more scientific, by a kind of historic
instinct. But other cases there are, though they be
rare, to whose consideration we must bring larger
principles, drawn from a wider theory of the world;
and among these should be counted as first, both in
speculative interest and in ethical importance, the
early records of Christianity.

That this has been done, and, from their own
point of view, quite rightly done, by various de-
structive schools of New Testament criticism, every-
one isaware. Starting from a philosophy which for-
bade them to accept much of the substance of the
Gospel narrative, they very properly set to work to
devise a variety of hypotheses which would account
for the fact that the narrative, with all its peculiari-
ties, was nevertheless there. Of these hypotheses
there are many, and some of them have occasioned
an admirable display of erudite ingenuity, fruitful
of instruction from every point of view, and for all
time. But it is a great, though common, error to
describe these learned efforts as examples of the un-
biassed application of historic methods to historic
documents. It would be more correct to say that
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they are endeavours, by the unstinted employment
of an elaborate critical apparatus, to force the testi-
mony of existing records into' conformity with the-
ories on the truth or falsity of which it is for philos-
ophy, not history, to pronounce. What view I take of
the particular philosophy to which these critics make
appeal the reader already knows; and our immediate
concern is not again to discuss the presuppositions
with which other people have approached the con-
sideration of New Testament history, but to arrive at
some conclusion about our own.

How, then, ought the general theory of things at
which we have arrived to affect our estimate of the
antecedent probability of the Christian views of
Christ? Or, if such a phrase as ‘antecedent proba-
bility * be thought to suggest a much greater nicety
of calculation than is at all possible in a case like
this, in what temper of mind, in what mood of ex-
pectation, ought our provisional philosophy to in-
duce us to consider the extant historic evidence for
the Christian story? - The reply must, I think, de-
pend, as I shall show in a moment, upon the view
we take of the ethical import of Christianity ; while
its ethical import, again, must depend on the degree
to which it ministers to our ethical needs.
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tude and complexity of the material world. The
discovery of Copernicus, it has been said, is the
death-blow to Christianity: in other words, the
recognition by the human race of the insignificant
part which they and their planet play in the cosmic
drama renders the Incarnation, as it were, intrinsi-
cally incredible. This is not a question of logic, or
science, or history. No criticism of documents, no
haggling over ‘natural’ or ‘supernatural,’ either
creates the difficulty or is able to solve it. For it
arises out of what I may almost call an @sthetic
sense of disproportion. ¢ What is man, that Thou
art mindful of him; and the son of man, that Thou
visitest him?’ is a question charged by science
with a weight of meaning far beyond what it could
have borne for the poet whose lips first uttered
it. And those whose studies bring perpetually to
their remembrance the immensity of this material
world, who know how brief and how utterly im-
perceptible is the impress made by organic life in
general, and by human life in particular, upon the
mighty forces which surround them, find it hard
to believe that on so small an occasion this petty
satellite of no very important sun has been chosen
as the theatre of an event so solitary and so stu-
pendous.

Reflection, indeed, shows that those who thus
argue have manifestly permitted their thoughts
about God to be controlled by a singular theory of
His relations to man and to the world, based on an










































-APPENDIX

BELIEFS, FORMULAS, AND REALITIES

1

IT may be useful to add to the preceding argu-
ment on the foundations of belief some observations
on the formal side of their historical development,
which will not only serve, I hope, to make clearer
the general scheme here advocated, but may help to
solve certain difficulties which have sometimes been
felt in the interpretation of theological and ecclesi-
astical history.

Assuming, as we do, that Knowledge exists, we
can hardly do otherwise than make the further as-
sumption that it has grown and must yet further
grow. In what manner, then, has that growth been
accomplished? What are the external signs of its
successive stages, the marks of its gradual evolution?
One, at least, must strike all who have surveyed,
even with a careless eye, the course of human specu-
lation—I mean the recurring process by which the
explanations or explanatory formulas in terms of
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which mankind endeavour to comprehend the uni-
verse are formed, are shattered, and then in some
new shape are formed again. It is not, as we some-
times represent it, by the steady addition of tier to
tier that the fabric of knowledge uprises from its
foundation. It is not by mere accumulation of
material, nor even by a plant-like development, that
our beliefs grow less inadequate to the truths which
they strive to represent. Rather are we like one
who is perpetually engaged in altering some ancient
dwelling in order to satisfy new-born needs. The
ground-plan of it is being perpetually modified. We
build here; we pull down there. One part is kept
in repair, another part is suffered to decay. And
even those portions of the structure which may in
themselves appear quite unchanged, stand in such
new relations to the rest, and are put to such differ-
ent uses, that they would scarce be recognised by
their original designer.

Yet even this metaphor is inadequate, and per-
haps misleading. We shall more accurately conceive
the true history of knowledge if we represent it under
the similitude of a plastic body whose shape and size
are in constant process of alteration through the
operation both of external and of internal forces. The
internal forces are those of reason. The external
forces correspond to those non-rational causes on
whose importance I have already dwelt. Each of
these agencies may be supposed to act both by way
of destruction and of addition. By their joint oper-
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they deal. Some of these are distorted to make
them fit into their predestined niches. Others, more
refractory, are destroyed or ignored. Even in sci-
ence, where the beliefs that have to be accounted for
have often a native vigour born of the imperious
needs of sense-perception, we are sometimes dis-
posed to see, not so much what is visible, as what
theory informs us ought to be seen. While in the
region of aesthetic (to take another example), where
belief is of feebler growth, the inclination to admire
what squares with some current theory of the beau-
tiful, rather than with what appeals to any real feel-
ing for beauty, is so common that it has ceased even
to amuse.

