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‘ THERE I8 A CITY BUILDED AND SET IN A PLAIN COUNTRY,
AND FULL OF ALL GOOD THINGS; BUT THE ENTRANCE THEREOF
IS NARROW, AND IT IS S8ET IN A DANGEROUS PLACE TO FALL,
HAVING A FIRE ON THE RIGHT SIDE AND ON THE LEFT A DEEP
WATER: AND THERE IS ONLY ONE PATH BETWEEN THEM BOTH,
EVEN BETWEEN THE FIRE AND THE WATER, 80 SMALL THAT
THERE COULD BUT ONE MAN GO THERE AT ONCE. IF THIS CITY
NOW BE GIVEN UNTO A MAN FOR AN INHERITANCE, IF THE HEIR
PASS NOT THE DANGER SET BEFORE HIM, HOW SHALL HE RECEIVE

HIS INHERITANCE !’
2 Esdras vii. 7-9.

¢ THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN IS LIKE UNTO A MAN THAT IS A
MERCHANT SEEKING GOODLY PEARLS : AND HAVING FOUND ONE
PEARL OF GREAT PRICE, HE WENT AND SOLD ALL THAT HE HAD,

AND BOUGHT IT.”
S. Matt. xiir. 45-46.

‘‘ WHATSOEVER THINGS ARE TRUE, WHATSOEVER THINGS ARE
HONOURABLE, WHATSOEVER THINGS ARE JUST, WHATSOEVER
THINGS ARE PURE, WHATSOEVER THINGS ARE LOVELY, WHATSO-
EVER THINGS ARE GRACIOUS ; IF THERE BE ANY VIRTUE, AND IP
THERE BE ANY PRAISE, THINK ON THESE THINGS.'

Phil. sv. 8.






GENERAL INTRODUCTION

HE Editors of this series are convinced that the
Christian Church as a whole is confronted with a
great though largely silent crisis, and also with an un-
paralleled opportunity. They have a common mind
concerning the way in which this crisis and opportunity
should be met. The time has gone by when “apologetics”
could be of any great value. Something more is needed
than a defence of propositions already accepted on
authority, for the present spiritual crisis is essentially a
questioning of authority if not a revolt against it. It
may be predicted that the number of people who are
content simply to rest their religion on the authority of
the Bible or the Church is steadily diminishing, and with
the growing effectiveness of popular education will con-
tinue to diminish. We shall not therefore meet the need,
if we have rightly diagnosed it, by dissertations, however
learned, on the interpretation of the Bible or the history
of Christian doctrine. Nothing less is required than a
candid, courageous and well-informed effort to think out
anew, in the light of modern knowledge, the foundation
affirmations of our common Christianity. This is the aim
of every writer in this series.
A further agreement is, we hope, characteristic of the
books which will be published in the series. The authors

vil



viii General Introduction

have a common mind not only with regard to the problem
but also with regard to the starting-point of reconstruc-
tion. They desire to lay stress upon the value and validity
of religious experience and to develop their theology on
the basis of the religious consciousness. In so doing they
claim to be in harmony with modern thought. The
massive achievements of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries have been built up on the method of observation
and experiment, on experience, not on abstract a prior:
reasoning. Our contention is that the moral and spiritual
experience of mankind has the right to be considered, and
demands to be understood.

Many distinguished thinkers might be quoted in
support of the assertion that philosophers are now pre-
pared in a greater measure than formerly to consider
religious experience as among the most significant of their
data. One of the greatest has said, ‘‘ There is nothing
more real than what comes in religion. To compare facts
such as these with what is given to us in outward existence
would be to trifle with the subject. The man who demands
a reality more solid than that of the religious conscious-
ness, seeks he does not know what.”’! Nor does this
estimate of religious experience come only from idealist
thinkers. A philosopher who writes from the standpoint
of mathematics and natural science has expressed the
same thought in even more forcible language. ‘‘ The fact
of religious vision, and its history of persistent expansion,
is our one ground for optimism. Apart from it, human
life is a flash of occasional enjoyments lighting up a

1 F. H. Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p. 449.
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mass of pain and misery, a bagatelle of transient ex-
perience.” 1

The conviction that religious experience is to be taken
as the starting-point of theological reconstruction does
not, of course, imply that we are absolved from the labour
of thought. On the contrary, it should serve as the
stimulus to thought. No experience can be taken at its
face value ; it must be criticised and interpreted. Just
as natural science could not exist without experience and
the thought concerning experience, so theology cannot
exist without the religious consciousness and reflection
anything
less than the whole experience of the human race, so far

upon it. Nor do we mean by ‘ experience

as it has shared in the Christian consciousness. As
Mazzini finely said, *Tradition and conscience are the
two wings given to the human soul to reach the truth.”
It has been the aim of the writers and the Editors of
the series to produce studies of the main aspects of
Christianity which will be intelligible and interesting to
the general reader and at the same time may be worthy
of the attention of the specialist. After all, in religion we
are dealing with a subject-matter which is open to all and-
the plan of the works does not require that they shall
delve very deeply into questions of minute scholarship.
We have had the ambition to produce volumes which
might find a useful place on the shelves of the clergyman
and minister, and no less on those of the intelligent lay-
man. Perhaps we may have done something to bridge
the gulf which too often separates the pulpit from the pew.
1 A. N. Whitehead, Sctence and the Modern World, p. 275.
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Naturally, the plan of our series has led us to give the
utmost freedom to the authors of the books to work out
their own lines of thought, and our part has been strictly
confined to the invitation to contribute, and to suggestions
concerning the mode of presentation. We hope that
the series will contribute something useful to the
great debate on religion which is proceeding in secret
in the mind of our age, and we humbly pray that their
endeavours and ours may be blessed by the Spirit of Truth
for the building up of Christ’s Universal Church.



PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION

HAVE taken advantage of this reprint to correct a
number of verbal errors which friends and reviewers
have kindly pointed out. Certain sections of Chapter VIII
which seemed open to misunderstanding have also been
rewritten. I owe much here, as elsewhere, to constructive
criticism in reviews and in letters from various friends.
Time does not at present permit of any more thorough
revision of the whole book, such as I should like to undertake.
With reference to Part II of the book, may I take the
opportunity of saying that the chapters are not intended, and
should not be quoted, as adequate moral treatises on the
points of Christian ethics discussed in them ? It would not
even be fair to describe them as ““ practical applications
of Part I. They are meant only to suggest the general
shape and pattern of thought with which such questions
would be approached by those who accept the positions
already outlined, and the incidence on the individual
Christian of some of the more immediate moral issues.

F. R. B.
July, 1932.

PREFACE TG THE FIRST EDITION

HIS is not the book which I intended to write when I
accepted the Publishers’ invitation to contribute a
volume to this series. Its original plan was very different ;
but the book has insisted on writing itself in this form. It

x1



xii Preface

is an attempt to state a conviction about the significance of
Christ and the presentation of Christianity in its relevance
to the claims and values of life, which has been slowly taking
shape in my mind, in successive stages, during the last ten
years. The nucleus of the essay in its present shape was a
course of lectures on Christian Ethics given in 1924 to a
school for clergy in the Canterbury diocese, and later on
repeated in substance to the clergy of the Church of Ireland
at St. Columba’s College, Rathfarnham. It was the insistence
of Archbishop Davidson which emboldened me to work out
in book-form the ideas then tentatively suggested. It has
taken six years to achieve. The conditions of my work in
this period have not been favourable to consistent study.
It is only by the rarest good fortune that I have one hour
without interruption even during the Oxford wvacation ;
and coherent thinking or writing is not easy in the intervals
between callers and telephone bells. Thus the work has had
to be done in scraps, chiefly by sacrificing my holidays, and
spread over a rather long time. Inevitably this method of
composition means that various parts of the book are apt
to vary in tone and quality. But the whole has been worked
over this summer and brought, I hope, into something like
organic unity. My thanks are due to the Publishers for their
patience with my procrastination.

This essay has grown out of a friendship. The general
position which it seeks to establish has been reached in years
of intimate talk and companionship with my friend Mervyn
Haigh, now Bishop of Coventry. Indeed, so close has been
our association that I do not know which ideas and even
which phrases originated in his mind and which in my own.
It is as much his work as mine. But, now that ‘ the Lord
has taken away my master from my head,” meeting and
conversation are seldom possible ; and for all that appears
in the book as now published the writer must accept sole re-
spons bility. Most of my recent speeches, sermons and articles
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have been by way of trying out certain aspects of it, and I
have drawn freely on this material, some of which has appeared
in The Guardian and is reproduced by courtesy of the Editor.

The book is designed for the ‘‘ general reader ”’, though I
realize that some sections of it must make a rather heavy
demand on him. Those, however, who wish (as all sensible
readers should) to skip such parts as do not appeal to them,
are offered a fairly wide field of choice. The practical
discussions of Part II are intended rather to illustrate a
method than to be a handbook of Christian Ethics. But
I hope that, so far as they go, they may not be useless. The
final chapter summarizes the argument and takes it to the
door of the parish church, where its contentions must be
put to the test. Forif what I have written is true, it seems to
involve certain important consequences in preaching, worship
and pastoral work and our whole conception of membership
in the Church. If anything here suggested should help to
re-establish the Christian religion at the heart of men’s daily
tasks and interests and recover its lost leadership in national
life the book will not have been wasted labour, however
imperfect in detail and execution.

Nobody, I imagine, can hope to trace the sources of all
his ideas. I have made no show of compiling a bibliography,
but the borrowings of which I am conscious are acknowledged
in footnotes in the text. One word of explanation may be
permissible. Most of my book was already in typescript
before the publication of Dean Inge’s volume The Christian
Ethic and Modern Problems, Professor A. E. Taylor’s The
Faith of a Moralist and Dr. Kenneth Kirk’s Bampton
Lectures. I have since made bold to insert some almost
inevitable quotations from the two latter which reinforce my
tentative arguments by the authority of these eminent
writers. There are, however, a few almost verbal agreements
with certain passages in the books named which are due to
no subsequent changes on my part.
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The position which I have sought to establish has thus not
a few points of contact with ideas that are much in other
people’s minds at the moment. Yet it is exposed, as I fully
realize, to damaging attacks on both flanks, and can hardly
fail to incur censure from two very different schools of
criticism. But I venture to believe that the centre holds,
and may yet prove to be a rallying point.

The substance of the book was given as lectures in Union
Theological Seminary, New York, during the Summer Session
this year. It is a pleasure to associate it with the charming
and generous hospitality of the President and his colleagues
during our visit. I owe to a great number of friends more
than I can hope to acknowledge : to the Master of Balliol—
far more than he knows—for constant inspiration and
guidance; to Dr. Matthews, now Dean of Exeter, for
valued criticism and stimulus; to the Archbishop of York
for all I have learnt from him ; to the Bishop of Southwark,
Canon Quick, Canon C. E. Raven and many others whose
names would make a long catalogue. My wife has held me
to the task when I had given up hope of completing it, and
has typed my illegible MS., often in several successive
versions. Her insight and understanding have greatly
helped in forming my judgments, and Chapter VIII could
only have been written out of expcrience in partnership.
To my parents also I owe gratitude for the peace and
beauty of their home, where a good deal of the work has

been done.
F. R. B.
OXFORD,
October, 1931,
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THE
RELEVANCE OF CHRISTIANITY

PART 1

CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM OF MODERNITY

1. THE PROBLEM STATED

NCOMPARABLY the most imperious challenge which

to-day confronts Christianity is the moral chaos of our
generation. We cannot mect it by the repetition of formulas,
however holy and however venerable. It is true, no doubt,
that thousands of men and women are bewildered about
the Christian creed and are asking questions which cannot
be answered truly by mere citation of authorities. But
there is another question, far more summary, which the
whole world is asking daily, and it is calling aloud for
decisive answer. In its simplest terms the question is,
“Why shouldn’t I?” There is no piecemeal answer to
that enquiry. If we take the established rules of conduct
one by one, in their traditional form, we may find ourselves
hard put to it to justify them. Some, perhaps, admit no
justification. What is required is less demonstration that
this or that behaviour is ‘“wrong”, than a constructive
philosophy of life, which candidly faces all the new factors
which have entered into the moral situation to make it both
more delicate and more complex, and offers genuinely

B



2 The Problem of Modernity

positive leadership. That is the task before Christianity.
We have to vindicate the moral validity and creativeness
of the Christian faith when drawn to the scale of the new
maps, on the twentieth-century projection of a ceaseless
evolutionary process unfolding itself through the cosmic
system.

The answer given must be creative. It is no good calling
men to renewed allegiance to standards about which they
remain unconvinced. No mere traditionalism can help us.
We do Christianity a grave disservice if we identify the
customs and conventions of an age that is now rapidly
passing from us with permanent Christian moral principles.
The social institutions of our predecessors were by no means
all necessarily Christian. Mrs. Grundy, when all is said and
done, was not a pattern of Christian conduct. And it may
be that the fierce repudiation of what seem to the young
her evasions and her cant is in some ways nearer to the spirit
of Christ. Indeed the best among the fine qualities which
characterize the rising generation is the realism and sincerity
of their approach to all moral questions. The Church must
meet them on their own highest level. The only authority
which can be rightly claimed for any moral standards or
principles is that they are genuinely responsive to the
deepest and truest needs of men. An honest ethic is always
an “ offence ” : it is always bound to challenge the weak-
ness and the passions of the average sensual man. A
““ popular ”’ ethic thereby proves its falsity. It is not one
of the least of our temptations so to secularize the Christian
ethic as to make it chime with the rhythm of the world.
It can never offer men what they want merely at the level of
their unredeemed desires. Yet no moral system can approve
itself to the free critical judgment of mankind which seems
to deny, frustrate or impoverish any essential needs of
human personality. There have been periods of Christian
history when the Church has succumbed to the theory of
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what has well been called the ‘“ Unnatural God ”.! It must
be possible to substantiate on behalf of any ethic that
claims finality that it is integrally woven into the true
pattern of Man’s life, able to grow with his own growth in
experience, and to respond to his fundamental selfhood.
This means that it must be set forth in the context of a
satisfying and coherent world-view. Forthe question : What
is the right kind of conduct ? plainly presupposes another :
How can we interpret the universe and Man’s place and
destiny within it ?

It is the privilege of the Christian Church to offer the
world its own interpretation, based upon its own experience
of God.

The human race, from time immemorial, has asked : Where
can Wisdom be found ¢ We know the answer that has been
given, not only by the Jewish-Christian Bible but by nearly
all the great world-religions, that the fear of the Lord is its
first principle. Is that traditional answer right or wrong ?
Here are the cross-roads of modern history. As we decide
so the future will be. For Wisdom, in its Biblical usage,
means pretty much what we call moral insight, a true
discrimination of values, an understanding of what is most
worth living for, and so in the end mastery in practice. That
is the deepest need of civilization. And, in our industrialized
society, we can appreciate the Wise Man’s assertion that it
cannot be purchased with gold or silver. We inherit from the
struggles of our predecessors full political and social freedom :
they have left us wealth, knowledge, education and the
means of controlling ou~ environment. But part of the legacy
which they have bequeathed us is a desperate confusion of
values. Under the pressure of democratio sentiment we
have almost made a religion of mediocrity. In the modern
West, as has been truly said, ‘‘everything tends to be

1 K. E. Kirk, The Vision of God (Bampton Lectures), p. 213.
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dragged down to the level at which it is intellectually under-
standable or emotionally satisfying to the man who has
neither purified his perceptions, disciplined his will, nor
cultivated his mind.”* Nothing is needed more desperately
than a scrutiny and revision of our standards and a valid
criterion for our judgements. For centuries, almost up to
living memory, it was the prerogative of the Christian Church
to be the custodian of the world’s values, whether moral,
sesthetic or intellectual. To-day, for reasons that must be
discussed later, this task has been entrusted to other hands.
The most crucial function in our civilization is now dis-
charged by novelists and critics, dramatists, editors and
wireless publicists. But there is a growing dissatisfaction
with the leadership of our intellectuals. It is their task to
show us the path of wisdom. But the answers are as various
as the voices, and few seem to speak to our condition. In
the general flux of all valuations, where can we hope to
find a secure standard ?

Up to about fifty years ago, at least in English-speaking
countries, there would have been little doubt how to
answer. It would have been taken more or less for granted
that the world possesses in Christianity the final and perfect
scheme of conduct, and that the decision on all moral
problems is to be found within the New Testament and
especially in the teaching of our Lord. But for us that
answer is no longer possible. The growth of the historical
sense among us (and perhaps this rather than our boasted
science is the differentia of the ‘‘ modern > mind), and our
rightly changed attitude to Scripture make the attempt
to solve modern issues by Biblical quotation invalid.
Moreover that writ no longer runs. To the mind of our
time that is not an argument. It involves a portentous
begging of the question, which is the whole question at

1 Laurence Hyde, The Prospects of Humanism, p. 18.
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issue, Is the Christian reading of Man’s life the true one ?
Are the moral standards of Christianity such that the modern
conscience can endorse, or are they merely ethical traditions
bound up with ways of thought and life which the lapse of
time is fast making obsolete ? That is precisely what has
to be answered. And, as everyone knows, there is no point
at which Christianity is so hard pressed. Our intellectuals
tend to assume as an axiom beyond need of argument that
the Christian ethic is now out of date and cannot in sincerity
commend itself to the free critical judgment of our age.
We cannot rely on quoting texts: we cannot postulate
a Christian moral outlook. The Christian claim is what has
now to be vindicated. Can Christianity come out into the
open, take a survey of the various new factors, psychological,
economic, sociological, and offer creative moral leadership
at once more progressive and more stable than non-
Christian thinking can promise ? The Church stands or falls
by the answer. ‘If the finality of the Christian ideal of
personal character and the Christian rule of conduct cannot
be maintained, no temporary success of the apologist in
rebutting this or that ill-considered °scientific’ or
‘ historical ’ criticism ocan alter the fact that the Christian
faith as a religion is under sentence of death.”?

The ultimate appeal of Christianity must always be to
the fruits of Christian living and their moral vitality and
effectiveness. That after all is the test of its Founder. But
this truth must not be misinterpreted in the way congenial
to our contemporaries. Our world is quick to appreciate
that test : yet it is equally prone to misapply it. Christianity
18 & way of life : ethical direction is inherent in it, and the
fruits of the Spirit are and always must be the guarantee of
its claim on men’s allegiance. Yet it is not primarily an
ethic. It has been the strength of English Christianity in
some of its typical manifestations that it has grasped with

1 A. E. Taylor, The Faith of a Moralist, Vol. I, p. 11.
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peculiar force, sometimes to the neglect of other factors,
the moral commitments of religion. In this it reflects truly
the native English temper, with its instinctive flair for the
practical. “ Life ” calls to us more than ‘logic ”; the
heights and depths of mystical experience, no less than
the speculations of Theology, leave the average Englishman
unmoved. The sober, duty-loving Christianity so character-
istic of the national mind has about it a power and restraint
which is genuinely deserving of reverence. But its very
strength sometimes betrays it. The popular tendency at
the present moment is to take out of the Christian religion
everything distinctively religious and to call what is left
“real Christianity . Thus men will assert that “real”
Christianity, when stripped of its merely ornamental
frillings and its doctrinal incrustations, is to put into
practice the Sermon on the Mount. The Church, they think,
has wrapped round this kernel a husk of largely irrelevant
complexity. Hence they are impatient of Theology as of
something abstract and remote from life, and ask for a
¢ practical ”’ presentation.

But is this *‘ real ”’ Christianity ? Let us concede what is
true in this contention. Christianity ¢s a way of living ; it
is that before it is a theology. It is also true that the
Christian Church has often tended to misplace its emphasis.
It has been assumed, especially by the clergy, that when
God came into the world in Christ He revealed a system of
theology. But that is precisely what He did not do: He

‘revealed Himself, at the heart of life. The Church has been
fierce where Christ was gentle and complacent where He
was terrifying. He made of those who sought to join His
company uncompromising moral demands, but asked for no
dootrinal affirmations. It has been the temptation of the
Christian Church to make its first demand on disciples an
assent to theological propositions, while acquiescing far too
supinely in moral inertia or compromise. It is true also that
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in the course of centuries Christianity has become compli-
cated and overlaid with academic erudition. There is urgent
peed for us to rediscover the vital simplicities of faith
and to learn to speak again in the tones of Galilee. The
Englishman is right in this insistence. But he is prone to
forget the obvious fact that we cannot have the Christian
way of living apart from the Christian religion. No doubt
the tree is known by its fruits: but there cannot be any
fruits without the tree. The Christian standards only apply
to those who accept the Christian assumptions and seek to
live in the strength of the Christian faith.

We cannot take Christ’s recorded sayings and seck to
“apply ”’ them (as the phrase runs) to a life that rests on
different assumptions. The prime condition of entering the
Kingdom is to share the standpoint of the King ; and that
involves being rcborn into it. Christianity, after all, is a
religion : it is primarily a relationship to God which issues
in distinctive ways of living and characteristic valuations
on life. But the latter presuppose the former. The liberals
of the late nineteenth century assumed that the Christian
moral principles would always hold the allegiance of men,
even though dogmatic Christianity would not survive in the
climate of modernity. That genial expectation has been
falsified. The slow decay of Christian faith and worship
proves to have undermined the moral structure. And we
cannot reconstruct Christian ethics save on the basis of
Christian faith.

Thus behind our immediate question of the Christian ethic
in the modern world, there stands the prior and more search-
ing question of Christianity itself and its relevance to the
world we live in. And that indicates the lines for our
enquiry. The more one reflects upon the moral issues
which press most heavily on the Christian Church, the more
keen the recognition becomes that any discussion must be
superficial if it shirks the more fundamental problem ;
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What do we really mean by Christianity and in what does
the Christian way of life consist ? We cannot solve any
moral question empirically or by mere rule of thumb. That
mistake has been made too often. Behind nearly all our
hesitations, our perplexities and weaknesses in practice,
there lie ultimate questions of Theology. The attempt to
revise the Anglican Prayer Book as though it were just an
“ administrative ’ question, with no coherent philosophy
behind it, nearly brought the house round our ears. That
humiliating episode should serve for a warning in the sphere
of morals. If Christianity is ineffective in the moral leader-
ship of this generation, the failure lies not in its lack of zeal
but in the confusion of our thinking and the poverty of our
vision of God. Christ is central in our moral universe only
go far as we refuse to isolate Him from the whole context of
our experience.

Since I started, ten years ago, to write a volume on
Christian Ethics, that recognition has been forced upon
me, till what seemed at first to be quite straightforward
has become a frightening and exacting task. It seems
to me now that what is really needed if the Christian
ethic is to be vindicated to the hearts and minds of this
generation, is to re-enthrone the Christian faith in God in the
only position which it can rightly occupy—at the centre of
men’s thinking and willing, and their interpretation of life.
Short of that we are ethically powerless. In a certain sense
there is no Christian ethic : there are Christian attitudes to
experience. The Christian moral standard is, after all, not
a code which has to be defended against the attacks of a
froward generation: it is an insight to be achieved.
Troeltsch was fully justified in asserting that * there is no
absolute Christian ethic, rather a continual remastering of
the changing materials of the world’s life .1

1 Die Sozial-lehren der christlichen Kirchen, p. 986. * Es gibt keine
absolute christliche Ethik . . . sondern nur Bemeisterungen der wech.
selnden Weltlagen.”
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But the power by which this mastery is to be exercised
is the Christian faith and the Christian loyalty. And the
non-theological Christianity so popular in some Christian
circles nowadays seems to me to be always in danger of
overbalancing into sentimentalism. Admiration for * the
way of Jesus ’ is not the centre of Christianity, nor can it
carry the weight of Christian living. There are many
outside any Christian affiliation who acknowledge Christ
as their example and the embodiment of their best ideals,
who remain confessedly agnostic about the character or
existence of God. There are many inside the Christian
Churches whose loyalty to Jesus Himself and realization
of His companionship should put the rest of us to shame,
whose faith and worship nevertheless fall short of the
authentic Christian convictions. It is faith in Jesus rather
than faith in God: and this is something less than the
Christian religion. It is more than doubtful whether this
faith can take the strain to which life subjects it. It cannot
integrate our experience; for it remains dualistic in the
last resort. It can scarcely possess that triumphant certainty
which can withstand the acids of disillusionment or defy the
relativity of history. To revere Christ’s character is a'
precious thing ; but it is not the religion of Christians.
Christianity is the worship of the Father, the vision of
God as revealed in Christ.

For the modern mind this is the crucial difficulty. Nearly
all the forces that play upon us conspire to make belief in
God difficult. In the old world everyone believed in God :
that is perhaps the most signal difference between ancient
and modern history. The task of the earliest Christian
preachers was to persuade men who believed in God to
accept Christ’s interpretation of Him. The task of the
Church to-day is almost the opposite ; to help people who
at different levels and in various degrees believe in Christ to
win to conviction about God. The revival and even, it may
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be, the survival of Christianity in the world to-day depends
on its success in this enterprise. The real question about
Christian ethics is therefore to show how the Christian world-
view, centred upon faith in a living God and accordingly
supernatural in its emphasis, can offer itself as the inter-
pretation of our rich and manifold experience in an ever-
widening and bewildering Universe. To me, at least, that is
how our task presents itself : and that is the angle from
which we shall approach it.

Thus to some this book will appear ‘“ unpractical’, Only
towards the end shall we be occupied with detailed questions
about Christian conduct. Nor shall we be directly concerned
with pastoral oversight or moral counsel. Our task is pre-
liminary to that : it is to explore the presuppositions and
the adequacy of the Christian way of life in the changed
conditions of a changing world. If it be objected that this
is ““ mere theory ", there is at least this partial justification ;
we realize a little more clearly than some preceding gencra-
tions the place of thought in our religious attitudes. The
conversion which is demanded by religion is in part at least
an educational process, a gradual reshaping of men’s
thinking.

2. TeE Acips or MODERNITY

“In the long run (writes Bishop Gore) what any society
is to become will depend on what it believes or disbelieves
about the eternal things.”’* It is notorious that in our own
day there is no one common attitude to any of the funda-
mental issues. Even in the domain of physical science this
is a true account of our situation. No doubt we are commonly
told that ‘‘ soience teaches ” this or that statement about
the Universe ; and such is the modern reverence for science
with its brilliant record of tangible achievement that men
will believe it blindly, on authority, so agape are they at

1 Jesus of Nazareth, p. 260.
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the scientist’s conjuring tricks. But such assertions are
wholly illegitimate. There is not yet any agreed scientific
position. Popular writers may invoke science to justify
one or another dogmatic utterance so long as it is not a dogma
about religion. But when science is true to its own genius
it repudiates any such claim on its behalf. For it is, by the
laws of its own logic, a resolute abstention from certainty
and a ceaseless revision of hypotheses, All is quest, trial
and experiment, disciplined fidelity to new facts; and
therein resides both its moral grandeur and its mental
exhilaration.

Thus even in the sciontific ficld, where the modern world
has achieved its greatest triumph, there is no accepted
body of certain truth. When we come to the province of
philosophy, which seeks to interpret the meaning of life as a
whole, and religion, which is an attitude towards it, our
world has admittedly lost its sense of direction. Every
civilization in the past has been built upon some commnion
world view, some attitude to life and its significance, to the
powers which surround and sustain it and the context
within which it is set, controlling its life and its institutions.
Civilization to-day has no world view. About the eternal
things it suspends judgment. Beyond that characteristic
temper of mind vaguely called the scientific approach, which
has impregnated the thought of our contemporaries even
though they may not be conscious of it, we can hardly
assume any common ground in our conception of the mean-
ing of life, and still less in our religious attitudes, as between
one modern man and another. A man’s religious beliefs,
we insist, are his own personal intimate concern. There is
no faith that we can take for granted, no agreed standard of
moral valuation. And thus, though the rhythm of modern
life tends increasingly towards Collectivism, yet our civiliza-
tion is not unified by any common spiritual allegiance and
issues out of no inward unity. The disintegration of indi-
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vidual lives is thus partly cause and partly result of the
disintegration in our social order. ‘In the Middle Ages
(writes Professor Powicke) the hold of the Church was due
to the fact that it could satisfy the best cravings of the
whole man ; his love of beauty, his desire for goodness, his
endeavour after truth. In these days the demand for
certainty is distracted by conflicting claims : in the Middle
Ages it was not so : the divine mystery was felt to inspire
a divine order in which all knowledge and all emotion could
be reconciled.”’?

The moral chaos of our world is partly caused by the
break up of this synthesis. We are * distracted by
conflicting claims . And this is the characteristic note of
modernity. Modern European history may be described,
from one point of view, as the record of a widening fissure
b:tween religious faith on the one hand and the claims of
civilization on the other. The culture of medisval Christen-
dom was reared upon an agreed metaphysic and a common
relationship to the eternal order. That idealization of the
Middle Ages in which some moderns try to compensate their
discontent with existing conditions is perhaps rather a futile
affectation. It was no golden age of peace or righteousness.
In the telling phrase of Sabatier * the men of that time had
all the vices except triviality, all the virtues except modera-
tion 7.2 But go as far as we will with Dr. Coulton, it remains
true that medimval Christendom had achieved a magnificent
unification in which all the departments of life and all the
activities of the human spirit were successfully wrought into
one organic pattern, which reflected the pattern of the
eternal order. God was King : Christ reigned in Heaven :
and all earthly authority was ‘“ held ” from God, as the
knight held from his lord or the lord from his feudal suzerain.
God reigned : and life in all its details was to be interpreted

1 The Legacy of the Middle Ages, p. 39.
3 Life of St. Francis, Introduction, p. xxv.
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only by His will. Human experience had a fixed point of
reference. Intellectually, the scholastic system envisaged
the whole field of available knowledge, the entire sweep and
range of man’s activity, in the light of the one master
principle. Thus ““ when the age of the Reformation came,
economics is still a branch of ethics and ethics of theology :
all human activities are treated as falling within a single
scheme whose character is determined by the spiritual
destiny of mankind .2

It was magnificent, but it could not endure. Reality
cannot be incarcerated in the syllogisms of scholastic
theology. Looking back we can see clearly how inevitable
it was that this mediseval system should be broken up and
enlarged. ‘‘Secular” knowledge has given mankind an
understanding of God’s ways, a power of controlling environ-
ment, a field for research, venture and enterprise which
would never have been opened to us within the circumference
of that premature synthesis. Medicine supplies one speaking
instance. It had to become conscientiously non-religious
if it was to achieve its vocation. It is clear that a purely
““ geientific *’ medicine, acknowledging no religious control,
has freed the race from a burden of pain and terror before
which the science of Christendom stood impotent. And
yet, as Dr. Rivers came to acknowledge in the light of clinical
experience, the separation has injured both parties. The
partnership should never have been dissolved had each
respected the rights of the other.? That indeed has been the
tragedy of the whole modern development. It was right, as
it was unavoidable, that the various departments of know-
ledge should successful'y vindicate their claim to independ-
ence of theological control. It was in truth the creative
Spirit of God which was thus leading men on to explore the
riches of His universe with an enterprise, a daring and

1 Tawney, Religion and the Rise of Capitaliem, p. 278,
* Rivers, Medicine, Magic and Religion, pp. 143, 144.



14 The Problem of Modernity

mastery beyond the imagination of their predecessors. But
by a tragic and ruinous irony the price which the modern
world has paid for it has been an increasing abandonment
of religion and an ever-weakening sense of God at the heart
and centre of our experience. Life has lost its controlling
unity. The idea of progress has been dissociated from the
inspiration of faith. The subsidence of the ancient frame-
work has brought down the over-arching roof of certainty
that God is regnant in the universe which, for the men
of an earlier generation, gave life shelter and significance.
For us, the world is no longer a home. For ‘“in order
to be at home in this world it is not, unfortunately, suffi-
cient to disbelieve in another ”.! The disillusionment
of this lost belief has synchronized (whether as cause or
effect) with the dissolution of the social order supporting
and supported by the old faith. For the greater number of
modern men and women it has now become no longer
possible to refer their manifold experience, with its diverse
and conflicting claims, to a single principle of interpretation.
There are therefore for us no ultimate obligations: each
holds only within its own ficld. Life is for us no longer a
unity : it is a number of specialized activities, parallel and
largely independent, each with its own technique, its own
traditions and, more and more, its own moral standards.
There are thus great areas of our civilization, such as
economics and sexual relationships, which seem to have
broken away from any reference to Christian or even
to ‘“moral ” standards. For in default of any effective
synthesis each sphere and department of modern life works
only to its own specifications. The “ romantic ’ attempt to
separate love from the wider context of human association,
the foolish talk about “ Art for art’s sake ”’, the repudiation
of all ethical reference implied in the phrase ‘‘ Business is
business ”, are less symptoms of moral depravity than
1 Tawney, Equality, p. 110.
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results of this fatal dissidence in the structure of modern
civilization. For, in this springing asunder of the vital
stresses in the arch, religion is no longer the keystone.
Religion too has become a specialization, and dwells in its
own several house. Its own health, as we shall see later,
is gravely imperilled by its aloofness from the vivid concerns
of the surrounding world; while the world, unlit by
religious guidance, either yields to ‘‘ unsanctified compul-
sions ”’ or plunges on blindly towards disaster. The apparent
withdrawal of Christianity from any claims to effective
leadership in the vast issues which press upon our society is,
both for the Church and the world, the most menacing
factor in our predicament.

We can hope for no fruitful appreciation of the task
confronting the Christian Church without at least an attempt
to understand the forces at work in contemporary life,—
those so-called ‘ acids of modernity * which have been so
brilliantly analysed in Walter Lippmann’s Preface to Morals.
Since it was first introduced to English readers this book
has been quoted so widely and read so avidly that reference
to it has become almost hackneyed. I should be the last
to underrate what we owe to this searching diagnosis. Yet
Mr. Lippmann, I think, overestimates the strength of the
purely intcllectual solvents, at least in the great mass of the
population. It is true, of course, that the traditional faith
rested upon or was held to be bound up with certain beliefs
about the universe and certain attitudes toreligious authority
into which the modern critical temper and the acids of the
experimental sciences have eaten their way with destructive
effect. The medizeval form of Christian society presupposes
the scholastic philosophy : and those who hanker after its
re-establishment must remember that the first step required
of them is to re-indoctrinate the twentieth century with the
metaphysic of St. Thomas Aquinas. But the hold of religion
on the popular mind depends less than we commonly suppose
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on its rational appeal to intelligence. It is by its fruits that
men will accept or reject it. People will revere a religion,
despite intellectual misgivings, if it satisfies their emotional
needs and proves itself in the test of moral effectiveness.
The hold of the Church on people’s minds in the later
Middle Ages shews this clearly enough. But the attack
from the intellectual side has converged in modern civiliza-
tion with far stronger and more dangerous movements of
profound moral dissatisfaction. And  the fact is that more
men in our modern era are irreligious because religion has
failed to make civilization ethical than because it has failed
to maintain its intellectual respectability .1 The deepest
causes of the lost loyalty to the Christian religion in Western
Europe should, in my judgment, rather be looked for in the
changed conditions of modern life and the new forms assumed
by the social order.

The roots of religion are in the home and the ordered
structure of society. Neither the ancient classical tradition
nor the Catholic Christendom which was heir to it could
conceive religion in any other context. This s religion in
its historical sense ; and the Christian Church has preserved
this tradition. We might almost say that it was the
‘“ pagan ”’ element, rightly conserved in Catholic Christianity,
which carried it on through the Middle Ages. It was, at
its weakest, of the earth earthy ; at its strongest, a witness
to an Incarnation. But the old social structure has crashed
before the impact of economic forces. The urbanization of
modern life, with its vast dormitory districts and its mechan-
ization of the daily routine, has destroyed that sense of
responsibility for the health and wealth of a man’s social
group which was one of religion’s most secure bulwarks.
A man no longer belongs where he resides ; and everywhere
the modern man finds himself at the mercy of largely

1 Reinhold Niebuhr, Does Civilization need Religion ? (New York,
Macmillan Co., 1927), p. 12.
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impersonal forces. He seems, indeed, to have scarcely any
foothold in the structure of our civilization. In business
he is merely a unit and in politics one among many million
voters. ‘‘ Life to-day,” as Mr. Lippmann says, ““is not a
social order at all as the Greek city state or the feudal society
was a social order. It is rather a field for careers, an arena
of talent, an ordeal by trial and error and a risky speculation.
No man has an established position in the modern world.”?
And all this is peculiarly inimical to any belief in an ordered
universe informed by a spiritual Purpose. ‘It is worth
remembering that the best seed-ground for superstition is
a society in which the fortunes of men seem to bear
practically no relation to their merits and efforts.”? Thus
now, as in the Hellenistic age, the emergence of the lonely
man, homeless in a gregarious urban society, leads to the
invocation of T'yche. ‘“The god of the modern world is
Luck.”

Moreover, the application of science to the means of com-
munication and transport has forced the world so closely
together and made its relationships so much more difficult-
that the need for moral control and direction has become
far more glaringly obvious. Yet few of the simpler pre-
scriptions of the Christian ethic seem now to be adequate ;
and religion is more and more suspect because it fails to
vindicate its authority in those very conditions of life
which make men at once more conscious of their need for
it and yet less predisposed to accept it. °‘ Religion has
been placed in such a sorry plight in fulfilling its ethical
tasks in modern civilization because the mechanization of
society has made an ethical life for the individual at once
more necessary and more difficult and failure more obvious,
than in any previous civilization.’’3

1 Op. cit, p. 247.

t Gilbert Murray, Five Stages of Greek Religion, p. 164.
3 Niebuhr, op. ctt., p. 13.
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Christianity is thus assailed by attack on both flanks at
once, both the ethical and the theological. Meanwhile
contemporary life with its ceaseless movement and excite-
ment, its concentration on what is external and increasing
absorption in the mechanical, conspires to quench any vivid
recognition of the spiritual aspects in our experience. How
weak are the defences of spirit against the corrosion of
materialism | Against the massive strength and efficiency of
economic and mechanical enterprise supernatural religion
seems powerless. The fundamental problem of Christian
morals is not that life to-day is inherently vicious; for
indeed in a great many ways it is morally finer than in the
ages preceding it. It is rather that modern ocivilization
presents itself as an enclosed system, richly endowed with
much that is splendid, stored with power, resource and
initiative, pregnant with still undisclosed developments,
but with no seeming place or recognition for the claims of
the spiritual and supernatural. It sometimes seems as
though material interest were the only allegiance to which
the world of our time can offer itself in whole-hearted
consecration. Men have indeed found a religious substitute
in devotion to the dcified State as the Dispenser of economic
betterment.

What is happening in Soviet Russia needs to be very
profoundly considered by all representatives of the Christian
ethic. That is by far the mightiest experiment of which
history has any record. Its avowed aims are frankly
materialistic ; the Soviets have brutally repudiated all that
is associated with Christianity. The Communist aims are,
from the Christian standpoint, almost as satanical as their
methods. Yet how lamentable is the contrast between the
effectiveness of the children of this world in pursuing the
ends ‘‘ of their generation ”’ and the relative helplessness
of the children of light ! The intense and passionate loyalties
which have been called forth by that stupendous effort,
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fertilizing all men’s convictions and organizing the life of a
vast community with a single and invincible will, amount
almost to religious inspiration. In face of this, the mild
otherworldliness of religious teachers seems almost futile.
Obviously I am not here suggesting that the spiritual
interpretation of life for which Christianity stands in the
world is disproved or overwhelmed by its enemies. But
I do wish to suggest deep misgivings whether our conception
of otherworldliness truly interprets the Christian genius or
can hope to maintain itself successfully against the pressure
of secularist forces.

The narrow dimensions of modern life, set in a purely
this-world field of reference, must leave it starved and
impoverished, a prey to those poisons of degeneracy which,
if we read the lesson of history rightly, are endemic in all
secularized societies. The task which confronts Christianity
is to lift this world, so rich, yet so penurious, on to loftier
planes of possibility by setting man’s life against its eternal
background and redeeming all its this-world concerns by
the cleansing presence of the supernatural. But it cannot
hope to redeem the surrounding world so long as other-
worldliness is interpreted as aloofness from the world’s
affairs. If religion stands, as it stands at present, self-
contained in its own preoccupations over against the values
and interests of the world which it is commissioned to save,
it will lose both the world and its own soul. Yet to identify
itself unreservedly with any aims and tasks in this world
of time would be to betray its charter as a religion. We
must therefore enquire rather more closely into the real
place of religion as a directing and redemptive force in the
midst of contemporary society.

Is it true to say, as we preachers do say, that everything
in life is religious ? Or is religion, in its own nature, some-
thing apart, unique and incommensurable with all other
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activities of spirit ? In the latter case, what is its true relation
to the non-religious values and attitudes—how is ‘‘ religion
related to “life”” ? The discussion may appear to be
“ academic ”’ : but this is in truth no academic issue. It is
my conviction that on our answer to it depends the whole
future of Christianity as an effective force in the world’s
affairs. It matters pre-eminently to us in England. In
this land the historic Christian Church is still entwined by
countless subtle threads around the life of the realm and
nation. Herc, almost alone, the ideals of * Labour ” and
the finest social enthusiasms have not sundered themselves
from Christianity. England is still at heart far more
Christian than any nation of the Western tradition. Our
people is readier than any—and never more so than at this
moment when sccular leadership fails it so disastrously—
to accept a strong lead from the Christian Churches. Before
English-speaking Christianity there lies such a unique
opportunity as has rarely if ever before been entrusted to
it. The position of our race in the coming world-order,
our tutelage of emerging new nations, our weight (even in
our humiliation) at Geneva and in the Council of Powers,
invest with incomparable responsibility what religion may
yet achieve in this country. Nothing matters more to the
world and to the cause of the Divine Kingdom than that
the Christian faith in England should again establish itself
creatively at the heart of our people’s daily life and interests.

Towards that, a theological volume may be a poverty-
stricken contribution. For we must never allow ourselves
to forget that, be our thought and insight never so clear
into the principles of the Christian life, we may nevertheless
fail disastrously in immediate practical decision, when our
Christian loyalty is put to the test. Loyalty matters more
even than insight ; and many an unlettered disciple can
express the Christian ethic triumphantly when “to us



The Acids of Modernity 21

belongeth confusion of face ’. But we cannot be effective
in action, whether in pastoral work or in politics, till we
know what it is that we are trying to do. To clarify our
vision of our objectives should not be without its help in
attaining them,



CHAPTER II
RELIGION AND LIFE

1. THE IsoLATION OF RELIGION
[]

¢ E have come to take it for granted that the unifying

force in society is material interest, and that
spiritual conviction is a source of strife and division. Modern
civilization has pushed religion and the spiritual elements in
culture out of the main stream of development, so that they
have lost touch with social life and become sectarianized
and impoverished. But at the same time this has led to the
impoverishment of our whole culture.”?

In the last chapter we made some attempt to analyse
some of those forces in modern Europe since the Renaissance
which have conspired to effect this revolution. The whole
direction of modern history has been away from a super-
natural centre. The break-up of the philosophical synthesis
which had sustained the unity of the older world has involved
the abandonment or at least the weakening of the vital
faith which was at the heart of it; and the changing
conditions of life itself have militated more and more
dangerously against a spiritual interpretation. Thus life
has moved outwards away from religion, and religion has
drawn back inwards upon itself. St. Thomas’ mighty con-
tribution to the culture of medisval Catholicism was not
merely that he supplied Christendom with a satisfying
metaphysic. It lay still more in his discrimination between
Nature and Supernature, never confused yet subtly har-
monized in one rich unity of system. The actual forms of
1 0. Dawson, Progress and Religion, p. 249.
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the Thomist philosophy are no longer tenable by our
thinking ; yet it was he who made the experiment possible.
For he succeeded in doing full justice to the order of nature
and political life, as possessed of its own relative independence
yet an integral part of the divine scheme, woven into an
indiscerptible fabric of which the ultimate pattern is super-
natural. But from the time of the Reformation onward
there is traceable a new and disastrous tendency. The
distinction of Nature and Supernature had been represented
in the old system by parallel manifestations of Christian
life, the ““ religious ” and the * secular *’ ; and the suggestion
was never avoided that the former was a  higher ” fulfil-
ment of what is implied in the loyalty of a Christian. There
is no need here to elaborate the abuses implicit in this
conception, which indeed resulted only too easily in handing
over life in the world to sub-Christian standards and
obligations. The avowed aim of the Protestant reformers
was to set religion free from the cloister, to deliver it from
its monastic exclusiveness, to establish Christian faith and
piety as the inspiration of the home and the market-place.
But in fact the results of the reforming movement have
worked in almost the opposite sense. The tendency ever
since the Reformation, both in the Roman and the Reformed
Churches, has been to think of religion in isolation, as a
self-sufficient and self-sustaining activity, torn out of that
many-coloured pattern of political, cultural and msthetio
interests which alone secure its virility and wholesomeness.
The Christian life has accordingly been interpreted almost’
wholly in purely ‘‘religious” terms; and the constant
danger has been to identify it either with institutional
conformity or with private religious experience.

The course of this lamentable process forms a paradoxical
chapter in history. Its causes lie partly in those conditions
which the Reformation set itself to redress, partly in the
Reformers’ own background and the idiosyncrasies of their
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personal temperament. The magnificent evangelical appeal
from the moral abuses of a corrupt Papacy to the pure
standards of Scriptural Christianity led to results which
were unexpected. The authority of an infallible Scripture
has proved to be more sterilizing in morals than the autocracy
of an infallible Pope. In their zeal for the newly discovered
Scriptures, so penetrating and trenchant in challenge to
moral corruption and inert conscience, the Reformers allowed
themselves to become intoxicated with a crude and fanatical
bibliolatry. This, in its turn, meant almost inevitably to
overstress the Hebraic element in the Christian tradition
and to ignore and even to seek to suppress its platonic and
classical inheritance. Protestantism sought to repudiate
all that was suspect of being associated with the worldly
and secularized Curia. Thus in effect it broke off decisively
from the humanist tradition in Christendom and attempted
to preserve an undefiled faith in its austere, apocalyptic
nakedness. Moreover, the still uncritical attitude of the
reforming leaders to Scripture clevated the Jewish sacred
books to the same level of status and inspiration as that of
the Gospels and Epistles, and even at times tended to give
them precedence. There islittle trace in Calvin, for example,
that the Scripture to which he appeals as authoritative
embraces the Sermon on the Mount! This exaggerated
deference to the Old Testament has left strange marks on
the Anglican Prayer Book, with its passion for finding a
patriarchal precedent for every detail in the life of the
modern Christian. Thus, as has been said, Luther’s work
“amounted to a de-intellectualization of the Catholic
tradition. He eliminated the philosophical and Hellenic
element and accentuated everything that was Semitic and
non-intellectual.”’?

The popular notion that the reforming leaders stood for
religious or political liberty is impossible to square with

1 Dawson, op. cit., p. 181.



The Isolation of Religion 25

the facts. Nothing was further from their intention. It
was, nevertheless, their avowed objective to bring religion
into the homes of the people, to replace the aristocracy of
the cloister by a new aristocracy of the market-place, to
insist on the priesthood of all believers, and thus to redeem
the whole range of experience by breaking down the wall of
partition between life in * religion >’ and life in the * world .
But the long-term results of the movement have, in fact, been
almost the precise contrary. To speak disrespectfully and
slightingly of the precious achievements won by the Reforma-
tion, as is the fashion among many clergy, betokens a real
spiritual blindness. Yet it is true that in the long run
faith has been brought out into the world only at the price
of a virtual surrender to it.. The medizval Church had been
lax in its moral demands on the individual, and had met
human nature more than half-way. But it had tried (and
had not failed entirely) to keep its hold on public morality
and to control the conduct of groups, whether social,
economic or national, by the moral demands of the Christian
Commonwealth. Protestantism reversed this distinction.
It has, on the whole, secured a high standard of personal
conduct and religious devotion: but it has withdrawn
before the challenge of Christianizing public relationships.
Formally, no doubt, the mediseval assumptions persisted
both in the Reformed Churches and in that which emerged
from the Council of Trent. For Luther himself no less
than for Calvin the idca of a unitary society, at once Church
and State, was axiomatic.! In Lutheran countries it
becomes a State-Church, in those of the Geneva tradition
it becomes a theocratic Church-State: but both alike
assume the identification. Yet Protestantism in both
its leading forms, and perhaps most markedly in its Lutheran
version, has been prone to combine orthodoxy in belief and
intense devotion in personal religion with inertia, and at
1 Compare Troeltsch, op. cit., p. 521.
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times with a shameless cynicism, in the sphere of economics
and politics and the great issues of public morality.

Luther insisted with splendid rightness that the essential
sphere of the Christian life is in the duties of a man’s
“ calling ” (Beruf). Yet this insistence, which should have
inspired him to think out creatively and realistically what
was implied in the Christian ethic in the rapidly changing
sixteenth-century world, has in fact held Lutheranism back
from exerting any strong moral influence on the life of
surrounding society. It has been prone to lend a religious
sanction to a mere traditionalism in economics and a mere
absolutism in politics.

The moral horizons of Luther himself were narrowly
circumsecribed and traditionalist, and his conceptions of
Christian duty were confined to the immediate home circle
and the undeveloped life of peasant-communities. Despite
his attitude in the Peasants’ Revolt, he was by origin and
at heart a peasant with the peasant’s rooted distrust of
capital and large-scale economic enterprises.! He was thus
altogether disqualified from offering any effective leadership
in the application of Christian ethics to the new industrial
life of Europe.2 Moreover, he tended increasingly to identify
obedience to the will of God with absolute acceptance of
the existing order. And, as Weber obscrves in his fascinating
monograph, ‘ starting from this background, it was im-
possible for Luther to establish a new or in any way funda-
mental connection between worldly activity and religious
principles .3

There was a further disqualification at the very centre
of his religious position. The superb insistence on sola
fides is the charter of evangelical religion. Yet this isolation
of faith both from its expression in works and from its

1 F. T. M. Lindsay, History of the Reformation, I, p. 335.
8 Qompare Tawney, Religion and the Rise of Capitalism, pp. 79 to 102.
3 Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, p. 85,
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spiritual coefficients really destroys the psychological basis
of a constructive Christian morality. For it is always
exposed to the danger of allowing a private religious experi-
ence to be a substitute for the Christian task of carrying
out the will of God in the world. Indeed the independence
of faith—whether faith be identified with ‘‘ assurance ™
(that is, with certain emotional states) or with theological
orthodoxy—cannot but impose an invincible inhibition on
the ethical expression of faith itself. The wild and almost
inarticulate paradoxes of Karl Barth’s Crisis Theology only
give violent expression to what has been always inherent
in Lutheranism. It is haunted by the spectre of having
to choose between pietism and secularization. Pietism has
steadfastly kept alive certain very precious religious values ;
it has guarded religion in its uniqueness and saved it from
worldliness and exploitation. Yet it is hard to dissent from
the verdict that ‘ Lutheranism is the Protestant way of
despairing of the world and of claiming victory for the
religious ideal without engaging the world in combat .1 Or,
as Mr. Tawney says, less gently, it riveted on the social
thought of Protestantism a dualism which . . . emptied
religion of its social content and society of its soul .

Very differént both in intention and result was the system
perfected by Calvinism. Here was no surrender to pietism,
no handing over of Christian responsibility to the test of
personal religious experience. It was theocracy in its
logical essence, combining Mussolini’s dictatorship with the
inquisitions of Torquemada. Such a detailed and ruthless
regimentation of the individual conscience by the religious
group as was presuppcsed in the Calvinistic communities
has never been known outside the walls of a monastery. So
far from withdrawing before the attempt to regulate
economic activity, the system aimed at economic collectivism
under the rule of an omnicompetent Church. The story of

1 Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 110,
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the Church in Geneva and the Puritan Settlements in New
England, with the tragi-comedy of their Hebraic zealousness,
has been told too often to need repetition. But history
can point to no more astonishing irony than the stages by
which this theocratic ideal gave birth to unrestrained
individualism and threw the cloak of religious sanction
over the motive of economic selfishness. It is not necessary
for our purpose to do more than refer to the well-known
discussions by Max Weber, Tawney and others.? The idea
of Beruf, common to both movements, was invested in the
Calvinist system with peculiar and ominous importance.
The Lutheran isolation of faith, with its tendency to pietist
subjectivity, is paralleled by the ruthless isolation of active
will by the Calvinist discipline. Works were not a means of
attaining salvation, but they were, as Weber observes,
indispensable means for getting rid of the fear of damnation.
The Calvinist does not save himself ; but he does create the
conditions necessary for becoming convinced of his own
salvation. The stern self-control and iron discipline and the
tonic bracing of the will involved in effective devotion to
the Calling thus led to a new and tremendous emphasis on
the activist and practical virtues. In effect, therefore, the
Genevan discipline creates a new ideal of Christian character,
which was accepted only too readily as the inspiration of the
rising mercantile classes. ‘ Worldly asceticism,” as Weber
calls it, with its sanctification of thrift, fitness and energy,
preaches the gospel of Work for work’s sake.  In place of
the humble sinners to whom Luther promises grace if they
trust themselves to God in penitent faith are bred those self-
confident saints whom we can rediscover in the hard Puritan
merchant of the heroic age of capitalism and in isolated
instances down to the present.”? And, as success in the

1 For the New England developments see H. W. Schneider, The
Puritan Mind, Constable, 1931.
8 Weber, op. cit., p. 112.
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worldly calling is a manifest sign of divine election, the
practical conclusion is close at hand that God helps those
who help themselves, and that the amassing of business
profits is the surest way of doing God’s will. In this way,
by an astonishing reversal of all that its founders dreamed
of and stood for, Puritanism became the effective drive
behind the Industrial Revolution and inspired the laissez-
faire philosophy. Thus, though it has travelled down the
opposite path from that followed by the Lutheran movement,
Calvinism arrived at the same point. So completely did it
identify religion with the non-religious activities of spirit
that it has failed to control them effectively by spiritual and
religious standards. Lutheran religion held aloof from the
world, entrenched in private religious experience, and has
therefore failed to redeem the world. Calvinist religion
identified itself so completely with worldly activities as to
find in the end that the world is too strong for it.

The Roman Church of the Counter-Rcformation was
admittedly far more sympathetic to the humanist and
intellectual movements of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. The brilliant adaptability of the Jesuit order and
its power of using popular thought and art as the material
of Christian living is witnessed to by those Baroque churches
which the taste of our time is learning again to appreciate.
Yet it is impossible not to recognize that the whole aim,
policy and method of the post-Tridentine Roman Catholic
Church has been and remains irredeemably sectarian. It
reformed itself at the Counter-Reformation: so long as
purely institutional aims remain the governing principles of
its Hierarchy, it cannot hope to reform the world.

Thus Christianity since the Reformation in all its main
varieties of expression has less and less succeeded in perme-
ating or bringing under religious obedience the culturallife of
surrounding society. Life and Religion have gone their separ-
ate ways, and the consequences for both have been ruinous.
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2. RELIGION AND RESPONSE TO LIFB

In ancient cities such as York or Oxford the city walls
still remain standing amid the confusion of modern shops
and dwelling-houses. In the past these walls encircled the
city, guarding the lives of its inhabitants, defining their
activities and relationships, marking out the pattern of
communal life, and holding together in an organic unity
its richly diverse projects and purposes. The modern city
has spread beyond their boundaries. It extends for miles
outside the “ city ”’ area, with its ever-expanding population,
its industries constantly developing, its schools, cinemas
and playing fields. The more the community develops its
life the further it moves away from the centre. The ancient
walls are still preserved as honoured relics of an historical
past, but they no longer embrace the life of the people. The
expansion, the movement, the mnovelty, the developing
purposes and creative planning, all lie away beyond tho old
citadel. I have sometimes thought that this is a kind of
parable of the plight of religion in the twentieth century.
Religious institutions are venerated as monuments of a
grand medizval legacy, but are thought to have little direct
connection with the life and movement of an expanding
world. Religion is held by many of our contemporaries to
be not so much untrue as irrelevant to the manifold tasks
and concerns of civilization. Indeed many of the finest
minds have come to believe themselves confronted with
an unbelievably tragic choice. On the one side there is the
Christian religion, to the claims of which they are keenly
sensitive, withdrawn (as it seems) from the world, and aloof
from its opportunities and enterprises. On the other side
are the movement and colour, the rich gifts and exacting
demands of twentieth-century civilization. The two present
themselves as alternatives and men believe that they must



Religion and Response to Life 81

decide between them. How can we deliver the next
generation from this disastrous dilemma ?

There is probably no one who wishes to preserve the bad
distinction between religious and secular. Nobody, if the
issue were put to him, would deny that religion if it means
anything must penetrate and hallow the whole range of
life; and the great task before Christianity is to swing
back personal religion to the only place which it can properly
occupy, at the redemptive centre of all experience. But
this, I urge, can only be done by observing certain vital
distinctions which we have been too prone to obliterate.
We all agree that no living religion can accept a place on
the margins of life: it must be central or it is nothing.
We rightly repudiate the modern readiness to withdraw
politics and economics from the religious sphere of influence,
and thus in effect to assert that Christianity only applies
to the more private aspects of our response to the calls
which life makes on us. We rightly judge such an attitude
to be blasphemy. But the way in which we express that
conviction seems to need rather careful scrutiny. We
commonly say in popular exhortation that of course the
whole of life is religious, or that religion and life are co-
extensive. But this is, I think, entirely untrue and is
charged moreover with grave dangers both to religion and
to morality. That nothing in life is irrelevant to religion,
and that religion on its side must influence all our attitudes
and activities,—so much, obviously, is beyond dispute. But
that is by no means the same thing as to say that every-
thing ought to be religious or that religion is the same as
everything else : if it is, -vhy do we need a distinct name for
it ¢ To press to its logical conclusion what is really implied
in such statements is not only to empty religion of its own
unique and specific content: it is also to paralyse any
creative ethic. Medimval history warns us sufficiently
against this too facile identification. At the end of the
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medieval period ‘there is not an object nor an action,
however trivial, that is not constantly correlated with
Christ or salvation. All thinking tends to religious inter-
pretation of individual things; there is an enormous
unfolding of religion in daily life. This spiritual wakeful-
ness, however, results in a dangerous state of tension, for
the presupposed transcendental feelings are sometimes
dormant, and whenever this is the case, all that is meant to
stimulate spiritual consciousness is reduced to appalling
commonplace profanity, to a startling worldliness in other-
worldly guise .1

The truth of the matter, as I see it, rests on a razor edge
position. Recent Psychology has been far too ready to
talk about ¢ religious experience’ without stopping to
ask what it means. Attempts are made to separate off
certain privileged or enclosed areas from the whole field
of human experience and to call these specifically “ religious”’.
But it is at least exceedingly questionable whether such a
procedure is justified. The tendency is to equate religious
experience with a certain intensity of feeling. The ‘‘ Varie-
ties ” analysed by William James were in point of fact
notoriously unvaried. We cannot equate the reality of
religion with the emotional storms of adolescence. It is
true, of course, that in more recent books such as Professor
Pratt’s Religious Consciousness, and still more in Otto’s
Idea of the Holy, this limitation of outlook is corrected.
But even there the suggestion is scarcely avoided that
religion ¢s a peculiar kind of feeling which happens to
certain people in certain circumstances. But about ninety
per cent of the human race, at least in its Anglo-Saxon
branches, are (to the best of my knowledge) unvisited by
religious experience in this sense at all. We cannot regard
religion as the monopoly of one particular constitutional
temperament. Nor can we consent to expose it to the

! Huizinga, The Waning of the Middle Ages, p. 136.
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chances of age, health, the state of the weather, and other
quite accidental circumstances. If, on the other hand, the
distinction is based on a difference, real or supposed, in the
object of our experience, it is still harder for religion to sanc-
tion it. For it is surely compelled to assert that God is
the ultimate Object of all experience. Religious experience
cannot in fact mean anything but the life-experience of a
religious man, his total response to his environment as
directed and sustained by his religion.

Yet, all the same, religion ¢s *“ different *’. It is obviously
not the same thing as the ssthetic or scientific or even the
ethical attitude to reality : and its life depends on pre-
serving this difference. Huizinga’s study is a searching
reminder that unless religion retains its proper ‘‘ distance ”,
unless it avoids an undue ‘ familiarity ” in its intimate
commerce with life, it ends in degeneracy and degradation.
Religion is something unique, which cannot be equated with
anything else. If it usurps the functions of ethics or of art
or science or economics, it destroys them as well as killing
itself. Is it not true that the moral poverty and social
misery of India is due more than anything else to the
unchallenged tyranny of religion, usurping the functions
which should be discharged by other activities of the
human spirit (the economic, for instance, or the scientific)
and overwhelming this-world concerns by the unrelieved
pressure of the supernatural ¢ Mr. Gandhi rightly desires
to save India from the demoralization of spirit which
accompanied our industrial revolution. But he is in danger,
no less than Luther, of conferring religious sanctions on a
backward-looking economic traditionalism which must in
fact prove itself powerless to supply the moral needs of his
people.

Thus to say that everything is religious may lead in practice
to disconcerting conclusions. Religion is, in its essence,
otherworldly, and if it loses that note of detachment it

D
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almost forfeits its religious character.! Yet if and so far
a8 religion stands aloof, without vivid and sensitive
responsiveness to the values and movements of the life
which surrounds it, it can hope neither to redeem the world
nor to preserve its own soul alive. For religion then be-
comes introverted and seeks within itself for its sustenance.
Then what we call the “ spiritual life ” comes more and
more to be interpreted in exclusively ‘ religious” and
devotional terms, with the result that the non-religious
activities (which are, after all, nine-tenths of life) shrink
away from religion altogether; till prayer and worship
become almost inevitably ‘““an optional epiphenomenon
of the moral life, a pietistic form of self-suggestion proper
only to sick souls .2 For religion itself is then left without
content, and becomes an attitude towards an attitude,
which is almost the definition of scentimentality. But
there is in fact no “ spiritual life ” apart from those manifold
occupations of thought, contemplation or conduct which
are the prerogatives of spirit. These, the various non-
religious values, are the raw material of religion: and
religion mainly consists in relating these, through its
characteristic activity of worship, to God as the supreme
Source of value. It can only remain masculine and healthy
in close and vitalizing contact with the spiritual soil out
of which it springs. If it withdraws inward upon itself it
becomes anzmic and pathological. Among people of religious
temperament it either becomes a frightful preoccupation
with the passing states of their own consciousness, or finds
its outlet in that * churchy ” chatter, more boring than
anything else on earth, about the curate and his newest
chasuble. For the plain man it becomes too easily satisfied
with a formal and almost barren conformity. To be religious

1 Of. the remark of Paul Elmer More that Religion is * the union of
other-worldliness with morality . The Christ of the New Testament, p. 5.
1 Kirk, Bampton Lectures, p. 441.
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is to be “C. of E.” in the well-known sense of the Army
identity disk.

The rule, as expressed by von Hiigel, is this. ‘“No
Grace without the substratum, the occasion, the material
of Nature; and no Nature without Grace. . . . Because,
without these not directly religious interests and activities,
you, however slowly and unperceivedly, lose the material
for Grace to work in and on.”?

It is hard to deny that English Christianity is at present
dangerously subject to some such religious introversion.
Religion in this country still elicits an immense amount of
loyal devotion, personal faithfulness and generosity. But its
hold on national life is exceedingly tenuous. It is hard
indeed to feel that the Christian Churches are playing their
full and rightful part in this hour of our crisis and per-
plexity. It is not true that the Churches have ‘failed ”.
If, in the midst of the violent forces of materialism, doubt
and moral bewilderment which play on the minds of this
generation, they have kept alive Christian faith and hope
in millions of hearts in all sections of our community, that
is not failure but rich achievement. Nor, again, is it a
sign of surrender if much that used to be done by the
Churches in the way of social and educational work is now
carried through by State or Municipal action. That may
be a sign of their triumph, in the permeation of the national
conscience by Christian conceptions of duty and obligation.
A tutor has not “failed ” when his pupil ceases to need
his detailed guidance: rather, he feels that at last his
work has borne fruit. Nevertheless, despite these admis-
sions, it is difficult to thirk that Christian forces are achiev-
ing anything like the effects which could and should be
rightly expected of them. A political party or a social
movement which possessed the finest buildings in every
district, whole-time agents in every town and village, an

1 Letters, p. 288.
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experience gained in twelve or thirteen centuries and the
appeal of a passionate conviction, would hardly feel that it
was making full use of such unique and incomparable re-
sources if it did not count more than we can claim to count
in the opinions and actions of the people. Christianity
does not ‘“ pull its weight ”’ proportionately to its oppor-
tunities. This is due to no lack of zeal in the leaders or the
membership of the Churches. They are not corrupt, lazy
or self-seeking. They are not sunk in illiberal obscurantism.
They are not insensitive to the needs of the age. The
standard of integrity and devotion both among the clergy
and lay people is probably higher now than it has ever been.
Intellectual freedom is honoured more highly than it has
been for at least many centuries. There is, at any rate in
the Church of England, a growing sense of organic unity,
of a common tradition and a common task. It is probably
true that the Church is more ““ alive ”’, more conscious of
its mission and responsibilities and more keenly anxious
to serve the world, than at any time since the seventeenth
century. But for all that there is some strange frustration.
We are still unable to reach over the barrier. Religious life
is still something apart and still breathes in an artificial
atmosphere. It does not seem to spring up spontaneously
out of the daily lives of the people or to be in vital relation to
the forces that are moulding our future.

Out of the matrix of the world’s life new events are being
born daily, new forces emerging into history, laden both
with incalculable peril and inexhaustible opportunity.
Day by day life brings new gifts to us, sets us new tasks,
teaches us new lessons. The time is astir with movement and
expansion ; immense new developments are in process,
laws and tendencies are being disclosed which we can still
but half-understand. Almost daily enriched possibilities,
new and more exacting demands, challenging or revealing
disclosures, come to us out of the teeming life of the age.
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It must be confessed that there is too little in the temper
and spirit of the Christian Churches which can match this
sense of eager expectancy, too little of such sympathetic
response to the values and ambitions of our generation
as would give them an acknowledged position of leadership.
At times of moral doubt and perplexity the Churches seem
to be unable to stand, as it were, alongside the people and
show them how the Gospel which they proclaim bears upon
their life situation and may help to fashion by the Christ
Spirit the “ changing materials of the world’s life . We
seem condemned to remain spectators rather than to be
taking part in the game. So that the way of salvation
which we offer still seems to those of our contemporaries
who are engaged in the dust and heat of conflict uncon-
vincing because so largely irrelevant. We do not suggest
that the tasks and claims which fill men’s and women’s
actual lives are themselves the direct concern of the Gospel
and the material of Christian living.

Some dim, discomfiting awareness of this disabling
limitation serves perhaps to account for that self-conscious-
ness with which modern religious life is afflicted. It may
not be wholly unfair to suggest that the excessive and
exhausting busyness which is the bane of the Church at
this moment, and that quite disproportionate concern
with the speeding up of its institutional mechanism, are in
truth a kind of compensation by which we seek to disguise
from ourselves our own lack of mastery and effectiveness
in the great concerns of surrounding civilization. A sense
of strain and of rather forced activity is unmistakably
present in all the Churches. It offers a most disquieting
contrast with the spontaneity of the Christian spirit as it
meets us in the New Testament. Indeed the danger of
modern Christianity—to ooncern itself with secondary
issues and with the preservation of its own life, forgetful
of its primary task in the world—is the result of this
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introversion to which at present it seems to have fallen
victim.

But religion is only genuinely alive if it is genuinely self-
forgetful. It is less than authentic Christianity unless it
is in rich and vivid response to the values and tasks of life
in the world as themselves revelations of God. It can only
touch with eternal significance the natural interests and
tasks of every day if it breaks away from that false asceti-
cism which it has so long and so ruinously preserved. This
suggestion may well sound highly dangerous in an age so
self-indulgent as ours. But it would be a complete mis-
representation of the whole position if it were to be argued
that I wish to find sanction in Christianity for any hedonistic
philosophy. There can be no evading the Cross. Itis central
in the whole Christian ethic that life can be won only by
losing it ; and to obscure this heroic strain with its exacting
sacrificial demands would be to abandon Christianity. It
is clear moreover that in our generation a primary obligation
of Christian living must be in the direction of discipline, a
new willingness to endure hardship and a simplification of
our standards of life. By no possibility can the Christian
ethic be made to give its sanction to self-indulgence. This
fructifying asceticism is ineradicable from the mind of
Christ. But there is a false and barren form of asceticism
which stands aloof from the values of life not in order that
it may sanctify but because it fears, ignores or belittles
them. This tendency to a false otherworldliness is the
radical weakness of modern Christianity. Its causes lie
partly in historical circumstances and partly in theological
insufficiency ; so that a redirection of the Christian ethic,
a recovery of freedom and spontaneity in Christian life
and in pastoral practice, depend upon theological rethinking
such as it is the aim of this book to suggest. But the im-
poverishment which results both to religion and to the life
of the world from this misplaced or inadequate emphasis is
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unhappily not a matter of theory. We need take but one
obvious illustration. We know that the Church for several
centuries expended all its resources of thought and dis-
cipline in exalting the celibate ideal and suggesting that
the married state was not the concern of a whole-hearted
religion. We to-day are trying desperately to revive and
re-establish Christian standards in the whole sphere of sex-
life and marriage.

The problem before us thercfore is this: How, without
losing its true otherworldliness, i.e. without ceasing to be
a religion, can Christianity establish itself creatively, freely
and spontaneously at the heart of the actual life of the
twentieth century ¢ “I want to write a book,” said
Donald Hankey, *called The Living Goodness, analysing
all the goodness and nobility inherent in plain people, and
trying to show how it ought to find expression in the
Church.”! This is not the book that he would have written :
but it is an attempt to follow the same clue. Now the;[
picture of an other-worldly religion building a new societyi i

‘round itself, cleansing, redeeming and sustaining its values,:

{

is precisely what we can study in the New Testament. It''
is to this therefore that we next turn.

1 Quoted in K. G. Budd, The Story of Donald Hankey, p. 127.



CHAPTER IIX
THE NEW TESTAMENT CONTRIBUTION

1. THE ArPPEAL TO THE NEW TESTAMENT

N the last chapter we made some estimate of the

Reformers’ appeal to Scripture and some of its un-
expected results. It remains true that nearly all the
renewals and moral reforms within Christianity have sprung
from the rediscovery of Scripture and especially the Synoptic
Gospels. The moment Christianity loses touch with the
inspiration of the New Testament it tends to sink to a sub-
Christian level, and its moral witness is weakened or
obscured. And to-day the demand of numbers of men
and women, impatient of the moral compromises and
secondary concerns of the Churches, is expressed in the
cry : Back to the New Testament. This is a fully legitimate
demand. Apart from the living springs of the New Testa-
ment the institutional life of Christianity becomes a petrified
ecclesiasticism. And the sacramental system of the Church
without the Gospels is blind and formal. What can it
avail to share in a Life of whose character we are left in
ignorance ? Nothing matters more for Christianity amid
its activities and preoccupations than to study to re-learn
{the Mind of Christ. And if we would know what is the
‘Mind of Christ, and recapture the authentic Spirit, to
{the New Testament we must always go. In this sense the
idemand is wholly justified.

But it is important to get our bearings true. It is right
that we should start from the New Testament, but we
must not start from the Gospels. The real foundation of

40
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the Christian ethic is not the * moral teaching of Jesus .
To say this invites misunderstanding which it may be well
to anticipate at once. Of course it is true that everything
distinctive in the Christian life now and in every age
depends inseparably upon its Founder. ‘To understand
the relation of Christianity to the social problem, the
decisive factor (wrote Troeltsch) is to recognize that the
teaching of Jesus and the formation of the new community
is no result of any social movement. . . . ‘ Charity ’ springs
from the Christian spirit and only thereby can it maintain
itself.”? A new force came into the world which issued out
of the Person of the Lord. It hasno other source or explana-
tion. Those qualities and acts and attitudes which the
Christian conscience specially reveres are honoured not
only and not primarily because they are seen to be good
in themselves but because they derive from Him. It is
not merely the beauty of his life but its specifically Christ-
like quality which wins veneration for St. Francis or any
other of the Christian saints. We honour them as mirrors
of Christ ; and it is for this in them that we praise God for
those who have been ‘‘ vessels of His grace and lights of the
world in their several generations . Jesus Himself has set a
stamp on life. He has coined an image and superscription
which we recognize as of the royal mint wherever and in
whomsoever found. He has invested Man with new glory.
The haunting story of the Transfiguration, whatever else it
may be historically, is an eternal symbol of this sovereignty.
All Christian life, all Christian moral standards, all the
fruits and powers of the Spirit, are in innermost relation
to Jesus Christ. Nothing matters so much for the Christian
as to listen to the accents of Galilee. There is no devotional:
substitute for the study of and meditation upon the Gospels. !
This cannot be said too often or too strongly.

Nevertheless it remains true that the Gospels are not

1 Op. cit., pp. 16 and 979.
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the primary data for Christian ethics. For there is a moral
and spiritual history behind the record of the Gospel narra-
tives. The Life and the Sayings which expressed it had
proved themselves morally creative and clothed themselves
in manifold forms of moral experience and interpretation
long before the records were made. The critical study of
the Gospels has made the older and cruder method obsolete.
It is not really possible for us to collect various isolated
Sayings and transfer them to contemporary problems.
We must proceed in more scientific fashion, in true line with
their literary history.

(a) For, first, if we ask the obvious question, Why were
the records made at all ? the answer is: Because of the
results which flowed from the incidents recorded in them.
Those for whom the Gospels were first written knew Christ
first as a transforming influence, a redemptive source of
new moral energy : it was only later that they received a
portrait. Indeed one of the startling results of the critical
approach to the New Testament is to make us realize the
striking diffcrence between modern missionary methods
and those of the primitive community. * Storics about
the life of Jesus were no part of the original Gospel.”
The earliest content of the Good News we know from St.
Paul’s own description of what he was taught as a Christian
catechumen. What he “ received” from the apostolic
teachers and the basis of his own evangelism was not what
we should call “the Gospel story ”; and certainly not
the Sayings of the Master. It was that Christ died for
our sins and was buried and rose again the third day
(1 Cor. xv. 3, 4). That was the ““ good news about Jesus
Christ ” (Mark i. 1). It was, as it seems, the genius of
John Mark which invested ‘‘ Gospel” with its modern
meaning, & preaching of Christ in biographical form.!

1 Streeter, The Four Gospels, pp. 497-8. I do not wish to appear to
have swallowed whole the alleged results of * Form-criticism *’; nor to
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Thus while the Church is founded on the Gospel, it made
the Gospels, they did not make it. The converts in the first
generation were not first provided with a book to read : they
were gathered into a way of life, a community of the Holy
Spirit, in which the authentic Spirit of the Master verified
itself in changed relationships and a redirection of the inner
life.

To our thinking it seems axiomatic that the primary
equipment of the missionary, however limited in other
resources, is at least the Gospels in the vernacular. The
aim of missionary education, as the reformed Churches
understood it at least for a great part of the nineteenth cen-
tury, was to teach enquirers how to read so that they might
appropriate the Gospels. This has given rise, incidentally,
to grave social and economic difficulties. The mission
schools, despite all their glorious record, have nevertheless
been in danger of producing a semi-educated proletariat
dissatisficd with handcraft and agriculture and intent oa
finding clerical employment, which in the nature of things
is not available. The most recent missionary literature
and the findings of various Commissions on the meaning of
Christian education are fully alive to the dangers of this
course. Anyone who reads the reports of the Gold Coast
Government, for instance, or the Colonial Office White
Paper on Tropical Education, or the official missionary
records from India or from tropical Africa or from Trinity
College at Kandy, will realize to what far-reaching changes
the whole policy has now been committed.

But we must not allow ourselves here to diverge along
this fascinating by-road. The point is this : nearly every one
assumed that if you could teach a man to read the Gospels,

be able to assent to the attitude so ably represented by Sir Clement Hoskyns
in his recent study, The Riddle of the New Testameni. But however welcome
or unwelcome, the facts given above seem indisputable. See further,
Chapter 1V, pp. 91 sq.
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you had thereby possessed him of means for developing the
Christian life, even though he was left in a pagan environ-
ment. And this is almost the contradictory of the methods
employed by the early Church. The first converts found
themselves gathered into a creative experience; the com-
munity into which they were incorporated was a living
school of Christian attitudes, and as they shared in the com-
mon life their outlook on the world and their relationships
were gradually baptized into Christ. Out of that life the
Gospels emerged. That was the order of spiritual logic, and
we in our enquiry must follow it.

(b) Thus the Gospels come to us authenticated by people
who had already ‘learned Christ”’: they are, that is,
supported and interpreted by the moral achievements
which they take for granted. But at this point we must
raise a second question. Why, out of all that Christ said and
did, were these particular words and deeds recorded ? If
we had all the material available we might make a quite
different selection. Here we must realize that the decisive
factor in determining what is preserved and what has
perished is not a concern for our moral guidance or the
edification of posterity, but the practical moral and religious
needs of the Christian groups among which the records
grew up. The outstanding effect of Dr. Streeter’s work is to
make it possible for the modern reader to grasp far more
firmly and imaginatively the organic relationship between
the Gospels and the actual life of the Christian communities.
Those incidents have had a survival value which were
found, for various reasons, to satisfy the religious or moral
needs of this or that Church. And the living traces of those
men and women, their moral conflicts, questionings and
answers, their spiritual searchings of heart, the intellectual
problems of their faith, are still discernible upon the docu-
ments. The real evidences of Christianity are, as a great
scholar has expressed it, ultimately *in men not in manu-
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soripts ”’. Thus the actual forms of the records, as well as
the selection of incidents, are conditioned by the moral
needs, the degrees of Christian insight and experience, of
the Christian life out of which they come. They make sense,
as the books themselves insist, only in the light of what
had happened subsequently. ‘‘ After He was risen, they
understood.” Moreover, what is for us a crucial point, the
form in which the teaching of Christ comes down to us has
been shaped by attempts at Christian living. Not seldom
a saying is recorded in two or more variant forms, as for
example rather frequently in matter common to Matthew
and Luke.! If we study them carefully side by side it gives
us a very valuable insight into the moral life of early
Christendom. We can see how two different Christian
circles each gave their own interpretation to the meaning
of the Master’s original word. The teaching has passed
through the crucible of a living Christian moral experience,
has proved itself in different forms of conduct, each distinet,
but both derived from Him. BelLind the simple statement
“ Jesus said ” is the story of brave and manifold ventures,
some, it may be, more successful than others, at living in
accordance with His Spirit. We cannot ignore the historical
perspectives or treat the Gospels as a flat surface.

(¢) So much, it seems, must be required by the smallest
knowledge of literary criticism. But there is a more pro-
found consideration: What are the grounds on which we
claim ‘“ finality ”* for our Lord’s teaching and example ?
The popular modern form of apologetic has thrown an
exclusive and overwhelming emphasis on the moral per-
fection of the historic Jesus. ‘‘ Never man, we say, spake
like this Man: nowhere in history is a life so perfect.
He was so good that He must be what we claim for Him.”

1 E.g. the two forms of the Beatitudes; the variant traditions on

Divorce ; or the ascetic and humanist variations on the poverty moiif.
Of. Dr. Kirk’s Bampton Lectures, pp. 68 to 84.
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But these defences are not impregnable. Indeed, the apolo-
getic which has relied on them finds itself now in a kind of
salient, a proverbially insecure position. For the actual
content of the life of Jesus as presented in the Synoptics,
and still more of His recorded teaching, is so drastically
circumscribed by historical and other limitations that to
many sincere enquirers in our day this line of argument
fails to bring conviction. And it is, in my belief, exceedingly
doubtful whether this familiar line of argument, by itself and
without reinforcement, can take the strain which must be
imposed upon it. The claim of Christians for Christ must at
least have the fullest reference to the grace and truth which
men have found in Him, i.e. the impression made on His con-
temporaries (as recorded or implied in the New Testament)
and on all who since, whether by those writings or in other
ways, direct or indirect, have been brought within the ambit
of His influence. The final evidences of Christianity would
perhaps be best presented biographically. At least it must
be recognized as fantastic to appraise the significance of
Christ in abstraction from the story of Christianity. As well
attempt to appraise Mahatma Gandhi apart from the last
ten years of Indian history. For the ultimate significance
of any man is his creativeness in the lives of others. The
Christian claim for Christ is based implicitly and ought
no doubt to be based more decisively on His moral and
spiritual creativity in all the lives touched by His Spirit.
(This will take us far beyond the circle of those who are
consciously in touch with Him, even to those who may
never have heard His name.) What Jesus is, is shown by
what He does. ‘“To the Hindu philosopher,” writes an
experienced Civil Servant, “all religions may be equally
true; the administrator comparing a Christian settlement
with the pariah village at its gates has good reason to know
that they are not equally effective. And he will note, as
more than a coincidence, the readiness of the religion which
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has been socially and morally most effective to submit its
doctrines to the test of history and psychological experi-
ence.”!

Thus if we would know what the secret is we must look
first at the Gesta Christs, His moral and spiritual achieve-
ments in the lives of common men and women. This is
what the New Testament can show us. Not that the New
Testament could hold us with any real spiritual authority
were it not supported and authenticated by personal and
contemporary evidence. Yet it stands nearest to the source.
And for us its witness is the more convincing in that it was
never meant for our eyes. It is not deliberate or conscious
argument for the guidance or conviction of posterity. It
is written for the men of its own time, in the forms of their
thought and language, in terms of their immediate tasks and
problems. Undesignedly, un-selfconsciously, the apostolic
writings allow us glimpses of the Christian groups in their
daily activitics, unaware of our overlooking. They permit
us to see Christianity in action, building up its own way of
living amongst various groups of men and women in some
of the chief centres of the Roman Empire.

We have first to observe it in its effects. Then we shall
find that behind the whole development there is always one
and the same authentic influence, taken for granted but
seldom discussed. Then when we ask what is this controlling
factor we shall find our way back to the Gospels.

2. TuE GENiUS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

Jesus lived and preached and wrought and died inside the
narrow limitations, intellectual and political, of Judaism.
Hence arises one of the stock objections. How can a Gospel
which was first delivered to Galilean farmers and fishermen
in the simple economic conditions of peasant proprietors

1 Mayhew, Christianity and the Government of India, p. 14.
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and village labourers and oriental fashions of life, claim
to have enduring significance for industrialized Western
society ? Here at once the critic encounters the paradox
of Christian origins. The new religion grew out of Judaism ;
it was Jewish in its form of presentation, it was com-
mitted to Jewish disciples: yet, in Harnack’s oft-quoted
phrase, it has never taken root in Jewish soil. The original
Twelve vanish out of history (except Peter and conceivably
John) almost as soon as the new Movement starts. In
thirty years after the Crucifixion Palestine was already a
backwater. The new faith goes, by a sort of homing instinct,
to the great industrial centres of population along the trade
routes of the imperial world. The first trace we have of
Christianity is in such places as Antioch and Corinth,
Ephesus, Thessalonica and Rome itself. From the first
moment of its appearance it begins its work of social
redemption. Ethical direction is inherent in it : it is faith,
said St. Paul, which expresses itself in love. There were
those, indeed, in the earliest communities who were for
equating Christianity with what our jargon calls “ religious
experience ”’ in the sense of emotional intensity. The
greatest danger of the primitive Church was that inspiration
by the Spirit should be thought of as something * purely
spiritual ”’, i.e. something subjective and futile, the luxury of
a certain kind of temperament. That, of course, is utterly
dualistic, and ignores not only the intellect and will but also
any social expression of religion. It is par excellence of the
““gect type . That would have been the end of the Christian
movement as an effective force in the world. Against that
caricature of Christ’s religion St. Paul and St. John made
war uncompromisingly. St. Paul insisted with tremendous
emphasis that the true expression of the Christian spirit is
not in private emotional delights, however rapturous and
however showy, but in something less exciting but more
valuable, intellectual sanity and moral fruitfulness (1 Cor. xii.
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to xiv.). The fruits of the Spirit are socially creative (Gal.
v. 221.). The first Johannine letter says the same thing ; and
as for St. James he is so concerned to say it that he almost
forgets his religion in his ethics.

But St. James represents a quite different standpoint :
and the clash between his school and St. Paul serves to
exhibit in a still clearer light how vivid was the latter’s
recognition of the moral dynamic inherent in the Gospel.
The long-drawn and, to us, tedious controversy between
St. Paul and the ‘‘ Judaizers *’ turns essentially on this very
point. It was not a merely factious opposition. It had no
desire, I think, to thwart St. Paul’s efforts or belittle the mag-
nitude of his achievements. Itsspokesmen might have stated
their case thus. ‘‘ You have done,” they would have said, “ a
marvellous work : you have carried the good news of the
Messiah half-across the breadth of civilization and gathered
together a people for God’s possession in most of the cities
of the Empire. Now you must turn them into real Chris-
tians. Considering the material available—passionate,
shifty, Levantine déracinés, men without a Church or a city,
with no great inheritance to mould them—how can you
hope to train and establish them in the moral discipline
of Christ if you discard your most effective instrument, the
great tradition of the Law ? That, after all, is the legacy
of Israel, the ethical expression of religion. Apart from the
Law faith will become mere feeling and will soon degenerate
into moral anarchy.”

1t was, as history shows, a strong case. St. Paul himself
was sensitively alive to it. He was never blind to the
hardness of the task, or +he moral poverty of his * babes in
Christ . But to him it seemed that to invoke the Law was
to question the Spirit’s all-sufficiency as the source of
ethical regeneration. There was, he believed, in the faith
of Christ such inherent moral vitality as would express
itselfin a new outlook and embody itself in a new social

B
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order. The Spirit would create a new ethic, which would be
spontaneous rather than traditional, proving its moral and
spiritual mastery over circumstances, as they arose. There
is only one law, the law of love : its applications are infinite
in number, as they are many-faceted in variety.

This superb confidence was justified. Despite all doubts
and disappointments and declensions from the Christian
standard, the Faith did approve itself in works. The
essential and permanent result of the Pentecostal experience
was the emergence of the Christian commonwealth (Koinonia)
which was not a machinery for saving souls but the redemp-
tion of a corporate life. It was not a club for religiously
minded people: it was not a socicty for mutual uplift :
it was an integral part of the Gospel, at once the instrument
of Christian living and the proclamation of God’s character.
To the question What docs the Spirit of Christ mean ? the
answer was : To share in a life like this. The Spirit ¢ builds
up itself in love ”, i.e. in social life and obligation, and
incorporates itself in a community which embraces and
controls all relationships. It finds its true focus in the
Eucharist, which is at once the climax of its worship and the
organ of its economic life, the exhibition of agape in action,
maintaining the needy from the common trcasury.

The Gospel was verified in a redeemed society. It proved
itself the creative nucleus which organized a new social
order, assimilating all that was still vital in the culture of
imperial civilization, and able to stand when the Empire
fell.

Yet it was not in itself a social movement. It had indeed
no programme for society. It was conscious of no mission
to posterity or even to the contemporary Empire. One
difficulty of the modern preacher who would recommend a
“ Scriptural ” Christianity is the seeming remoteness of the
New Testament from actual, concrete life-situations. It is
hard to accept as a guide to life a library which appears to
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contain no reference to most of the points on which we
require guidance. The New Testament seems strangely
jnconsistent. It makes sweeping claims for the Gospel as
the satisfaction of all human need.  All things are yours,”
is its own superb language. Yet its positive prescriptions
for living are almost pathetic in their limitation, confined
as they are in their range of outlook to the obvious domestic
virtues and the avoidance of the deadly sins. About the
great constructive tasks of citizenship and the gifts of faith
to the so-called ‘‘ cultural values ’’, it seems to have almost
nothing to say. Nor are the explanations of the Com-
mentaries adequate to explain the facts.