But this reaction of formulas on the beliefs which
they co-ordinate or explain is but the first stage in
the process we are describing. The next is the
change, perhaps even the destruction, of the for-
mula itself by the victorious forces that it has pre-
viously held in check. The plastic body of belief,
or some portion of it, under the growing stress of
external and internal influences, breaks through, it
may be with destructive violence, the barriers by
which it was at one time controlled. A new theory
has to be formed, a new arrangement of knowl-
edge has to be accepted, and under changed con-
ditions the same cycle of not unfruitful changes
begins again.

I do not know that any illustration of this famil-
iar process is required, for in truth such examples
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most imperfect fashion, to find a response in thought.
If terms were counters, each purporting always to
represent the whole of one unalterable aspect of
reality, language would become, not the servant of
thought, nor even its ally, but its tyrant. The wealth
of our ideas would be limited by the poverty of our
vocabulary. Science could not flourish, nor Litera-
ture exist. All play of mind, all variety, all devel-
opment would perish; and mankind would spend its
energies, not in using words, but in endeavouring to
define them.

It was this logical nightmare which oppressed
the intellect of the Middle Ages. The schoolmen
have been attacked for not occupying themselves
with experimental observation, which, after all, was
no particular business of theirs; for indulging in
excessive subtleties—surely no great crime in a
metaphysician; and for endeavouring to combine
the philosophy and the theology of their day into a
coherent whole—an attempt which seems to me to
be entirely praiseworthy. A better reason for their
not having accomplished the full promise of their
genius is to be found in the assumption which lies
at the root of their interminable deductions, namely,
that language is, or can be made, what logic by a
convenient convention supposes it to be, and that if
it were so made, it would be an instrument better
fitted on that account to deal with the infinite vari-
ety of the actual world.
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truth of the various beliefs which it is capable of
expressing.

Uniformity of profession, for example, to take the
last difficulty first, can be regarded as unimportant
only by those who forget that, while there is no
necessary connection whatever between the causes
which conduce to successful co-operation and those
which conduce to the attainment of speculative
truth, of these two objects the first may, under
certain circumstances, be much more important than
the second. A Church is something more than a
body of more or less qualified persons engaged more
or less successfully in the study of theology. It
requires a very different equipment from that which
is sufficient for a learned society. Something more
is asked of it than independent research. It is an
organisation charged with a great practical work.
For the successful promotion of this work unity, dis-
cipline, and self-devotion are the principal requisites ;
and, as in the case of every other such organisation,
the most powerful source of these qualities is to be
found in the feelings aroused by common memories,
common hopes, common loyalties; by professions
in which all agree; by a ceremonial which all share;
by customs and commands which all obey. He,
therefore, who would wish to expel such influences
either from Church or State, on the ground that
they may alter (as alter they most certainly will) the
opinions which, in their absence, the members of
the community, left to follow at will their own spec-
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vation, and of the technicalities which its discussion has
involved.!

1[On this unoffending note Principal Fairbairn, writing as an
expert theologian, has passed some severe comments (see ¢ Cathol-
icism, Roman and Anglican,” p. 356 ¢/ seg.). He seems to think
the terms used in the definitions of Nicea and Chalcedon must, be-
cause they are technical, be therefore ‘of the nature of explana-
tions.” I cannot agree. I think they were used, not to explain the
mystery they were designed to express, but to show with unmis-
takable precision wherein the rival formula, which was so much
more in harmony with the ordinary philosophic thought of the day,
fell short of what was required by the Christian consciousness.]
























378 SUMMARY

not merely isolated experiences, but general princi-
ples (such as the law of universal causation) by which
isolated experiences may be co-ordinated. How on
any purely empirical theory are these to be obtained ?
No method that will resist criticism has ever been
suggested ; and the difficulty, insuperable in any
case, seems enormously increased when we reflect
that it is not the accumulated experience of the race,
but the narrow experience of the individual on which
we have to rely. It must be sy experience for e,
and your experience for you. Otherwise we should
find ourselves basing our belief in these general
principles upon our general knowledge of mankind
past and present, though we cannot move a step
towards the attainment of such general knowledge
without first assuming these principles to be true
(pp. 127-132).

17. It would not be possible to go further in the
task of exposing the philosophic insufficiency of the
Naturalistic creed without the undue employment
of philosophic technicalities. But, in my view, to
go further is unnecessary. If fully considered, the
criticisms contained in this chapter are sufficient,
without any supplement, to show the hollowness of
the Naturalistic claim, and as it is with Naturalism
that this work is mainly concerned, there seems no
conclusive necessity for touching on rival systems
of Philosophy.

As a precautionary measure, however, and to
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lem of evil, that immemorial difficulty in the way
of a completely consistent theory of the world on a
religious basis. Of this difficulty, indeed, the Incar-
nation affords no speculative solution, but it does
assuredly afford a practical pailiation. For whereas
a merely metaphysical Theism leaves us face to face
with a Deity who shows power but not mercy, who
has contrived a world in which, so far as direct ob-
servation goes, the whole creation travails together
in misery, Christianity brings home to us, as nothing
else could do, that God is no indifferent spectator
of our sorrows, and in so doing affords the surest
practical alleviation to a pessimism which seems
fostered alike by the virtues and the vices of our
modern civilisation (pp. 333-337).