(a) The belief in an imminent Parousia was, no doubt, a
contributory cause. The early Church could scarcely feel
responsible for the reform of the pagan social order when that
was destined so soon to perish, struck down in the Messianic
cataclysm. It is true enough that St. Paul’s moral judg-
ments are at some points tinged with the colour of this
belief. This is most obviously exemplified in his obiter dicta
about Matrimony (1 Cor. vii.). But the “ rigorist ”’ note
even in this passage really depends on something other than
this : the expectation of the Parousia will not account for
its ’world-denying attitude.! TFor, in general, the Parousia
belief, so far from paralysing or inhibiting the moral enter.
prise of the community, acted, rather, as a tonic stimulus.
And here we may note an interesting contrast. The millen-
arian dreams of the Middle Ages, especially towards the close
of the period, issued in moral stagnation and despair. The
world, it was felt, was going from bad to worse : no human
enterprise could salvage it : you could only wait for the
coming of the Lord. Dres irae dies illa was the last word
and the only word of efficacy. Dr. Coulton’s studies of

1 Dr. Kirk has very aptly pointed out that the main tendency of Apoca-
lyptio is precisely the opposite of world denying : it is often almost crudely
eudemonistic. Cf. his Bampton Lectures, p. 63.
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medizmval life show how paralysing were the effects, how
morally disastrous the consequences, of this dogma of
inevitable degeneracy, and how it defeated would-be
reformers of ecclesiastical and monastic systems. In the
New Testament period, on the other hand, to look for and
to “love ”’ the Lord’s appearing had precisely the opposite
effect. They did not say : ‘‘ There is no more to be done,
we can only sit and wait for His coming.”” They said: “ He
comes as a thief in the night, let Him not come and find us
all sleeping or as foolish virgins who delayed too long. We
must be ever watchful and alert, instant to put the Master’s
house in order so that when He cometh He may find us
watching.”” It sharpened the edge of moral enterprise. For
this faith, by projecting all issues against tremendous
eternal backgrounds, lifted moral decisions high above the
sphere of compromise and expediency and revealed them
stark, imperative and clear cut. The inner moral dynamic
of the Gospel thus issued in creative action despite the
limitations and inadequacies of its earliest intellectual
categories.

(b) We are reminded that the first converts were drawn
from the slaves and the submerged classes who were not, in
any case, in a position to have any influence on public life or
to affect the social environment. It would therefore have
been futile to urge them to feel any close responsibility for
the welfare of the surrounding society. And it is, of course,
entirely true that the very genius of Christianity took it
especially to the outcaste people. But it is probable that we
exaggerate the untouchable element in the early groups.
Not many wise were called, not many noble. But it does not
follow that all the first believers were ill-educated and
uncivilized, with no cultural or civic heritage. One of the
great difficulties at Corinth was the position of the Christian
converts in the normal social life of the city (1 Cor. passim).
Luke and Acts may have been addressed, if Dr. Streeter’s



The Genius of the New Testament 58

“guess” can he authenticated, to the heir-apparent of the
imperial throne.! There were a number of influential
Christians at least as early as the Flavian period, as the
catacombs of Domitilla witness. And St. Paul’s Epistles
were meant to be read aloud in the congregations to
which they are addressed. They presuppose a standard of
education, a sustained power of critical intelligence and
appreciation of an argument, that even the Vicar of a
church in Oxford would be glad to assume in those to whom
he preaches.

(c) Nor is it accounted for by the persecutions. Everyone
knows that after a.p. 64 the tone of the New Testament
writers towards the Empire underwent a marked change. In
the Apocalypse Rome is the Great Beast : for St. Paul it was
the protecting power.? The scars and bitterncss of persecu-
tion whether from the Jewish or the pagan side are still
traceable in the Four Gospels,3in 1 Peter and in the Apoca-
lypse. But this will not explain St. Paul’s attitude, with
which we are at the moment concerned. At the time of his
missionary activity the Empire had not begun its persecu-
tion: it was Rome that had rescued him from Jewish
violence. The persecution which he had experienced might
have made him resentful against Jews but not indifferent
to the Empire.

None of these explanations is satisfying. The real reason
for St. Paul’s attitude and that of the New Testament as a
whole is to be sought on a far deeper level ; and the search
will take us ncar the heart of the matter. Surely it is an
arresting paradox which primitive Christianity displays
to us. It is set in the midst of the Roman Empire, the
most ambitious political experiment, the most grandiose

1 The Four Gospels, pp. 534 ff.

2 Cf. 6 xaréxwy in 2 Thessalonians ii. 7; Romans xiii; also Acts passim.

* Cf. Mark xiii. and parallels and indeed the whole of Mark (see Rawlin.
son’s Commentary, Introduction, pp. xv. 8g.) ; cf. also Matthew x. 16 ff, and
xxiii. ; John viii., ete.
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cultural tradition in the whole range of recorded history.
The Church believes that it is the salt, the antiseptic which
gaves the world from decay. Yet it appears to be quite
unconcerned with the civilization which surrounds it. For
the strength and grandeur of the Roman genius and the
brilliant legacy of Hellenism it shows no signs of real
appreciation. St. Paul, no doubt, like all other preachers,
manceuvred for a favourable position when he began to
speak, as at Athens. But he had about him no true touch
of Hellenism. He remains pertinaciously provincial and
incurably, ineradicably a Jew. We need only to refer his
famous judgment written among the teachers of art in
Corinth : they turned the glory of the invisible God into
the statue (elkav) of a corruptible man (Rom. iii. 23). That
means, in effcct, the Hermes of Praxiteles. For all that
the Empire stood or might stand for, the New Testament as
a whole cares nothing at all. Towards the urgent problems
that confronted it, moral, political and economie, it appears
to present a complete indifference. Civil obedience is no
doubt enjoined and carried (as it may seem to us) too far,
since Nero’s government were the * powers that be .1 But
this is motived by expediency, not by the sense of any
constructive mission to the sickness of imperial society.
St. Paul’s legitimate gratitude for his civitas is mainly
because of its help to him as a missionary. (He could get
about the mission ficld easily and had no difficulties about
passports.)

The Church as revealed in the New Testament is normally
conceived as a closed society sharply distinct from the
surrounding world. Within is light and the world without
is darkness. The Christians are as a ““ colony of heaven
(Phil. iii. 20) in the midst of an alien tradition. They would
live at peace with their neighbours ““if it may be ”: but
they stand ultimately in opposition to the kingdoms of the

1 Romans xiii. 1; of. 1 Peter ii. 13 1.
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world and the glory of them. The very word “ saints ” is
charged with omen of the coming collision between the
Church and Casar. The Christians are a people apart. Even
Roman justice is ““ ungodly ” (1 Cor. vi. 1 to 7). The Church
has no concern with the world.

Nor is this merely a Pauline attitude, bound up with the
dominance of one man’s character. The Johannine school
takes the same standpoint. Despite the prologue of the
Fourth Gospel, which is the very justification of Humanism,
despite the great evangelic utterance that God sent His Son
to save the world, it warns the faithful not to love the world,
for the world lies in the power of the Evil One. This tension
of unreconciled opposites is in the grain of primitive Christian
thinking. This is the paradox of the whole New Testament.
Never has there been a stronger emphasis on the ethical
implications of religion. Yet its actual ethical directions
appear to us to be almost obscurantist. St. Paul’s moral
judgments about marriage or even about the master-and-
slave relation might be said truly to fall below the level
of the best contemporary pagan sentiment.! If a copy of
the New Testament had been delivered to Marcus Aurelius
as it is to our Kings at their coronation, he might have in-
dulged in outspoken comments. He might have complained
that it shed no clear light on the duties and problems of
statesmanship, and was merely concerned with a prava
superstitio. Christians would have had no cause for resent-
ment at what would have been a perfectly sound criticism.
The objections raised against it on this score are the measure
of its strength. It is not a book about ethics but a book
about the Christian religion. The New Testament ¢s an
other-worldly book : its primary concern is not with social
duty : it is with sin, forgiveness and atonement and the

! Dr. Kirk, op. cit., p. 78, goes 8o far as to speak of St. Paul’s moral
inertia. This may be thought to be exaggeration : but the phrase does
strikingly call attention to a vital factor in the whole case.
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source of spiritual regeneration in the redemptive love of God
the Father. ‘ The darkness is past and the true light now
shineth.” Itseyes are so dazzled by the light that it seems to
move uncertainly and gropingly among the shadows in the
cave of the world. It is pressed down with an exceeding
weight of glory. The primary mission of Christianity was not
to elaborate a * social Gospel >’ but to proclaim the vision of
God in Christ. It cannot think of this life as real at all, save
as faith in the true God is at the centre of it.! On other
terms it is ‘ vanity ’ and illusion. But Christians have
“ entered into life ”’ as the Spirit of Christ has laid hold upon
them. By contrast nothing else is quite real. And the Holy
Spirit is, for the New Testament, the endowment and
prerogative of the Church. Not that any Christian thought
would have denied that whatever in the world is good and
true is the creation of the divine Spirit. St.Paulconcedes that
by implication (Rom. ii.), and the Fourth Gospel states it
more explicitly. But the true life of fellowship with God
through the Spirit of Christ in men’s hearts is something
known to Christians alone. All other experience of God is,
as it were, secondary and derivative.

However much later speculation, thinking in terms of
validity and order, may have perverted this great intuition
it is central in the New Testament conviction. It does not
involve despair of the world : it does not spring from any
false dualism or oriental distrust of life. The other-worldli-
ness of the ecarly Church is rather a massive concentration
on the one thing which the world necded most. The Church
had bought the pearl of great price, and it had sold all it had
to buy it : for minor expenditure it had a poor cye. If the
New Testament seems to us unsatisfying, it may be because
we are asking the wrong questions. It may be that what
seems superficially to be a failure in its range of sympathy,

1 Cf. the Johannine use of dAnfwés and dMjfeia by contrast with the
‘“unreal ”’ xéouos.
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a starved outlook over the width of life, is in fact a miracle
of concentration on the one thing which the world really
needs of it. It is not concerned with life in its detail but
with life in its core of worth and significance. It is offering
the one pearl of great price by which all precious pearls are
appraised. It is, after all, a book about God and Christ’s
revelation of the Father. It is not because it tells us how to
behave in this or that particular situation that we invest it
with eternal value : it is rather as the victorious expression
of the innermost meaning of life itself, stripped of all its
contingent circumstances. In the language of one of its own
writers, it draws aside the veil from the holy of holies and
discloses there, not what Titus found but something in
itself so rich and hallowing that everything in life is trans-
formed by it. It shews us God ‘‘ in the face of Christ »’, a new
vision of the divine glory, a new faith in human possibility.
In other words it offers the world access to the ultimate
standards of valuation, the eternal sources of holiness and
power.

The prime concern of the preaching of the Gospel and the
essential function of the Church was to give what men most
desperately needed, for lack of which the old world was
dying. Ittook to the world a God whom men could trust and
a new conception of Man’s life, revealed in the light of
an eternal destiny. That laid down an enduring foundation
on which civilization could be built : it was the source of a
truly vital ethic. The root failure of the pagan ethic, even
at its noblest and finest, was the narrow reading of human
life, circumscribed by temporal horizons. Now it was
seen against eternal bachgrounds. There was more in life
than had been supposed. As the Bishop of Oxford wrote
many years ago : ‘It is on the basis of a new life introduced
and active in the world that all Christian ethical theory is
erected. The human life that is under discussion is a fuller
thing than had been supposed before, the area of human
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action is enlarged so as to take in the whole spiritual world,
and a new certainty and clearness of meaning has been
given to it.”’?

That was the secret of the Christian ethic. It took some
time, naturally enough, for the Church to work out in detail
the ethical implications of faith and its application in terms
of social duty. At first, as in the New Testament period, its
concrete ethical prescriptions are still largely formal and
traditional. It is possible, as Dr. Kirk has argued, that tLe
catalogues of virtues and vices so characteristic of St. Paul’s
letters are coloured by the conventional Stoic lists. The
Two Ways of the early Christian literature are almost stock
literary material. And the first systematic treatise on
Christian ethics, that of St. Ambrose, is built on Cicero’s
volume De Officiis and was even published under the same
title. But this, after all, is what we should expect. Ethics
cannot live “in the air”. An ethic which stands in no
relation to the moral traditions of its age and time is only
another name for fanaticism. The demand for complete
“ originality ” in the teaching of Christ or the Apostles is
really a sign of very shallow thinking. The moral creative-
ness of Christ Himself is not shown in discussing conduct
in different language from that of the Rabbis, but in the
new temper and insight which He brought to bear on existing
material and the common stock of moral reflexion. On other
terms it would have been almost meaningless and almost
devoid of constructive power. And the same will hold of the
apostolic teaching. The ethical application was all to come,
and in each Christian generation that demands new effort of
heart and brain and new ways of actual expression. The
concern of the Church was with the life in itself ; and that is
what is ‘‘ new ” in the New Testament, the source of moral
and spiritual vitality which is the authentic spirit of the
Master. Its primary task when the Movement started was

1 T. B. Strong, Christian Ethics (Bampton Lectures), p. 68.
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not so much detailed moral guidance as the assumptions of
the Christian life. ‘ Make the tree good,” as He said Him«
self : “a good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit nor can a
corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.” It was Troeltsch’s
great contribution that he so massively stressed this central
truth, that the social ethic of Christianity issues out of the
Christian religion.!

But when this seemingly other-worldly Gospel goes out
into the Graeco-Roman world it evokes creative response to
life over the whole ficld of human interest.

3. Tue REDEMPTION OF PAcaNism

In that great philosophy of history which St. Paul first
sketched out in Romans he sees the Gospel as the redemptive
answer to the bankruptcy of human moral effort, both in
Judaism and in the pagan world. For the purpose of our
present enquiry it is the latter with which we are most
concerned. It was not only among the chosen people that
men looked and longed for a Deliverer. Paganism too
awaited its Messiah. In saying this I am not thinking
chiefly of the so-called * Messianic *’ Eclogue or of the queer
popular expectation “ that people coming out of Jud®a
would be the masters of the world ’,2 but of all that was
implied and never realized by classical civilization at its
best. For what we see in imperial society at the time when
Christianity comes into it may be described as the nemesis
of naturalism. And there seems to be a law in the moral
order that what is natural tends to become unnatural unless
redeemed by what is sup.rnatural.? The fate which over-
took the Hellenic genius, so keen, so radiant and world-

1 “Diese sozial-ethischen Gedanken und Krifte quellen aus der
christlichen Religiositét,” op. ci., p. 979.

2 “Ut ex Judaea profecti orbi terrarum imperarent,” Suetonius wvi¢.
Vesp. iv. b.

¢ Cf. G. K. Chesterton’s S¢. Francis, Chapter II.
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affirming, is the crucial exhibition of it. The Hebrew myth-
ology was entirely right. A snake always gets into the
garden : the tree of knowledge yields but Dead Sea apples.
All the best things in life *‘ go bad on us *’ unless referred to a
transcendent standard. If religious history has any lesson
it is that no religion of pure immanentism can support the
weight that men try to make it carry. It collapses in
paralysing scepticism or in moral chaos and degeneration.
This is what had befallen the Hellenistic culture.

Hellenism had made claims on life which could be
satisfied only by something which Hellenism itself could not
provide. It presupposed a confidence in life, a sense of
inner security and freedom which has in fact no basis in
experience save in the strength of spiritual conviction that
at the heart and core of Reality is a mind and will to whom
mankind is dear and in whose image it is made. The Hebraic
gifts of the Christian Church were necessary to make possible
the Hellenic valuations. The idea of personality, as has
been said, was the gift of the Church to classical philosophy.!
That depended upon its faith in God who is not the God of
the dead but of the living, the God to whom persons are
dear. And that was precisely what the Greek world-view
conspicuously and disastrously lacked. The Greek temper
of mind at its best was clear-sighted, gracious and ‘“ humane ,
incredibly enterprising and constructive. But a sort of
suspicion lay upon the heart of it. It could never really trust
life with abandon. It was always looking over its shoulder
lest the avenger punish its presumption. Even in the hour
of its triumph its maxim was “ to think mortal thoughts .
Thus though its whole attitude was humanist (or as we had
better say, humanitarian) it could never believe genuinely in
Man because it believed in nothing which is more than Man.
Aristotle (Ethics X) tries to escape : but his intellectualist
idea of God really leads him to the same impasse. The

1 Cf. Strong, op. cit., p. 129.
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moral life can have no eternal basis, for only pure reason is
divine. Ethics therefore can be discussed only on an em-
pirical and pragmatic level, where it can never possibly do
justice to the needs of spiritual personality. It was this
humanitarian presupposition which led to decay and dis-
illusionment. Underneath the highly polished surface there
was always lurking a treachery and cruelty which broke out
horribly at notorious moments. And the cult of light,
knowledge and vertu could never successfully discipline or
sublimate the elemental instincts and impulses.?

The Olympian worships, which the conquering race
superimposed upon the indigenous cults, were the idealisation
of Hellenism. Apollo, who came nearest of the Pantheon
to the status of a national deity, stands for the conquest of
the Hellenic spirit over the ‘ beastly devices of the heathen ™.
But Olympianism was hardly established before it began
to exhibit signs of decay. This was due less than we suppose
to moral criticism of its mythology ; for there is often no
very close connection between a people’s mythology and its
religion. Socrates did more than anyone else to discredit
the Homeric mythology : but his dying words were a gesture
of conformity. And the same apparent inconsistency is
found in the later sceptical philosophers. The essential
weakness of the Olympian cult is traceable to more deep-
seated causes. It ignored large elements in human nature.
It did not reckon with the instinctive life, and it sought to
avert its eyes from death. This, perhaps, is why throughout
Greek literature there is always the haunting undertone of
melancholy, a sense of frustration and unfulfilment. There
is no sadness in the art of “*he world like the sadness of the
Greek Anthology. Before the onslaughts of the tiger within
us and the decisive challenge of death the Olympian world-
view was dumb and powerless. ‘ The Olympian gods,” says

1 For an estimate, which is a refreshing antidote to the * sweetness and
light "’ of popular panegyric, see Earp, The Way of the Greeks.
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Professor Murray, “knew themselves at heart to be but
metaphors.”! Even in their noblest presentations they
remained aspirations unrcalized. They expressed a glorious
confidence in Man but gave no ultimate ground for believing
in him. Hence even in the golden age men were doubting
their own cardinal assumptions. Hellenism had nothing to
sustain it. There have probably been very few religions
less religious than the Olympian cultus. The buried
“ Pelasgian ”’ cults came to the surface (for religions do not
die, they are transformed) and the indigenous Aegean
worships began to influence or to supplant their conquerors.

The decline and fall of the Olympian gods synchronized
with the failure of Hellenism. For in incidents such as the
Corcyrean massacre Hellenism seemed to have betrayed
itself. After the disaster of Aegospotami Hellenism failed
with the failure of Athens. The Hellenic world-view appeared
to be discredited. Men were assailed by those qualms of
conscience, that scepticism about human nature, which we
have experienced since the world war and describe self-
consciously as the ‘‘modern temper’. The faith and
philosophy of the fourth century seem to reflect a defeatist
attitude. Life seemed to have betrayed its favourites, and
growing fear and distrust of life broods over the Hecllenistic
age.

That world was reaching one of those periods when the
will to live seems to be inhibited and vital forces to be
atrophied.? And this may be the inevitable result of a purely
immanentist world-view. Humanitarianism, as we shall
see later, is never more than a short stage from Naturalism.
And, as has been profoundly said, to make the elements of
Nature-religion human is inevitably to make them vicious.3

1 Five stages of Greek Religion, p. 100.

3 Cf. Statistics of population given in Tarn: Hellenistic Civilisation,
pp. 86 seq. Isit more than a chance coincidence that the same phenomenon
can be traced now among some of the tribes of tropical Africa ?

3 G. Murray, op. cit., p. 90.



The Redemption of Paganism 63

Nowhere is the contrast more striking between the Christian
and the pagan outlook than in this point of their attitude to
Nature. St. Paul summarizes the whole difference when he
asserts that the pagan world-view failed to distinguish
“ creation ”’ from * creator .1 That is to say its faith was
naturalistic and consequently ‘‘ Nature ”’ betrayed it. If
there is one place before all others where the modern
Englishman feels he is near to God it is when he is enjoying
his garden. ‘“’Tis very sure God walks in mine.” But that
certainty is a Christian gift. For pagan thought nature is
never safe : it is terror by night and sickness of soul at noon-
day. We put a bath for birds in our gardens, or a della
Robbia Madonna: in the Graeco-Roman gardens stood
Priapus.

Popular writers still exploit the contrast between the
‘“ grey "’ breath of the Galilean and the sunshine confidence
of paganism. But this is exactly the opposite of the truth,
so far, at least, as concerns the Hellenistic age. Its typical
and characteristic development, till Christianity came to
deliver it, was a neo-Platonist or Gnostic dualism, a profound
and radical unbelief in life. The splendid aspirations of
Hellenism seemed to have withered away in disillusionment.
Rome’s superb political experiment had not fulfilled the
ambitions of its subjects. Momentarily the accession of
Augustus had seemed to inaugurate an era of peace after
the long carnage of civil war. The high hopes which hailed
his accession are reflected in Vergil’s poetry and in the
worship of the genius of Augustus which arose spontaneously
in the eastern provinces. But these, too, had proved to be
delusory. * In the fifteerth year of the reign of Tiberius
Casar ”’ the destiny of the world was held in the hands of
a sadist pervert poring over entrails among his astrologers
at Capri.

This despair lay heavily on men’s hearts, and life itself

1 Romans i. 25,
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had come to appear inexplicable. The confidence of the
Hellenic springtime, which had thought to possess all wisdom
and all knowledge, had ended in a paralysis of enterprise.
Indeed the mind had wellnigh surrendered any attempt to
explain the universe. Philosophy had narrowed its field
to practical preoccupation with conduct: how to live
tolerably and well in a capricious, terrifying universe ruled
by the implacable destiny of the stars and the ‘‘ world rulers
of this darkness . The ‘‘ city of gods and men *’ seemed far
distant. There was no such living metaphysic as could
invest life with a creative unity or lend it a vital sense of
direction. The donnish inhumanity of the Stoics, which
admittedly did make a system of life, made it something so
theoretical that it could have no meaning for the plain man
when his head was bowed as well as bloody ‘‘ beneath the
bludgeonings of chance ”. ‘ Without hope and without
God in the world ”’: all in all, it is not an exaggeration.
Thus religion offered itself to the world as a haven and
refuge from the storm, no longer as a creative intuition. It
appealed to men as a way of escape from life, not as a way
of mastery over it. The world was oppressed with a longing
for redemption : the feeling grew, since Plato had expressed
it, that only by way of some divine disclosure coming into
life from outside it could men find the way of truth and
freedom. But the distance between God and man seemed
now to be so vast and unbridgeable that no direct communion
could be expected. So strangely had the ‘ humanist ”
religion cancelled itself out in its development. There was
no hope of finding Reality except through the endless
hierarchy of ‘ mediators >’ who intervened between God and
man, and then only by magical procedure. This demand
was met on a certain level by the oriental mystery religions
which were now flooding across the Western Empire. The
Mysteries did offer to sick souls at least some hope of
emotional release, some sense of contact with the super-
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natural, a viaticum for the dread, final journey. But the
Mysteries were, when all is said, little more than a solemn
pretence, a projection into cultus and symbolism of the
unfulfilled longings of broken hearts. Their central figures
were frankly mythological ; they could not cure the hurt
of the people. Hence one may trace throughout the whole
period a drying up of creative forces, whether in thought or
in art or conduct. For ‘no one can set his mind and will
to work with a broken spirit ”’.

There was only one way for that world to confidence and
hope and renewal : it must recover its faith in life. And
that could be only by winning a conviction of a righteous
Will which could be trusted, and with which men can have
communion, at the living centre of the universe. Just that
was the gift of Christianity. °‘ Blessed be God and the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ”’; there sounds a new note
across that wan society. It made personal religion possible.
It gave men a God they could believe in, and so they were
able again to trust life. Its inmost sanctities were now safe.
Men who had sought to humanize experience, to make the
world a home for man’s spirit, and had thus made it alien
and terrifying, could now be truly ‘“ at home "’ in the world.
For once God has found us as Redeemer, the Father and
Sanctifier of our spirits, we can dare to trust Him as Creator,
and move out freely over the fields of life without moral
misgivings or disaster.

Hence this Judaic, other-worldly Gospel which presented
itself to the critical mind as folly, goes out into the Graeco-
Roman world and at once awakens a vivid response to life
along all the lines of intere.t and activity. Joy and peace
are the notes of the New Testament and these spring out of
a vital way of living. There is far less fear of life in the
New Testament than there is in Plato’s Republic. There
is even less of the Puritanic spirit. Plato, let us remember,
had proposed not merely a moral censorship of literature,

¥
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but to exclude all poetry and drama from the confines of his
ideal polity. We cannot suppose that men who wrote such
poetry as the ““ Praises of Agape ”’ in 1 Cor. xiii. would have
supported so ruthless a programme. For while we have
stressed, as the facts necessitate, the rigorist note in the
New Testament, it is equally possible to refer to passages
which are quite as strikingly humanist in their emphasis.
“The fruits of the Spirit " breathe the air of humanism,
so does the great passage about * values > (Phil. iv, 4 to 9),
and the prologue to the Fourth Gospel. And—though such
judgments must remain undemonstrable—will anyone
question that the Beatitudes breathe in a spiritual climate
which might have seemed native to Sophocles ?

Here we meet the authentic Christian genius. Christianity
18 otherworldly, essentially and relentlessly religious. Yet
it reveals itself from the first not only as a redemptive
antiseptic, the salt that saves the world from decay, but as
a vital and transforming force within the movements of
this-world history. It exhibits itself as the creative nucleus
of a rich and transfigured social order. Its most typical
effects are ethical and are manifested in redirected character.
It evokes new qualities from human nature, new possibilities,
new range and width, and raises it to new heights of heroism.
It evolves its own ideal of character and thus its own
unique scales of value. ‘ Roman philosophy ”, says Mr.
Bailey, ‘“had become the search for the ideal type of
character.” If we take the finest expression of the pagan
ideal of character and put it beside the authentic Christian
saint, Socrates for example beside St. Francis, at once we are
conscious of a distinction, indefinable but yet decisive.
Among those that are born of women, as Christ might quite
easily have said, there hath not arisen a greater than
Socrates : but he that is least in the Kingdom of Heaven is
greater than he. The beginnings of that transfiguring
process are visible within the New Testament ; and this
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is the essence of Christianity. Life is being transfigured
from within. If we ask the secret of that transformation,
that is what the New Testament takes for granted : ‘ the
servants which drew the water knew .

Tesu, spes paenitentibus,
Quam pius es petentibus,
Quam bonus te quaerentibus ;
Sed quid invenientibus ?

That is the very shrine of the Christian ethic.

But it would be a starved interpretation which confined
the fruits of the Spirit to merely moral forms of expression.
Virtue after all is not the whole of life. It can rightly be
claimed for the Christian spirit that it has penetrated and
transformed the intellectual and @sthetic values. Because,
if God is the Father of Jesus Christ, and if man is made for
fellowship with God, then men’s whole approach to nature
and to beauty must be transfigured. The spirit of scientific
enquiry will normally flourish best in Christian soil : though
Christians have been too frequently blind to this. It is
clearly true also that Christianity soon began to build up
its own art, gradually creating its own forms distinct from
those of the Hellenistic convention. The new content
made its own forms. The new wine was poured into new
bottles.

This development lay in the future, and outside the New
Testament period. But there is even in this period a signal
and unsurpassed example to which too little attention has
been given as an exhibition of the Christian genius. I mean
the New Testament itself. Christianity is the one religion
which has really believed in the common man. And
Christianity was the first society which took the broken
illiterate vernacular, the xouws; of the Mediterranean sea-
ports, which no scholar would ever have dreamed of using as
a literary medium, and made it the organ of a supreme
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literature. Here is something which takes us deep into the
sources of Christian inspiration. It was the Church, let it
be always remembered, which first wrote great poetry in
vernacular.

As soon as that is written one realizes that it carries us
back behind the Christian Church. Behind the Church
stands a village Poet, the sheer beauty of whose tales and
sayings still haunts the world’s imagination.

So we pass, in the order of Christian logic, behind the
developments which we have been studying to see what
is the secret presupposed in them. By this way we come
to the Gospels,



CHAPTER IV
THE ETHIC OF JESUS

1. TaE TEACHING AND ITS TRUTH

HE Christian movement cannot be accounted for in

any terms of the natural climax of tendencies at work
in the ancient world. It is true that Jewish and oriental
influences were rapidly penetrating the West. But the
normal development of that process, had it not been deflected
by other forces, can be seen in the wild surmises of Gnosticiam,
the various forms of Hellenistic syncretism, or the cult
established by the Emperor Julian. But these were in fact
merely freaks and throw-backs. The main line of advance
was totally different and was due to the arrival of a new
force. *‘‘ It cannot be too strongly insisted that the victory
of the Church in the fourth century was not, as so many
modern critics would have us believe, the natural culmin#tion
of the religious evolution of the ancient world. It was, on
the contrary, a violent interruption of that process, which
forced European civilization out of its old orbit into a path
which it would never have followed by its own momentum,”?
As Schweitzer remarked, the logical conclusion of the
religions-geschichtlich criticism is to make it almost im-
material whether Jesus of Nazareth ever lived. He hardly
affected the situation. Bnt this school is now hopelessly
discredited. No interpretation of Christ can be true which
fails to acoount for Christianity. And conversely no account
of Christianity can be regarded as anything but fantastic
which makes Christ Himself unimportant to it. A new:

1 Dawson, Progress and Religion, p. 157.
69
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thing had come into the world, born out of His mind and
pergon. A new life and spirit are made manifest, expressing
themselves creatively and spontaneously in manifold and
diverse forms of activity, all stamped with the same
authentic character, all instinct with the same essential
quality. What in itself was this new thing ? What was the
original source of the new Christian way of life ?

In the previous chapter we made some study of the Spirit
in action in the Koinonia. We recognized the comparative
insufficiency of the ethical teaching in the New Testament.
Yet we saw that a new moral dynamic is always assumed
at the living heart of it, and brings forth the characteristic
fruits of the Spirit in a new sense of ethical direction, new
ranges of insight and imagination, new capacities for moral
heroism, new depth and quality in living. Something, we
saw, was taken for granted in the Christian confidence
and enterprise; and this, which is silently assumed, so
spontaneously and un-selfconsciously, is what constitutes
Christianity. We have now to ask how the historic Life
controls and animates these developments, incarnated in
new ways of living. In what sense is the Founder of Chris-
tianity also the source of the Christian ethic ? Can we find
in the records of His life and teaching authoritative moral
guidance for the Christian life in the twentieth century ?

Only those who have reflected a little or have some
acquaintance with New Testament criticism will realize that
this is a problem at all. For the old-fashioned believer and
perhaps still for most modern Englishmen the recorded
sayings of Jesus are to be revered as infallible guides to right
living, were we but brave enough to carry them out. And
we more sophisticated disciples cannot too often remind
ourselves that Christ Jesus is offered to the world not as a
¢ problem ”’ to be debated about but as the answer to its
moral neediness. Nevertheless, as we have already insisted,
we cannot rightly regard the Christian ethic as founded upon
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the moral teaching of Christ. For so soon as ever we
seriously think about it, that suggestion is seen to be exposed
to a number of invincible difficulties.

(@) There are among Christ’s recorded sayings injunctions
which, if obeyed literally by all who seek to be loyal
followers, must prove definitely incompatible with the
continuance of society. Is it possible to claim for such
sayings that they offer trustworthy moral guidance ¢ If we
are to regard the tcaching of Jesus as legislation about
Christian conduct, then the only way to escape from this
impasse is by the theory of the double standard, the
Precepts binding upon all Christians in the rough and
tumble of ‘‘ secular ”’ life and the Counsels offered to those
who would be perfect, which means in effect to live as
“religious ”’. That, as we know, was the medi®val com-
promise. And if we start out from these premisses the
conclusion is as inevitable in logic as it is unjustifiable in
ethics. If an ideal is impracticable, it is no doubt better
that it should be realized in some social medium, however
artificial, than that it should be suspended in the thin air of
religious sentiments and be realized only in subjective
experience.! The two-standard theory has this justification.
But what are we to say of a moral principle which is such
that it is not mercly hard but impossible to carry it out
under the conditions of life as we have to live it # Nor is it
easy to venerate a standard which is not merely merciful to
failure but actually content with the second best. Yet if the
“1 say unto you’ of the paradoxes in the Great Sermon
means ‘‘ You, followers in later ages, are to behave as I now
enjoin ”’, then are we driven into these false positions. It
must therefore be that the premiss is wrong. And it has
to be realized as a first condition of rightly understanding
our Lord’s teaching, that these words of grace were not
spoken to us, nor intended consciously for our ears at all.

1 Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 122,
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Blessed are our eyes for they see and our ears for they hear :
but the audience whom our Lord had in mind and to whose
thoughts and circumstances He addressed Himself were not
twentieth-century Europeans. He spoke to the people
actually before Him. And He was not, like modern religious
teachers, speaking to the Press or a microphone, in general-
izations for a ‘“ wide public ’. He was speaking to people
actually before Him, different people on different occasions,
needing therefore different kinds of advice and relative
insistence on different principles. Instructions issued to the
Twelve as they set forth on a missionary journey in the
special circumstances of a vocation that demanded * neither
scrip nor gold nor shoes’ are not to be taken as law
universal for Christian householders in England. Out of the
sayings recorded in the Gospels Christ spcaks inexhaustibly
to the deepest needs of men in all times. But they only
disclose their eternal significance if they are first studied
and understood in the limitations of their original context.

I do not wish to be tiresomely obvious. But one still meets
Christians so frequently who suppose that Christ in some
way “ foresaw *’ the circumstances of their lives or the moral
issues of western Europe and intended His teaching to apply
to these, that it seems necessary to be quite definite in setting
aside that point of view. The first law of sound exegosis is
studiously to avoid reading back into first-century docu-
ments attitudes and ideas that belong to the twentieth. This
applies as much to the sayings of Jesus as to any other
document of the period. We must not, for example, allow
ourselves to import into the parable of the mustard seed
assumptions about evolution. Still less can we look in the
parable of the labourers for light on the conditions of modern
industry, the minimum wage demand, for example, or the
rights and duties of employers.

Any discussion of Christian ethics starts, therefore, from
mistaken premisses if it begins, as so many discussions do,
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by collecting the sayings in the Synoptic Gospels, grouping
them under various headings and then proceeding to
“apply ”’ them to contemporary moral perplexities. Be-
cause, frankly, they will not apply. They belong to His
world, not to ours. Now to accept this no doubt involves us
in certain difficulties of a new kind. But it rescues us from
absurdities of the old kind. It emancipates us from juggling
with texts. Whatever fresh heart-searchings it may imply for
us, at least it delivers us from the futility of that useless
verbal debating which thinks to solve questions of Christian
ethics by quoting some chance phrase He used, some saying
about a sword for instance, as though it disposed of the case
for pacificism. We shall never be inwardly free in our
attempt to interpret the mind of Christ till we have dis-
claimed once for all this obsolete bibliolatry.

(b) There is a further question to face. This is, indeed,
inseparably bound up with the whole Christian belief in
an Incarnation. A real incarnation in history involves
real historical limitations. It involves at the least
that the thought-forms He used and the materials for
His thinking and teaching are those proper to Palestine in
A.D. 30.

Can we belicve both in a real incarnation and in the
universal authority which Christians claim for His moral
principles ? Nothing was more remote from the mind of Christ
than the assumptions of European liberalism. Nothing is
more entirely absent from His thought or His presuppositions
than the humanism of the twentieth century. He was not a
modern leader of social movements, but a Jew of the first
century. One of the few  assured results’’ of critical
scholarship working on the Gospels is to put it beyond all
dispute that Christian thought was conditioned and con-
trolled not by such ideas as we take for granted, but by those
rather which we find more difficult, the unique, inalienable
Jewish tradition of a living and transcendent God, revealed
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and mediated in Scripture.! Jesus conceived His mission
and carried it through victoriously in terms of the Messianic
expectation. All was conditioned by His own time and
place. If, then, He was always speaking to His con-
temporaries in those terms and against that background,
how is His moral teaching valid for us ? To claim that He
was laying down rules for His followers in some later age
threatens us with the tyranny of Mohammedanism, perma-
nently fettered to standards which reflect the political and
moral conditions of Arabian society in the sixth century. But
however Christianity be defined it is at the least a creative
life : it is never static and never completed. Such metaphors
as those of the Vine represent as the living essence of it a
growth derived from a living source. And this means that the
very claim for the universality of Christ involves continued
reinterpretation of His teaching and of the framework of
His thinking, even of the Messianic idea itself. To recognize
this may carry us a long journey, further than some Chris-
tians are ready to venture. At least it is fatal to the glib
notion that the moral teaching of Jesus is, as it stands, a
sufficient guide for problems of conduct amid the perplexities
of the modern era.

(¢) Quite independently of the New Testament there is
also this inherent difficulty. How could Jesus or anybody
else lay down in advance directions how the good man
ought to behave in circumstances which had not then
arisen ? There cannot be acts which are right independently
of all circumstances. According as the conditions vary so
will the acts which express the good will; and by conse-
quence morally good actions will seem to be contrary to

1 This is re-emphasized almost brutally in Sir Edwyn Hoskyns’ Riddle
of the New Testament. It is carried there, however, so far that the personal
character of Jesus and the quality of His Spirit hardly seem to matter to
Christianity. It is quite vital to my position that we cannot leave the
question where he leaves it. See below, pp. 98 sg.
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one another in the context of varying situations.! For
indeed, as was recognized long ago by Plato, to equate
goodness with specific actions leads to moral confusion and
futility : it will make the just man into a “‘ kind of thief .
And in fact we find that our Lord commends conduct which
appears to be inconsistent and contradictory. One man is
enjoined peremptorily to silence: another is to proclaim
the good news. It is wrong to keep back from parents by
the legal fiction of Corban what filial obligation owes to
them. Yet it is right to hate father and mother. The good
life will utter itself spontaneously in apparently incompatible
forms of action, as may be demanded by varying con-
tingencies. Thus we can never decide what is right in this
or that actual situation by any mere quoting of sayings. He
was not concerned with advice about conduct, but with the
exposure of motive, penetrating the inner heart’s secrets
with the two-edged sword of His inescapable insight. As He
said Himself : Make the tree good. The holy will and the
redeemed judgment are equally manifest in all actions, that
is, in every response to circumstances of a mind so trained
and a will so hallowed. The circumstances are simply
“ given ”’ material : the way a man handles such material,
be the occasion trivial or momentous, is what exhibits the
quality of his spirit. So it is too with the quality of the
insight which is revealed in our moral judgments. The
circumstances are more or less unimportant. What matters
is the integrity and the insight which inspire the judgment
brought to bear on them. That was our Lord’s concern in
His teaching; and that is what gives the teaching itself
significance. For the circimstances on which He passed
judgment, the moral issues which He was asked to clarify,

1 Cf. “ No one knows in advance what particular line of conduct will
in some unrehearsed contingency most surely conform to God’s will or
keep a man’s honour bright, That is precisely what you can only discover
when the contingency is upon you.” A. E. Taylor, Faith of a Moralist,
I, p. 83.
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were, after all, not of His choosing. He was not selecting
examples for a textbook but answering actual questions
put to Him, whether by life itself or by enquirers. They
are partioular, temporary or local: what is eternal and
universal is the Spirit which lives in the answers.!

This is of quite crucial importance. For some of the best
and most sincere minds among the younger generation are
admittedly disappointed and disillusioned by what seems to
them the limitation and inadequacy of Christ’s moral teach-
ing. They had boen told that in the Lord’s sayings they
would find the clue through the maze of moral perplexity.
They have taken us at our word and searched the Scriptures
thinking that in them they would find eternal life. But they
have not found whit they had been led to expect. Two-
thirds of their ethical questions seem to be not merely
unmentioned but not even contemplated in His teaching,
He does not seem to have guidance to offer them. Chris-
tians have claimed more than they can substantiate. And
thus they conclude, sadly but quite definitely, that this is
not ‘ he that was to come ”’, and that they must look for
another.

But are they perhaps asking the wrong questions ? For,
if our position is sound, then it follows that the eternal value
of the recorded sayings of Jesus is not as telling us how
we ought to behave, but as telling us about Him, mediating
to us His spirit and revealing His fundamental attitudes.
The material about which He spoke was ‘ given ” by His
life-situation and that of those to whom He was speaking.
It is of their time, not of ours. But Jesus Himself is in His
response to it, in the perfect mastery of His touch, the holy
quality of His thought and feeling. His words are all
perfeotly characteristic : through all of them His Spirit
speaks to us : through them we know the mind that was in

1 For this paragraph cf. an admirable chapter in Canon Hodgson's
And was mads Man, pp. 13 to 30.
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Christ Jesus. The significance of a creative artist is not to be
sought in his subject-matter. He may paint a yellow chair
like Van Gogh or a ¢ Last Judgment ”’ like Michael Angelo :
all that matters about the ‘subject” is its adequacy
as a medium to express what the artist wishes to say.
But what makes the artist himself great or small is the
ultimate quality of his imagination as revealed through
the medium he works upon. It is even so with the artist in
living. We shall find more of detailed moral advice in Plato
or Seneca, for instance, than we shall find in the Synoptic
Gospels. Seneca had an answer for every question. But
is that what we claim for the Gospels ? ¢ If Christianity,”
said Blake, ‘‘ was morals, then Socrates was the Saviour.”’?
It is true that St. James and St. Matthew think of the Gospel
as the ““ royal law ”’, the Torah of the new Israel. It is true
also that our Lord’s mission connected itself directly and
immediately with John’s preaching of ethical reformation,
and that He conceived the function of the Messiah primarily
as that of the Teacher, an idea which is without precedent in
Judaism. He stands in the prophetic tradition. The whole
colour of His thought and teaching is essentially ethical, not
eschatological. But as to the content of the teaching, the
Gospels do not suggest any such body of articulated moral-
principles as admit of being worked out consistently into an
““ ethic ”’ for the modern Christian.

All His thinking is ethical through and through, but His
chief concern is not with ethics. He has changed the world’s
moral standards, but He was not primarily a teacher of
morals. A collection of the sayings of Jesus is earlier than
the first written Gospel. Dut it is noteworthy that Mark is
concerned less with Christian morals than with Christian
doctrine, with the significance of Jesus Himself. And that
is the genius of these records. The Gospels confront us with
a Person whom to face honestly must be decisive in a man’s

1 Oxford edition, p. 430.
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whole commerce with life. Their burden is not how we
ought to behave but to portray for us His disclosure of the
meaning of goodness itself, the innermost quality at the
heart of life. They reveal to us heights and depths in moral
and spiritual possibility which “ had never entered into the
heart of man ” and unexplored ranges of valuation. They
thus awaken in men responsive attitudes and lead them out
to new moral ventures. But the things which they will
inspire men to do are not the things which Jesus Himself did.
Nor did He leave us ethical directions to which we can appeal
to solve our difficulties. The eternal value of His sayings is
primarily the witness they bear to the quality of His thoughts
and intuitions. They are precious because they manifest
Him, in His characteristic self-revelations. They are the
expression of His spirit, and are thus normative for the
Christian life. But rather by way of redeeming our attitudes
and lifting us into a world of new insights, than by giving us
positive guidance in detail about the moral demands of
Christian living.

2. THE LIiFE AND ITS LIMITATIONS

Our minds should now be prepared for the next stage in
our attempted interpretation. Once we have grasped the
historical limitations imposed upon a disclosure of God
at a definite point of space and time, in a definite social
and economic context, a result follows which sounds dis-
concerting. It is clear that for the great majority of
Christian disciples in later ages there can be no literal
tmitatio Christi. Yet that ‘“ Christ left us an example that
we should follow in His steps ”” must be utterly central in
discipleship. How is this paradox to be understood ? We
must be humble and reverent here. Yet we must think
candidly and courageously. For it is hard to resist the
impression that much popular apologetic for the unique
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claims which Christians make for Him has been built upon
foundations which will not carry the weight. The modern
attack on the Christian position concerns less its truth than
its relevance. That Jesus lives, that grace and truth shone
forth from Him, that He has been the greatest of the Torch-
bearers lighting mankind upon its way, all this the modern
temper concedes thankfully. But are Christians justificd in
going beyond that ? Do they not assert more than can be
substantiated in claiming for Him uniqueness and finality ?
It is not probable, our age suspects, that a revelation given
so long ago, framed in a setting of the first century, can be
the final and * definitive ” disclosure of the way of life for
men in the twentieth century. Now the test of this claim
must lie in the sphere of ethics. Can it be successfully
established that what is revealed in the life of Christ is
finally and completely adequate to the claims, tasks and
interests of life in our complex forms of civilization ? Chris-
tians bravely assert that it can. And St. Paul’s superb phrase
‘¢ All things are yours ”’ is the true voice of Christian experi-
ence. But the world studies the recorded Life in its seeming
remoteness and its limitations, and it is precisely this claim
which it denies, respectfully yet decisively. So the real issue
is set. But, in my judgment, the paramount question is
commonly asked, and answered, in false terms.

We labour to prove, as seems to be demanded of us, that
all the elements in the good life are present in the Life
portrayed in the Gospels. We allow ourselves to affirm in
popular preaching that all the values prized and sought
after by the twentieth century are fulfilled in Him. But
anyone can disprove this assertion, which indeed is quite
obviously untrue. There are many elements in the good
life, many legitimate and worthy interests, which find no
place in His thinking or activity. Once this has been
pressed home upon us the Christian case is supposed to have
failed. But surely these arguments and counter-arguments
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rest on mistaken assumptions. They assume that a perfect
disclosure of goodness will embrace all forms and species
of what is good. That would mean, in the end, that the
best man is the man who has done the greatest number of
good things, that is to say, has responded to life along the
widest conceivable front. That assumption is radically
false. What gives a man his place in history is not the
number of things he has done but the quality of his response
to life. The Stoic ideal of the balanced life, or a character
such as that of Goethe, lacks just that intensiveness of quality
which makes it creative in the lives of others. It is not
those who have done something of everything who have
most set men’s hearts on fire, but those who have done
something supremely well.! This is where the Christian
claim for Christ centres. He was not an Admirable Crichton.
He did not do everything good that can be done. He re-
vealed the meaning of goodness in itself. And the claim
that this disclosure is final should be based not on the
diversity of the elements embraced in His acts and His
experience but on the supreme quality of His will.

Not, of course, that He was an ‘ unbalanced ’’ character.
We can hardly exaggerate, for example, the magnificent
intellectual energy which lies behind the simplicity of His
utterances. Yet it was not intellectual research in which
His glory was to be manifested. He rejoiced in the lilies
of the field, and saw the whole drama of men and women
with an artist’s appreciation. But His orientation to life

1 This section was written four years ago. I feel, therefore, strongly
reinforced by this extract from Professor Taylor. * Mere dispersion is the
characteristic moral condition of the amateur in living, as mere concen-
tration on the partial is that of the fanatic. That is why I cannot but feel
that, when all is said, the life of & man like Goethe, with its manifold but
imperfectly co-ordinate and hierarchized responses to so many aspects of the
total human environment, must be pronounced second-rate by comparison
with the life of & man like Socrates. It is not merely the specifically saintly
man who can truly say of himself ‘ one thing have I desired of the Lord”.’

Op. cit., I, p. 104.
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was not chiefly or primarily ssthetic. So again, as Canon
Streeter rightly points out, all the traits and excellencies
of character are present potentially in the Gospel portrait.?
But not thus, by methods of analysis and re-synthesis of
factors, can we portray the inexhaustible Christ. He was
not a generalized goodness but an entirely individual man.
And what He is, is the focus and constellation of all these
sentiments and dispositions in that utterly unique expression,
that incomparable richness of response, which is character-
istically His own. His life was a supreme concentration
on the one pearl of great price—the phrase is surely a frag-
ment of self-portraiture—which was the secret of His
vocation. That was what made Him the man He was.
There, too, is the secret and source of that moral and spiritual
creativity which He has exercised and ever exercises on all
who are brought within the sphere of His influence. It is
on this that the Christian claim should be based.

We may be helped to a true approach here by a suggestive
Christian analogy. Let us try to enter into the secret of
the Mirror of Christ, St. Francis of Assisi. There is probably
no one figure in Christian history who exercises anything
like such influence or holds such a compelling fascination
over the mind and heart of the modern world. No milder
phrase will do than to say that he ‘ haunts ”” us. He has
become for us the personal symbol in which we objectify
our recognition that a secret has faded out of life which it
would be worth all progress to recapture. He is probably
the one official Saint whom the Twenticth Century would
canonize. Yet this appeal, if we come to analyse it, is so
strange as to be almost paradoxical. For Francis had no
interest whatever in most of the things which for us give
life its value. We are immensely concerned with physical
health, with the claims of intellectual research and with
justice in economic distribution. Of all these the saint was

1 Reality, pp. 206 g.
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contemptuous. He ill-treated his body, “ brother ass ™,

to death and lived in a manner we should regard as beastly ;
he sternly forbade books to his disciples ; and as for economic
redress his one desire was to show complete contempt for it.
It is as the Poverello that we think of him. That, as we
know, was the manner of his life and the tendency of his
recorded teaching. But the inspiration which has gone
forth from Francis has expressed itself in ways strangely
diverse.

It is easy to sing Dr. Coulton’s tunes and torture ourselves
with the thought of the perversion of the Founder’s vision
by his followers. We think of the suppression of the Testa-
ment, the successive modifications of the Rule. We recall
that, within a few years of the Founder’s death, disciples
were expelled from the Order for wishing to take his precepts
literally. It is right for us to keep these facts in mind, for
no Christian can face without misgivings the challenge of
the implied parallel. But we must carry our thought a
step further. Francis himself died of a broken heart, feeling
that all his work had ended in failure. But it is the real
pang of that tragedy that the institutionalizing of the
brotherhood and the new expression of the original impulses
were inevitable if they were to survive at all. Despite all the
insistence of its Founder, the Order quickly applied itself
to learning, and produced its Grossetete and its Roger Bacon.
It was he who inspired the magnificent Basilica in which
(with significant irony) his bones rest, and gave a new
birth to Umbrian painting ; and his spirit chiefly verifies
itself among us in plans for social and economic reform.
Francis embraced lepers, and changed clothes with un-
washed beggars. We should condemn both of these actions :
we try, instead, to banish poverty and extirpate the curse
of leprosy. But this is in the authentic tradition. We
should have no such keen social conscience had not the
heroic spirit of Francis dared these heights of exalted
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dedication. It is he who has set a pricking in men’s con-
sciences. But what is required by a true Franciscan spirit
from men and women in the twentieth century is, very
frequently, a kind of action which Francis himself would
perhaps not recognize.

Francis is thus a creative moral force, but is not exactly
and strictly our “ example ”. It is rather that he achieved
a certain tone in his response to the claims of life which
sounds on unforgettably. What makes him a moral and
spiritual leader whose fire still burns in the most unlikely
hearts, for great numbers of modern men and women the
one ‘‘real Christian ” they have heard of, is not the width
of his response to life so much as its quality and intensity.
It is not because St. Francis realized and embodied all those
valucs which our world applauds that he became a pattern
in the art of living. As we have seen, he embodied none of
them. His was a soul deliberately emptied of nearly all
those positive aims and values which we regard as lending
life significance, in order to be the focus and incarnation
of that passionate self-consecration to the love of God and
the brethren which makes his life a creative inspiration.
In other words, it was not what he did but the spirit in which
he responded to life—the precious quality of character which
expressed itself in his choices and rcactions, that crowns
him with moral and spiritual leadership.

This well illustrates our contention, that what makes a
man truly “great” is not the number of things he has
achieved or the range of values he has realized. Francis
triumphantly refutes that fallacy. Put him side by side
with the classic ‘ humanic’s ”’, with Goethe or Cicero or
Dr. Johnson. They were far more ““ balanced *’ characters,
who realized a far wider range of values, and exhibit, in one
way, & more complete ethic. But nobody would describe
them as ‘‘ haunting . Or, again, we might contrast St.
Paul with Seneca, or William Blake with the virtuous Mrs.
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Hemans—an ‘‘ example ”, surely, for any Christian home.
It is not in his omnicompetence as an artist that the great-
ness of Michael Angelo resides : it is rather that he never
wholly “ succeeded . It lies in that superb intuition which
could never find fully adequate expression. All these illus-
trations support the main point that what makes a man
a creative force is not how much he appropriates from
experience and environment, but the unique, distinctive,
personal way in which he experiences life and lives it.
The materials on which he must work, the particular context
and situation which define the form of his vocation, are
tasks assigned to him by the facts of life. The man himself
is what he makes of them. It is the quality of character
determining his acts and valuations which claims our
homage and lays its spell upon us. His significance lies
in his personal reactions : not in the number of things he
has achieved, but in what he has most intensely realized.
And the greater the man, the more personal in quality, the
more ‘‘ characteristic ’ arc his words and acts.

A man who tries to ‘‘ realize all values ”’ is normally an
ineffective amateur, like the House of Lords in Gilbert and
Sullivan. This law seems to hold good of the higher
reaches of spiritual achievement, as well as of technical and
professional skill. The Saints do little and are much. Yet
in every age there are thousands of Christian saints who
remain unrecognized by the Church because their manner
of life does not conform to the typical pattern of canonized
Sainthood.

Now this bears closely upon our main enquiry. Since the
death of Francis the whole world has changed, mentally as
well as in outward ways. The whole context of our thoughts
and feelings, as well as the content of our moral duty, is as
different as can be from his. To seek for moral authority
from St. Francis, in the sense of taking him for our example
and trying to live exactly as he lived, would not be true
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discipleship at all, but only a foolish antiquarianism.
Franciscanism does not mean ‘‘copying Francis”: it
means translating his spirit into action in our own entirely
different circumstances. It is circumstances that define
vocation. The spirit of Francis lives in men and women,
acting in ways he would not understand, achieving aims
he deliberately eschewed. Yet in all these rings the authentic
Franciscan note. We might take men so varied and so
diverse as Brother Leo (the *little sheep of God ”’), Roger
Bacon and Giotto, Father Damien and Paul Sabatier ;
and in all of them St. Francis lives on. They are in the
true line of the tradition, and we know the spirit of Francis
partly through them. In this sense, but only in this sense,
we could call him the ““ founder of Franciscan ethics .

I would urge that this is a pregnant analogy. We find,
all the way down the Christian story, the thoughts and
lives of men and women and children controlled and enriched
by a new creative spirit, consecrating them to new valua-
tions, evoking from them new quelities of character. In
different circumstances and with varying aptitudes they
have responded in their various ways to the claims which
the situation made upon them. Their lives look as unlike
as possible ; the content of what they conceive to be their
duty—that is to say, their conception of Christian ethics—
has been as varied as their varying circumstances. Butin all
great Christians, in every time and place, we detect one un-
changing characteristic, unmistakable and convincing. It is
that which the New Testament calls Agape, the unique, dis-
tinctive Christian quality—what Christianity essentially ¢s.
Through their utterances there rings a tone which all fellow-
disciples recognize : on their characters are moulded linea-
ments which we can trace to the authentic Portrait ; a spirit
breathes through all their acts and attitudes which we hail
as that which draws from Galilee. They are all fruits from
the authentic tree : and the tree is known by its fruits.
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Now it is here that we find the true basis of the claim that
this is a * final ”’ disclosure, incomparably and supremely
adequate to all our moral and spiritual needs. Jesus gives
life a new direction, inspiring men and women throughout
history to bring the new scales of valuation, that penetra-
tion and delicacy of insight which He alone has made
possible, into countless tasks and life-situations of which
He had no direct cognizance.

This is the real point of His “ sinlessness ” which we
commonly rob of half its glory by presenting it in negative
terms. It is not the fact that He never committed sin which
is the sccret of His redemptive influence. He redeems us
rather by His matchless insight into the ultimate mcaning
of goodness, His interpretation of what love may be, the
new avenues of possibility in spiritual achievement which
He opens to us. In His presence our highest and best
seems tainted. It is the unmatched quality of spirit, the
unfathomably new and rich content in the significance He
has given to life, which makes Him for us the Lord universal,
Saviour and Sovereign of our hearts. Thus He is, in Von
Hiigel’s phrase, ““ not extensively but tniensively inexhaus-
tible, since the truths and laws He showed and lived for
us with especial profundity and power are themselves
inexhaustible, and can and do combine with every con-
ceivable growth and trial of man, giving them their fullest
fruitfulness .1

These are the lines along which to meet the objcction
alluded to in an earlicr paragraph. It has been asserted in
popular Christian preaching that the acts of Josus are the
perfect criterion to set beforc us in all moral choices. Men
have been advised to face each dccision in the light of the
question : What did Jesus do ¢ The implied suggestion in all
teaching of this kind is that the life of the historic Jesus is
commensurate and coextensive with our modern problems.

1 Letters (to 0. J. Webb), p. 160,
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And if not, it may seem to the superficial judgment scarcely
relevant to the issues before us. Our moral tasks and per-
plexities are conditioned by the calls of family life, educa-
tion, patriotism, economic effort, art, science, citizenship
and so forth. It is for these that we need a Christian ethic.
Yet, when men study the Life in the Gospels, they find
that few of their interests have a place in it. As with His
teaching, so with His life. There are great tracts of human
life and interest, with the duties and opportunities involved
in them, with which He seems to have been unconcerned.
Much that for us constitutes the material on which the moral
will must be exercised seems not to have touched His
experience. He was celibate : at that point of life where
for most modern men and women the moral pressure is felt
most urgently He seems to have been untouched by our
infirmities. His method of life made Him independent of
the so-called economic nexus, with its clashes of duty and
responsibility. His thought was not perturbed or dismayed
by the complexities of our modern knowledge. Questions
of peace and war and national policy do not seem to have
weighed on His mind. The social problem was outside His
horizons. All in all, His life was so limited, so circumscribed
in its outlook and experience, so narrow in its range of re-
sponse, that it seems to many almost irrelevant to the
ethical issues of the twentieth century, and indeed scarcely
adequate as the medium of a revelation that claims to be
final.

There is real insight in this implied criticism: but it
does not see quite far enough. If people confess themselves
disappointed, as many do, with the Portrait put before
them, may it be that, again, they are looking for the wrong
thing ? It is here as we found it to be in the story of Francis.
Our Lord’s life was drastically limited : but the limitation
was deliberate. There are many fields of interest and activity,
many varieties of moral experience, with which He willed
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to remain unconcerned. His life was a massive concentra-
tion, setting aside all that was subsidiary. ‘ How was He
straitened till it was accomplished.” He was not as it
were a connoisseur collecting pearls of wisdom and beauty
from a wide, entrancing range of values. For His vocation’s
sake he ‘“emptied Himself”’ in a sense other than St. Paul
intended. Life, for Him, was deliberately emptied of muoch
that for us rightly constitutes the positive content of its
worth and value, that it might be the supreme and perfect
focus of spirit in its relation to God’s holiness.

Tt is here, as Von Hiigel insisted, that we find the true
uniqueness of Christ. “I think our answer will have to
consist in an increased discrimination between the religious
sense and even the moral instinct, and in showing if we can,
and I think we really can do so, that our Lord had this
sense in the supremest degree known to us anywhere. It
is this religious sense that lights up His world, and it is a
world which, apart from that still living light, is in great
part as dead as the moon : this is an exaggerated image
of what I believe to be the case here.”’?

This is an arresting formulation of what appears to me to
be the right standpoint. Our Lord’s task was not to pro-
vide mankind with an improved system of cthics. It was
to reveal new depths of mecaning in moral and spiritual
attitudes, to disclose the ultimate quality of spirit in com-
munion with the Holy and Etcrnal. In other words the
concern of Jesus was not primarily with conduct at all. It
was not so much to affect the relationships of men and women
to one another : rather it was to redeem the relationship
of all men and women to God. His was essentially a
religious vocation. His whole life moves in the sphere of
the Supernatural. The whole burden of His thought and
action is that life’s true centre of gravity is not to be sought
in this world at all. Beneath all His lovely * humanity ”

1 Letters, pp. 1569 to 160.
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always sounds the relentless ascetic note. It has been the
great achievement of modern scholarship to rediscover the
central position of the Kingdom of God in His life and teach-
ing. But the Kingdom is no “ good time coming >’ as the
consequence of reforming movements, still less as the
climax of evolving processes. It is utterly supernatural
and transcendent, the gift of the Father’s good pleasure.
It demands detachment and concentration. It belongs to
eternity, not to the world of time. It is God’s overwhelming
reality pressing upon the unreal desires, the false values,
the confused thinking, the feverish hopes and despairs of
earth. It is what the Fourth Gospel calls ‘“ Truth ”, the
absolute moral and spiritual standard before which all
men’s values must be summoned. ‘ This is the judgment,”
as St. John says : ““light is come into the world and men
loved darkness rather than light.”” There is no escaping from
this tremendous emphasis except by distorting the evidence
of the Gospels. To soften these otherworldly stresses is
to make nonsense of the whole story.

Our Lord’s function as He conceived it was not directly
the reformation of morals. It was to reveal God’s holy
will. That was His mediatorial prerogative. ‘“ No man
knoweth the Father but the Son and he to whom the Son
will reveal Him.” That was His vocation as He conceived
it. And this defines, colours and controls the whole course
of His ministry and passion ; setting those iron limitations
to the range of His activity and interests and summoning
Him to the destiny of the Cross.

*This is involved in the ‘‘ Messianic consciousness as
uniquely interpreted by Him and His reading of the
Messiah’s task. What rich chances of leadership and service
are deliberately excluded from it! He was the Messiah,
the climax of history, the inaugurator of the new age,
bearer and agent of the divine purpose. Manifold and urgent
were the voices calling to one who was to discharge this
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function. Splendid open avenues of leadership were offered
by the conditions of life in Palestine in the fifteenth year of
the reign of Tiberius Ceesar. There was the burning issue
of Jewish nationalism over against the imperial sovereignty,
baffling to diplomacy on both sides. There was the ques-
tion of economic justice, the gulf between the Roman
millionaires amid the palm-beaches of Tiberias and the
poverty of the cottagers in Capernaum. There was, too, the
cultural issue, the whole problem of right adjustment
between the Palestinian tradition and the Hellenistic world
movements. There were these and many like issues,
political, social and economic, all calling for supreme insight,
inspired leadership and moral heroism. If One so gifted
and endowed had given Himself to these or similar causes,
He would have led the people towards a new world and
presided over a golden age in history. He could pass
through any of these open gateways to brilliant and redemp-
tive achievement. Jesus was not deaf to these voices. But
they were, for Him, the voice of Satan. Hc was keenly
sensitive to the appeal of them ; that is perhaps the meaning
of the Temptation. But when He heard them they were
repudiated. Not because these were not legitimate and
needful contributions to human welfare, but because they
were not embraced in His vocation. Not such a Messiah
was He to be. His vocation was to redeem the world at its
point of ultimate need and destitution. It was through
and through a supernatural task, to reveal God’s spiritual
holiness as the central reality of life. He would be a Messiah
who was a teacher. He would go to the world and take in
His hands nothing but the offer of truth and spiritual
freedom. He would be Himself the instrument of the
Kingdom, the incarnation of the divine will. Where He
wasg, there it should be present, the Kingdom, the power
and the glory. And, thus deciding, Jesus willed Calvary.
The ruthless foreshortening of His life in time to which
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He then gave inward assent involves the conviction that
His significance lay in the eternal and supernatural
order.

3. THE MEssiaAE aAND His DEesTINY

The interpretation which I have been suggesting is open
to a dangerous misconstruction. To insist so strongly
on the “ religious ”’ note may cxpose one to the charge of
wishing to minimize the moral content of our Lord’s life
and the moral sovereignty of His tecaching. And there are
schools of thought in the Christian Church to which such a
conclusion would not be unweclecome. Recent criticism of
the New Testament makes it perfectly clear that the Gospel
narratives are intended rather as sermons than records.
That is to say, they are coloured at many points with the
ethical and doctrinal interests of the Christian groups out
of which thcy emerge. The conclusion, amongst the
more radical scholars, is that the Gospels are first-class
documents for the early chapters of the Christian movement,
but have little objectively reliable to tell us about the Jesus
of history. The corollary is not hard to supply. For this
may be made to buttress the claim of the most rigid form of
institutionalism. For, on this showing, we know nothing
about the Founder of Christianity other than what the
early Church thought about Him. Right or wrong this is
our sole evidence. The conclusion does not lie far away
that the Jesus of history is but a shadowy figure about
whom we have scanty information, and that the sole
fountain of authority whether ethical or theological resides
in institutional Christianity. So, by the bold if perilous
manceuvre of accepting gifts from the enemy, the results
of the most destructive criticism have been turned into a
victory for conservatism. As Newman’s theory of develop-
ment, by its underestimate of historical origins, was made
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to serve the ends of reactionaries, so the most drastic trends
in modern scholarship have been pressed into the service
of rigorism. Modernism in its Roman form, prepared to
‘““ accept with natural piety ”’ what has emerged, that is,
the Roman Church, can make that Church in its present-
day form the sole arbiter of truth and the sole source of
authority in morals. There is a group of brilliant Anglican
scholars who seem toibe working towards the same result.
It is, in my judgment, dangerously misleading. And
that makes it imperative to define more closely the critical
assumptions of my position.

It is well known that this school of Modernism is pre-
occupied with the dramatic form in which the Gospel
narratives are presented. We touch here the question of
eschatology. It is certainly true (as we shall see presently)
that realistic New Testament criticism has annihilated the
“liberal ”’ position, which sought to depict our Lord almost
exclusively as the teacher of a simple ethic of God’s father-
hood and human brotherhood. That interpretation is no
longer tenable. * It has been destroyed by more searching
study of the structure and content of the Gospels. But
the eschatological school of criticism which has shown us
the way to a more historical portrait, so far minimizes the
ethical content in the life and teaching of Jesus that, if it
is right, then everything in this volume is not merely mis-
taken but meaningless. This imposes upon us the obligation
to examine its contentions more narrowly.

For the ‘‘eschatological” interpretation our Lord was
not a teacher at all. He was the Herald of the coming
Kingdom. His whole thought and action were determined
by the conviction that presently, immediately, before the
standing harvest had ripened (Matt. ix. 37), God would strike
in to break the back of history and roll up the existing world
order. Then, by sheer catastrophic intervention, would
dawn the new age of the Messiah in which Jesus Himself
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would reign as Son of Man. Thus there could, in the nature
of things, be no real concern with ethical questions. The
social order was under sentence of death. His task was to
rouse men to believe in the Kingdom, to hasten its coming
by faith and repentance.

At first His preaching was hailed with enthusiasm : “ the
Kingdom of God was being preached and men were willingly
pressing into it ”’. Soon suspicion and hatred closed round
Him. The Kingdom tarried and God’s arm was shortened.
At the last, alone with His secrct, He forced the hands of
the Jewish authorities and devoted Himself to the Cross that
so He might release God’s activity and enable the Kingdom
to be established. This, His last obedience, would be His
triumph. He believed that by accepting the Cross His
Messianic glory would be fulfilled and the Son of Man would
come on the clouds of heaven. He died with the great cry
of disillusionment.

This exegesis, as everyone knows, was worked out by
Weiss and Schweitzer with relentless force and magnificent
passion. In the form in which Schweitzer presented it we
can only regard it as fantastic. If this were the true account
of the matter then it secms wellnigh impossible to account
for the existence of Christianity. The result, moreover,
could only be reached by violent treatment of the available
evidence. There are very few scholars now living who would
accept Schweitzer’s position in his own extreme and para-
doxical version.!

But this does not and should not imply that the eschato-
logical standpoint is false. It comes at least far nearer the
truth than the portrait of the Jesus of history drawn by
the critics of the Harnack tradition. For them, the eschato-
logical emphasis which is present so strongly in the Synoptic
Gospels, and the whole belief of the primitive Church in the

1 Dr. Warschauer describes his book, The Historical Life of Jesus, as
* the life of Jesus which Schweitzer did not write *'.
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imminent Coming of Christ, is the result of misunderstand-
ing. The original sayings have passed through the crucible
of the Jewish mind and Jewish expectations. They have
thus been coloured and misrepresented by the presupposi-
tions of their hearers. They reach us not in the form which
He gave them but in that imposed upon them by the
disciples. All that serves Schweitzer for evidence is thus
in truth secondary material and must be eliminated by
criticism. The primary and authentic material exhibits
Christ as the preacher of righteousness and the evangelist
of God’s Fatherhood. The overlay has distorted the true
portrait.

Now we do not and cannot hope to know in detail what
exactly Jesus Himself believed concerning the nature of the
Kingdom or the manner of its coming, or His place in it.
For we cannot determine with sufficient accuracy the ideas
held by the first disciples or by the various groups of believers
through whose minds the traditions have passed, to be sure
how much allowance to make for what they may have
read into His sayings. We can never be certain what He
thought about it. Yet it seems to be scarcely disputable
that the expectation of the primitive Church is based upon
some authentic element in the Master’s own thought and
teaching. Nor, I think, can it reasonably be doubted that
it was His belief that in the Father’s purpose His death was
the determined condition for the coming of the Kingdom of
God, and that by His voluntary acceptance He would pass
into Messianic glory. Whether or not He believed the King-
dom to be about to dawn in the imminent future it is perhaps
impossible to decide. One school of critics tends to cut out
all evidence that seems to confirm this ; the other, all that
tends to disprove it. But neither procedure is justifiable.
Both suggestions are traceable to Himself. But, in any case,
the Kingdom of God whether it be distant or near is a totally
different conception from that of the so-called “ end of the
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world ” ; and both again must be distinguished from that
of the “ coming of the Son of Man ”.

The proofs offered on both sides of this controversy are
falsified by this radical confusion of ideas that ought to be
kept clearly separate. And the helpless chaos of popular
Christian thinking about what is commonly called the
Second Advent (a phrase which has no New Testament
justification) is due in large measure to the same confusion.
The real facts are, I believe, as follows. Our Lord worked
with three distinct notions which subsequent thought has
quite wrongly identified. There was, first, the Kingdom of
God which He described both as now present and as yet
to be fulfilled. But of its exact * when and where ” He
declared Himself to be ignorant. (Mark xiii. 82.) This
double conception of presence and futurity is, it is clear,
necessarily applicable to all God’s gifts and disclosures.
(““ It is not yet revealed what we shall be : but we know . . .”)
It is this idea of the Reign of God, presented by Him in pic-
torial, Jewish terms which is re-translated by the Ephesian
school in the more * inward *’ language of life eternal, known
now as a present reality, hereafter to be possessed in fuller
fruition. Secondly, there was the climax of history, the
Consummation of the Age, when the wheat and tares should
be finally separated, and Good and Evil stand out in their
naked reality. Such a conception is plainly inherent in the
moral government of the universe. There are, thirdly, the
mysterious asgertions about the Coming of the Son of Man :
and this, in the earliest tradition, is spoken of as something
immediate. It was to become true “ from this time on-
wards . It was to be the consequence of the Passion. It
was on this latter conception that the Parousia expectation
rested.

The confusion in which the debate has become involved
springs partly from a mistranslation, partly from treating as
though they were identical ideas which originally were quite
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distinct. The Authorised Version uses the phrase * the end
of the world” to render ovvréleia Tob alwvos—the Con-
summation of the Age; and popular thought identifies
this conception both with the fulfilment of God’s Kingdom
and with the Coming of the Son of Man. Hence the *“ second
coming ”’ of Christ is identified with the end of the world,
in its crude, astronomical sense; and the ghastly pulpit
speculations follow, despite the Master’s definite disavowal
of them.?

But He spoke of the Coming as immediate. There is
nothing in the authentic tradition about a deferred and
distant Parousia, such as we describe as the * Second Ad-
vent”. The New Testament speaks about a Coming, which
it expects in the immediate future. And this runs back to
the teaching of Jesus. Where the early Church was mistaken
was not in expecting the Coming too soon but in failing to
see that it had occurred already as the precondition of
Christianity and the living source of its own Christian experi-
ence. That recognition was not to be long delayed. The
probable development of St. Paul’s thought finds its climax
in the Fourth Gospel. And here, the Coming of the Son of
Man as the triumphant conscquence of the Passion is identi-
fied, explicitly and emphatically, with the gift of the Spirit
in the hearts of believers. ‘It is expedient that I go away :
if I go not away the Comforter will not come to you. . . . I
will not leave you orphans : I am coming to you.”” Thus the
ethical transformation wrought on the world by the Spirit
of Christ is intimately and directly related to that element
in the thought of Christ which He Himself in the days of His
flesh expressed in the symbolism of eschatology. It is of
the greatest importance to recognize this. Because, as it
seems to me, the whole controversy of ethical versus eschato-

1 Tt is well known to students that the procedure is already traceable
in the *little apocalypse "’ embedded in St. Mark xiii. and parallels (cf.
Matt. xxiv, 3, * of thy coming and of the end of the world ).
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logical is really debated round a false antithesis. The two
terms are in no sense exclusive.

From the standpoint of historical criticism the eschato-
logical interpretation is much nearer to the Jesus of history
than the traditional portrait of liberalism. It is also essential
to emphasize the immensely important religious contribution
which we owe to the apocalyptic school. It has driven the
proverbial coach and horses through the threadbare canvas
of the Victorian picture. It was the assumption of liberal
Protestantism that His whole activity is to be interpreted
primarily as that of an ethical teacher. And its leaders
were no less prone than the eschatologists to ignore or delete
such doocumentary evidence as would not easily square
with their preconceptions. But the mutilated portrait which
they constructed was a worse caricature than that of
Schweitzer. In their desire to make Him ‘‘ sympathetic,”
to modernize His outlook and teaching, they succeeded in
making Him utterly insignificant. They rightly insisted
upon that humanity which the Gospels themselves never
called in question. But they so interpreted °‘ perfect
Man ” as to mean a depressingly ordinary person. Thus
whatever our standards ocannot measure must be either
legendary or misreported. Nothing is true which we cannot
understand. If He was Man, He was just like one of us.

But this is a defeatist theology. It merely retreats before
its difficulties. For, even if the apocalyptic elements in the
Gospels as we have them now are the reflexion of a later
age, rather than actual records of His words, would such
sublimely imaginative language and the exalted emotion
it expresses ever have grown round one whom men had
known as the mere teacher of a bourgeois ethic ? That is
the failure and blindness of liberalism. It attempts, very
rightly, to set the Master free from the unreality of the old
tradition, which made Him a theological lay-figure in a
half-mechanical scheme of salvation, rather than a real man

p: 4
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among men. But it brings to its subject too defective an
insight. Consequently it has scaled down His imperial mind,
with its stupendous vision and experience, to the measure
of a well-meaning Sunday School teacher. But in truth,
if this were an authentic portrait, there would never have
been such a thing as Christianity. What has happened, we
ask, to the majesty and terror, the fascination and mystery,
which invest Him in the Gospel narratives ? * They were
afraid ”” : He was too great for them. The whole story moves
in an atmosphere of wonder, fringed, as it were, with a
“ numinous ” corona whose flames leap up in immeasurable
splendour into spaces which we cannot chart. We cannot
tear it out of that setting. Apart from it, there is no story
to tell. And it is the triumph of the eschatologists to have
recovered that atmosphere. Thus, while discarding the
metaphysical ‘“ mystery ”” which clings too often round con-
ciliar orthodoxy, they have yet preserved the essential
religious values which liberal Protestantism allowed to
perish. They compel us to face the Hero of the Gospels
as one whom we can never ‘ understand >, who outsoars
the range of our imaginations and our poor reach of spiritual
insight, and dwells upon heights that our minds can never
scale. And that is a very great contribution. However much
we may wish to disagree either with their methods or with
their conclusions, at least they have given us a Prince and
Saviour (Acts v. 31) girt about with majesty and awe.

It seemed but just to make this acknowledgment, which
may also serve (I hope), incidentally, to explain more
clearly the critical standpoint which lies behind the discus-
sion in this chapter. But, when it comes to an attempt to
estimate the central emphasis of our Lord’s Sayings, then
the position of the eschatologists seems to me to be definitely
mistaken. If we were forced to accept a barren antithesis,
and choose between *“ ethical >’ and *“ apocalyptic ’—without
hesitation we decide for * ethical ’ as less misleading than
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the alternative. He was, we should hold, essentially a
Teacher, and His emphasis throughout was ethical rather
than eschatological. The choice that determined the method
of His mission is surely made clear in the Temptation story.

The imperial reach of His imagination, rejecting all the
kingdoms of the world and the glory of them as inadequate
to His conception of what He had come to be, reveals itself
later in His mysterious vision of the Son of Man riding upon
the clouds. But the choice He made in the wilderness is
sufficiently plain from the sequel. There were many short-
cuts, any of which would lead to a brilliant and immediate
“success ”’. He flung behind Him all these possibilities. He
chose the way which demands so much more faith in the
strength of God and in human nature—the slow, disappoint-
ing method of the Teacher. He would be the Sower going
forth to sow, baffled and limited at every step by the recep-
tivity of the human soil. And when we scrutinize the re-
corded teaching, it can hardly be doubted that our Lord
stood in the true line of the prophetic succession. What
affects a man’s standing with his God is essentially his moral
attitude. It is “ from within out of the heart of man * that
the decisive factors issue. It is not in ceremonial observance
but in the secret chambers of the heart that the meaning
of true religion is found. Communion with the Father
depends utterly on the singleness of men’s desires and
thoughts and the direction of their wills. (The Temptation
shows the cost to Himself of mediating the divine know-
ledge.) For whereas the creeds of Christendom conceived
God mainly in terms of metaphysical essence, our Lord
conceived Him in terms of moral attributes. Hence to
“love” God means to love one’s neighbour. The pre-
requisites for the Sovereignty of God He conceived and
described as moral, through and through. The Beatitudes
describe the type of character, the tone and temper and
quality of spirit, which makes for the coming of the Kingdom.
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In all this we acclaim the tradition of the prophets; and if
this is not rightly called * ethical ” teaching, it is hard to
say what that word can mean.

But, having established this, we must go further. This
ethical teaching is not merely ethical: it is essentially
religious. Faith in God is the very nerve of it : cut that
nerve, and we shall have nothing left. It is only as seen
against its proper background in His own religious intuitions
that the teaching can claim its enduring significance. If He is
wrong at the core of His thinking, if man is not made for
eternity, if the centre of gravity for this life is not to be
sought in a supernatural order—then the ethics of the
Sermon on the Mount must be confessed to be gravely mis-
leading.

The uniqueness of our Lord’s moral insight depends upon
this religious orientation. It is ““ ethics thought from a new
centre ’. We must be merciful because God is merciful, that
is His tremendous imperative, and perfect as the Father is
perfect. The ‘‘ ethic of Jesus ” means the realization here
in spatio-temporal experience of the qualities of the Divine
Life. It is finite life centred in the Infinite. It is this
essentially ‘ otherworldly ” note, the sense of God’s trans-
cendent reality as the meaning of life and the Good for
man, which is witnessed to by the dramatic symbolism of
the traditional Jewish apocalyptic.?

1 But this is a moment in our Lord’s experience which is not patient of
modernization. It is bound up with the Messianic consciousness. It
remains opaque to our ways of thinking. It isnot, indeed, altogether impos-
sible to trace certain contributory factors which may have been present
in His expectation of His coming as Son of Man. On the one hand He was
Messiah, the Inaugurator of the New Age. Assuch He was God’s anointed
representative, the agent of the Divine redemptive purpose. That purpose,
because it was God’s, must prevail. On the other hand it was certain
beyond argument that His mission would end in failure and rejection. His
thought was always utterly realistic, unclouded by comforting illusions.
Here, then, were two groups of facts to both of which He must remain
loyal, as the price of His own inward integrity. It was, perhaps, out of this
oonflict that the crucial expectation took shape. He was Messiah, but not
yet. He was Messiah, but still to be revealed Here, He was a fugitive
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Precisely what our Lord expected to happen when He
thus made use of apocalyptic language is beyond any
possible conjecture. The forms of His thinking and expecta-
tion are conditioned by historical limitations. His experience
is incommunicable ; His insight into spiritual reality is
His own, magisterial and certain. But the thought-forms
in which He must formulate those intuitions and innermost
experiences to His conscious mind and to His disciples are
those of a Jew at that point of time. The whole Messianic
category is of His world and not ours, a world frankly as
dead as the moon. We must accept it realistically as simply
“ given "’ and non-rationalizable. It is the form of a unique
experience. Then we must have the insight to understand
that it is, after all, the frame, not the picture ; to see the
light of the sun shining through it, and acclaim there the
reality of God. Stic Deus dilexit mundum.

Yet the Messianic form of His thinking is not something
which can be painted out to leave a more ‘ human ” and
“ sympathetic ”’ portrait. It is integral to the Christ of
history. For, as we have already contended, it is the
permanent, irreducible evidence of that transcendental
range in His consciousness without which the story makes
nonsense. It is also the inevitably right expression,
inevitable as a great artistic creation, of the claim which
He made on the future. The Kingdom which it was for
Him to inaugurate is a Kingdom not of this world : yet
it was to be realized in this world. It is the invasion of
human history by the sovereign holiness of the living God.
and a failure, the Servant of rulers whom Kings despised. As a lamb
He would be led to the slaughtcr. But was it not written that thus it
must be ! This, too, was a part of Messiah’s mission, the path by which
He must enter upon His glory. Hence the Messiah-to-be must be stricken,
smitten of God and tormented ; but through death, in and out of the heart
of death, He would * come”, Messiah in deed and truth, victorious,
vindicated and invincible. * From that moment there shall be the Son of

Man, seated at the right hand of the Power and coming in the clouds of
heaven.”
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It was, eternally, but it was yet to be. By His death it
would become actualized. And so it was, when (as St. Paul
said), He was ‘ designated as Messiah by His resurrection
from the dead ”’ (Rom. i. 4), and the spirit of glory and the
spirit of God was released by Him into the hearts of men.
Pentecost was the Messianic victory ; the inauguration of
the Kingdom of God ; the transvaluation of ethical values,
so that the last is first and the first last.

The vision of God’s holy love, seen through the windows
of Christ’s mind and mediated by His spirit, is the differentia
of the Christian ethic. The prudential and self-contained
ethic of the Aristotelian or the Stoic rests on one conception
of God ; that of Christianity on another. They could not
say, as He said : “ the hairs of your head are all numbered .
For Aristotle’s God cannot know the existence of our sub-
lunar world. The Stoics could not say : ‘ There is joy in
heaven over one sinner that repenteth ”’; for virtue is a
man’s own achievement,! and repentance an unmanly
emotion. Nor could God be concerned with sinners.2 The
Gospel of Christ shatters our complacency by the vision
of God’s unapproachable holiness mirrored for us in the
face of Christ. It exhibits the inmost essence of that holiness
as a going forth in redemptive love. Thus it leads us to
look out on life and to respond to it from a new centre. As
men are possessed by the Holy Spirit a ‘“ new heart > comes
to be fashioned in them : they are made “ partakers of the
divine nature . All the distinctively Christian claims and
insights, with their ethical revaluations and their new range
both of humility and heroism, spring from that supernatural
source.

1 Cf. Juvenal’s ‘“ Monstro quod ipse tibi possis dare.”

8 « Heine once said that he too might have died to save men, had he
not shrewdly suspected that they were not worth saving ; and this remark,
by displaying the absolute contrast and antithesis of the attitude of Jesus,

makes that attitude more luminously clear.”” Barbour, 4 Philosophical
Study of Christian Ethics, p. 97. P
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But our Lord did not travel through Palestine discoursing
upon a “ new idea of God ”. His thought of God was never
defined. And indeed the highest cannot be spoken. It can
be experienced and done. The only way whereby in the
last resort such spiritual intuitions can be outwardly expressed
is through the symbolisms of art and the acted convictions
of living. He gave them symbolic expression by means of
the stock pictorial imagery of Scripture, and the popular
books of devotion. He suggested in parable and aphorism
aspects, analogies and illustrations of the central certainties
in His own experience. He described in the Beatitudes, for
example, the qualitics of temper and spirit characteristic of
the true life in which the Father’s will should be sovereign.
Language was his artistic medium, and He used it with
unapproached mastery to set forth the truth in His soul.
But essentially by His life and death He uttered the divine
revelation and manifested forth His glory. He is Himself
the truth which He knew. His cross was the final manifesta-
tion of the ultimate quality of the Divine Will. ‘ Truly
this man was the Son of God.” He that had seen Him had
seen the Father. The life of Christ, and His death and
resurrection, made the holy God of the Old Testament a
transfiguring and redemptive reality in men’s moral and
religious experience.

The Gospel went to the Graeco-Roman world. It seemed
to that world at its first impact an alien thing, hopelessly
irrelevant to the hopes and claims of a humanist civilization.
To tho Greeks folly, there was nothing in it ; it appeared to
them as a Gospel of death. It proved itself, as we have
already seen, the creative nucleus of a new society, sustaining,
redeeming and transvaluing all that was vital in the
surrounding culture. What the Hellenistic civilisation was
to the primitive Christian movement, that the philosophy
and the social order based on the concept of evolution are to
contemporary Christianity.
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NOTE

It is only fair to acknowledge that the point of view set forth
in part of this chapter was elaborated by Dr. Boyd Scott in his
volume, Christ the Wisdom of Man (Hodder & Stoughton, 1928).
The book never became widely known and the author’s rather
unfortunate terminology perhaps stood between him and his
readers. But it was very nearly the only book which had * seen
the point ** about the Ethic of Jesus.

It has also been pointed out to me that a striking passage in
Moberly’s Atonement and Personality, pp. 147-148, serves
partly as confirmation, partly as corrective, of some things
which I have said in this chapter,



CHAPTER V
HUMANISM AND THE GOSPEL

1. Wuar 18 HumaNism ?

HE tradition dies hard that Christianity is in some
sense inimical to the arts. ‘ What has Christ to do
with Apollo 7’ ‘ When put on its mettle,” says Professor
Grierson, ‘‘ the Christian Church has always distrusted and
must always distrust the arts, for in them the free spirit
of man will endeavour to express itself uncurbed and
in its entirety.”! Why should it not ¢ If the Christian
life is, as St. Paul claimed, an emancipation, is there
any factor in the Christian attitude which regards such
free expression with disapproval ? That there is such
an element is the firm conviction of nearly all the exponents
of Humanism. John Addington Symonds, for example, in
his classic work The Renatssance in Italy, is at once exultant
and rather shocked by the development which he has to
study. His treatment is, no doubt, in some ways obsolete,
yet in essentials his point of view coincides with that of
Professor Grierson. ‘The spirit of Christianity and the
spirit of figurative art are opposed, not because such art
is immoral, but because it cannot free itself from sensuous
associations. It is always bringing us back to the dear life
of earth, from which the f1ith would sever us. It is always
reminding us of the body, which piety bids us forget. . . .
When the worshipper would fain ascend on wings of ecstasy
to God, the infinite, ineffable, unrealized, how can he endure
1 Cross Currents n English Literature of the Seventeenth Century, p. 19,

I refor again to this stimulating study in the next chapter, pp 135-136
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the contact of those splendid forms in which the lust of the
eye and the pride of life, professing to subserve devotion,
remind him crudely of the goodliness of sensual existence?
As displayed in its most perfect phases, in Greek sculpture
or Venetian painting, art dignifies the actual mundane life
of man; but Christ, in the language of uncompromising
piety, means everything most alien to the mundane life.!

There is much in that passage that invites criticism. The
result of the whole enquiry in this book will, I hope, make
sufficiently clear how mistaken (in my view) this position
is. We may take it here as a well-known expression of an
idea which is still widely circulated, and need not, therefore,
concern ourselves with details—the strange ambiguity, for
instance, between the words sensuous and sensual. Broadly
stated, it contains a half-truth. It is certainly not true
that Christianity is at all distrustful of the arts as such.
After all, it was founded by a Poet who tamed the hearts
-of men by His beauty. The Orpheus symbolism in the
catacombs seems, no doubt, to say more to us than was
consciously intended by the painters. At least, let us
remember that it is there ; a rcligion which felt that the
arts were anti-Christian would hardly have made its burying
places bright with stucco and fresco like the pagan dwelling-
houses. The idea that the early Church was afraid of art
is a fallacy which should have been exploded by the better
historical knowledge now available.?

The one exception—its outlawry of Drama—was due to its
inability to countenance the lubricity and idolatry involved
in it. It was not the art it feared but the paganism. To
the art itself there was no hostility. As was suggested in a
previous chapter, it had quickly begun to develop an art
of its own, especially the supreme art of architecture. Yet
we must admit a strain in Christianity of which the state-

1 Renaissance in Italy, Vol. II1, The Fine Arts, pp. 18-19.
2 Cf. ** Art (Christian) ” in E.R.E., and Dearmer, The Necessity of Art.



What ts Humanism ? 107

ments quoted would be justified. Puritanism (in the popular
gense) is no product of the Reformation. Apart from the
hermits and the Stylite saints and other products of that
fierce asceticism which soon crept into the Church from
alien sources, it has always lived within the Great Church.
We have only to think of Leo the Iconoclast, of the
Cistercians or of Savonarola, to appreciate the strength of
this tradition. There are indeed two strains in Christianity
as there are in the fabric of European culture—the world-
affirming strain and the world-denying. * In the civiliza-
tion of the European pcoples the Hebrew and the Greek
traditions have entered into combination, but their mutual
adjustment still raises questions on which men are not
agreed. Both in the Jewish community and in the Christian
community to-day there is an opposition between tradi-
tionalist and modernist, orthodox and liberal, which really
springs from the old difficulty how to harmonize the claims
of the God of Israel with the claims of intellectual culture
—an opposition which exists not mercly between man and
man but often within the individual himself.””! There are
certain crucial points in history when the two seem to be
specially in conflict, or one or the other to be gaining mastery.
The theme has been magnificently worked out in Merej-
kowski’s novel, The Forerunner, based on the note-books of
Leonardo da Vinci. In that stormy, enigmatic soul there are
two faiths struggling to be born—the Hellenic (we may
say) and the Jewish-Christian, the faith in Man, free, self-
directive, lifting himself up towards divinity, and the faith
in God, redemptive, self-disclosing, stooping to clothe
Himself in Humanity. It is, to use Dostoiefsky’s phrase,
““ the struggle between two mighty opposites, the God-Man
and the Man-God, between Christ and the Belvedere
Apollo . It is only to put this in different language if we
say that here, focused in one life, is the issue between the
1 E. Bevan in The Legacy of Israel, p. 42.
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world of the Renaissance and the medieval world of the
Christian legacy. In the Renaissance and the Reformation
the two strains, Hellenic and Hebraic, confronted one another
for & moment in apparently unrelieved opposition. There
is obviously nothing more essential for the Christian ethic
in the world we live in than to define its attitude to the
problem.

Possibly the best account that can be given is to say that
in all genuine religion there are and always must be two
stresses, that on Transcendence and that on Immanence,
which have to be kept balanced and proportioned. If
either is misplaced or neglected, then life becomes ignoble
or unstable. Christianity claims to see and to make life
whole by keeping the two in right poise and perspective. It
may be true that in the Byzantine and medisval forms of
Christianity the stress upon Transcendence was exaggerated.
The Byzantine Art would certainly suggest that. The
“ humanism " of Renaissance painting was not, after all, a
mere technical improvement, the necessary line of advance
and progress from the limitations of Byzantine artists, as
Addington Symonds apparently assumed. It was not, surely,
that the Byzantine craftsmen were unable to draw the
human form correctly. It was, much rather, that they did
not wish to. They stand for a different attitude entirely.
They do not assume that a humanistic art is the right way
to express the Christian faith. They do not think of God as
within Man, but as the King, immortal, invisible, dwelling
in unapproachable light. Conventional, mysterious, distant
gymbolisms are the only means of conveying such suggestions.
The Renaissance paintings became more * natural”, not
merely because the artists could draw better (though that
no doubt is true so far as it goes) but because they expressed
a different philosophy. The Renaissance (if we may use the
text-book label) is in fact the reaction towards Immanence
as the central doctrine of religious faith, and therefore
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inevitably expressed itself in & * Humanist ”’ response to
life.

But it would be quite untrue to argue that the Humanism
of Renaissance circles was a movement away from Christian-
ity. Savonarola may have so regarded it, and its legacy in
the modern world has shown a violent swing in that direction.
But in itself the Humanist movement was of legitimate
Christian descent. FErasmus and Colet were among the
Humanists, and the Reformation, if they had achieved
their aims, would have taken the form of a Christian
Renaissance. They were not conscious of any opposition,
Nor can we suppose that the Renaissance suddenly burst on
a sleeping world by a kind of spontaneous generation. It
had a long ancestry behind it, and it was of the authentic
Christian lineage. What was new in the so-called Renaissance
was the rediscovery of Greek culture, and that was only in
the fifteenth century, after the fall of Constantinople. The
Renaissance proper had begun much earlier, and within the
fold of the Catholic Church: the age of Dante and St. Thomas
and of the great Cathedral builders can hardly be described
as a “dark ” age. The fact is rather that the Christian
spirit, with its vivid interest in Man as the organ of the
divine mind, had long previously been fertilizing the sterile
tradition of Byzantinism. The whole ethos of Byzantine
culture drew from essentially oriental influences : it was a
culture of the ‘ archaic” type,—static, immobile, and un-
progressive. But a new life had long ago been stirring in it
and was manifest in signal creations of art, literature and
philosophy. To employ a distinction used by H. G. Wells,
there had been a largely Christian * renascence ’ for centuries
before the Renaissance. The naturalism of quattrocentist .
art, and the new interest in the human form characteristic of
Renaissance painting, probably owed a very great deal
more to the influence of St. Francis of Assisi, than to any
other single cause. Indeed, had it not been for Christianity,
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both the Humanism of the Renaissance and its remains in
what the modern world has agreed to call the Humanist
philosophy would have been quite different from what they
are. The question is whether whatever is true and vital in
the Humanism of the twentieth century can survive the
subsidence of its Christian bases.

This is the question which we must now examine. But
the answer depends in part on terminology. One rises
bewildered from much current argument to ask exhaustedly,
“ But what 4s Humanism ? ”

Humanism is an ambiguous word, and much misunder-
standing and confusion spring from the various distinct
senses in which this over-worked noun is used. The Human-
ism which is in debate in most modern argument and
controversy means, of course, something quite different
from what it meant to Colet or Erasmus. But if we ask
precisely what it does mean, the answer is not so simple
as might be wished. At the present moment in the United
States, which is the citadel and shrine of Humanism,
discussion about the meaning of this word is developing
into a new religious war in which the rival sects outlaw
heretics and exterminate them without pity. But the
issues at stake are still obscure, since the true faith remains
undefined.!

But at least these different senses are distinguishable.
(@) It is used in the traditional “ Oxford ”’ sense of literae
humaniores—that is to say, a liberal education based upon
a literary culture. That was what it meant for the
Renaissance humanists, and I am not aware of any Christian
principles which would make ‘ Greats ” a sinful self-indul-
gence. I quote an authoritative definition. ‘ Ancient Latin
writers used the word humanitas to denote the civilizing

1 The curious may find the nearest approach to an orthodox definition
in Prof. Irving Babbitt’s ¢ Essay in Definition ” in the volume, Humanism
and America.
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influence of polite letters and of the liberal arts ; and they
also applied the epithet Aumanus to a character which had
received that influence. The Italian scholars of the
Renaissance, to whom the Classical literature of antiquity
was not merely a model but a culture and indeed a life,
found it natural to employ a phrase not used by the
Ancients and to speak of literae humaniores, meaning by
the comparative not ‘ secular rather than theological ’ but
¢ distinctively humane ’.”’1

(b) But as the Renaissance movement developed, this
contrast came to be accentuated. The sense of freedom
and emancipation, the thrill of discovery and widening
knowledge, the new confidence in Man himself, his endow-
ments, his gifts and his capacities, led naturally toward
the conclusion that Man is master in his own universe
and could mould his destiny to his own will. The sense
of creatureliness and dependence before the might and
mystery of things seemed to give way before the advance
of Science, and thus the religious approach to life came
to seem increasingly unnecessary even if not positively
harmful. The whole tendency of the modern age has been
to eliminate the supernatural. It has sought to “ humanize
our experience, bringing nature under our control and
making it intelligible to man. Man, not God, has been its
pole of vision. The almost necessary result of this is the
so-called * religion of humanity ”. It is only in this sense
that Humanism means anything antagonistic to Christianity.
We might avoid considerable confusion if it were called
Humanitarianism.

(c) But this philosophy, 4s we shall see shortly, degenerates
almost inevitably into a naturalistic attitude. We shall
have to explore the causes of this paradox. For the sheer
fact is that this buoyant attitude which built its confidence
on belief in Man, certain that he needed God no longer, has

1 R. C. Jebb in Cambridge Modern History, Vol. I, p. 538.
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ended in such a disbelief in Man, such radical distrust of
human nature, that the world is half-paralysed by reason of
it. It has tried to believe in Man instead of in God, and now
it can ““ put no confidence in man . The ‘ debunking ”
fashion in biography is but one symptom of a mortal sickness.
The eroticism of “ advanced ” literature is a desperate con-
fession of disbelief in that very human nature which it sets
out to explore and glorify. We have tried to humanize
our experience, to take Man as the measure of all things,
and now we are fast losing faith in Man. The whole struggle
of the post-war age in our ‘ devaluated ” civilization is to
maintain the distinctive human values against the pressure
of merely ““ natural ” forces (the lusts and passions of our
pre-human ancestry) and the mechanization of our ways
of living. Nearly all the forces of our society are inimical to
personality. It is this that constitutes the situation faced
by the new American school of Humanism. Since the older
humanist and romantic movement leads—as they see
clearly—to sheer Naturalism, repudiating all human values;
these writers urge an acceptance of “ Humanism ", by which
is meant a philosophy of life which will face seriously and
frankly Man’s moral and spiritual dignity and his place and
destiny within the universe.

So far, it is obvious, Christianity and Humanism seem to
be natural allies. But this is not the full account of the
matter. For one school—and that the most popular—of
the Humanism current in the United States (and that
which has most influence in England) seeks to combine this
humanist moral philosophy with a non-theistic and * critical ”
attitude in its interpretation of the universe. It is, in a
phrase which excellently describes it, ‘“a naturalism in
metaphysics and a pure humanism in ethics .1 It is,
indeed, a desperate effort to establish a belief in human
values on a purely naturalistic basis. And this, as we were

1 Quoted by Horton, Theism and the Modern Mood, p. 44.
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taught years ago by the eloquence of Bertrand Russell, can
but lead to despair and disillusionment. For this latest
down-to-date novelty is but an astonishingly naive and
unsophisticated version of that lie in the modern philosophic
soul—the attempted divorce between * fact > and ‘ value .2
But we cannot genuinely believe in Man or the excellence of
Man’s prerogatives unless we also believe in something more
than Man. We cannot combine the Christian valuations
with a non-Christian metaphysic. Humanism will soon
have to choose.

The following passage represents fairly one trend in
contemporary Humanism.

“ It is a constructive social suggestion that we endeavour
to give up . . . the quest for companionship with a being
behind or within the fleeting aspect of nature; . . . that
we acknowledge ourselves to be adrift in infinite space on
our little earth, the sole custodians of our ideals . . . that
we may then turn from the recognition of our cosmic
isolation to a new sense of human togetherness and so
discover in a growing human solidarity . .. the goal we
have all along blindly sought, and build on earth the
fair city we have looked for in a compensatory world
beyond.”?

This is, in effect, what Mr. Lippmann offers us as the
‘ high religion "’ of the twentieth century. His point of view
will occupy us later on. But meantime, I quote two freezing
sentences as a commentary on this position. ‘‘ Ours (says
Mr. Krutch) is a lost cause, and there is no place for us in
the natural universe, but we are not, for all that, sorry to
be human. We would rather die as men than live as
animals.”® One might have supposed that a Humanist

1 See below Chapter VII, pp. 182-185.

* Quoted from Max Otto in T'hetsm and the Modern Mood, p. 44.

? Joseph Wood Krutch, The Modern Temper, p. 249, last sentence of
the book. Cf. his chapter on * The Paradox of Humanism " in the same
volume,
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philosophy would have asked itself the question : What is
Man ? But this apparently has been overlooked.

(d) There is, however, another school widely known as
¢ literary Humanism " led by those two highly distinguished
authors, Dr. Paul Elmer More of Princeton, and Professor
Irving Babbitt of Harvard. This is, in its essence, a neo-
classicism in literary and artistic criticism, by way of reaction
from the * romantic ”’ movement, to the influence of which
these writers trace all that they deplore in modern tendencies.
(It is said in America that Professor Babbitt is so hag-
ridden by his fear of Rousseau that he looks under his bed
every evening lest the shade of Jean Jacques should be
lurking there.) It is an appeal from emotional eccentricity
back upon a centre and a norm ; an attempt to recover the
sense of form and “ fitness ”’, to set forth the distinctively
human life in firm contours and clear-cut lines, as neither
fully divine nor merely animal. This attitude has now
developed into a systematic philosophy embracing art,
morals and politics. Its central principle is the sense of
form, and so in morality of the “ inner check ”, happily
described as the frein vital. About this there is a good deal
to be said, and it is, in my view, open to strong criticism.
But here and now all that is necessary to complete this
‘“outline ” of modern Humanism is to notice that the
metaphysics of these eminent ‘ literary ”’ humanists is not
naturalist or humanitarian. Dr. P. E. More is a professing
Christian and an important theological writer. Irving
Babbitt has long suspended judgment on the ultimate and
religious issues; but in his latest utterance he declares
himself “ unhesitatingly on the side of the supernaturalists ”’.1
And though this is, as the context makes clear, a long way
this side of a Christian credo, it draws some of the sting
from the criticisms of Mr. Hyde and Mr. T. S. Eliot.?

1 Humanism and America, p. 39.
2 L. Hyde, The Prospects of Humanism, pp. 79-96. T. S. Eliot, * The
Humanism of Irving Babbitt *’ in For Launcelot Andrewes, pp. 120-142.
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“ Humanism ” is thus intended by this school almost in
the sense of the Renaissance scholars.

(e) It is rather in this sense than in the former, that it is
used by most English writers. Here, it is, for the most part,
quite untechnical and commonly connotes wide human in-
terests, a rich and genial appreciation of human nature and
its manifold works, and the fascinating lights and shadows
of character. It means to love people more than theories ;
to enjoy the rich movement and colour of the ever-moving
drama of human life ; to be sensitive to all true forms of value,
to discriminate the real from the counterfeit ; to practise
historical imagination ; in a word, to be truly educated.
This is its use in English writing, and this is surely authentic
Christianity. Nihil humani alienum puto : it really takes
a Christian to say that. But within the circumference of
Christianity humanism is sustained and disciplined by the
supernatural faith which is at its centre. The Christian
temper can move out freely over the wide fields of human in-
terest and the range of art, literature and history, and find
in these vivifying contacts with a purifying and life-giving
Spirit. We shall see that where such a faith is lacking, there
the humanist approach to life cannot support the weight of
its own demands. For without this centre of redemptive
reference, Humanism becomes human-all-too-human. It
degenerates quickly into a mere humanism—humanitarian-
ism, as we have called it—which loses touch with what
is most human in us, and at last surrenders to the
animal.

We have already seen, in bare outline, how this process
worked out in Paganism. But the implications of this whole
philosophy, and the results to which it appears to lead, can
best, I think, be set forth in a study of the European
Romantic Movement, of which our age is the spiritual off-
spring. What follows will appear to be mainly critical.
But, lest the reader should lose the thread of the argument,
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let me say again, quite clearly and definitely, that there are
essential values in Humanism—however much we criticize
some expressions of it—which are quite vital to Christianity.
That is what we are concerned to establish. The following
critique of Romanticism is intended only to clear the ground
for consolidating a fully Christian Humanism, built round
a supernatural centre.

2. HuUMANISM AND NATURALISM

There came, as we know, at the end of the eighteenth
century, such another movement of expansion as is popularly
ascribed to the Renaissance. It came largely by way of
revolt against established faiths and institutions. This,
of course, is no modern phenomenon : but it broke through
then with catastrophic force. The desires of men are
always in conflict with the limitations imposed by their own
finitude. Man, as has been said, is a creature seeking finite
gratifications for infinite desires. Religion is perfect and
successful when it presents the Transcendent and Uncon-
ditioned as that which does not merely frustrate and limit,
but completely satisfies these aspirations : then we can say
‘ In His will is our peace . Such, we may claim, is Christ-
ianity at its best and its most authentic. But this
presupposes of ‘religion that it shall eagerly welcome and
consecrate the expansive desires and impulses of men. This
expansiveness and the desire to grow, to achieve a condition
better than the present, whether economic, political or
spiritual, is after all, the condition of life at all. When
religion fails to achieve this, and presents itself as a merely
{imiting force or—still worse—as mere convention, then
whatever is on the side of progress is morally compelled
to repudiate it. It is then men think that belief in the gods
is what frustrates the fulfilment of human happiness. Priests
are classed with tyrants and deceivers.
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On a different level the same should be true of political
and social institutions. It is, in the very nature of things,
impossible for men to find peace or satisfaction out of the
stuff of their own desires alone, like so many spiders spinning
their own webs. They can find it only in mystic loyalty
to something strictly superhuman,—at the present stage we
must not say more than that—something which transcends
and yet objectifies, filling with significance and content the
individual’s self-transcending impulses. Ideally, they can
find such stability through active membership in a social
group, which ‘“means” all that they feel themselves to
mean, and invests the life of the individual with a power and
value richer than his own. To whatever extent this may be
achieved, society is both stable and progressive : where it is
not, where there is disharmony or the social order disappoints
men’s hopes, there either society stagnates or free men are
in revolt against it. For a brief period after the Restoration
some such stability seemed to have been achieved. The
legacy of the classical revival was a sense of form, an eye
for what is central, a distrust of eccentricity and effusiveness
—a concern with men less for what divides them than for
the great things that they have in common. It may be
suggested that our Augustan literature, and perhaps
Georgian domestic architecture, are true manifestations of
this spirit. But by the end of the eighteenth century this
stable order was collapsing. It had rested on too narrow a
social basis. ‘““Form ” decayed into mere social * good
form ”. Faith in God as the Source of Order degenerated
into a barren Deism. ‘ Reason ”, in life, in morals and in
the arts, became a merely conventional good taste. None of
them had any life in themselves. So that when the spring
of the new life came—borne largely on breezes from Geneva
—it presented itself in its first florescence as anti-social and
anti-Christian. That at least was what its critics believed,
and that it should have appeared to take this form is a
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judgment on the religion of that period and a warning to
modern Christianity. For most of the English romanticists
at least were profoundly religious men. Shelley no doubt
called himself an atheist and fluttered the pious dovecotes of
his time : but he was a spirit drunk with adoration. What
seemed to him a kind of obscene tyranny was the lifeless
caricature of Christianity which passed current for belief
in God. “I would rather ls>e damned with Plato,” he
remarked, ‘“ than go to heaven with Archdeacon Paley ” ;
and many a modern Christian would agree with him. For
then, as had been two hundred years before, and was again
a hundred years later, the Chriytian Church was blind to
its opportunity. What might have been, if a living faith in
God had availed to supply the spiritual leadership of that
new tumult of developing life! The world to-day would not
be the world we know. These things are written for our
warning. For the whole story of the next two centuries
is the story of a gigantic disillusionment. Men were driven
into the false position of having to choose between Chris-
tianity and what seemed to them the line of hope and
progress ; till in our time to believe the Christian faith is
held to betoken either a third-rate mind or an irreformable
obscuranticism. The last two centuries have seen the
efforts of what was in itself a fine fighting faith to build a
nobler order of society on a purely humanitarian basis. The
world has tried for the last two hundred years to order its
affairs on the assumption that the life of man and the tasks
of civilization are self-explanatory and self-sustaining. It
has been urgently brought home to us (as over and over
again it forced itself on the high souls watching this move-
ment and fondly hoping that they would witness the world’s
great age beginning anew) that this is a faith with no
constructive power in it. What Mr. Crane Brinton says of
Byron might be said of almost any prophet of this new
religion without God, from Rousseau himself to Mr. Bernard
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Shaw. “ Faith in Nature is perhaps not enough. If we
have learnt anything from Byron in his writings, Nature is
not even justified by her works.”’?

Faith in Nature was the dynamic both of the Revolution
and the Romantic Movement. That in itself is no trivial
creed. If Nature means what it meant to Aristotle or the
moral philosophers of Stoicism—the end or purpose for
which a thing exists—such a faith would not be far from
the Kingdom of God. For “ to follow Nature ’ then means
to give ourselves to the ultimate Power and Purpose of the
world, disciplining our unredeemed desires to find peace and
freedom in conforming to it. In that case, what is natural
to Man is what brings him most near to God. But to
Rousseauism it means no such thing. Whatever was meant
by ‘ Nature ” in intention, in fact what is natural came to
be equated with what is least specifically human, least
rational and least disciplined. It comes to mean often
emotional effusiveness—rather akin to what “ inspiration ”
meant to some of St. Paul’s converts in Corinth (cf. 1 Cor. xii).
And that moves below the level of Christianity. For if we
take Nature in this sense and if we accept the Christian
valuations, then Man is not part of the natural order. To
humanize Nature is one thing, and a quite legitimate
artistic fancy : to naturalize Man is quite another and is
indeed spiritual treason.

“ Man is born free and everywhere he is in chains.” The
Romantic creed is frighteningly simple. All that is good
lies in Man’s desires, all that is evil in his environment. Man
is naturally good: and Man in his essence, in what is
“ natural ”’ to him by contrast with the ‘ artificial ’ barriers
imposed by religion and society (priests and tyrants as the
idiom went), is spontaneous impulse and feeling. If men’s
naturally good impulses are prevented from coming to
fruition the inference is that failure is due to the corruption

¥ Political Ideas of the English Romanticists, p. 163,
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of external circumstances.! It is therefore these artificial
barriers, which meant in effect existing forms of government
and the moral standards of respectability, which must be
destroyed if freedom is to be won. Heaven will arrive if all
men are free to indulge and express their naturally good
impulses. Hence, as we know, the doctrine ‘ Follow
Nature "’ came to mean a surrender of the will and reason
in a carnival of sentimentalism and an uncontrolled facility
of emotion. One impulse from the vernal wood was prized
above all the wisdom of experience.

It is not hard to realize in retrospect with what fatal ease
such an attitude degenerates into a mere Naturalism.
This indeed is the charge which has been levelled against
the Romantic theory of life in Professor Irving Babbitt’s
weighty criticism asset forth in his Rousseau and Romanticism.
It is not merely that the sentimentalism inherent in the
romantic position)is at times too little appreciative of truth
and tends to measure the worth of any experience in terms
of mere emotional intensity. There are many forms of
popular religion which would be deserving of the same
censure. It is, rather, that the whole assumption underlying
romantic art and literature is the complete surrender of a
standard. It is an expansion, but from no centre other
than the feelings of the individual. Classical art—to use
the text-book jargon—looks out on life from an acknowledged
centre, a point of reference common to all concerned, an
agreed interpretation of the universe and of Man’s place
and destiny in the scheme of it. Romanticism is the exact
reverse of this. It is the abandonment of any intention to
interpret anything objectively—‘ the doctrine that the
only art which was of value was art which expressed the
artist’s personal reactions as an individual man .2

1 Op. Brinton, op. cit., p. 178.
3 Wilenski, Miniature History of European Art, p. 43, where he regards
Rembrandt as the founder of the romantic movement in art.
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“ Expression ”’ thus becomes an end in itself regardless of
what it is that is expressed. Self-expression justifies every-
thing. When to such a theory is added distrust of artificial
“reason”, a dogmatic faith in naturally good impulses,
a belief that whatever is primitive is good, certain results are
almost bound to follow, if not in creed, at any rate in be-
haviour. In our time the new stress on instinct, derived in
part from Bergson’s philosophy and in part from Freudian
psychology, again tends to exalt what is primitive, sub-
rational and indeed merely animal to a primacy to which it
has no true claim. Some of the “ nasty ” books of modern
coteries are, 80 it is easy enough to say, the results of attempt-
ing to follow Nature. Hence the neo-classical school of
Humanists, and Mr. Lippman from his own angle, call on us
to repudiate romanticism, its indiscipline and self-indulgence,
and take a real Humanism seriously. Man, with all his
rational prerogatives and his high spiritual capacities, must
be the measure of his own values, the guardian and guide
of his own destiny.

But is Humanism in any better case ? For that, after all,
is what “ Follow Nature "’ meant to all serious thinkers of
that period. It is quite unfair to dismiss the theory
because of the moral irregularity of Rousseau himself or
Byron or Shelley. Religion can hardly afford to use that
argument !

Nature, to such a man as Wordsworth, means the
gource of health, truth and holiness, of what is real, creative,
and ennobling. He would have said that the voice of
Nature is none other than the voice of God. It is that
which gives meaning to man’s life. It was Nature, he
believed, that inspired men with that impulse to freedom,
peace and righteousness, which made it for him joy to be
alive. We know the story of his disappointment and how he
settled down in his old age into diehard political reactionism.
Hazlitt rather unkindly said of him that he had lost his way
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in Utopia and found himself in Old Sarum. * For if the
revolution in ideas meant the natural goodness of man, the
revolution in fact meant the supremacy of an ill-educated
middle class.’!

In England, the doctrine of natural goodness coalescing,
oddly enough, with Calvinistic predestinarianism, was the
drive behind the Industrial Revolution. It spelt, in effect,
the right of the successful to uncontrolled economic exploita-
tion. It became the philosophy of laissez faire. Thus
following Nature was found to lead, on the Continent, to the
orgies of the Terror and the fury of democratic nationalism,
in England to the domestic rights of Englishmen and the
miseries of Rochdale and Peterloo.

It might have been thought sufficiently disillusioning.
Yet Shelley and Byron in that generation are again protest-
ing in the name of Nature against the very conventions and
iniquities to which belief in Nature had given rise. They,
too, believe in Man’s natural goodness, if a false and artificial
social order were no longer to have dominion over him. The
Victorians kept that faith still undefiled, though they
protected themselves against its consequences by a code
of bourgeois respectability and loyalty to established
institutions.

Even this much is enough to make it clear that belief in
Nature and in natural goodness is in fact the Humanitarian
philosophy. It is the faith that there is that in Man, once
set free from unfavourable circumstances, which has the
power to rise triumphantly to a new and more splendid
social order. And this, despite the religious language and
the doubtless sincere religious feeling with which its
prophets and priests have invested it, cannot be held to be
genuinely religious. It is in effect the belief that human
life is self-sustaining and self-redeeming.

In the nineteenth century this attitude received over-

1 Brinton, op. cit., pp. 95, 59,
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whelming reinforcement from the so-called evolutionary
hypothesis. The theory which was popularized by Darwin’s
writings—though it is in itself as old as Greek thought—of
man’s descent from sub-human ancestry, seemed in the
shock of its first impact to be the death-blow to Christianity.
But it soon became a religion in its own right. For if the
Golden Age is not behind us, if the story of Man’s life on
earth has not been one of such disastrous failure, falling
away from a realized perfection, but rather one of a gradual
ascent leaving ape and tiger far behind, then the Golden Age
must be before us, in a grander future yet to be achieved.
It is hard perhaps for us to realize the sense of freedom and
emancipation brought by this faith to a generation nurtured
on a conventional evangelicalism. It appeared, no doubt, to
discredit Theism. For the doctrine of Natural Selection, as
developed at least by Darwin’s disciples—Darwin himself
remained a professing Christian—threw the whole weight
upon environment and seemed to suggest that life was a
process wholly conditioned by external circumstances.
Amongst the more philosophically minded this seemed to lead
to scientific naturalism. But this was not its effect on popular
thought. Diffused in a vague and half-unconscious fashion
through the thinking of that generation, it appeared
mightily to reinforce the legacy of belief in natural goodness.
Man, after all, is not a fallen creature: he is a creature
working towards perfection. Prostituted though it was by
Prussianism and by certain economists in England to
support the idea that might is right, the net result of the
theory of evolution was to diffuse an optimistic temper
and to inculcate in the popular mind a faith in progress
as something ‘‘ natural ”’, which meant in effect almost
automatic. The Dean of St. Paul’s has pulverized this
phantasy. There is no such thing as automatic progress;
we have learned this truth in drastic experience. The
bourgeois Tennysonian Utopias, the confident hopes of
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1851, the Manchester doctrine of economics, hardly sur-
vived 1914.

It would, however, be a profound misreading of all that
is strongest in the thought of our time if we assumed that
faith in evolution has been discredited by the war or the
even greater disillusionment of the peace. Rather it must
be recognized as dominant in the whole outlook of the
present age.

Men’s minds are full of the thought of an open Universe
—a Creative process, not a created fact, a movement whose
life is within itself, out of which new events, new wvalues,
new and undisclosed possibilities ceaselessly emerge into
present fact. It is self-contained and yet it is self-trans-
cending, bringing and ever to bring forth new treasures.
This world-view is not mechanistic nor is it anti-religious
in tendency. By writers such as Professor Julian Huxley,
it is imbued with a rich religious colouring. It is the
religion of the man in the strect—the real rival of Chris-
tianity.  Science supplies it with its sacred scriptures:
a great host of literary scientists serve it as prophets and
evangelists ; the astounding, tangible ‘‘ results >’ of Natural
Science are its miraculous proofs; the formula “ science
teaches " is its ritual. (For there is that about the modern
Englishman. There is nothing he suspects more than
cleverness. Yet so successfully has he been indoctrinated
with the infallibility of scientists, that if only you start by
saying ‘‘ Science teaches”’, he will gladly assent to almost
any nonsense.) It is the religion of popularized science : the
romantic faith in Nature made more convincing and enriched
with moral and religious sanctions. If, as every morning’s
paper demonstrates, man can now control his own environ-
ment, wringing the secrets out of the natural order, issuing
his decrees to air and sea, shaping circumstances to his will,
then the last barriers are down. We may have failed often
in the past through our sins as well as our negligences and
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ignorances : but now at last our feet are on the highway.
We are entering now (and this is wholly true) upon that new
stage of evolution, the era of conscious control. We are now
responsible for our own destiny. Give us time and we will
make ourselves perfect.

This is indeed the characteristic utterance of the romantic
legacy in belief and conduct. ‘“ We place perfection where
it should not be—on this human plane. As we are painfully
aware that nothing actual can be perfect, we imagine perfec-
tion to be not where we are, but some distance along one of
the roads. This is the essence of all Romanticism. Most
frequently, in literature at any rate, we imagine an impos-
sible perfection along the road of sex ; but anyone can name
other roads for himself. The abolition of some discipline or
restriction would enable us, we imagine, to progress along
one of these roads. The fundamental error is that of placing
perfection in Humanity.”?

It is no doubt a fundamental error ; but it is the creed
of some 50 per cent of the more seriously minded moderns.
It means, at its best, a belief in education and the ennobling
influences of culture, a friendliness to all kinds of uplift, a
disinterested social service, an encouragement of philan-
thropic effort, a support of peace movements and the like,
and sincere respect for religious institutions. Professor
Julian Huxley, for instance, describes his creed as ‘‘ Scientific
Humanism ”. It often uses Christian-sounding language,
though as a rule contemptuously rejecting the Christian
theological assumptions. It has no concern with what is
“ supernatural . It rests on the strictly humanist assump-
tion (using the word in its theological sense) that there are
within the sources of civilization creative and regenerative
forces adequate to respond to its own demands and carry it
forward to a more splendid future. Poverty, disease, crime
and ignorance are within our power to eliminate, and

1 T. E. Hulme, Speculaéions, p. 33, a furious book, furiously stimulating.
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scientists will eradicate the Old Adam ; education, travel
and economic betterment will enable us to put on the
New Man.

This is the creed of Western Civilization in its twentieth-
century expression. Under the tutelage of the West it is fast
being adopted by the Orient, and by those rising nation-
alities which are now stepping out into history. It is
becoming a world-wide religion—the one live alternafive,
indeed the one serious rival to Christianity. The choice
between these two views of life is obviously the crucial
decision on which the future of civilization rests. Can we still
hold to a ‘ supernatural ”’ faith, to the old belief in a trans-
cendent God, unchanging and unconditioned in perfection,
the inexhaustible Giver of all good, the Source and Sustainer
of our aspirations ¢ Or is our trust wholly within this life
and the temporal emergent process in what is ever changing
and developing and so in the end transitory and perishable ?
The latter faith has had a fair trial : it is being tried out on a
grandiose scale over the whole field of human enterprise.
And, as I have been eager to claim, it has achieved much
that deserves our gratitude. But now, at the very threshold
of its triumph, in the hour of its most spectacular achieve-
ments, the world is paralysed through lack of faith in it. It
has set Man on the world’s vacant throne : but it can no
longer worship its idol. Self-worship is seldom successful.

This is the scepticism that is destroying us. Beneath
the noise and clamour of civilization a new note is making
itself heard, a cry of wistful and poignant disillusionment.
The prophets of the last generation are ceasing to be
prophetic for us. We know too well that we cannot mould
and control the materials of our outward environment till
we have learnt to master ourselves. And that is the secret
that we have forgotten. Hence the scepticism and despair
which is eating at the heart of our generation. Under the
garish, flamboyant surface of contemporary Western cul-
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ture, is a growing distrust of life itself. The only obvious way
of escaping from it is the attempt to achieve perpetual
motion, to “ have another drink”’ and a ‘ good time ”.
But the more serious and reflective spirits are weighed down
with a sense of frustration, through the lack of any standard
of values. “The consciousness that something in life is
sacred—worth living for and worth dying for—is one of
man’s moral indispensables.” But the average man of to-day
has no real standard by which to test the values of his desires
or the relative worth which is implicit in them. Ethics,
says Lippmann, becomes a traffic-code, a way to enable as
many desires as possible to reach their goal as quickly as
possible. It is impossible, as we have discovered, to build
“ humanist ” ideals in ethics on a naturalistic theory of the
universe. If we pride ourselves on being merely human,
we shall soon cease to be even that.

3. CHRrISTIAN HUuwMANISM

Thus the “ romantic >’ attitude to life falls more and more
into discredit. The question for us is : What is the alterna-
tive ¢ Must it be by way of reaction, a limit set to our faith
in human nature, a reduction of the claim we make on life,
a swing back towards absolutist government, as is happening
in disillusioned Europe ? This is what seems o some well-
known writers and especially to the “ literary humanists *'
to be the only possible solution. Thus in France M. Maritain
would call us back to the Thomist philosophy, as the only
faith that can integrate experience and give society an
enduring basis. That enterprise would appear to be as
hopeful as it would be to reconstruct ethics on the basis of
the Song of Deborah. The Thomist system, in its original
form, is beyond artificial respiration. We have noted earlier
the immense gratitude which Christian morals owe to
St. Thomas. Eut a mere glance at & diagram of the universe,



128 Humanism and the Gospel

as Dante or St. Thomas conceived it, is enough to show that
no modern world-view can be built upon the scholastic
philosophy. Experimental science has shattered it. No
attitude which is based on that position can hope to bring
back the Christian faith into the centre of the modern
outlook, and the ways of life and forms of experience which
express our evolutionary philosophy.

M. Julien Benda urges detachment, to which he seemg
to assign an absolute value ; but he advances no constructive
view of life to invest it either with quality or direction. Yet
true detachment must be the correlative of attachment to
something real, as it is in Plato for example, and (still more)
in the Synoptic Gospels. Unless controlled by positive
valuations upon the meaning and worth of our experience,
it is little more than the Epicurean scepticism. The same
weakness would appear to vitiate the prescriptions of
literary humanism. Thus Professor Babbitt and his school
propose a return to * classical *’ criteria as well in morals as
in art and literature. This means characteristically a sense of
“form ”, a recovery of proportion and normality, an
attempt to see life whole from a centre, by way of reaction
from the eccentricity of the more recent experiments in
living. But what ¢s the norm, and where is the ‘‘ centre » ?
For, despite the assertion I have quoted, it is quite certain
that Mr. Babbitt seeks it, not in a supernatural order, or in
any pole that eternally abides, but within the confines of
“ humanism . His ultimate law-giver and moral sanction
is the principle of the ‘“inner check ”—the frein wvital,
as he himself describes it, to stress his disagreement with
Bergsonianism—putting the brake on our instinctive
impulses. But this is intolerable intellectualism. It ignores,
or proposes to eliminate, two-thirds of the human constitu-
tion, and is thus a purely negative morality. Indeed, he
himself makes this admission, and comes down on the side
of mere rigorism. “A purely affirmative morality,” he
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writes, ‘‘ is almost necessarily an emotional morality.”! And
thus, I suggest, he gives his own case away. No Christian, at
Jeast, with the Gospels in front of him, could subscribe to so
relentless a verdict. It issimply to despair of human nature.
For the nature of man can never be fulfilled in any purely
rational scheme of conduct. The good which is to unify his
life and organize the diverse claims and impulses of person-
ality round a true centre, must be such as to give full scope
and satisfaction to all the powers and faculties within us. It
must be that through conformity to which we can rise to
the full height of personality. And that can never be found
within ourselves. So long as we seek within mankind itself
for our standards, or for our salvation, we are looking for
something which is not there to find. The centre which
can give life poise and unity lies, says religion, in the will
of God. 1t is there only that Man can find peace.

What Mr. Lippmann offers his contemporaries as the
“ high religion ” of the twentieth century is a popular
version of the same philosophy, though Professor Babbitt
has criticized him fiercely for his ¢ flagrant misuse *’ of the
humanist ticket. We must not ask life for more than it
can yield us. As we grow ‘“ mature *’ and * disinterested
we shall discover that it is not possible to have everything
that we desire; so we shall learn to discipline ourselves
and to desire only what is possible. Regardless of Aristotle’s
protest, we must learn to think only mortal thoughts, awake
to the limits of Man’s capacity, knowing just how much
life can offer us, and accepting it with tranquil resignation.
This is * wisdom for them that be mature ’—even if not
quite St. Paul’s version of it. But what is to be done to
help the “ babes ”’ when tortured by the conflicts of passion
or weighed down by unbearable calamity, this ‘ high
religion does not appear to specify.

But this is only Stoicism in plus-fours. It is no doubt

1 Rousseau and Romanticism, p. 180.
x
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admirable worldly wisdom, but to call it “ religion ™ is to
talk nonsense. It is ‘““bear and forbear ’—the dreary
maxim of Marcus Aurelius’ meditations: but that is
scarcely a dynamic faith. No conviction or creative enter-
prise can spring from such a negative attitude. It is in the
end but noble despair.

Neither of these humanitarian creeds can be the living
soul or inspiration of a genuinely humanist ethic. And
this has been the debacle of Humanism—to end in despair
of human nature, because it has shirked the question What
is Man ? or if it has asked it, has been unable to return the
exultant answer of Christianity. But this is not the only
alternative. There is a real Christian form of Humanism
which sings its way through the New Testament, especially
the Epistle to the Ephesians. It offers all that romanticism
stands for—the ample vista of Man’s potentialities, a far-
flung reach and range of aspiration, a claim on life that has
scarcely any limit to it—but all sustained, disciplined and
fructified by a burning conviction about God and the
vision of His transcendent love and holiness. This is the
“ humanism ” of the Gospel. If we read the life of Temple
Gairdner! or recall that of the late Archbishop Davidson,
we can see this attitude personified. We find it there in
individual lives—vivid interest in all that is interesting,
gladness in all the good things of life, a reverence for and
trust in human nature, hallowed and controlled at the core
of selfhood by faith, hope, love and consecration enkindled
by the vision of God in Christ. This is a faith which is built
on foundations. Christianity, when it is true to its own
genius, is able to believe in Man recklessly, despite all that
saddens and discourages, because it has seen the vision of
God, the eternal source of all worth and wonder—lifting us
up to become sons of God.

That is the spring of all creative effort, sureness of touch

1 Gairdner of Cairo, by Constance Padwick (S.P.C.K.).
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and mastery in life. On the whole and in the long run those
men and women have been most effective in changing and
remodelling the present world, who have realized that
goodness, in whatever form, is not in the end something
that we produce, but something that claims us and is
imparted to us by the eternal and unchanging Goodness.
The vision of God is the spring of moral fruitfulness. The
source of all creative conviction is the vision of One who
is “ Faithful and True ”’, unchanged in underived perfection.
The real lesson of the present age is not that faith in a living
God is obsolete, but rather that we have made too small a
claim on the glory and majesty of the Lord. The irreligious-
ness of our contemporaries is in fact a standing rebuke to
the poverty of the Church’s thought of God.

That is the tragedy of the last three centuries. When the
new knowledge flooded in, new desires were struggling for
expression and a new power was put into man’s hands to
mould the order of nature to his will, the official Church
was found on the wrong side. It offered the modern world a
false choice—between belief in God, as it understood Him,
and what seemed to be belief in Progress and the hopefulness
and wonder of Man’s life. Its vision of God was too poor
and sterile to inspire and direct all that new knowledge and
the enterprise and confidence engendered by it. That sets
Christianity its task to-day. What may not yet be if we have
grace to rise to it—if across the confusion of the world,
outwardly secure and self-indulgent, inwardly blinded by
doubt and self-distrust, we could show the light of that
compelling vision! That, indeed, is the theme of this
volume., Faced with the colour, interest and movement
and fascination of the life around wus, in what way
can the Christian faith in God redeem it from corroding
triviality, enrich everything that is of worth in it, cleanse,
direct, sustain and sanctify its manifold enterprises and
activities ?
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“ Humanitarianism (it has been said) is the peculiar
possession of a people who have worshipped for centuries
the Divine Humanity, apart from all that even our humanism
would have been other than it is. It is from this Christian
moral tradition that both the older Deist movement and
the new movement of evolutionary vitalism have derived
whatever positive religious value they possess. . . . Either
Europe must abandon the Christian tradition, and with it
the faith in progress and humanity, or it must return
consciously to the religious foundation on which these ideas
were based. . . . It must be recognized that our faith in
progress and in the unique value of human experience rests
on religious foundations, and that they cannot be severed
from historical religion and used as a substitute for it.”’1

Christianity is a religion of redemption. The heart and
life of the Christian ethic is the redemption of our desires
and wills, the transfiguration of our values, by God’s power
and presence in Christ Jesus. Nothing short of that can be
called Christian, however friendly to the Christian spirit.
That is our inevitable emphasis, the basis of even the most
meagre study of the Christian ethic in the modern world.
The question is, how to relate this Gospel to the tasks and
claims of life as a whole. How can we set the Gospel of
Christianity where, if anywhere, our world can see its
relevance—in the context of emergent evolution, and of
those claims, tasks and opportunities, so rich, so fascinating
and so complex which are the actual stuff of life and
morality ?

We have already outlined in principle the line of approach
by which we shall seek the answer. It is to believe in God
as well as in Christ. Creator and Redeemer are one God.
He meets us in Christ as the Father of our spirits, in the gifts
and discipline of life itself as the Creator of a living Universe.
His manifestations in the ‘‘ natural ” order are other than

« Dawson, Progress and Religion, pp. 242-244.
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His work as Holy Spirit ; but the same divine Spirit is at
work in them. The meaning of Man’s life at all its levels, in
all its varied and manifold concerns, is to be found in doing
God’s will—not as merely pious aspiration, but as sharing
in an eternal life.

That is our subject in the next chapter.



CHAPTER VI
DOING THE WILL OF GOD

1. ETHICS AND THE SUPERNATURAL

N the last chapter we paid some attention to the

ramifications of modern Humanism. We saw that
through all its various forms and developments there runs
one constant conviction—a firm and even defiant belief in
Man, and his resources, endowments and capacities. This
conviction, it is to be noticed, is massively and uniquely
emphasized in the Bible and the Christian tradition. There,
however, it rests on a further conviction—the tenacious
faith in a holy and living God as the Determiner of destiny,
the Source of spiritual values and the Guarantor of the
human prerogative. Our contention was that apart from
this faith Humanism has no secure basis. As we watched
the stages of the romantic movement we observed in it a
fatal tendency to slide back towards a mere Naturalism
and thus, like all philosophies of pure immanence, to let
the snake get into the garden. Allied with popular Evolu-
tionism and increasingly tending to substitute belief in
Man’s immanent resources as the sufficient source of
salvation for the traditional faith in a living God, by whose
gift Man can partake in life eternal, it has met the same
fate as befell the Hellenic Humanism. Seeking to humanize
Man’s experience and to make the world a home for his
gpirit, it has left him homeless and disillusioned and is
less and less able to justify his distinctively human preroga-
tives. We saw, too,that the neo-classic Humanism advocated
by leading American thinkers is too much vitiated by intellec-

134
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tualism and far too negative in its central insistence to
supply any enduring foundation for a full and vivid belief
in Man, or a satisfying basis for ethics. No revival of pagan
humanitarianism can meet the needs of thought or of life
in the circumstances of our civilization. The line of advance
along that road is impassable. Yet we have been eager to
claim that there are values in Romanticism and the Hellenic
tradition of Humanism which are vital to modern Christianity.
We have urged that religion can only be fresh and vigorous, a
spring of spontaneous inspiration such as can redeem, direct
and fertilize the manifold life and interests of the world, if
it is in vivid and sympathetic response to the fascinating
values and opportunities, the rich and ever-widening claims
and tasks of our absorbing and many-coloured society.
The Humanism that loves all things human must, we
suggested, be re-established in the heart of an over-ascetic
Christianity. Humanism itself in its widest ranges can rest
only upon a Christian foundation : while the Christian faith
cannot issue in its characteristic and most creative achieve-
ments save as wedded to the “ humane ” outlook.! What
we need is a revived Christian Humanism.

This is of course no novel suggestion. Christian thought
at nearly all periods has preserved some traces of this
intention. There have always been those who, like Clement
and Origen, the Oxford Reformers, Westcott, Church or
von Hiigel, have sought to build up such a Christian philo-
sophy as would enable the Christian religion to justify,
direct and enrich the best gifts that thought and life offer
us. That tradition has never entirely perished. And it
may be suggested without undue arrogance that the historical
legacy of Anglicanism lays on that Church special obligations
and endows it with special aptitudes for reviving it in
contemporary religious life. For this was the justification

1 Cf. T. S. Eliot on * Religion without Humanism " in Humanism and
America, pp. 106-112,



186 Doing the Will of God

of Anglicanism in the controversies of the seventeenth
century.

The struggle between the Church and the Puritans was
not merely between proud prelates and plain men seeking
religious liberty. It was between two views of Christianity
—as Baxter and his friends were eager to emphasize. And
however lacking in sympathy and insight may have been the
method adopted by the Churchmen, the truth on the whole
was on their side. They stood for a richer conception of
human nature and a more humanist version of Christianity.
““There is no doubt that to the humanist mind some of the
sweetest spots in the tormented life of that stormy century
are due to the influence of the Church of Hooker and
Andrewes and Laud and Taylor,—the recovery of the idea
of beauty as an element in religious architecture and worship,
the revival of discipline in the Universitigs, the rebuilding
and redecoration of Colleges and Chapels: great scholars
like Selden : gentle, quaint students and antiquarians like
Burton and Sir Thomas Browne and John Earle and Isaac

» Walton.””! English Christianity was at that period con-

, fronted with two dangers at once. On the one hand the
Puritan presentation meant, in effect, to isolate religion
from nearly all its humanist values—to present it indeed
in its essence and its strength but as a faith almost entirely
negative in its attitude towards the surrounding civiliza-
tion.

On the other hand the new speculations in the natural
and social sciences were, under the influence of Hobbes and
the new atomic and mechanistic theories, increasingly
rationalist in tendency; and the art and drama of the
period had become what they inevitably became since
the Puritans refused to redeem them.

This was the problem before the Anglican Church, and it
called for clear insight and strong restraint. Its leaders

1 Grierson, op. c#., Chap. VI, on Humanism and the Churches, p 210.
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might have become merely worldly: they might simply
have accepted the confused values of their period and
said roundly : “ This is what religion means.” (It was
discovered a hundred years later how fast a ‘ reasonable ”
Christianity slips into worldliness and barren Deism.) Or
they might, alive to the danger on this side, have steered
their course towards a ‘‘ pure ”” Church, uncontaminated
by the world, and come to port as a self-contained sect.
But both these disasters were avoided—then at least, if not
alwayssubsequently. The firm trust in reason and experience
and the broad sweep of tendencies in history so characteristic
of judicious Hooker is the note of all that is best and greatest
in the Anglican leaders of the seventeenth century. Seen
in the large, despite all its limitations and all its failures in
statesmanship and humility, the Church at least made the
attempt to clothe itself in and thereby transfigure the strong,
rich fabric of national thought and life.

More recently, as we have already suggested, this great
tradition has been forgotten; and the Church has shrunk
away from the life of the nation. The task which awaits
Christianity in our time is to revive and re-establish this
magnificent Humanist legacy amid the new conditions of a
new world. This task involves for its successful achievement
the reconstruction and consolidation of a firm theological
basis. In particular it involves a fresh understanding of
what we mean by doing the will of God-—a phrase which
gives us the key to the whole position. For in God’s will
all values are consummated.

The modern mind tends to suppose that ethical problems
can be resolved by the same methods as those of natural
gcience—that is to say by induction and analysis, by the
correlation of data and the observation of results. It is
assumed in the questionnaire method that to ask what
sufficiently many people believe, will give us the truth
about the question at issue. It is a somewhat precarious
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assumption. No doubt this empirical approach has its value
for the Christian moralist. It is at least concerned with real
issues and faces actual life-situations ; whereas the treatises
on Christian ethics move, too often, so high in the realm of
theory as to leave the facts of life far below them. Yet to
confine ourselves to such methods is, in effect, to abandon
Christian principles. For modern thinking, as for Aristotle,
Ethios is a branch of natural science : for the great Christian
tradition it is a province of Theology.! That at once defines
its essential character. It is rooted, for us, in a supernatural
faith, inspired by supernatural resources. Its values are
absolute and not merely relative. It insists, of course, that
the ‘‘ good for man ” is not to be sought in any such abstract
principle as would do violence to human nature—it was on
that ground that we found fault with the ‘‘ Humanists >
—but in something which “ can be done or possessed by
man .2 But it affirms that this must be sought in nothing
intrinsic to human nature, but in the sharing of a divine life
—which derivatively and by God’s * grace ’’ may be realized
in human experience.? It lies in perfect self-consecration to
communion with the Heavenly Father. For Christianity
that is the ““ end ”’ of Man—to glorify God and enjoy Him
for ever. Hence the insistence of Christianity on its own
specific ideal of character. It is not the mere achievement
of virtue, however consistent and however noble, which will
satisfy the Christian demand on character. That is only to
be fulfilled in Aoliness, in the heart and mind offered to the
Father and transfigured by the Spirit of Christ. The
Christian is a man called to holiness—to detachment from
the world’s values and consecration to the divine will. * Be

1 Wicksteed, Reactions between Dogma and Philosophy, pp. 481-483.

* Aristotle, Ethics, I, vi. 13.

3 Cf. ¢ The inmost meaning of the moral life of man [is] an endeavour
towards an eternal good made by a creature who, in so far as he achieves
the end of his endeavour, achieves also a derivative or communicated
Eternity.” A. E. Taylor, The Faith of a Moralist, I, 118,
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not shaped to the pattern of this world, but transfigured by
the renewing of your minds.” Saintliness is the goal of
Christian conduct.

This, no doubt, suggests an otherworldliness which would
seem for that reason incapable of providing the basis of a
constructive ethic. And there have been phases and
interpretations in the moral history of Christianity in which
such a criticism has seemed to be justified. Monasticism
rested on the assumption that the full Christian vocation
could not be realized in the actual world of society. The
Reformers attempted to substitute the ideal of a * secular
form of saintliness, to be realized in the tasks of a Calling.
But the world seems to be no place for saints : we in England
have had some experience of what the rule of the saints means
in practice, and we have no desire to repeat it. Englishmen
are suspicious of saints. Thus when modern Christians hear
the words about ‘ rejoicing in the Saints’ fellowship and
following their good examples ”’ they are left with a certain
feeling of uneasiness. They are hard put to it to understand
how this is a practicable aim. What precisely are they meant
todo ? Are they to sell all and give to the poor, while their
families are transported to the workhouse ¢ or to try to grill
themselves on gridirons ¢ or to spend their days in unre-
munerated contemplation ? If that is what the Christian
life asks of them, then its ideal must plainly be false. If all
men were to be saints, it is suggested, the work of the world
would never be done.

But in point of fact the Christian ideal may be otherwise
interpreted. It may mean that there is in life a richness of
content which will never disclose itself to mere common
sense, that there are depths and delicacies of insight which
are open only to the single eye, and ranges of heroic con-
secration which only a life that is lived with God can sustain.
It does not mean that it is demanded of all of us that this
should be manifested in the same forms. I do not know of
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a better statement of what is involved in the Christian stand-
point than the following extract from Professor Paton :

“To accept the ideal of the saintly life as the highest
expression of the moral will is not to say that all men
should be saints. Religious genius . . . is rare, and even
apart from that the work of the world must be carried on.
. . . If he demands that all men should be saints and
nothing but saints he would seem, at least in the eyes of
common sense, not only to be a mecnace to society but
also to be in danger of narrowing and emptying the moral
life itself. The world requires all sorts of people for the
development of the coherent good life and it is a narrow
point of view which would ignore the necessity of having
good doctors and good poets and even good engineers. . . .
None the less if we accept saintliness as an ideal we set up
a standard by which all our acts are to be judged, and we
recognize at least the possibility of a higher type of
coherence even in our human society. What the saint
actually does may belong to himself alone, but the spirit
in which he does it should be manifested in a different way
in all the various avocations and pursuits of men. In that
sense the saint does demand, and rightly demand, that all
men should be saints. If he be genuinely understood and
accepted as a standard or ideal, then to fall away from this
ideal is to be conscious of unworthiness. . . . The saint
demands, not that we should be like him but that we should
co-operate with him in his holy task. And here as always
genuine co-operation means a willing in the same spirit,
even although we are leading a totally different kind
of life.”?

This long quotation may, I hope, be justified as giving
admirably clear expression to the point of view which seems
1 W. Paton, The Good Will, pp. 434, 435.
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to me to be true. It is one of the great dangers of clergy and
other teachers of Christian ethics that they should expect
Christians of all kinds to express the Christian faith in the
same way, and predominantly in that way to which their
own training has accustomed them, in certain devotional
habits and aptitudes. This, I feel sure, must be profoundly
mistaken. It means, in effect, as Canon Quick has observed,
trying to turn into second-rate mystics people who are really
intended by God to express their religion in quite different
fashion. We need, it would seem, a more careful investiga-
tion of what is implied in the idea of ““ holiness ”, if we are
to protect the Christian ideal either from an overstrained
pietism or (on the other hand) from barren formalism.

All moral philosophers from Plato onward have recognized
that the Good for Man must reside in that which most
completely harmonizes and most nearly brings to full
fruition all his powers, capacities and endowments. That
is the norm or centre of equipoise which is presupposed by
the neo-classicists in their ideal of the  balanced ” life.
But within Man himself it is not to be found. Mere intro-
spection will not discover it. If there is one clear lesson
from Psychology it is that the way of peace, freedom and
power is never to be discovered by introversion : that is the
path to frustration and conflict. A man can only find true
fulfilment by issuing out of the prison-house of self, identify-
ing his desires and interests with some end or purpose
other than his own, in realizing which he will ““ find ” him-
self. That is what Christianity has always said : only in
losing the soul can a man find it. It claims therefore that
true personal fulfilment Fes in doing the will of God—in
the identification of self with the Purpose informing the
universe and Man’s finite strivings within it. And this is
indeed the presupposition of all psychological poise and
adjustment. Psychology is emphatic in its advice against
the danger of seeking harmony on too elementary a level of
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experience. Moral philosophy reinforces the warning. For
the soul—as Professor Taylor observes :

“will only have a real and not merely an ideal inner
unity of personality when its good is one and all embrac-
ing, a real and living single good which is the source of
all goodness and leaves nothing of good outside itself.
That is to say unity of personality and interest will only be
attained, if at all, by a soul which has come to find its
principal good in God. If God—the concrete unity of all
good or its one Source—is not real, the complete unification
of personality in ourselves . . . cannot be real either, and
the supreme purpose of the moral life will be a self-baffling

purpose.”?

Thus the achievement of Man’s good presupposes the
supernatural. It is of the very nature of Ethics that it passes
into religion. For if our moral life is a ceaseless striving
towards that which ever eludes us as we approach it, then it
is for ever frustrated and fragmentary, thwarted by contra-
diction at the heart of us. In some sense or other the good
must be possessed, as that which gives life its meaning and
significance, even while we seek to achieve it. Just in so far
therefore as the “ good ” life is realized it means that we are
partaking in the supernatural. Conversely, life will fail
of its richness if lived on a merely ‘“ moral”’ level. For if
Man is made for communion with God there is that in him
which is denied its fulfilment, till he enters upon that relation-
ship. He cannot be “saved ’"—that is, he cannot realize
the full possibilities of his manhood—on a lower level of
experience. The moral standards of Christianity, with their
otherworldly demands and stresses, turn on this cardinal
assumption about the nature and destiny of Man and the
character of his final good. And this ascetic, otherworldly
émphasis is wholly indispensable to the Christian ethic. To

1 0p. cit, I, 101.
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obscure it or minimize it is treason. Christianity offers
itself as the true way of life—i.e. the way to realize that
good in which alone Man’s life can be completed, both in this
world and in the ‘ world to come . Hence, as we have seen,
its claim on character can never be fully described or satisfied
in terms of a ‘‘ categorical imperative »’ : it is never merely
“ doing our duty ’ (cf, Luke xvii. 10). It is a sharing of the
Father’s will. This is not to say that a duty-loving life, with
no conscious supernatural reference, is not—so far as it goes
—a true expression of the perfect goodness of God. To say
that would be something like blasphemy. But it does and
must imply the assertion that such a life falls short of its
full possibilities. The good which it realizes is a true good :
but the life itself remains thwarted and impoverished within
these constricted horizons. And thus, conversely, a life of
“ gervice ”’ which conceives the good that it seeks to achieve
for its neighbours wholly in terms of this-worldly ends—
health, comfort, justice and so forth—renders to that extent
less than perfect service. They are the best servants of their
fellow-men who seek for them first the kingdom of God and
righteousness.

Thus, as von Hiigel used to insist with almost wearisome
repetition, there is inherent in the life of the Christian a
certain ‘‘ costly ”’ duality and tension. And it is only within
Christianity that there is achieved a true poise and balance
between the claim of religion and that of morality. The
Platonic tradition emphasized magnificently the absolute
claim of the eternal wvalues. But it, and the oriental
philosophies with which it has such close inward kinship,
have never succeeded in deing justice to the claims of what
is temporal and contingent. They have never found a
secure place for history. Their whole outlook leads them
away from it. For this world of action, change and time—
and this is implied in the very idea of will—is for them never
quite genuinely real. Such a philosophy is irreconcilable
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with the Christian doctrine of Incarnation. And it has
certainly been the fatal tendency for this type of profoundly
religious thinking to sit loosely to the claim of morality.
Notoriously the ancient faiths of India have proved them-
selves relatively ineffective in moral and social regeneration.
So keen is their thirst for the true and abiding that they have
never faced seriously and searchingly the obligations of life
in time. But this is to cut the nerve of ethics. For if we
shirk this and that claim, and evade the demands of suc-
cessive duties, of this and that and the other actual choice,
we reduce the good life to an insubstantial day-dream.

On the other hand, much contemporary philosophy,
drenched as it is in “ evolutionary ”’ thought, seems to fail
for precisely the opposite reason. It does full justice to the
notion of Time, and at this point comes closer to Christianity.
But it lacks just that which is safeguarded by Platonism.
It tends to regard process in time as the only reality there is.
And thus, while it gives full recognition to the good will
active here and now in the realization of actual forms of
goodness, yet it allows no place in its system to any absolute
or eternal good. Hence, despite its religious language, it
does in fact rule out religion by depriving it of a real Object ;
8o that the good which is the goal of Man’s life becomes but
the successive realization of impermanent and transitory
values. Thus the moral life itself remains, in the last resort,
self-contradictory.

It is in the Christian reading of Man’s life, based as it is
on faith in an Incarnation, that the seeming contradiction
is reconciled. In the Christian world-view the supernatural
is conceived as manifested within what is natural, yet as
self-complete and transcendent. And Man’s task and destiny
is interpreted neither wholly within the time-process, nor as
an escape from this world of time, with its fragmentary goods
and conflicting duties, to the more real heaven of eternity ;
but as the realization here in time of a divine and eternal
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goodness in the sharing of which he is fulfilled. The Kingdom
is present, and it is yet to come. The ‘“ good ” life means
so to live and labour as to realize here in this world of time
the perfect goodness which we already possess—that the
supernatural Kingdom of God may come on earth as it is
in heaven.

This metaphysical position is utterly central to the Chris-
tian world-view. The Christian ethic cannot be maintained
by any purely ethical arguments. It presupposes God and
eternal life. We cannot commend the Christian ethic unless
we can re-establish conviction in an eternal and living God.
But contemporary intellectual movements seem to conspire
against such a conviction. It is therefore to this question
that we must turn before our enquiry can move towards its
conclusion.

2. EvoruTioN AND THE WiLL or Gop

For Christian thinking Man’s goal and fulfilment consists
in ‘ doing the will of God ”. No ethic that rests merely
on ‘“evolution” can justify its own obligations. How
absurd is the attempt to give moral guidance without
any ultimate and transcendent standards may be gathered
from the rows of small books which offer practical principles
for conduct ““ without discussing any of those vexed questions
which belong to religion and philosophy ’—that is to say
without making up their minds what Man is, and what is his
goal and destiny! No mere description of an evolving
process can throw real light on problems of conduct : it is
bound to break up in moral scepticism. “ Whatever emerges
must be accepted ’ is a formula equally empty of moral
content with the cynical phrase ‘“ whatever is, is best . It
contains no constructive principle for ethics. We can only
find decisive conviction by asking what is the meaning of the
universe ¢ What is its purpose and whither its tendency %

L
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What Christians mean by the will of God is the Christian
answer to that question.

But this faith maintains a precarious existence in our
intellectual climate. In the traditional Christian philosophy
the will of God has been conceived and interpreted at least
as relatively a static principle. But for the thought of our
time there is nothing static. It is doubtful whether official
Christian teachers yet realize at all sufficiently the im-
measurably far-reaching changes in the whole interpretation
of the universe, the whole width and range of our thinking,
involved in the evolutionary philosophy. It involves a far
more drastic revolution than the astronomical theorics of
Copernicus. The real challenge to the Christian thinker is
not the revision of his myths and symbols to suit a helio-
centric astronomy in place of the old geocentric scheme. Itis
a demand far bigger than that. The question is not whether
our little system of planets and satellites is heliocentric or
whether the earth is the centre of its gravity : that little
system and the life it cherishes is after all but an evanescent
moment in the infinite depths of stellar space and time,
fading out into new forms of energy. The real question that
has to be faced is whether God is the centre of the universe—
whether indeed there is anything fixed about it. That is the
issue which is raised by the tendencies ruling in current
thought. We do not even begin to do justice to it by sad
attempts to adjust the myths in Genesis to some sort of
terms with evolution. Something far more is demanded of
us—to think ourselves sincerely and courageously into the
world-view which is now taking shape under the influence of
evolution and to set our creed in this new cosmic context.
The theistic emphasis can no longer be laid on God as a
personified Creator, anthropomorphically conceived and
pictured, who is the centre of Biblical religion : it must
be on the immanent, creative Spirit revealing Himself in the
life of the whole universe in all its manifold, stupendous
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processes. But the question is whether this necessity is fatal
to a supernatural faith and rules out belief in a ‘‘ personal ”’
God.

Christian thought has from the beginning been able to
welcome the theory of development. Its whole system of
apologetic, the Messianic claim made for Christ, rests firmly
upon the idea of a Purpose developing through history,
reaching its climax in the Incarnation. And even now there
is nothing more impressive, nothing that speaks so clearly
and decisively of a Purpose operative in the course of history,
than this moral miracle of Israel end of that Holy Thing
that was born out of it. I do not suggest that the old
apologetic has here lost any of its force. The convergence
of the lines of causation—of nature, of history, of grace—
on that one corner of the Roman Empire, on that one
incident in Man’s experience, is still, to my mind, overwhelm-
ingly significant. But hitherto this line of thought has
presupposed development within a fixed scheme—within
a universe relatively fluid but yet ordered by an Eternal
Law—a stream of movement which is (as it were) canalized.
It is these containing banks which have now been thrown
down. The traditional Christian philosophy of history
which has hitherto formed the background of the Gospel
scems now to be dwarfed into relative insignificance on the
vast stage of an emergent universe.

But this is assumed, in much current writing, finally to
discredit the Cbristian form of Theism. It is taken for
granted by well-known authors who themselves write in
defence of religion, that the God who is at the centre of the
Christian faith is no longer ‘ntellectually respectable. Not
merely is the immeasurable vastness of the universe as we
now begin to know it and the seeming impersonality of its
processes thought to rule out belief in a ‘‘ personal ”’ God :
it is argued that such faith is now unnecessary, and may in
fact even prove injurious by inhibiting moral and spiritual
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enterprise. It was no doubt a necessary stage in the develop-
ment of the religious consciousness, but it is a stage that has
now been outgrown. Day by day, by the use of our own
brains, we are finding out more about the world, bringing its
processes and forces more and more under our control.
What need is there now for belief in God ? Religion is an
inalienable element in human life at its best and highest,
but belief in God is in no sense vital to it. We can see now
that God is a myth, which religion will be the stronger for
discarding. God must die that religion may live. So Mr.
Middleton Murry, for example, a man almost fanatically
religious, rejoices that he is now at last emancipated or (in
his own language) dis-intoxicated.

Now this, I think, is something quite new. There are now
and always have been people who believe in God on intel-
lectual grounds, but are quite untouched by the spirit of
religion. Such belief is no test of moral character, though it
is perhaps a criterion of intelligence. But we are faced now
with just the opposite—a sincerely and genuinely religious
outlook which yet abandons belief in God. This is not
meant as an attack on religion: it claims to be a defence of
religion. It believes that the only effective way of preserving
religion in the modern world is to abandon belief in a
‘““ personal ” God. Thus Professor Julian Huxley testifies
that “ the sense of spiritual relief which comes. from reject-
ing the idea of God as a supernatural Being is enormous .1

I have no desire to speak disrespectfully of the gifted
authors just quoted ; the less so since Professor Huxley’s
volume is a brilliant and constructive contribution to
certain vital elements in Christianity. Yet even he seems to
assume that Christian theology is pledged to a ludicrously
anthropomorphic deity manipulating the Universe ab extra.
“If the rainbow is generated by the refraction of the sun’s
rays on the falling rain, it is not set in the sky as a sign by

1 Religion without Revelation, p. 53.
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God.”? And once more : “ It seems to me quite clear that
the idea of personality in God or in any supernatural being
or beings has been put there by man, put into and round a
perfectly real conception which we might continue to call
God if the word had not acquired through long association
the implication of a personal being : and therefore I dis-
believe in a personal God in any sense in which that phrase
is ordinarily used.”?

Now, of course, if faith in a personal God meant what
these authors think it means, it would be intellectually
indefensible. And it is, no doubt, a service to true religion
to deliver it from such philosophical crudities. There is a
great deal in Mr. Huxley’s writing for which Christians owe
him real gratitude ; and I do not think I am likely to be
unfair to the point of view which we are now examining.
I am keenly sensitive to the appeal of it. It delivers us
from the pettiness and stuffiness which so often stifle the
religious atmosphere, and the trivial ideas of God which are
too frequently entertained by Christians, utterly unworthy
of His glory and of the richness and wonder of the world. It
offers escape from the trying people who talk as though
they were His private secretaries knowing His plans in
every detail. It launches out on the great deeps. It bids
us watch this stupendous universe in all its majesty and
beauty, alive in all its manifold forms of living, with new
facts, new powers and possibilities ceaselessly emerging from
the matrix of its inexhaustible resources, and mark what it
is which is thus disclosed to us. Out of the dark background
of its terrors there come to us “ gifts ”’ of love and beauty;
out of it corae forth spiritual values ; there is—it seems—
within it a tendency leading it on to fuller and fuller life.
Let us turn towards it in reverence and gratitude : life in
itself is veritably sacred and to recognize this is the true
religion. ‘I believe in the religion of life.”’s

1 Op. cit., p. 46. ' Op. cit., p. 30. 3 Op. cit., p. 381,
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A Christian might, and ought to, say most of this. * Greab
and sweeping thoughts of God and Man are the presupposi-
tion for the Gospel.” But if God be not, what does it all
amount to ? So far from rescuing religion from a dangerous
intellectual predicament, this is to cut the nerve of religion
by depriving it of a real Object. For religion, after all, is
about God : but here religion has changed its whole nature
and become an attitude to our states of mind. And that is
death to real religion. If we ask what is the source and
guarantee of this cosmic emotion which is proposed to us in
place of God, it is clearly generated by ourselves. It is a
short step and unavoidable to the idolatry of self-worship.
Mr. Murry does not shrink from this conclusion. “ God ”
(he writes) ‘ does not exist, but we shall never be able to
do without Him unless wo know in ourselves the reason
why He was created. That knowledge is dynamie, for no
one can know in himself the demands which God was
created to satisfy without dctermining that for his part
his life shall be devoted to the perpetuating of those values
which God was created to secure.””? It is this new religion
rather than the old which has fashioned God in its own
image.

After all, we may ask, on which side is the mythology ?
For if we scrutinize the proposal and ask what it is that we
are to worship, the answer which is commonly given is:
The sacredness of life. And that is quite as mythological
as anything to be found in Genesis. For the talk about
“Life ” is pure mythology—the personification of an ab-
stract idea. It is no more true to say that “ life ” is sacred
by way of supporting the religious consciousness, than it is
to say that the ‘life-force ” is cruel by way of disproving
the love of God. As well call a triangle ambitious! Why
it is considered crude and obscurantist to conceive God in
terms of personality (at worst, the least inadequato terms

1 Qod, p. 233.
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we have) but philosophical and scientific to personify a
fiction called life-force, I have never found it easy to under-
stand.

But religion cannot be had on these conditions. Religion
demands a real and a living God—precisely a * supernatural
Being "’—as the real Object of religious knowledge and the
Guarantor of the religious quest, who both reveals Himself
to us and imparts to us His own goodness. It needs a God
who is (in the true sense) “ personal ’. Unless there be such
a God as this then indeed religion is vain—‘‘ our preaching is
vain and your faith is vain . ‘“Modern thought ”’ is deeply
concerned to redeem the traditional faith of Christianity from
the bondage of its intellectual past. But the time has come
to return the compliment. We are fast reaching a position
in which contemporary thinking will need the assistance
of Christian theology to save it from intellectual liquidation.
Some trends in scientific utterances seem to be definitely
towards a scepticism which abandons all claim to rationality.
Exulting in its recent emancipation from the tyranny of
“ mathematical ”’ categories, science is only too keen to
assure the world that its so-called truths are but * pointer-
readings ”’ and in no sense true accounts of things as they
are. They are but ways of looking at things, and Religion
is free to look at them in & different light. Thus there is
ample room for both points of view. But neither is con-
cerned—so it is suggested—with what is ultimately real.
““ The religious experience is no more and no less in touch
with the real than scientific experience.”! Thus religion
and science are both ‘ true ”’ because neither is concerned
with truth and neither in the knowledge of what is
real.

If this way of thinking proceeds much further it is the

1 Needham, The Sceptical Biologist, p. 268. In this section I have used
material published in The Guardian eighteen months ago. But I am glad
to find the same point made in a review of Dr. Needham's book in the
Hibbert Journal for July 1931,
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high road to intellectual suicide. It will not be long before
Theology will have to rescue contemporary thought from a
completely irrational scepticism. The world will need the
ancient religion to set it free from the new superstition.
It is now beginning to become clear not only that * evolu-
tionary »’ thinking admits of a Theistic interpretation but
that it makes nonsense without it.

If there is to-day any philosophy dead beyond all hope
of resuscitation it is the Victorian scientific naturalism, till
lately so secure and dogmatic. Scientists themselves have
broken it to pieces. Everywhere it is now being recognized
that a merely “ scientific ”’ interpretation of the universe
of which we form part is no true account of the world we
know. The rising philosophy of science insists that we
cannot interpret our world truly unless we include as part
of the subject-matter our moral and spiritual experiences.
These are factors in human knowledge at least as verifiable as
electrons—and many would wish to say, a good deal more
so. Thought is moving along this line so rapidly that the
Bishops at Lambeth were justified in saying that ‘ There
is much in the scientific and philosophical thinking of our
time which provides a climate more favourable to faith
in God than has existed for generations . . . views of the
universal processes are being formed which point to a spiritual
interpretation. We are now able by the help of the various
departmental sciences to trace in outline a continuous
process of creative development in which at every stage we
can find the Divine presence and power ’.1 This is true,
but it might be put more strongly. The new movement
needs Christianity to rescue it from the sceptical sentimental-
ism into which, as we argued, it may too easily fall. It is
the Christian philosophy which does justice to these modern
demands while yet supplying what they most need to save
them from their inherent weakness. The evolutionary

1 Encyclical Letter of Lambeth Conference, 1930, p. 19.
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philosophy needs Theism in its Christian form to give it
support and to make it rational.

I must not trespass on Dr. Matthews’ field nor beyond
the hedge of my own limitations.! But we cannot answer
the question raised in this chapter without an attempt to
vindicate this contention.

Evolution is a * blessed word *’: and half the confusion
of thought and language in current theological controversy
comes from its use in a hundred different senses. Its proper
usage is biological : at any rate it involves an adaptation
of some part of the world to its environment. The universe
as a whole cannot ““ evolve ”’. Nor can Truth or Goodness
“evolve ”’: they are not within the evolving processes.
Men can grow to the knowledge of more truth, and may
come to appreciate new forms of excellence ; and popular
language may describe these movements as ‘‘ the evolution
of ideas ’, ¢ the evolution of morals,” and so forth. But it
is important to realize from the start that such common
language 78 inaccurate. It is the minds of men which evolve,
not the goodness or truth which they realize. Valuations
may evolve ; but values are the measure of evolution. If
they evolve, there is no sense to be made of it. We may
say of them what St. John says of the Logos : they are and
always have been ¢n the world—in a sense they come out of
its processes : it is equally true that they come ¢nfo the
world. They are its meaning, not merely its resultant :
transcendent to it, even though they are within it.

For what is commonly described as evolution is no mere
unrolling or unpacking of factors which have been always
present. The acorn develcps into an oak, and the whole
process is truly continuous. But we cannot say that the oak
is ¢n the acorn ; and there is no reversing the process. We

1 The reader is referred for a brilliant and satisfying treatment of this
whole question to Dr. Matthews’ volume in this series : God in Christian
Thought and Experience.
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could never resolve an oak into an acorn as we can take down
a clock or an engine and resolve it again into its component
parts. We can take a machine to bits and reassemble it :
we made it and can unmake or remake it. But this is
what we cannot do with an organism, for an organism is
something which makes itself. This is the characteristic
thing about it. It is evolution, not manufacture. Some-
thing is there in the finished product which was not present
in the initial stages.

It is not necessary for our pres&nt purpose to discuss the
various theories of biologists as regards the place which can
rightly be assigned to the working of mind in organic
evolution. Indeed it would be impertinent to attempt it.!

All that concerns us is to notice that Biologists are almost
all agreed in principle that at any stage in the evolution of
life there is something * there ”’ which was not there before.
It is not so much that ““ life ’ is developing as that something
new is constantly coming into it. There is continualirruption,
or (as Lloyd Morgan called it) * emergence ’ of new qualities
and factors which are products, indeed, of previous condi-
tions but cannot be thought of merely as their resultant.
Out of two added to two comes four, and four is resolvable
into two plus two: there is nothing in the product or
result which was not present in the constituent factors.
In vital processes it is otherwise. Life may be the product of
pre-existent elements, but it cannot be resolved back into
them. The child is the product of its parents, but something
has emerged into existence out of the conjunction of the
parent cells which is more than merely the sum of the two
factors. At each stage in the unending process something
new, not merely in fact but also in individual quality and

1 Tt is, however, worth while to remark how precarious is our foundation
if we try to build a Theistic position on the * vitalist” or * animist *
hypothesis which some writers have made widely popular. That is one

psychological theory, but it will not necessarily hold the field. Any day
—=s0 far as I am able to judge—it may be torpedoed by bio-chemistry.
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character, emerges into the field of reality. And as Mr.
Joseph pertinently enquired in his Herbert Spencer lecture
a few years ago, ‘‘ If the properties are really new why not
allow that they are created ? ! (It is strange to notice the
close affinity between this conception of emergence and the
irruptive, catastrophic world-view native to the writers of
the Bible and most probably to our Lord himself. * Evolu-
tion ” and “ catastropho ” are not necessarily so incom-
patible as liberal exegesis tends to insist.)

We have made free use of the word development and
there is no way of dispensing with it. But in using it we
are begging the question. Clearly, we can talk of develop-
ment only if there is something which develops, permanent
through the whole changing process and more fully expressed
and realized in the final than in the initial stages. What is it
that is developing in the universe ? In the life history of any
organism, it is certainly not tho physical particles, which
are either constant (and thus have not developed) or else
have changed (and in that case are not constant). So that,
as Mr. Joseph argued, the idea of development becomes
intelligible only in the light of the finished product.? What
develops is the form or idea which is progressively realized
and expressed. This cannot mean anything but that what
develops—in the organism or in the universe—is a Purpose
striving to express itself. Development thus presupposes
Purpose. But the popular phrases about an “impersonal
purpose ”’ immanent in the evolving process are only a
substitute for thinking. On close examination they become
meaningless. There cannot be a thought which nobody
thinks, nor a feeling which i« not felt by anybody. Similarly
we can attach no meaning to the widespread modern notion
of a purpose which is yet not purposed by any personal

1 H. W. B, Joseph, The Concept of Evolution—1924, p. 11.

3 Op. cit. 15, 22—end. “ We shall not fully understand organic life
without first attending to the life of mind.”
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will. If there is purpose there is a will which purposes.
If we think there is purpose in the universe we are com-
mitted logically to Theism. No other hypothesis makes
sense. What is ““ developing ” is a divine Purpose.!

If we build upon this foundation, we shall say that the
constant which is developing is the purpose or the will of
God, and that it is this which gives meaning to the whole
life and movement of the universe. For if we descry signs
of purpose at any point, we must admit it over the whole
field. It is absurd to suggest that the universe is purposive
in parts, like the curate’s egg ; for in that case it would not
be a universe ; or began to be purposive when Man appeared
in it ; for we still retain some sense of humour. We shall
thus be led to interpret the whole story as the progressive
realization or disclosure of a divine Purpose at various levels
of response.

If this be so, we shall only achieve our true end, shall only
become what is truly ““natural’ to us, by a partaking in
that divine Purpose, But this will offer a constructive
principle for the actual conduct of the good life only if we
can have sufficient knowledge of the nature and character
of the Purpose and the positive content of the will of God.
And at this point the Christian faith claims to possess its
decisive revelation.

3. Tae CoNTENT oF THE WILL or GoD.

Christianity stands or falls in the world by its unique
disclosure of God. He is God, the Father of Our Lord Jesus
Christ. It is that precious intimacy of access, that incom-
parable wealth of religious reality, which He brings to the

1 Of. Aristotle’s dictum, * The potential is only actualized by the
agency of the already actual . I should like to refer here to Prof. A. E.
Taylor’s paper on Dr. Whitehead's Process and Reality in Theology, August
1930.
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hunger of human hearts. We have seen that while our
Lord’s own vocation lay specifically in the sphere of religion
His thought of God was through and through ethical ; and
that a new richness of ethical content is inherent in His
revelation. His life was a filial consecration to the holy
will of the Father in heaven. His meat was to do the will
of Him that sent Him. The ncarest approach that the
records attribute to Him towards defining the life into which
He invited men was that it consists in doing God’s will.
That, He said, was the heraldry of membership in the
new Family which He was to create. ‘‘ Who is my mother ?
and who are my brethren ? Whosoever will do the will of
God, the same is my brother and sister and mother.” This
Family would be perfectly realized only in the Father’s
eternal Kingdom ; for (as is at least probable) the Lord’s
Prayer is essentially Messianic in connotation. Yet the
Father’s will is to be done on earth. It is therefore the most
important of questions for those who would walk in the way
of discipleship to discover what the Father’s will is. But
we have allowed the idea of God’s will to become thread-
bare, vague and conventional, with little positive and
defined content. It does not speak of definite things to be
done, of high adventures and heroic obediences. It has
become a formula of the pious and its main suggestion is
that of abstaining from sin. But this is a mortal danger
to the Christian life. It makes it fatally easy for Christians
to allow vaguely religious aspirations to take the place of a
realistic endeavour to fashion the concrete materials of life
into conformity with the Divine Purpose. Nothing can be
more morally enervating o~ more destructive of religious
sincerity.

It is thus wholly vital to our enquiry to ask what positive
meaning should be attached to the Christian phrase : Doing
the will of God. What kinds of conduct does it suggest or
enjoin ¢ What fields of activity does it cover ¥ We have
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seen already that nothing short of holiness or consecration
to the divine will satisfies the Christian moral idcal. But
in what forms of act should this be expressed ? We have
been too ready to say that it means * being good *’, which is
only a formal definition and cannot be said to give us moral
guidance.

This is the point where one fecls most acutely how
inadequate in content and precision are the traditional
statements of the Christian life. In tho Book of Common
Prayer, for example, the living heart of the Christian ethic
is richly and magnificently stated ; it is to love the things
which God commands and to desire that which He doth
promise. But there is very little to suggest to us what kinds
of thing God is supposed to command. The result has been
to give too much cover to the suggestion that the life of
a Christian means what is described as * being good ”’, not
being good at anything in particular.

The effect of this in popular thought has bcen to leave
the Christian life isolated as it were in a vacuum, a form
empty of any content. It has thus come to secm a devout
alternative to fulfilling the actual tasks which life sets us.
Thus in the minds of most English Church-goers it is pro-
bable that ‘ doing the will of God ’ is practically confined
to and equated with the minimum obligations of Church
membership. Amongst people of religious temperament
it degenerates into ‘‘ little Churchinesses ”.2

If one were to ask the average Churchwarden what he
understood by doing God’s will, the answer would almost
certainly be conceived in terms of Churchgoing, ‘saying
your prayers ’’, punctual payment of the diocesan quota,
and avoiding the less respectable vices. The more devout
members of the congregation would answer in terms of
devotional exercises, Communion, meditation and so forth.
We must not be unfair to such answers. The Christian life

1 Von IHiigel, Letters, p. 288.
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has a “ religious ”” content : and it is at his peril that a
would-be Christian neglects such duties and obligations.
If the Christian life is not hallowed by worship and sustained
and enriched by sharing in the common experience of the
Christian society it will rarely, if ever, bring its fruit to per-
fection. Indeed to ignore the devotional and institutional
moments in Christianity is to sink to a sub-Christian level.
There is no popular maxim more dangerous to spiritual and
moral well-bcing than the tag laborare est orare.

There is no doubt at all that it ¢s the will of God that
Christians should take their * religious duties > seriously.
If we lose conscious contact with Him then the whole
temperature of life drops, and our thinking and our
willing become second rate. To insist on this is utterly
necessary ; but is there nothing more to be said ¢ Can
this be the entire content of God’s will? Let us put the
case in a thoroughly concrete instance. The clergy are apt
to invite the laity to turn aside from the office or the golf
course, the laboratory, garage or consulting-room, at the
end of the day or maybe in the lunch hour, in order to
‘“ give part of your time to God ”’. But what do we think
they have been doing all day ? If God is not present in
the enterprises, the scientific research, the * city ”’ life, the
school, the home, and even in the pleasures of this richly
coloured and absorbing age, I cannot conceive where in the
world He is. It is vital that we should acclaim the work of
God, His power, His presence, His creative activity, even
where men cannot consciously recognize Him. We must,
of course, equally insist upon this, that these gifts fail of
their full fruition—lack, ind=ed, just that redemptive touch
which releases them into richest grace and energy—unless
they are gathered in the focus of personal and public prayer
and worship into conscious relation to our God and Father.
The latter statement is of the utmost importance. But
what for the moment most needs to be emphasized is what
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religion is most prone to forget—that the gifts of life, its
tasks, its claims, and its pleasures, can never be brought
within Christian ethics until we have trained ourselves to
conceive them, not as alternatives to the Christian life, but
as its material and its opportunity.

It may well be urged that this is so much of a truism that
to write it down is superfluous. I can only reply that in my
own experience this, which might be regarded as platitude,
comes to many people as a surprising paradox. This may
be salvation for the preacher: but for the teacher of
Christian morals it is rather a disabling handicap. So it
seems worth while to establish the point here.

Behind this circumscription of outlook is obviously an
inadequate Theology. The question is really What do we
mean by God ? And here once more there are two truths
to remember. He would not be what the word God implies
throughout the whole range of religious history were He
not the Object of religion—of personal faith, worship and
communion. As such He meets us ““in the facc of Christ ™.
He is the Father of our spirits. But unless He is more than
that He is not God in the sense we profess in the creeds of
Christendom—One God, Creator of heaven and earth and
of all things visible and invisible. ‘‘ God is not the private
property of religion ’1: He is at work throughout the vast
universe. We must recapture that authentic note which
Father Thornton has expressed so admirably. The astrono-
mer at his telescope—we may add the man of business at
his desk, the Resident Magistrate in his Indian district, the
teacher in the school, the parent in the home—is every bit
as much a concern to God as is the Churchman at his
prayers.2 God is the Source of all Value : and all Goodness,
wherever found and in whatever forms it is manifested, is a
present revelation of God.

1 Valentine, What do we mean by God ? p. 140.
2 Cf L. Thornton, The Incarnate Lord, p. 455,
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Now this implies, in the language of Theology, that God
is fully revealed indeed in Christ, but that not all of God is
thus revealed.

““ The Unincarnate God,” as Von Hiigel said, * is wider
in His range, but less intense in His working than the Incar-
nate God.” There is that in the depths of Divine Being
which cannot be revealed in human experience—which our
finite reasons and imaginations can never either perceive
or understand. There are also manifestations of His presence
on levels lower than self-conscious spirit. Neither can these
be revealed in Christ. Christ is the revelation of the Father
—of God in His redemptive, manward activity : to know
Him thus is the ultimate need of Man and in that knowledge
is life eternal. But Christianity has never taught that Christ
is the only revelation of God. Indeed the whole orthodox
theology depends upon the contrary proposition : it claims
that the thought or meaning of the world, ever informing the
whole creative process, comes to full disclosure in Christ—that
the true light which bas always lighted every man, all that is
good and true wherever found, is there ‘‘ coming into the
world ” in undimmed and unrefracted radiance. The very
presence of the Old Testament bound up in our Bibles with
the Christian Scriptures is standing witness to this conten-
tion. It cannot be urged too often or too emphatically that
to claim divinity for Jesus is not to claim honours for Him,
but to make an affirmation concerning God—to say that the
Ultimate Purpose of the world is best conceived in terms
of the Spirit of Christ. The whole Christian faith is really
meaningless unless we conceive God’s work in Christ in
relation to the whole sweep aud range of God’s work through-
out the cosmic processes. It was thus presented, in the
forms of their own thought, tradition and inheritance, by
St. Paul and St. John in the New Testament, and the
classical Christian writers ever since. It is this which de-
mands rethinking and restatement in our own new intellectual

M
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climate. Christianity, if it is to claim the world, must
now be presented in a wider context—as at once interpreting
and sustained by the length and depth and height of God’s
work, creative and redemptive, in the whole universe, so
far as it is open to human experience. Christ can hold the
cosmic significance which orthodox Christian thought has
always claimed for Him, only so far as we refuse to isolate
Him. And there is this paradox about it, that while the
richest personal religion can be nurtured and sustained only
by Christ, yet if we think to know God in Him alone then
we cannot know God at all.

The very breath of the Christian way of life is uncom-
promising insistence upon the Christ-like character of God.
All false ways of thought and conduct plainly derive, in the
last analysis, from false and inadequate ideas of God.
Nothing is more important at this moment than to lead men
to conceive the Divine Purpose in terms derived from the
Gospels and not from Samuel and Judges. Hence the Bishops
at the Lambeth Conference prefaced their attempt at inter-
preting what is implied in the Christian ““ way ”’ in the changed
conditions of the twentieth century, by an appeal to all
Christian people ‘‘ to banish from their minds every thought
of God which is incompatible with the character of Jesus
Christ ”. That can never be said too insistently. But the
Bishops’language is admirably restrained. It is not the crude,
unqualified equation of God with Jesus in the Synoptio
Gospels which is the temptation of popular modern preaching.
This is commonly expressed by saying ““ God is like Christ
and like nothing else ”’ ; or, ““ If we want to know what God
is like, we must look to Jesus Christ and nowhere else .
The effirmative statement is splendidly true; the implied
negative seems to demand criticism. For if we know
nothing of God apart from Christ, how do we know God
when we find Him ? It may be urged that this * Christo-
centric "’ theology which we are rightly keen to emphasize is
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exposed to certain disabling restrictions. Its effect is really
to minimize Christ’s significance by cutting Him out of the
fabric of history and isolating His revelation of God from
what is revealed in science, art and philosophy and our
experience of life as a whole.

Now this, as we have seen, has been recognized by nearly
all the great Christian thinkers. But it needs now to be
rethought and restated. For the form in which the tradition
has been embodied serves too often only to conceal it from
the average Christian, or the average critic, with no training
in technical theology. It is, for example, preserved and
emphasized in the constant references to the Old Testament,
and the passion for finding Hebraic precedents, so character-
istic of the English Prayer Book. But we cannot say that
this is what strikes the eye. It appears to our thinking
rather ludicrous to exhort Christians in the twentieth
century to model their lives upon the Hebrew Patriarchs.
We are all fully aware that Judaism is the mother and
matrix of the Christian movement. We realize that had
it not been for Judaism the vision of God in Christ could
not have come to us. We know that in all His words and
works of grace “ the mother of Jesus ’—the Jewish Church
—*“ was there . All this we recognize with reverent grati-
tude. We cannot, however, believe that for us moderns the
faith and worship of the Christian Church is tied for ever to
its Judaic origins.! For one thing, the scientific criticism
of the Biblical writings, which we all take for granted, has
inevitably modified our attitude to at least some parts of the
Scriptural tradition. We cannot appeal to the writings of
the Bible simply as authorisative, * given *’ texts. Further,
the growth of the historical sense and the wider knowledge
now available of other cultures and other religious systems, is
bound to open ampler horizons in our whole conception of
God’s work in Man. We may still claim that the Gospel is the

1 Of. Resolution 4 of Lambeth Conference, 1030.
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Truth, but no longer that nothing else is true. History for
St. Paul meant Jewish history together with recent events
within the Empire. For us it has an infinitely wider range.
Correspondingly the reach of our thought of God and man
must be infinitely wider.

If we claim that Christ is the Logos, the Purpose of the
world made articulate, then we must find ways of presenting
Him which will be less unworthy of that Purpose in the
width and range in which it is now discovered to us. We
must learn to appreciate God’s revelation in all the activities
of the human spirit along all the avenues of history and in
the whole life of this ““ emergent > universe, as the setting of
the crucial disclosure which comes to us in the face of Christ.
The entire work of the creative Spirit as scen in all out-
reach after value, in all insight into love and beauty, in
all brave, pure and humble hearts, is the true preparatio
evangelica.

The revelation of God in the face of Christ is the focus
of this divine self-disclosure. In the previous section we
sought to establish that the long story of cosmic evolution
only becomes significant and intelligible if interpreted in terms
of Divine Purpose. TFor us, that Purpose is, in its inmost
quality, the will of God the Father of Jesus Christ. Our
Lord is the key by which we unlock the secrets of the sealed
book of the Universe. He opens the book and breaks the
seals thereof. If we take the story in its broad outline, what
we find gradually emerging is a series of levels or stages of
development to which we attach a scale of increasing value.
Life emerges within the inorganic, and begins to climb up the
spiral ; within life emerges rudimentary consciousness, which
in turn gives birth to intelligence and the faculty of directive
purpose. Within intelligence, at the end of the story
(though perhaps it is still more like the beginning), emerges
Man as self-conscious spirit. It has not, needless to say,
been a straight line. We cannot shut our eyes to the facts of
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evil, terror, ignominy and failure. Nature, as St. Paul’s
insight realized in the one passage in the New Testament
which shows any real appreciation of Man’s organic relation
to the universe, has ‘ become subject to frustration ”
(Romans viii. 20). No one is likely in the twentieth century
to blind himself to these and similar facts. Yet it remains
true that the general tendency has been a process increasing
in complexity, in richness of content and experience, from
the first dim stirrings of life through various grades of
structure and response, culminating in self-conscious spirit,
which is the climax of the whole development as we men
know it in our range of knowledge.

But what ““ emerge ”’ as the process advances are essenti-
ally, if we think about it, new attitudes, at least new modes
of response to environment. The artist’s life realizes a
richer content, is further advanced in the scale of progress,
than the cow’s effortless self-nourishment, just because he
finds in his world more “ meaning ”’, which evokes from him
a more sensitive response to it. ‘ The stress is on the new
attitude, for it is this that is, as I think, emergent.”?
Compare the human mind with the sub-human, the spiritual
man with the carnal, any “ higher ”’ type with any “ lower ”,
and this, it would seem, is the standard of valuation. The
higher type is that which exhibits capacity for recognizing
and responding to deeper and richer aspects of Reality. The
progressive disclosure of Divine Purpose in the processes of
creative evolution consists, then, in evoking this response
with increasing clarity of insight to the spiritual factor in
environment—that is to say, in the end, to God Himself in
whom we live and move ar.d have our being.

At every grade of organic response we should see the
disclosure of creative Spirit at that level, with that degree
of adequacy. Everything as it fulfils the law of its being
is, at least at that level, doing the will of God. The organism

' Lloyd Morgan, Gifford Lectures, Vol. II, Preface.
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responding to environment is making response, in the last
resort, to God. As it finds out by trial and experiment the
way in which its life can be lived effectively, God may truly
be said to be revealing to it and through it as much of His
will as He has committed to it power to express. Man's
life is a still unfinished adventure. It is clear, however, that
personal spirit must be at least a more responsive medium
for the realization of Divine Purpose than the sub-human
forms of life and consciousness. That is, of course, the basis
of religion and of Christianity in particular. Itinvolves that
man is made in the image of God, and that the end and
meaning of human nature is communion with the Divine
Spirit. In the fellowship of men with the Father the Divine
Purpose comes to its fulfilment, so far at least as concerns our
experience. Thus it is that in the life of Christ we find the
clue to the story of evolution : in Him the Divine Purpose is
incarnate. Sonship is the true end of our being. But if this
is the Purpose informing the whole it is operative also at all
the lower levels. There must be included within the will of
God all that conduces to the full development—material,
intellectual and spiritual—of persons made for communion
with Himself. Thus all the complex technical issues involved
in modern life and society are brought within the circumfer-
ence of His will. We can thus begin to see that doing God’s
will involves much more in fact and idea than religious
attitudes alone can account for.

God’s will is conformity to those laws which express
His Purpose at any given level of life and experience. For
Man it is, at the highest level, the specifically religious
response of love, communion, trust and adoration. But that
is not the whole of God’s will for man. By no means all
our life is lived or can be lived on the altitudes which we
call ““spiritual . Nobody can be always religious. We
remain part of the natural order still: we must * trade
with time ”, with things and with other persons; we live
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in a number of different spheres and kingdoms—economic,
civie, technical, eesthetic—each ruled by its own proper
laws, each of which expresses the Divine Purpose at that
level and within that context. We cannot hope to be
doing the will of God in face of a problem in science or
politics by taking refuge in religious phraseology or by
introducing transcendental inferences into technical
discussions.

Pious people sometimes need a reminder that primarily
God’s will for them may consist not in more devotional
exercises but in observing the laws of health, or paying their
bills, or answering their letters, or some other ‘ worldly ”
and prosaic duty. What is God’s will at the level of religion
cannot be in opposition to His will in the natural or the
economic order. But its expression, as well as the kind of
conduct which it demands, must differ in different circum-
stances. What may be the immediate will of God cannot
possibly be stated in abstract. There are many situations in
which we find ourselves when the specifically ‘‘ religious
response is not that which God’s will requires of us.
God’s will in engineering, for instance, is primarily (though
of course not only) obedience to the laws of mechanics. The
religious engineer says his prayers : but that will confer no
absolution from fidelity to his professional technique. At
the least he cannot hope to be doing God’s will if he is
insensitive to that obligation. The same cardinal principle
holds over the whole area of men’s enterprises. The will of
God is that we should respond adequately to the “ truth ”
of each given situation, that is, to the values inherent in
it as the expression of DNivine Purpose, when measured
according to the mind of Christ. The “ mind of Christ
is the decisive factor. For if God is indeed the Father of
Jesus Christ, then the truth of a given situation will present
itself to us in a different light—as richer in content and in
possibility as well as more exacting in its demands—from
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that in which it appears to the worldly judgment. This is the
standard of Christian ethical values.

But the whole question of what we mean by values is at
present so confused and so ill thought out that it needs
much more thorough examination. This we shall attempt
in the following chapter.



CHAPTER VII
THE REDEMPTION OF VALUES

1. WHAT ARE “ VALUES ”’ ?

“ RELIGION which is perfcctly at home in the world

has no counsel for it which the world could not gain
by an easier method.”! Yet if it does not live in the actual
world, to direct its enterprises and redeem its values,
religion has equally no message for it. How can the Christian
faith maintain itself in the midst of the many-coloured
human drama and yet not surrender that otherworldliness
without which the redemptive salt perishes ?

We have argued that the content of God’s will for us in
this, that and the other situation, lies in the endeavour to
realize the highest values which are inherent in it, when
measured by the standard of Christ. But this sounds
intolerably abstract. It demands far more intimate analysis
if it is to be brought into.such close touch with life as will
make it workable as a moral principle. At least we must
rescue the idea of value (which is becoming deplorably
jargonized) from its esoteric associations and make it
significant for common men. If value means anything for
conduct, then it must be something which may be sought
and recognized in quite humble and elementary grades of
our response to the gifts end claims of life—in paying the
grocer and watering the garden—mnot less than in the
pursuit of pure knowledge or the thirst for the beatific
vision. The traditional triad of  absolute values’ is
unsatisfactory and artificial. Imagine our telling a Christian

1 Reinhold Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 177.
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group in Bermondsey that if they wish to be doing the will
of God they must seek to realize Beauty, Truth and Good-
ness! If we are to work with this threefold classification,
we are bound to try to explain it in such a way as to cover
the whole field of our experience. And this in practice is
quite unworkable.

We may try, for example, to stretch the idea of Knowledge
till it covers all attempts at every level, whether theoretical
or practical, to introduce order into our experience, reflecting
the rationality of the universe. This may be manifested
at all levels, from the farmer’s study of the seasons to
the metaphysician’s treatise on the nature of things.
Thus it will embrace not only research and scholarship,
which must always be the luxury of the few, but all effort
to form true opinions, to rid our souls of prejudice and
ignorance, to think fairly and to judge justly. It will have
to include also every degree of technical and professional
gkill and craftsmanship, in which the spirit of man co-
operates with the law and order of the universe. It
will mean, for instance, steering a motor-omnibus round
the curves of a slippery London street—a triumph of
ordered control over matter at which the sons of God shout
for joy. We may try, again, to include under the head of
Beauty all delight in the graces and joys of life and every
kind of expression of what is good. Thus it will cover not
merely “ Art ”. It will mean the desire of the dweller in a
tenement for a pot of geranium on the window-sill, which
is very surely a hallowing of God’s name, and all attempts
to clothe ourselves, our homes and our surroundings with
grace and dignity, within the limits of means and oppor-
tunity.

We might attempt some such delimitation of the frontiers
between Truth and Beauty, and try in such ways to appraise
them in terms of life. This is, to be sure, a desperate
expedient : for what beauty may be without order is
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impossible to conceive or imagine. But even if such an
attempt were forced through, yet when we come to the
category of Goodness there is scarcely anything left that can
be covered by it—unless it be personal relationships ; and
that is certainly not what the word means. We shall find
ourselves left alone with the famous paradox of a good will
that wills nothing good in particular. And that can have
no strictly ethical meaning; though Kant’s position (as
we shall see later) can be re-stated in such a way as to be
almost the heart of ethics in its Christian interpretation.

In fact all such attempted analyses prove themselves
arbitrary and unreal precisely because the scheme is too
abstract for the persistent variety of life. The trinity of
Beauty, Truth and Goodness seems to be simply assumed
in book after book as an almost irreformable dogma. But
it hardly survives close intellectual scrutiny. At best we
can say that it is a convenient shorthand, employed by
philosophers as a useful symbol but frankly and avowedly
diagrammatic. Even as that it fails rather badly. And for
practical guidance in the Christian life it is, in my belief,
almost useless. It is fatally lacking in just that precision
and concreteness which is most needed. We must either
abandon the formula entirely or else re-examine it from the
start. As it stands, it has little help to offer us.

It is difficult to maintain, on closer inspection, that the
symbols genuinely correspond to three modes or aspects of
reality. There are not three co-equal absolute goods, for
they mutually involve one another. It is questionable, as
Canon Quick suggested in his brilliant volume in this series,*
whether knowledge is of aksolute value. (Truth is a quality
of propositions ; what is meant, clearly, is true knowledge.)
For while it is clearly good to know truth, yet the value of
any particular knowledge seems obviously to be relative to
the terms or relations which are known. Some of our know-

1 The Christian Sacraments, pp. 24 &q.
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ledge we might be better without. At least the value of
knowledge seems to depend on some external criteria. Thus
it might be easier to defend the theory of absolute values
if it were “ binitarian’ rather than  trinitarian”. But
even if we agreed to ignore this criticism we should not
evade the weakness of the formula, that the three supposedly
absolute values mutually involve one another. Where one
is present there is the whole trinity. For what constitutes
any of them ““ values  is precisely the goodness which they
share in common. Their goodness is their generic quality.
There cannot be three ultimate goodnesses. There is good-
ness, variously manifested in all those partial and frag-
mentary values which express, at their level, the underived
Perfection, which the theory of absolute values seeks to
safeguard.

It has been proposed to salvage the formula by regarding
the so-called absolute values as the objects of three spiritual
attitudes—scientific, ssthetic and ethical—all of which are
of unconditioned worth. This, too, breaks down under
cross-examination. For these three spiritual attitudes are
quite obviously interdependent. There is a logical clement
in beauty : in the highest forms of creative art this logical
and intellectual factor counts for much—and perhaps
for more and more as art comes nearer to perfection—
in the excellence of artistic achievement. The rational
quality of a great poem is at least as significant as the lyrical.
In the composition of the plastic arts this seems to be still
more obviously true, and of course most conspicuously in
architecture. It was not for nothing that the great masters
like Leonardo and Michael Angelo urged their pupils to study
mathematics as the highest expression of rational necessity.
The kinship of music and mathematics is too plain to
demand elaboration.

There is undeniably an ssthetic element in the majesty
of a fine act or character, and there is, as certainly, a moral
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factor in full assthetic enjoyment or creation. I am not
suggesting that art should teach ““a lesson ”, or that the
artist’s function is that of preacher. That would be destruc-
tive both of art and morals. But it is true that we cannot
possess the complete sense of enjoyment and repose, and full
and complete wsthetic satisfaction, unless there is that in a
given work of art which satisfies moral intuition.! And yet
once more—that we may complete our circle—there are
ssthetic and moral elements implicit in all our intellectual
processes.

We could only defend the formula on these lines by
endorsing the old faculty-psychology, with which indeed it
suggests some correspondence. But we know that it is not
my ““ mind ” that thinks, my “ emotions ”’ that feel and my
“ will ” that acts, but rather the one manifold-in-unity, the
one psycho-physical cclf or consciousness, which is active in
these various responses. And if so, we can no longer posit one
absolute value that corresponds to ‘‘ thought ”, another to
our ““ wsthetic sense ”” and so on. There is just goodness, and
we have glimpses of it, apprehend and express it in many
different ways, but all as responses of our complex selves.
Indeed the more cohercnt and unified our insight into and
concept of goodness, the more truly ‘selves” shall we
become. 2

Now the ultimate “ unity of the good ” is of crucial
importance to Christianity, both as a philosophy and as a
way of life. On other terms, as Professor Taylor points out,
the goal of the moral life is unattainable. For if, as some
philosophers hold, there is an ultimate plurality of ‘‘ goods
—economic, ssthetic, ethice]l and so forth—irreducible into
any organic unity, then the more good we seek to realize
the more distraught and unharmonized are we. But to insist

1 Buperficially, of course, some great art—e.g. tragedy—may appear to
shock and to come into conflict with the maxims of Sunday-school morality,
But “ satisfies "’ means a groat deal more than this,

3 See below, pp. 186 aq.
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on this vital truth is incompatible with the theory of three
ultimate absolute values, co-eternal together and co-equal.
At least it is thus deprived of any real significance as throwing
light on the business of living. So, too, this essential
mutuality and interdependence of the modes of goodness,
all implicit in one another and all responsive to personality,
is of immense philosophical import for the vindication of
Christian Theism. But to recognize this must mean with-
drawing support from the stock theory of absolute values ;
at least in its customary presentation.

Thus even as philosophers’ shorthand the traditional
scheme is hard enough to maintain. For practical guidance
in Christian living it appears to have very little to offer. We
must surely begin nearer to actual life. We cannot fruitfully
discuss what may be meant by absolute values till we have
formed some clearer idea of what values in themselves are,
whether absolute or otherwise. And indeed the whole
notion of values demands closer thought and definition than
it always receives in theological writing—or, for that matter,
even in philosophy. The current idiom talks so much about
values as almost to make it into a “ blessed word ” which
serves to conceal confusion in our thinking. But Chris-
tianity cannot direct our conduct by murmuring facile
phrases about values. The word itself has become lamentably
degraded as the mere cliché of asthetic coteries. As a
second-hand philosophical technicality it makes any discus-
sion seem enlightened; but it means very little to the
unsophisticated, and (if we may judge from their treatises)
not always anything very clear to philosophers. Thus it
easily confuses and obscures thought. We must therefore
try to get behind phrases and nearer to the concrete realities.
Temerarious though the attempt is, we must ask quite
naively and bluntly what we imagine that * values”
really are.

In one sense, no doubt, the idea of value is ultimate and
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perhaps unanalysable. But that does not mean that it is
unintelligible. We all know, more or less, what we mean
by it, until we bemuse ourselves with argument. For
that we recognize and respond to value is the most char-
acteristic thing about us, and is almost the meaning of life
itself. Let us for the moment drop the word ‘ value ”’,
which suggests all manner of abstruse speculations, and
substitute the homespun word goodness. Then, although
we may never succeed in elaborating a perfect theory of it,
at least we know what we are talking about. We cannot
get behind the idea of goodness: it is no more definable
than truth ; but it conveys some meaning to all of us, and
we all recognize goodness when we see it. Now whatever
goodness is in itself, it is clear that goodness as we experience
¢t is correlative to the idea of purpose. We approve some
things or disapprove of others—we call some things * good
and others “ bad . We desire some things and we shrink
from others. We desire things because we think they are
good and that therefore to have or achieve them will
satisfy us.

Thus goodness is the correlative of our consciousness
of our own finitude. Our spirits know themselves to be
incomplete. All men are constantly reaching out towards
something other than themselves in which they believe
that their lives will find fulfilment. That which claims us,
that to which we give ourselves, is what invests our lives
with such measure of direction and purpose as they possess.
And the things we live for, which we regard as good, in
which we believe that we shall find satisfaction or escape
from the prison-house of self-centredness, are exactly what
we call our “ values . All of us find some worth or value
in this or that experience or activity, and these are, as we
say, what life means to us. We all find value in life itself—
i.e. we believe that it is worth while, despite all that may
challenge this conviction. There is no other reason why we
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should go on living—often in face of desperate pain and
tragedy—beyond the fact that for us life is “ good . And
what makes it good is the values we find in it, the interest,
meaning or ideal with which we identify ourselves and
expect therein to find sclf-fulfilment.

If this be true, the value is what we live for—that in
which we hope to find the end or purpose of our experience
as spirits. A man may live for whisky or for dividends,
for his wife and children or for the New Jerusalem. What-
ever he lives for, that is what life means for him. That is
what he believes to have ‘“value”. And normally we
appraise the worth of a man by the scale of values which
he appears to acknowledge.

There is scarccly need to elaborate further what is a
primary fact of our experience. And if this reading of
value is true, it will carry with it highly important conse-
quences. Popular language tends to imply that there are
concealed somewhere in the universe a number of things or
essences called values, more or less as there are (or are
assumed to be) a number of unseen forces called electrons.
And we half-suggest that as physical analysis can reveal
the existence of the latter, so trained moral and esthetic
insight can somehow detect the presence of the former.
But, if our suggestions are true, we cannot claim that values
exist as so many substances in their own right, and inde-
pendently of any mind. The idea of value, in our inter-
pretation of it, is always related to the idea of Purpose.
And if this be so, we shall know how to turn the flank of a
dangerous movement in modern philosophy which imperils
the whole doctrine of value, and threatens to make non-
sense of our experience.

The core of the philosophy of values, as conceived so

1 Cf. Streeter, Reality, p. 111. ¢ If life is real, value in some form or
other must be real also; for implicit in the will to live is the unexpressed
assumption that it is worth while,”
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magnificently by Plato, is to take this fact of our interior
history as the clue to our understanding of the universe. If
we ask Why did A do this ¢ the only answer which gives
a real reason is “ A thought it a goed thing to do ”—or, in
other language, A found value in it. The idea of value is
what explains the act. Even thus then, it is suggested,
must it be with the universe itself. If we ask Why ? we
must answer in terms of value : it makes sense because it is
good. A teleological interpretation presupposes the con-
cept of value, which the implied purpose seeks to realize.
In this sense values ‘‘ explain ”’ the universe : they are the
reason why it exists. They are ‘“in the world ’—as St.
John says of the Logos—yet it is by them that ‘‘ the world
is made ”. The kinship between this line of thought and
the Christian doctrine of the Logos is obviously very
intimate. And this Platonic theory of value has been used
as the basis of Christian Theism in Dean Inge’s Confessto
Fidei and Archbishop Temple’s Christus Veritas.

It is faced, however, with a pressing difficulty from the
evolutionary standpoint. For Plato the values are ideas—
ie. unchanging archetypal Forms eternally subsistent
in the ‘“real ”’ world, and investing this changing world of
time with whatever reality we can rightly claim for it. For
this system of thought the temporal order is wholly deriva-
tive and secondary. But for ‘‘evolutionary ’’ philosophy
the temporal order is alone real. Time is regarded as the
form of reality. Thus, if we claim that values are real they
too must be within the temporal order, evolving in its
“ emergent ”’ processes. But to say that abandons the
whole position. For if wlat life is supposed to mean is
itself in process of evolution it is hard to contend that it
has any real meaning. If values are a product of the process
they are not principles which can explain it. If values are a
result of evolution the world seems to be hopelessly irrational.
It will mean something different every morning. Yet no

N
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philosophical system can maintain itself in the twentieth-
century intellectual climate if it seems to be based on the
Platonic theory that what is real is necessarily static.

Here, as in many other apparent dilemmas, the question
turns partly on terminology. Behind it lies a confusion of
language. For when it is said that values ‘‘ emerge ”’ what
seems really to be intended is that valuations emerge—that
is to say, minds or persons valuing. What the world ‘“ means
cannot change or evolve. But we who come out of its evolv-
ing process may advance to a less inadequate recognition
of its worth, its meaning and its purpose. ‘‘The sources
of religious belief,”” wrote Professor Whitehead, ‘ are always
growing,” as experience grows in richness and complexity :
the same is obviously true of the material for our valuations.
The race may find value to-morrow where yesterday it was
unaware of it. If so, it will be we who have changed, not
the meaning or value which we find. To whatever extent
there is progress in the world, what it seems to consist in
essentially is the progressive adequacy and richness of the
valuations by which we live—i.e. our increasing recognition
of the things that are genuinely worth living for as true
objects of a life-purpose. This indeed is the calculus of
progress in any such sense as religion can endorse. The only
situation which it can recognize as being ultimately ** better
than any other with which it may be compared, is one which
is measured in terms of persons valuing in a ““ higher ” way
rather than a “lower ”. The worth resides in the qualities
of spirit which express themselves in the new valuations, and
inspire these new responses to life.

Yet here we seem to be arguing in a circle. We have
denied that values evolve, and have argued that what is
really happening is the emergence of new recognitions of
values which have always been ‘‘there’ to recognize.
Yet we have also argued that values are not so many im-
material substances which are “ there  independently of
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mind, but always stand in relation to purpose. The two
contentions seem to be inconsistent. And there is, as we
shall see in the next section, an apparently irreducible
inconsistency, and even it may be illogicality, involved
in the whole conception of value. But for Theism, at least,
this is not ultimate. Value and Purpose still remain cor-
relative. But our purposes are blind and fragmentary—
our ‘“values ”’, as we say, are imperfect. They are only
fulfilled, clarified and harmonized in co-operation with the
perfect Purpose which is the meaning and value of the
universe. The ‘ absolute values” of metaphysics mean,
in fact, the complete realization of that which God wills :
“and behold it is very good . All recognition of and
response to value is a partaking of the Divine Nature and
a foretaste of the life eternal.

2. VALUES AND VALUATIONS

We have argued that what is really meant by phrases
about the evolution of values should be stated rather in
terms of valuations—that is to say, of minds or persons
valuing. But we then proceed to appraise valuations by
reference to some scale of real values. And this argument,
as any freshman reading formal logic can point out to us,
seems to be involved in a hopeless circularity. I have
freely admitted that it appears illogical. But the more one
ponders, the more is it forced upon him that this seeming
illogicality is inherent in those facts of our experience,
which the theory of values is an attempt to summarize.
And, as was suggested in the last paragraph, Theism offers
the one way of escape from it.

For there is, as was pointed out by Meinong? in his subtle
if inconclusive analysis, no inherent quality in things them-

1 Alexius Meinong, Zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Werttheorie (Graz,
1923).



180 The Redemption of Values

selves in virtue of which we attach value to them. There
is nothing however bizarre or trivial to which someone may
not attach value. Any attempt to equate worth or value
with properties of things in themselves breaks down under
cross-examination. We cannot say it resides in utility ;
for we value gold more highly than iron, although for most
purposes it is far less useful. It is certainly not the same
thing as price ; for when we pay a price for a given object
it is not as representing its value, but because we value it
more highly than the money we are prepared to give for it ;
if, on the other hand, a man sells it, he values the money
more highly than the object, otherwise he would not be will-
ing to sell it to us. Nor can it be (as the *“ Labour theory ”’
holds) a sort of guantum locked up in the object by the
amount of work expended on it. For we do not always
value most highly what has cost most labour to produce ;
on the other hand, men are only willing to * put work into
something that they value. Nor is it possible to escape by
the suggestion that what we value is that which we desire ;
the whole point is Why do we desire it * We desire what we
regard as desirable; we feel a need (Bedurfnis) for that
which we value. Value is relative to persons valuing ; the
characteristic of what we call value is to be sought in the
subject’s attitude.! The essence of qualitative value resides
in this specific experience (Werterlebnis, as Meinong calls it)
which we have described as valuation.?

Now in this we may seem to be abandoning any recogni-

1 ¢ In dem es sonach eine Beziehung zum Subjeckt ist, vermoge deren
ein Objekt . . . fiir wertvoll gilt, so ist bereits die Vermutung nahegeclegt
das fir Wertthatbestéinde eigentlich Charackteristische werde nicht so
sehr im Objekt als im Subjekt zu suchen sein. . . . . Die Werttheorie
wird keum fehlgehen wenn sie zum Zwecke der Characteristik der Wert-
thatbesténde vor allem nach einen ausreichend characteristischen Erlebnis
sucht " (op. cit., p. 33).

“ In Werterlebnissen das Wesentliche des Wertgedankens zu suchen
(p. 37).

P * The word was first coined, I believe, by Prof Urban of Yale. See
his contribution in Contemporary American Philosophy, Vol. 1.
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tion of objective values and falling back on a statement
which says nothing, equivalent to ““ I value what I value ”.
And in one sense there is no more to be said than that. We
certainly cannot define what we mean by goodness: it
cannot be brought under any higher principle, since good-
ness is in itself something ultimate. There is nothing behind
it to which thought can reach. In like manner we cannot
define truth. And in the relationship of mind to knowledge
we seem to encounter just the same paradox which con-
fronts us here in this matter of values. Truth is not true
because thinking makes it so: and if the mind makes or
constitutes truth, then what it makes is just not what we
mean by truth. Truth is ““ there ” for minds to discover.
Yet there is no truth unless there is mind to know it. It
exists in this specific relation between thinking mind and its
object. And the same seems to hold in the sphere of value.
It seems that values, too, can exist only so far as they are
* possessed by mind ”’, as Dr. Alexander rightly insisted.!
In Lloyd Morgan’s phrase they are * projicient ”.

This should certainly not be taken to mean—as it is taken
in Alexander’s philosophy—that the mind makes or confers
the value as a kind of tertiary quality read into things which
are in themselves neutral ; any more than the thinker can
be said to make truth. But as truth has meaning only for
thought, so values exist only for mind. It is only in this
specific relation between the subject and the object valued
that values can be regarded as real. Apart from any
relation to any subject nothing could be said to possess
value. No valuations, no value. What we call beauty
would not be beautiful if taere were no subject to enjoy it.
It exists in that specific experience. This does not mean
that beauty is subjective, in the sense of being * merely a
matter of taste ”, or in the sense that the subject’s enjoy-

1 “ Vaglues belong to the object as it is possessed by mind and not out.
gide that relation:” (Alexander, Space, T'vme and Deity, Vol, II, p- 43)
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ment invests the thing with the quality of beauty. It means
simply that the idea of beauty presupposes both the * beauti-
ful ” object and the subject of that experience, and is
significant only in that relation. Thus when we say that
values “ emerge ”’, or that new values come into the world,
what we really mean appears to be this—that minds have
now come for the first time into that specific relation to
environment in virtue of which new objects are seen to
bhave value. Value and valuations are correlative.

But it is at this point that the line becomes a circle. For
we attach value to valuations. It is for example notoriously
true that a man’s valuations may be pathological ; orthrough
lack of training or moral insight valuations may be so
meagre that we call them definitely falso or wrong. Can
such objective judgments be justified ? “I value this”
is a statement of fact which admits of no more discussion
than such a statement ag ‘ I like cocktails . But we often
wish that the person concerned would not value what he
says he does : we judge that his values are mistaken and in
gsome cases morally depraved. In other words, we do not
admit that every recognition of value is its own jury as well
as its own evidence. For in that case moral judgments are
illusory ; we cannot assess men’s choices at all. Each of
us would be like the Cyclops giving dooms to his wife and
children, and our moral choices and valuations would be on
a par with tastes in tobacco. It leads straight back to moral
gensationism where ‘‘ this is right ”’ means ““ I feel like this ”.
Just in what sense then are valuations i{rue, or the values
which they recognize right or wrong ?

We seem here to be standing over a precipice of disastrous
scepticism and relativity. For if we discard the absolute
values, as hypostatic self-subsistent realities, there seems
to be no ultimate standard of reference. And the suggestion
is dangerously close that not only is there no standard but
in the nature of things there cannot be one. Philosophy used
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to attempt to differentiate between primary and secondary
qualities—those which are inherent in things themselves
and those which are due to the work of our minds upon
them. Things are not in themselves “red ” or “ sweet ” :
they have certain primary, mathematical qualities in virtue
of which they affect our senses in ways which we describe
ag colour or taste. We call the rose red and the sunset
golden : but the red and the gold are our contribution, and
are not inherent in the ‘ real facts’. The facts have in
themselves no such qualities. In the last resort it is our
minds that put them there. The current philosophy of our
time makos precisely a similar attempt to differentiate
between fact and value. We read our * values ” into our
“facts ”’, but the facts in themselves have no such pro-
perties. Values are but “ tertiary qualitics ”’, imposed by
us on the “real ” facts, which are morally and ssthetically
neutral.

If this is a true account of the situation, it is a blow not
only to Christian ethics but to all standards, whether in

art or morality.

“ Any tradition of living would soon ccase to be a living
tradition if men could be persuaded that it consists of
‘ valuations > manufactured by themselves and imposed
on the recal facts ’ of life from outside. A tradition thus
degraded would lose all its power of inspiring to fresh
endeavour and better action. The ideals of good which in
actual history move men to fresh efforts only move so
powerfully because they are not taken to be an addition
imposed on the facts of l.fe but to be the very bones and
marrow of life itself.”’?

This suggested divorce between fact and value is the
philosophical justification of that moral scepticism and

1 A. E. Taylor, The Faith of a Moralist, 1, 61,
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disillusionment which describes itself as the * modern
temper .1 But it is the result of a false way of thinking.
It hopes to achieve scientific objectivity by applying labora-
tory methods to the varied and concrete material of experi-
ence. Thus it comes to think of the facts as one thing, and
the valuations placed on them as another. But, if so, the
latter are wholly subjective : they have no foothold in the
realities of life and are, at the last, but cherished illusions.
The hungry generations tread them down.

But we do not and cannot attain to * objectivity ’—in
the sense of knowing life as it really is, without prejudice
and without illusion—by this needless and dangerous
surgery. For ‘ what confronts us in actual life is neither
facts without value nor values attached to no facts, but
fact revealing value and dependent for the wealth of its
content on its character as thus revelatory, and values
which are realities and not arbitrary fancies, precisely
because they are embedded in fact and give it its meaning.
To divorce the two would be like trying to separate the
sound of a great symphony from its musical quality ”.2

There is no such thing as a fact apart from its meaning.
But its meaning will never be revealed to the attitude of
the impartial onlooker contemplating it from outside. The
impartial critic of religious experience is, as we know, often
the man least qualified to pronounce any true judgment
upon it. And the same holds good for all our experience.
For we know life, in fact, “ from inside ” : and only from
within the experience can we draw materials for our inter-
pretation of it.

After all, living experience is unitary. It cannot be
chopped into artificial segments. And all our experience,
at every level, is an awareness of, and a response to, facts
which are given by our environment. All growth, whether

1 Supra, Chap. V, pp. 112-113.
8 Taylor, op. cit., 62,
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physical or mental, is by way of assimilation. We do not
put the vitamins into our diet : we discover and assimilate
what is there. So we do not put the glory into the sunrise or
“impose our values ” on a heroic character : as we grow
in grace we discover them. In other words, what we are
here concerned with is a response, more or less adequate,
richer or poorer, better or worse, to the moral and spiritual
realities which are integral factors in our environment—
that is, in the end, to the Divine Mind * from whom all
good things do come ”’. All goodness is derived and com-
municated—to be sure of this is the life-blood of religion
and the very essence of adoration. In every recognition of
value, on however humble a level, mortal men are admitted
to communion with the creative goodness of God. For
the source and standard of goodness (““ absolute value )
is in God’s holy will and purpose, eternally and completely
satisfied within the experience of the divine life, yet still
to be realized in the time-process—‘ on earth as it is in
heaven ”. Ultimately, the meaning of value is that in which
God is well pleased.

Thus the subject-matter of Christian moral judgment
is really those qualities of spirit which express themselves
in what we call our ‘ values” and in the acts in which
we embody them. Hence the goal of the Christian moral
life lies, as it were, on the other side of the frontier, in
Christian worship and adoration. For the Christian, the
absolute moral standard is the vision of God in the face
of Christ. The demands of the Christian life are never
fulfilled on the level of ‘“ mere morality . Duty passes
over into worship, and vhereby transcends itself and is
transfigured. Not that moral distinctions are obliterated
in an Absolute “ beyond good and evil ’—that would be
the negation of Christian Theism. But that the worship of
a holy God, unconditioned in absolute perfection, opens to
us such new depths of insight into the meaning and worth
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of life itself, and the richness, range and searching demands
of goodness, that thereby our values are transvalued and we
are reborn in a new moral order. It is only as we are thus
born again that we can enter into the realm of God.

3. Gop’s HoLiNESS AND CHRISTIAN VALUES

This somewhat technical discussion may have seemed to
the reader a little wearisome. It was, however, a necessary
stage in the journcy which we are travelling ; and we have
thus, I hope, brought our argument to the threshold of
what primarily concerns us. Precisely what difference is
imported into our moral judgments and attitudes if we
accept the Christian form of Theism ? There are many
“good ” men who do not believe in God : there are many
noble and admirable lives which acknowledge no conscious
Christian inspiration. Yet we have contended that what is
truly implied in the domands and claims of the moral
consciousness is only fulfilled in the Christian religion ;
and that, within the Christian experience, goodness itself
is so clothed upon with new richness and delicacy of colour
as to be invested with a changed significance and to evoke
new ways of response of life. What is it that works this
subtle alchemy on the stuff and substance of our judgments ?
How does it effect the transvaluing of our values ? This
is the question of crucial importance and the real centre of
our investigation.

Goodness is what all men seek after, as that which will
satisfy some purpose. The purpose may be limited or
temporary, the expression of some minor, local element
in our whole psycho-physical constitution—as for example
the quenching of thirst. Or it may be what we call our
life-purpose. Every such satisfaction of purpose is, within
its own limited context, good. Yet with reference to a more
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embracing claim, in the pattern of a wider and fuller purpose,
it may contain so small an amount of goodness as to be a
trivial or unworthy object for a man’s allegiances and self-
consecrations.! It is good that a thirsty man should drink.
But a ““ chronic thirst ” and a chronic satisfaction of it are
commonly held to be incompatible with making the best
that can be made of life. That does not mean that the
quenching of thirst is evil. Drinking is good, in the context
of our instincts. But because this is the context that
defines it, it must rank as an elementary grade of goodness.
It may have to give way to richer and higher expressions of
it, in the light of a more embracing life-purpose and a fuller
conception of Man’s end and destiny. The positive value
of any good that appeals to us seems thus to be rclative
to its power of satisfying the true possibilities of spirit
and enriching our life with its full capacities. The higher
the goodness a man achieves, the richer and more unified
his character. He may live for the satisfaction of instinct.
That is good, so far as it goes: but it satisfies only one
element in his nature. Nobody can realise all goodness.
A man may be perfeetly ““good ” in the moral sense—
i.e. he may be completely virtuous,—by giving himself
to the realization of quite rudimentary forms of goodness
relatively to his gifts and opportunities. But he may
yet remain an incomplete man—Iless than the man that
God wills him to be. The more he understands of God’s
will, the more of a man (as we say) will he become. And as
spirit wakens in responsiveness to the influence of its
divine environment, new modes of goodness are disclosed
to it, fuller expressions of that will of holiness which is the
creative life of the universe and the true Light which ever
lighteth every man. ‘‘ As we rise in the moral scale, under

1 The position which I am trying to establish here is deeply indebted
to Prof. Paton's volume The Good Will and to the Master of Balliol for
advising me to read it.
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the drawing of conceptions of good more and more adequate
to sustain intelligent aspiration, living itself steadily takes
on more and more a ‘ form of eternity ’.  For, in proportion
to the level we have attained, each of our achievements
becomes more and more the reaction of a personality at
once richer and more unified to the solicitation of a good,
itself presented as richer and more unified.”?

That is not to say that goodness changes, in the sense that
what is good to-day may become evil to-morrow. Goodness
is never anything but good, and never can be, in time or
eternity. But as the experience of the race grows, as the
life of the individual is trained in depth, range and delicacy
of insight, new forms of goodness are disclosed and their
claim on us becomes more and more exacting.

As we grow in wisdom and stature so we discover new
forms of goodness, into which the lower and more elementary
forms have to be taken up and incorporated, or to which
(if need be) they must be sacrificed. If we believe that men
are sons of God, to glorify God and enjoy Him for ever, that
will impart a new depth and tension into our appreciations
of goodness. It will imply a transvaluing of our values. It
will not deprive the subordinate forms of goodness of that
genuine value which belongs to them, as true but rudi-
mentary expressions of God’s perfection on their own level.
That is the fallacy of religious fanaticism. On the other
hand, from the Christian standpoint, to seek goodness only
within the context limited by our biological needs, or indeed
within any horizons defined only by the time-process, is not
only to fail in goodness conceived in any morally worthy
way. It is to fall short of the glory of God. So far as any
such limitation issues from failure in spiritual insight, from
moral inertia or cowardice or from deliberate choice of the
easier path, what we choose may not be in itself evil, but we
who choose it are guilty of mortal sin.

1 Taylor, op. cit., p. 100,
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It is thus that in the presence of Christ all men know
themselves to be sinners. They may fairly claim to be
“ doing their best ", and may even be conscious of no actual
wrong-doing. But He comes as a sword-thrust into the heart
of life, shattering our contentment and complacency ; not
merely to make us contrite for our failures but to make us
ashamed of our best. When He confronts us, the poverty
of our insight and the cheapness of even our highest aspira-
tions is so shamefully and relentlessly exposed as to awaken
in us the sense of sin. Our commonplace discernments of
goodness are here challenged by the divine holiness. We are
in the presence of Goodness itself. And we know that
nothing which falls short of that holiness can hold or deserve
our ultimate veneration. ‘ Without holiness no man shall
see the Lord.”

Hence, too, the paradox which we meet so often—that the
people who seem to be most keenly alive to the need of
penitence and divine forgiveness seem, to our superficial
standards, to be those who have least to be penitent about.
No doubt there are plenty of pathologicals who torment
themselves and exhaust their advisers by worrying over
imaginary sins. But real saints, whose lives seem to most
of us unattainable patterns of holy living, are normally or
at least very often spirits clothed in a habit of repentance.
To the commonplace judgment this appears irrational. To
an awakened spirit it is obvious. The further a man has
advanced, by the grace of God, in the recognition of goodness,
the clearer his insight into its real demand and the keener
his sense of his own unworthiness. The Greek psychology of
temptation, as outlined in the Republic for example, was
surely very wide of the mark here. There is no state that
corresponds to Sophrosyne. There is no stage in an awakened
moral life at which a man ceases to be vulnerable by the
seductions of the lower choice. There is nothing which so
glaringly exposes the self-centredness of the Greek moral



190 The Redemption of Values

ideal as this bland and rather smug suggestion. The truth is
that only the finest souls can realize what temptation really
means. It is they alone who are fully sensitive to what is
involved in the real claims of goodness and alive to the guilt
of the less exacting choice. The classical instance is in the
Synoptic Gospels. Jesus alone could have been tempted as
He was.

Now this implies, from the Christian standpoint, that a
sense of sin is a rather advanced stage in our moral and
spiritual experience. There are those who keep on deplor-
ing that the modern age suffers from a defective sense of sin.
But that is putting the cart before the horse. Its essential
need is a living sense of God. You cannot have any genuine
sense of sin (in its full religious connotation) until you have
seen some vision of God’s glory. You may feel remorse or
shame or desperation ; you may feel you have forfeited your
self-respect, failed your friends or let down a cause ; but you
cannot experience a sense of sinfulness without some vital
experience of God.

Thus conduct passes into worship, and only thereby is the
good life fulfilled. The contemplation of God Himself is the
source of moral progress and fruitfulness. It is just not true
that the ‘“moral imperative ” is self-sufficient and self-
explanatory. The tradition which has built up its system
on devotion to a sheer moral law has not, in point of fact, been
conspicuous either for delicacy of moral insight or for any
such genuine humility as must be the condition of growth in
goodness. It tends to a rather unlovely moral priggishness.
Thus it somehow seems to inhibit the moral integrity which
it would claim to safeguard.

It is clear, moreover, that ‘‘obeying the dictates of
conscience ”’ cannot be a valid formula for the good life.
It has justified half the worst crimes of history. Certainly
the deliverances of conscience are not necessarily true to
the “ will of God ”. For there is implied in that will the
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duty of submitting ourselves to such supernatural in-
fluences, and training ourselves in such spiritual aptitudes,
as will open to us true, authentic insight into what any
situation holds within it when seen from the standpoint of
the “ mind of Christ . It is thus that the worship of God
Himself is at once the condition and the * great reward ”’ of
that consecration to the will of God, in which Christianity
finds the meaning of life and the absolute standard of value.

Worship is the fulfilment of the good life. But it is also
the creative source of it. * The worship of a holy God saves
the soul from premature satisfaction with its partial achieve-
ment.”! There is nothing absolutely and without qualifica-
tion good save the holy will of our God and Father. All other
values are relative : all other goodness is derived. Only in a
sharing of that eternal will can finite spirits fulfil their
destiny. Thus the implications of the good life can only be
brought to complete fruition in consecration to the super-
natural. To suppress this otherworldly note would debase
all Christian moral standards. Holiness, as we have seen
already, and not merely virtue or conscientiousness, is the
Christian ideal of character. The good we seck is none other
than God Himself.

But this does not mean that we depreciate the genuine
though subordinate forms of value which we find on the
“natural ” levels of experience. Nobody can be always
religious ; to attempt it would almost certainly drive us to
madness. Few people are able, and probably few should
attempt,to be always consciously aware of God. Christianity
will, I think, be eager to emphasize that, as the created order
has been endowed with a curtain measure of independence
even as against its Creator, so the natural good things in life
possess a relative and imparted goodness independently and
in their own right. All values have their source in God :
however humble and elementary, they reflect some radiance

1 R. Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 51.
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from His glory. But we need not be always seeking anxiously
for a “ religious " justification of the natural and subordinate
values. It would, to my mind, be quite inconsistent with
the spirit that breathes in the parables to live in this strained
and self-conscious attitude. The dreadful advice which a
preacher is fabled to have given boys in a public school
chapel—* take God with you into the scrum *’—seems to me
to be really incompatible with the spontaneity of the
Christian life.? If we demand an ulterior motive for enjoying
games or keeping ourselves in health we are making life
pietistic and unnatural—and that is surely profoundly
un-Christian. To enjoy a game is a good thing to do and it
needs no further justification. Yet a man who has reached
middle life and is still too much preoccupied with games
seems to be rather a pitiable person. He has established
psychological harmony by ignoring things of far greater
worth. And the Christian ethic will always bid us cultivate
a measure of inward detachment even while we frankly
enjoy the lesser good things. It is, for example, a sound rule
of life that a man ought to cultivate some hobby which he
finds so absorbing and enjoyable that he is always tempted
to give to it more time and money than he can spare—and
always to resist this temptation. And a tension of this kind
between two levels of loyalty would appear to be a fruitful
analogy of what is involved in the Christian life as at once
natural and supernatural.

Once more, traditional morality—even if frankly utili-
tarian—growing out of social experience and men’s actual
commerce with life, has its place, not lightly to be repudiated.
Honesty ¢s the best policy : racial experience has discovered
that and, so far as it goes, that truth is valuable. Human life
would become a poorer thing if that maxim were set aside.

1 Of. the story of a well-known bishop who is said to have exclaimed,
on seeing a goal scored, * Surely that shot was richly blessed . Or was it
an ecclesiastical idiom for the more familiar * & d——d good shot * ?
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But that needs no Christian justification ; and the attempt
which is made too frequently to justify Christian moral
standards because they will lead to success in this world—
even if this be true, which is highly questionable—is to
degrade both religion and ethics. The real point to be urged
by Christian ethics is that the accepted values of common-
sense often prove to be fatal hindrances to moral and
spiritual progress. The standards of reference which they
presuppose are but the obvious and immediate standards
of their own particular and limited context. But we cannot,
in fact, realize the values inherent in any given situation—
as parents, citizens or whatever it may be—unless we
include the eternal horizons and are seeking to measure by
absolute standards. It is the paradox of the moral life that
so many obviously good things may prove themselves to
be ‘““hardly” reconcilable with what goodness in itself
demands. This note sounds clearly enough in Christ’s
teaching. ‘‘ How hardly shall they that have riches enter
into the Kingdom of God.” Yet riches are themselves good,
not evil.

This recognition supplied the true motive of the medizval
Christian asceticism. Men were then more keenly alive than
we are to the moral and spiritual dangers which are lurking
in the most innocent and most obviously good relationships.
The only safeguard they could devise was to abolish the
relationships, and to propose chastity and poverty as the
evangelical counsels of perfection. Their problem still
remains unsolved. It is easy enough to refute the Manichee.
But that rather annoying pose of masculinity, with its
affectations about public-houses, which some modern clergy
are prone to adopt, is itself witness to some maladjustment,
some sense of unfreedom and uneasiness in their whole
relation to physical satisfactions. We can only be perfectly
free and perfectly * natural” in our acceptance of bodily
enjoyment if our spirits are truly at home in the supernatural.

o
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But apart from this, the best things about us, family
devotion or loyalty to our country, are themselves fraught
with grave moral weaknesses. The more intensely a man
cares for his family, the more blind is he prone to be to its
imperfections, and the less sensitive to the wider claims of
national welfare and public service. And still more obviously
on this latter level. The more passionately a man loves his
country, the more ardently he desires to advance its welfare,
the less alive is he to its limitations, and the less capable of
thinking of it as part of a world-wide human community.
The cthical attitude of the individual to the group which is
the context of the good life for him serves to frustrate its
moral fulfilment. It is only loyalty to the absolute standard,
a hunger and thirst after God’s holiness, which can rescue
us from this moral impasse.! We cannot be “ good ”’ in our
family relationships, our citizenship or our daily duties,
unless we are endeavouring to be more than “ good ’—to be
conformed to the holy will of God. * Our affections must
be set on things above, not on things on the earth,” or we
shall spoil, frustrate and degrade the most precious things
that we know on earth. This bi-polarity of allegiance is of
the essence of Christian living.

The distinctiveness of the Christian moral standards
depends largely upon this wider context, these eternal and
divine horizons which define for us the meaning and worth
of Man’s life. Goodness is seen in the light of that holy Will
which shines on us in the face of Jesus Christ. Within life so
interpreted and so appraised new forms of goodness disclose
themselves, to compel the re-valuing of our scales of value.
There emerge new visions of what goodness may be, out of
which are fashioned new qualities of character, and new
estimates of worth, bringing with them sterner obligations.

It may serve here to suggest one illustration. If we take
the cardinal virtue of Justice—the Greek summary of all

1 Cf. Niebuhr, op. cit., pp. 88 sg.
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moral excellence—as an element in the Christian moral ideal,
we can see that it is not so much superseded as filled with
immeasurably new content, because of the meaning that we
find in man’s life, as interpreted by the mind of Christ, in
the framework of the divine society. ‘ Love " is * Justice ”
in a transfigured setting. The development of the moral
ideal dependslargely, as T. H. Green? taught, on the widening
of the * area of common good ’—i.e. of the context within
which mutual obligations are recognized. The moral ideal
of a savage tribe is outgrown in a civilized community ;
chiefly because in that wider life there are more human
claims to be recognized. What is good for man is seen to be
something richer than was understood by the primitive
society. Thus the extension of our moral area involves pari
passu an enrichment in the implications of our moral values.
So too, conversely, a clearer insight into the meaning of
man’s life carries with it a repudiation of all that, whether by
design or accident, restricts the area of co-operation. When a
man has seen deeply into goodness then the idea of privilege
becomes intolerable, and barriers of class, race or govern-
ment seem to him an affront to human dignity. So it is that
St. Paul and all Christian teachers who have seen life
through the windows of the mind of Christ can assert that in
Him all barriers are down. In Christ there can be neither
Jew nor Greek, male nor female, bond nor free.

But this recognition must transfigure our whole con-
ception of what ““right’ conduct implies. ‘ Who is my
neighbour ? >’ is the crucial question which controls all
estimates of our duty. The idea of justice plainly illustrates
this. If justice means to render to all their dues, then if we
ask what is due to others, the answer depends partly on our
estimate of the needs and capacities of human nature, and
partly also on the range of neighbourhood within which we
admit mutual obligation. Christianity revises both these

1 Prolegomena to Ethics, Book III, Chap. IIL.
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estimates ; and the process of re-valuation brings to light
such new facts and standards that Justice itself is filled with
a new content. In a society resting on privilege men may
regard the slaves and manual workers or some oppressed
racial minority, as little more than “ living tools ”’ or animals.
They do not come within the arca of neighbourhood and no
human claims are accorded to them. By this standard the
most that can be ““ due ”’ to them from the dominant class
is a subsistence wage. When they come to be recognized as
neighbours, their rights—that is, their claims on others—
are seen to include the means for developing the fullest life
of which they are capable. What before would have been
thought generous will now be understood to be barely just.
When men are seen in the light of eternity, there appear yet
new standards of measurcment. For if a man is a member
of Christ’s family, if he is an inheritor of the Kingdom of
Heaven, a potential citizen of the divine society, and
capable of communion with God, and if this is his claim to
be reckoned as my neighbour; then what is due to him
can be nothing less than all that can help to equip him for
that vocation.

Thus Christianity clothes the term Justice with an
immeasurably enriched significance. It will not be content
with the overthrow of privilege and a real respect for the
rights of backward pcoples ; though both of these are ahead
of current standards. It will rather insist that if God
8o loved the world; if a man is worth that in the sight
of God ; if the Spirit can evoke such qualities out of very
average Christian nature as are the commonplaces of human
history ; then a man’s due has never been rendered him till
Society has helped him to realize all the goodness for which
God designed him. On that level Justice is so transmuted
as to be more truly described as redemptive love.

This is but one obvious example of the ways in which,
within the Christian context, new forms of excellence
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manifest themselves, bringing new claims and obligations.
It is in this way that Christianity evokes, and raises high in
its scale of honour, attitudes and qualities of character which
are little esteemed in the context of the world. These are
the characteristic ‘‘ fruits of the Spirit .

This illustration may serve to suggest how the Christian
interpretation of life, in its true context and with its eternal
background, elicits new insight into goodness, enriching our
conception of God’s will with ever fuller and more concrete
meaning, and thercby transvalues all valucs. How this can
be worked out in practice, how Christian values can be
vindicated in some actual moral situations, we shall have
to suggest in the following chapters.

But meanwhile we have reached a position from which we
can at least see our way towards the solution of our earlier
problem. Is religion co-extensive with the whole of life ?
In what way may it be claimed that Christianity can offer
the world such moral guidance as will unify, redeem and
dircct the whole complex life of the twenticth century ?
It is clear by this time how we shall answer that. Chris-
tianity is a religion: and rcligion, though it is mutually
involved in all the other activities of spirit, penetrating,
transforming and sanctifying, must not itsclf be confused
with any of them. Their autonomy must be respected.
Thus, for example, Christianity must not attempt to impose
any limits on freedom of intellectual enquiry or to ask for any
particular conclusions. It must not suggest that a Christian
education is committed to any other hypothesis in Biology,
Physics, or even History, than those which these sciences
themselves demand. It must not say that a vitalist hypo-
thesis is ‘““ more Christian ”’ than a biochemical. There is
no such thing as a Christian Biology. There is just Biology.
And in so far as a Biologist pursues it honestly, seeking truth
without fear or favour, he is doing God’s will in his own
particular province.
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Von Hiigel used to insist upon this with an almost
monotonous reiteration, as in the following characteristic
sentences. ‘‘ The creature is not the Creator either in
quantity or quality ; it is not a little god ; and yet though
it is indefinitely lesser, the Creator rcspects the inferior
and different nature. Even so science and all the depart-
ments of life are not religion, or to be absorbed in it, or
to be anything but as scrupulously reverenced by religion
as would be a bevy of young women by some strong mature
man.” To recognize this, said the Baron in the same letter,
was Eucken’s most fruitful contribution. “If you ask Has
not religion to do with everything ? Eucken would answer :
Most certainly. Does it not embrace everything ¢ He
would say : Yes and no. Yes, if by rcligion you mean here a
motive so all-embracing as to make you respect the various
laws immanent in all the various departments of life. No, if
you mean a set of laws or motives which can be taken as
the simple regulators and commanders of these other laws.
Hence religion will have to come to see that it cannot attain
to its own depth, it cannot become the chief thing, if it does
not continually renounce aspiring after being everything.’’!

Thus Christianity vindicates its claim to be coterminous
with life in all its range of interest and activity, not by
attempting to dictate to the other, non-religious activities—
sesthetic, scientific or technical—but by inspiring a new
attitude to all of them. It does this both as a coherent
world-view (based upon its own experience of God) and as a
redemption of men’s appreciations.

1. On the one hand it offers a synoptic view. It will not
seek religious or moral lessons in the findings of the depart-
mental sciences ; but it will remind them that it is often
easier to understand what a tree means if you see it in the
whole pattern of the wood. It means more seen in that
context than if you consider it in isolation. It then becomes

1 Letters, pp. 93-94.
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part of a larger scheme of things; and you cannot truly
interpret anything except in the light of the whole of which
it is part. And thismayinvolvereconsideration of the ‘“‘laws”’
which are thought to apply to the part—just as the laws of
chemical reaction have to be revised or stated differently
when they are studied on the biological level. The same
will apply to the technical factors which enter into most of
our moral judgments. Thus the phrase Christian Economics,
so much beloved in Copec circles, immediately provokes the
rejoinder : “ There are no Christian economics any more
than thereis a Christian gcometry.” In one sense that is a
perfectly true statement. No amount of Christian aspira-
tion can make two straight lines enclose a space ; nor if
consumption exceeds production will Christianity save us
from bankruptcy. Economic laws must be respected ; but
that does not mean that they are the only laws which are
operative even in economic life. Christianity will insist that
Man’s life is part of a divine-human pattern, in which econ-
omics have a rightful place: but it cannot allow that they are
independent of the social, moral and ssthetic concerns which
are equally integral to human nature. And this may involve
a different reading of what is implied in economic law when
subsumed under laws of wider application. The same con-
sideration will hold of judicial, medical or any other laws,
regarded as elements in moral judgments. On the technical
factors involved Christians, as such, have no competence to
decide ; yet the technical factors are themselves gifts of
God and disclosures of His will as operative in the created
order. They are therefore to be welcomed with reverence
as held within the will of od for His world—not as so many
obstacles to be overcome, but rather as opportunity and
material for the working out of Christian solutions. There
is surely a very hopeful field for mutual counsel and co-opera-
tion between the technical experts on the one hand and the
representatives and custodians of Christian moral values on
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the other. This might be done on a quite small scale in
almost any parish in England with reference to some par-
ticular moral issue. Nothing would give more sense of
confidence in Christianity as no mere Utopian sentimentality.
Few things would help more to deliver Christians from a
spineless and amateurish pietism.

2. But even more important than this, because it is
applicable to all Christians, however ignorant and however
humble, is the contribution of Christianity in the clarification
of our insight. In approaching the question : What is our
duty ? or (to put the same thing in different words) : What
is the best we can do with this situation ? the Christian
will bring his own scales of measurement. If a man’s heart
is indeed right with God he will find more in a given situation
—Tricher possibilities of goodness and therefore more searching
claims and obligations—than are revealed to the worldly
mind. To make the most that you can of life is excellent
advice for a young man, even if not startlingly original. But
it moves on an entirely different level from the injunction :
“Ye shall be perfect even as your Father in heaven is
perfect.” To the life that is hid with Christ in God, the sur-
rendered heart and dedicated mind, there are disclosed such
deeper and richer insights into what is contained within the
will of God as are not apparent to the children of this world.
Hence, first and last, the Christian ethic is dependent upon
the Christian religion as the source and safeguard of its
specific values. ‘‘ Be not conformed to this world but trans-
formed by the renewing of your minds that you may prove
what s the will of God, that good, acceptable and perfect
thing.”



PART II

CHAPTER VIII
THE FAMILY

1. TaHE CHRISTIAN VALUES AT STARKE

HE Englishman’s home used to be his castle. In

modern life it is coming to be regarded as somewhere
to sleep next door to the garage. How can it be made into a
home again ? This is the most searching moral issue that
Christianity to-day has to face. If we wish to try out in
practical application the theory which we have attempted to
establish, here is the obvious field of investigation. For here
pre-eminently is the situation in which the natural good is
fullyrealized only by partakingin the supernatural. Moreover,
the moral and social bewilderment of the modern world
centres on the family. Here is the ganglion of all those new
reactions, economic, psychological and moral, which the
Christian ethic is forced to encounter. The weakening of the
Christian belief and the disintegration of the family seem
to be mutually involved together. Here the Christian faith
is on trial at the very heart and nerve centre of the world’s
ethical and religious problem. For it is probably true on the
whole that the religious and moral scepticism which is
paralysing our contemporaries is due less to intellectual
solvents than to the seeming failure of home life. The modern
man thinks he has been betrayed in the citadel of his inmost
personal intimacies. Bertrand Russell no doubt exaggerates
when he asserts that in nine cases out of ten the relations
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between children and parents are a source of unhappiness
to both parties. He must have moved and formed his social
judgments in a sombrely monochrome environment. But
he is, I believe, profoundly right in saying that * the failure
of the family to provide the fundamental satisfactions which
in principle it is capable of yielding is one of the most deep-
seated causes of the discontent prevalent in our age .1
If the world is to recover moral mastery it is here that
Christianity must help it.

We cannot escape from the twentieth century, or think to
heal its hurts by ‘“ deploring ”’ them, like undergraduates’
debating societics. We have to deal with facts as they are.
The primary moral issue of our time is the rehabilitation of
family life as the home of free, rich, spontaneous living as
against the intimidation of the State, the pressure of
depersonalizing forces and the anxmia of mediocrity. This,
as the Bishops at Lambeth truly said, is * a supreme interest
of the Christian Church ”. But we find ourselves now in a
totally new position. Such phrases as ‘‘ the sanctity of home
life ” are irritating more than informative. They do not
ring with the tones of authority, since there is so much in the
modern temper which repudiates the idea presupposed in
them. The sanctity is what has to be rediscovered. And
much more than that, the Christian Church is itself adrift
in uncharted waters. It must now steer its way through
perilous seas without the guidance of familiar landmarks.
Here is, indced, the crucial case in which the Church is
compelled to face the question how far it possesses an ethic
of its own. Can it mect the challenge in the open ? For the
Christian standards here are hard pressed. It is taken for
granted by our modern prophets that the Christian ideal
is hopelessly discredited. The domestic virtues of the
Victorians secm to the young false as well as funny. Con-
temporary drama and fiction assume that conjugal fidelity

1 The Conquest of Happiness, p. 186,
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involves a dismal, repressed existence of joyless suburban
domesticity. All our standards are tumbling round us.

The present situation is intolerable. Everybody who
thinks at all seriously is alive to the need for some valid
standards. ‘‘ Love has its own proper ideals and its own
intrinsic moral standards. These are obscured both in
Christian teaching and in the indiscriminate revolt against
all sexual morality which has sprung up amongst con-
siderable sections of the younger generation.”! The mis-
understanding and misinterpretation of the whole Christian
outlook on the question which is so flagrant in Earl Russell
seems to be common to all the * advanced ” writers. They
seem to agree only in these points, an invincible ignorance
of Christianity and a conviction that the Christian ethic
seeks to preserve irrational taboos from which free men
demand emancipation. The Christian rejoinder must not be
shocked or shrill. The Church must set forth its own
philosophy as its own constructive contribution : and then
the world must make up its mind. We have thus to ask how
far is it possible in the changed conditions of the twentieth
century for the Christian ethic to offer convincing guidance
for the rebuilding of the family.

I prefer to put the question in that way. We shall do well
to avoid the familiar cliché about * Christianity and sex .
Not only because it is an exhausted cliché but because it
makes a thoroughly false suggestion, that this one aspect of
the whole relationship is a peculiar challenge to Christianity,
which is chiefly concerned with holding it in check. That
this suggestion is false, nceds no emphasis. It has been the
dammnosa hereditas of far too much Christian moral teaching,
which has always been prone to identify sin with concu-
Ppiscence, in the sense of sexual desire.? But this is a relic of

1 B. Russell, Marriage and Morals, p. 103.

2 “The King Charles head which has obsessed so many speculators on
the problem of evil in an.” N. P. Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and
Original Sin, p. 66 : cf. also pp. 34, 155, 304 sq.
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primitive taboo, which dies hard even in modern Christianity.
Perhaps it is kept alive artificially by what seems to me to be
the disastrous practice of giving such prominence to ‘““straight
talks ”’ in preparing adolescents for confirmation. It is clear
in any case that our mworal teaching has failed in the past
through being so largely negative. It has stressed too much
the avoidance of sexual sin, reinforced by appeals to self-
interest based on the supposed results of wrong-doing.
Apart from the question of sub-Christian motives, such
arguments are no longer possible because they are known to be
true no longer. It is just not true that your sin will find you
out, at least in any crude and obvious sense. You can
purchase immunity at a small cost. That line of attack
must now be abandoned, and that is all to the good from the
Christian standpoint. The question must now be discussed
on its merits as a moral and spiritual issue, unclouded either
by fear or favour. It is not how to avoid doing wrong that
is the chief interest of Christianity, but how to attain the
best life and make the most of it.

We need a philosophy of the whole question seen in its
widest and richest context. Most of the professed solutions
fail because they isolate one or another of the delicate and
far-reaching relationships which are involved in the life of
the family. For the family is the achievement in little of all
that human society secks to be. No thinking about it will be
true which ignores any factor in this complex. We must see
it as woven into the whole pattern of man’s life and his
eternal destiny. One may study it from the standpoint of
biology, or of economics or of sociology. But none of these
views will be realistic unless it also includes all the others ;
and unless it be remembered that man is not merely a
civilized animal nor a moralized social being, but that he is
also an immortal spirit with a soul to save and a destiny to
realize. Christianity must always be suspicious of any too
simple solutions. It must set itself against such proposals
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as offer harmony at too low a level. It will thus regard
from its own detached standpoint most of the current
philosophies of the family and most of the current popular
proposals which are offered by the new morality ; not
because they offend the prejudices of clergymen, but because
they are in fact untrue to the delicacy and richness of the
subject-matter.

It is fatally easy for matter-of-fact ethics to offer solutions
which are superficial because they thus over-simplify the
data. And these Christianity cannot but reject. Thus (1) we
shall fail to discuss the question adequately if we think
solely in terms of the family as a self-contained and self-
sufficient group, torn out of its wider social context. For it
only comes to its own true fulfilment as a creative and
redemptive force in the social order of which it forms part.
It is clear that intense devotion to his family may hold a man
back from the wider claims of his citizenship. It may be
that some scnse of tension between the immediate and the
remoter loyalty is essential to the ripening of both of them.
In any case the tension is felt ; and it is an impoverished
attitude to the family which is blind to this wider social
reference. There are no short-term solutions and no short
cuts. So far as the family fails to pass over into the fuller
relations of society, its potential values remain partly
unrealized.

(2) On the other hand it is equally fallacious so to insist
on the wider reference as to make light of the immediate
intimacies. Communists have always been sensitive to the
clash between family devotion, as the nurse of personal
individuality, and the needs of the collectivist state. They
have sought to adjust an imperfect relationship by abolishing
one of the terms to be related. It has not, however, proved
true in practice that to weaken family allegiance has
strengthened the ties of civic obligation. The family is
the school of civic virtues. And this should warn us against
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a like tendency which can be traced in contemporary
discussions, to consider family life and what is implied in it
from a purely sociological point of view. It is not hard to be
so preoccupied with the social necessity of eugenic breeding,
or again with the family group as the unit of consumption
or production, as to ignore the specific worth and preciousness
of the inner life of the family itself. But if these rich values
evaporate, then in effect we shall have destroyed the family,
together with all its possible social significance.

(3) Once more, thinking may be so much concentrated on
the rights and privileges of the two partners and what is
best for their health and happiness as to ignore the claims of
their children. This is a flagrantly one-sided attitude and
we are in full reaction against it. But it is possible to be so
concerned with the rights and claims of the children as to
overbalance on the opposite side. We rightly assume as a
fundamcntal axiom that it is wrong for children to be born
to parents who (for whatever reason) are unable to give them
a fair chance in life. ‘ Bad ” parents, we say, ought not to
have children. Yet we must not allow ourselves to forget
the redemptive influence of children on parents who seem to
be otherwise beyond redemption.

(4) The pattern is thus much more subtle and intricate
than is realized by common-sense ethics. But to these
general considerations Christianity adds its own sovereign
principles. No thought about the family can be true which
thinks merely in terms of this world. Man is made for life
eternal ; and all social groupings and relationships must
therefore fall short of their real significance if they are not so
constituted and ordered as to school men for that eternal
destiny. The family, in its Christian conception, is an in-
carnation of life eternal. Hence even into its best and
dearest intimacies Christian thinking will introduce a certain
note of detachment and distance. ‘I could not love thee,
dear, so much, loved I not honour more.”” True Christian
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thought will go beyond this. It will see thatlove is only made
perfect if the lovers love God even more than one another.
Christ Himself is lovely and adorable in His genial apprecia-
tion of the values and sanctities of the family. Yet that
other note cannot be muted if we are to be true to His mind :
there are times when a man must ““ hate ” his family, not
because it is not good in itself, but to sanctify it in the
perfect Good.

Thus, if we would think creatively and usefully, we must
eschew short-term propositions. I do not know any better
summary of the way Christianity regards the matter than
this admirable sentence : “ In what special ways can the
family help us to prepare for life in the world and for ever-
lasting life, for a realization of that in ourselves which is the
key to our relation to a present that grows out of the past
and leads to the future ? 7’1

In this matter the younger men and women are left
lamentably without guidance. Yet here are the most
momentous decisions which any of them are called upon to
face. Other big issues can be left, however foolishly and
irresponsibly, to professional politicians and economists.
This cannot : it presses on them personally : it is for them
all the imperative moral issue. Most of the talk and all the
denunciation comes at present from people over sixty. The
doing, and most of the suffering for mistakes, fall on people
under thirty. The weight of Christian responsibility rests,
therefore, chiefly on their shoulders; for they alone can
discover the way out. Not every utterance of bachelor
clerics, safe in harbour beyond the age of passion, is neces-
sarily to be accepted as oracular.

We must ask, therefore, what considerations the Christian
ethic will rightly invite the younger men and women to
bear in mind in embarking upon this urgent moral enterprise.

1 Mrs. A. D. Lindsay in Christianity and the Present Moral Unrest, p. 176.
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There is no ready or cut-and-dried solution. They can
find their answer only by experiment. For the old conven-
tions no longer hold now, and to try to revive them would be
futile. They have lost their compulsive social force and
(in the minds of the rising generation) most of their claim
to inward allegiance. They were secured partly by subter-
fuges, partly by keeping women ‘in their place ’—i.e.
economically dependent and intellectually undeveloped.
That age is past. Economic causes, such as the break-up of
domestic industries and the entry of women into the wage
market, have no doubt been largely responsible; though
Christianity is surely entitled to claim at least a contribu-
tory influence. Inevitably this transitional period in the
rightful emancipation of women is bound to be difficult and
experimental. At its worst, it involves a new claim by
women to imitate the vices of men. Even at its best it calls
imperatively for creative insight and readjustment. Unless
we can help them to find a constructive attitude our younger
contemporaries will soon find themselves drowned in that
flood of fierce, crude hedonism which is washing over from
across the Atlantic. If Christian standards are to be re-created
it can be only by commending themselves freely to the reason
as well as the feelings of the rising generation.

Changes of habit and fashion do not matter much. Chris-
tianity is not necessarily committed to any particular social
convention. We are not concerned with mere respectability,
which has lately been described with some justice as one
of the seven deadly virtues. What we are concerned with
is the Christian ideal : the particular legislation or con-
ventions by which that is expressed or supported are, after
all, of secondary importance. There is thus no need for
Christian people to oppose the demand for changes in the
marriage law. It would seem too obvious to need much
argument that the existing laws do need changing ; and it
is not a concern of Christianity to make people unhappier
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than they need be. In the political and social circumstances
in which modern Christianity finds itself, Christian opinion
is certainly not justified in attempting to force upon the
Btatute Book laws which Christians themselves regard as
binding. It is doubtful, indeed, whether the Christian
principles are well served by legislative sanctions even within
the Christian society. This may read like a plea for moral
anarchy : but it is, I think, much more consistent with the
real genius of the Christian spirit to throw moral choices and
decisions quite relentlessly back on individuals. The Chris-
tian way of life is an Honour School—not merely guarantee-
ing a minimum standard, which is what all sound legislation
aims at, but ambitious for the achievement of an optimum.
The question thus turns upon the nature of that optimum.
What ideal should Christians try to realize, at the cost if
need be even of heavy sacrifice to their personal desires ?
For without willingness to face such sacrifice no fruitful
solution is conceivable. All the current talk about instinct
and the supposed dangers of repressing it, would be bound to
result, if acted out consistently, in making any civilized
life impossible. It is the voice of an atavistic barbarism.
Society is unthinkable at any level without the constructive,
voluntary repression of at least the more violent anti-social
instinets. The Cross, after all, stands at the centre of any
living attempt at community life. ‘‘The beginning of
culture,” as Malinowski says, ‘‘implies the repression of
instincts, and all the essentials of the (Edipus complex or
any other complex are necessary by-products in the gradual
formation of culture.” That refreshing cold bath of sanity
is tonic in our Freudianized climate. It keeps the problem
at its proper temperature. For Christianity, like all sane
thinking, at least has sense enough to insist that the special
problems bound up with sex are insoluble in a strained and
feverish atmosphere. Sex finds its level naturally and
1 Quoted by Dawson, Christianity and Sex, p. 19.
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quietly in a general scheme of disciplined, ordered living :
it bursts through the dams and rages uncontrollably where
the general attitude to life is one of emotional, unrestricted
effusiveness. That, unfortunately, is the atmosphere which
tends now to invest the whole discussion People are thus
more likely to take it seriously if they refuse to exaggerate
its importance. Nothing is more fatal to right thinking than
the tense, violent, furtive way of approach which Bertrand
Russell has called “ bootlegged sex”’. On the other hand,
it is only cool thinking which can avail to deliver the younger
people from their present day obsession with this problem,
as though it were the supreme fact in life. It is worth
showing how wide is the range of activity and interest in a
sane life in which sex plays no recognizable part. To be
obsessed with this fragment of experience is bound to make
life hectic and unbalanced—thin and joyless if marriage
comes, sterile and embittered if it does not.

The frank, open and natural companionship which now
prevails between the two sexes seems to offer this generation
such a chance as the world has never yet had of finding its
way to a genuine solution.

The worst enemy of sane relationships between men and
women in our day is the romantic attitude to love. Intense
as may be the moth’s desire for the star, it throws littlo
light on our problem. It is rather lacking in exact analogy.
It is this unreal sentimentalism, this thought of a love that
can never be satisfied, an exalted bliss for ever unattainable,
yet to be sought for in momentary raptures, which fatally
vitiates the whole discussion. It is a survival of chivalric
notions. But the preacher’s appeal to the “ knightly ideals
of chivalry ”’ points the young to a highly dubious precedent.
The fair lady to whom the knight owed fealty was in
fact always somebody else’s wife ! As Huizinga’s brilliant
chapters remind us, “ marriage had little to do with love ”.1

1 Op. cit., p. 113. See especially Chapters VIII and IX.
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Marriage, in medisval society, was a matter-of-fact business
arrangement : * love ”” was a fiction of courtly society. The
romantic appeal consisted in just the fact that it was illicit
and unattainable. Dante spiritualized such love : but not
Petrarch nor any other. Christianity tried to Christianize
eroticism by throwing the cloak of religious consecration
over the knightly orders and courts of love : but the smile
remained on the face of the tiger. It was one of the worst
mistakes the Church made.

“ Erotic thought,” as Huizinga remarks, “ never acquires
literary value save by some process of transfiguration of
complex and painful reality into illusionary forms.”! The
world of the medieval romances was imaginatively compacted
out of such illusions. But a passion fed by romantic siren-
gongs is hardly the bond of such a realistic and enduring
human relationship as the twentieth century needs to
establish. Yet it is this literary convention, gathering all
that love holds or promises into one burning point of
rapture, which (in a cruder and less refined form) is the
great illusion of our contemporaries. It goes without
saying that to make an ideal of what is in fact a phantasy of
day dreams is the surest way of making life unsatisfactory.
It is strange that an age which takes Freud as its prophet
should so blind itself to the “ principle of reality ”’. For it
is assumed in most current literature that this phantasy of
illicit love is something in itself more pure and holy, more
sublime and more genuinely ‘ spiritual” than a mere
suburban compatibility. The former has all the romantic
values ; the latter is held to be something grey and dingy.

Love, in most of our contemporary literature, means quite
avowedly sexual desire. This is part and parcel of that
enormous fallacy which tends so to interpret our inner life as
to make it a ‘‘ collection of separate impulses, each of which
can attain its private satisfaction ’.2 Thus the gratification

1 Op. cit., p. 99 ? Lippmann, op. cit., p. 306.
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of one instinct is isolated from the whole rich complex of
bodily, mental and spiritual experience within which it
plays its rightful part. That is what Christianity repudiates.
This is not a matter of arbitrary conventions imposed upon
the young by the middle-aged. It depends upon our con-
ception of human nature. Christianity takesaccount of all the
facts. It certainly does justice to the life of instinct, which is
(says the Prayer Book) implanted in us by God. It is good
to satisfy sexual desire: to suggest that it is unholy is
not Christian. But this goodness is but one element in the
goodness rcalizable by man : if it is so attained as to exclude
other and higher elements in goodness, then its realization is
positively evil. A man attains to his full stature only so
far as biological impulses are woven as one strand into the
pattern of his whole psycho-physical constitution, and his
own individual life is woven into the fabric of society. Love
is a self-giving of the whole man; and thercfore it must
involve some inhibitions upon the crude impulses of some
parts of him. Nor can it ever be fully realized either by
himself or by anyone else, save by willingness to submit
himself to such restrictions, standards and loyalties as make
any form of social life possible. This is what a ‘ good man ”’
will wish to do; and this is the moral basis of monogamy.
Christianity, of course, goes further. If Man is indeed made
in the image of God, if in communion with his God and
Father he attains the real fulfilment of his being, then love,
as a self-giving of the whole man, is lifted into the eternal
order and becomes shared communion in the Spirit. This
is the Christian ideal of marriage. Thus, as is well known, the
New Testament banished Eros from its vocabulary and
coined (or perhaps re-minted) the word Agape to describe
the Christian interpretation of love. Our age is busily
re-enthroning Eros, and not only in Piccadilly Circus.
This is a disastrous psychological fallacy : how widespread
it is and how fallacious, the whole apparatus of modern life
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bears witness. The whole atmosphere of our society is
drenched and saturated with sexuality. The Stage, the Film,
the Novel and the daily Press are preoccupied with crude
sex-appeal. All the massed suggestions that play upon them
are such as to lead boys and girls to imagine that this is the
main interest of adult life. And yet, to judge by the tone of
the stage and fiction, zest and enjoyment in this preoccupa-
tion are fast giving way to cynical satiety. “The contem-
porary love story opens cheaply and ends in dispute or dull
resignation.”? The very titles of Aldous Huxley’s novels,
those brilliant mirrors of this aspect of life, supply in them-
selves speaking commentaries. Barren Leaves, Brief Candles :
the titles are quite admirably adapted to that mood of
disgusted, wistful disillusionment, to which their author gives
such masterly expression. People who despise and distrust
love are becoming sceptical about life. This hardly suggests
a creative attitude.

But in fact this whole line of approach is false. It is
wrong, not because it is not * respectable ”, but because it
deals in illusions, not in facts. Love, in the sense of romantic
literature, is a rapturous moment of exaltation succeeded
by either remorse or boredom. Love as Christianity under-
stands it is a thing that grows through mutual companion-
ship, shared interests and common sacrifices, into a union of
personalities.

“The emotion of love is not self-sustaining ; it endures
only when the lovers love many things together and not
merely one another. It is this understanding that love
cannot successfully be isolated from the business of living
which is the enduring wisJdom of the institution of marriage.’’2
It is largely failure to appreciate this which underlies the
contemporary attitudes. There is, I suppose, no serious

1 H. G. Wells, quoted by Streeter, Adventure, p. 85.

* Lippmann, op. cit., pp. 308-309. Far and away the best part of the
book.
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thinker who would advocate the removal of all restraints.
No one who considers the welfare of society can acquiesce
in complete sexual anarchy. The advanced writers like
Earl and Lady Russell, and Judge Lindsey in the United
States, are trying to make a serious contribution from the
standpoint of real human happiness. They admit the
responsibility of parenthood, which, indeed, they desire to
rescue from the moral chaos of promiscuity. They emphasize
that where children are born there the parents must continue
to live together until the children no longer need them.
What they are seeking is some effective compromise which
will reconcile the rearing of families, with its social and civie
responsibilities, with the wayward desires of the average
sensual man. Thus the attempt is made to differentiate
between ‘“ love ”’ in its romantic sense and parenthood, as
the sharing of a home. The so-called companionate marriage
rests on this psychological foundation. For this very reason
it is built on sand. But we cannot dismiss the idea by
scornful phrases. Christianity, I feel sure, must reckon with
the growing doubt in the mind of this generation whether the
procreation of children really is the primary aim of marriage.
People do not think that this is as axiomatic as the Bishops
and the marriage service say it is. I shall have to return to
this point a little later. But meanwhile, when parenthood
is in question, how can it be seriously supposed that people
can share in that common enterprise on a basis of mutual
infidelity ? Whether Christian marriage should always
involve parenthood is a question needing a great deal of
discussion. But parenthood without love and joy and
delight in mutual acceptance is precisely the ideal of a stud
farm. It is even biologically dysgenic. For what hope is
there of successful issue where children are born out of a
sense of duty ¢ Christianity knows more about human
nature.

It is sometimes thought that the Christian attitude is ex-
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pressed by saying that marriages are ‘‘ made in heaven ".
Christianity is not so sentimental. Its feet stand in the world
of life : it does not lose its head in nebulous sentiments.
Face to face with the romantic attitude the Christian ethic is
far more realistic. Its claim on human nature is more
exacting, but it knows more clearly what it is dealing with.
Thus, for example, it is fully aware that while marriage ought
to be made by love yet it often happens that love is made by
marriage. It therefore admits the ‘‘avoidance of fornica-
tion ” as a ground for matrimony which it can acknowledge,
though of course it will always hope for more than this. For
it knows, being fairly old and wise and much concerned
with average men and women, that the romantic standpoint
is false. It is sure from its own experience of life, both in its
splendours and its humiliations, that the so-called realism
of modern writers moves in a world which is only half real
because it includes only half the facts. It knows at least
that experience is cumulative, that Man is compact of
instinct and of spirit, and that love is not a momentary
excitement but a plant that grows in a life-long companion-
ship. Thus the indissolubility of marriage is a vital element
in the Christian conception of love.

There is no need to be obscurantist here or more rigorous
than Christ Himself would be. Obviously there must
be machinery for dealing sensibly with breakdowns.? We
must not give grounds for the suggestion that the Church is
barking up the wrong tree. The first interest of Christian
ethics is not to prevent people from getting unmarried : it is
rather to help them to get married rightly. The current
proposals about trial mar.iage which are really, I suppose,
recrudescences of the old folk custom of legal betrothal, have
at least this much justification, that they are designed to
serve an end which is of the greatest importance to morality.
But it is not likely that they would work out that way. For

1 See pp. 233-242,
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if a marriage can be dissolved at the first disappointment or
disagreement, how can its success be estimated at all ? Its
chance of surviving the incidental strains largely depends on
the fact that the two partners both know that they have
made their contract * for better for worse, till death us do
part 7, and that therefore they must weather the storms
together. The psychology of marriage is thus quite different
from that of any experimental union. It matters profoundly
to the Christian ethic that people should not fall into
marriage casually. Far more thought has to be exercised
on the best ways of helping men and women to choose their
partners wisely and hopefully. But that method we cannot
recommend, because the so-called * trial run ” is in fact the
trial of an entirely different engine.

But we cannot dismiss the suggestion in this airy way. The
Christian society itself should feel a vivid sense of responsi-
bility towards those of its members who are facing the most
momentous of Christian enterpriscs. No more than the
State does the Church discharge its function if it is content
merely to hold the ring, to applaud the victors and punish
the defeated. It must at the best be a true partner in an
undertaking which concerns vitally the health and wealth
of the whole body. And at the worst, where there is defeat
and failure, the Church is there to redeem and restore, not
merely to regulate the damages. The ideal towards which
we should be working is one which it is singularly hard to
keep free from the taint of priggishness and patronage.
Moreover, when the affairs of a family are controlled by
well-meaning people outside then it is something else, not a
family. Nevertheless, just as in a decent family all ““ care *’
for what concerns each, yet without interference or inqui-
sition, so it should be in each Christian group. It is really
committed to every betrothal as much as the State is com-
mitted to every contract. And the parties should be able to
feel that its prayers and sympathies are with them, enriching
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their joys and sustaining their difficulties, helping them
steer round the dangerous curves. Yet modern writers lose
all sense of proportion about this question of unhappy
marriages. Anyone who took current literature as a true
reflection of Western life would conclude that since about
1927 no married life in England has been happy, and that
the normal family is a storm-centre of hatreds, discords and
inhibitions. One would like to know how many of these
writers have ever been guests in a Christian home, such as
they would find in thousands all over England ¢ If they
were, it would mitigate their headlines.

Failures there must be, and they must be rightly dealt
with. But the question put by the world to Christianity is
rather How can we hope for real success ? Indeed the
whole climate of this age is, as Thornton Wilder has grasped,
strangely like that of the late provincial Hellenism.

““ It seemed [to Pamphilus] that the whole world did not
consist of rocks and trees and water, nor were human beings
garments and flesh, but all burned like the hillside of olive trees
with the perpetual flames of love, a sad love that was half
hope, often rebuked and waiting to be reassured of its truth.
But why, then, a love so defeated, as though it were waiting
for a voice to come from the skies declaring that there lay
the secret of the world ? . . . His heart suddenly declared
to him that a sun would rise, and before that sun the timidity
and the hesitation would disappear.”?

That is the great liberation of Christianity. It draws the
individual life within the pattern of a divine scheme, at the
heart of which is victorious love, creative, redemptive and
undefeated. There is the rL.ythm to which life must conform
and in conforming find its fulfilment. We cannot be atom-
ists in our thinking, either about ourselves or about our
relationships : otherwise what is the meaning of ¢ Qur
Father” ¥ The pattern of life is the Great Society, at once

1 The Woman of Andros, p. 46.
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temporal and eternal, instinctive and spiritual, divine and
human. Men and women partake in cternity so far as
they form part of that Community, penctrated, enriched
and transformed by sharing in spiritual reality, the physical
sustaining the life of Spirit, the life of Spirit redceming the
physical, within the mutual responsibility of the whole
family of God. Thus the Christian home is not a mere
synonym for a commonplace, virtuous domesticity. It is, as
the Christian Church claims, a sacrament of human relation-
ships in their idcal—at once the symbol and instrument of
redemption through the Love Divine.

2. New DatA ror A CHRISTIAN ETHIO

But if this ideal is to be accepted, there are various
concrete considerations, due to the present condition of
socicty, to which the exponents of Christian ethics must give
some searching and courageous attention. If this chapter is
not to become a volume we must be content to mention a
few of these and to indicate some line of approach to them.

1. The circumstances of industrialized society introduce
into family relationships some new and disturbing cconomic
factors. These are bound to affect in various ways both our
moral judgments and our social standards. Thus, first, the
age of economic maturity does not synchronize with the
biological. It must be faced that early marriage is becoming
increasingly difficult, and, as things are, probably undesirable.
This at once gives rise to those situations from which it is
proposed to find a way out by the so-called companionate
marriage. The suggestion has been much misrepresented and
many of the attacks which are made on it proceed either from
ignorance or unfairness. Judge Lindsey repeats again and
again that he is not advocating “trial *’ marriages. He is
merely trying to find a sane remedy, within the circumference
of established custom, for a wrong which threatens to become
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scandalous, and is making havoc of countless lives. There
are various different forms of the proposal, but they are in
essentials the same. Judge Lindsey, Earl and Countess
Russell, Mrs. Sanger and many others would all agree on the
central idea. It is that young people whose means do not
permit of setting up home together should yet be rescued
both from promiscuity and from social and psychological
disaster, by being united in lawful wedlock on a ‘com
panionate ”’ basis. That is to say, they are to be instructed
in reliable contraceptive methods and to live together as
man and wife ; so long as no child is born or expected either
party may obtain divorce, without stigma and without
alimony. Meanwhile they will each earn their own living ;
the wife will not be dependent on her husband. Thus their
love will attain its satisfaction unfrustrated by economic
pressure and without danger to society.

This proposal is seriously intended : it should not be
answered by mere abuse. There is little doubt that many
young couples will try the experiment along some such lines.
And that they should do so may be far better than the merely
promiscuous sex life which existing conditions too often
foster. It is also a strength in this suggestion that it does
emphasize very strongly the civic responsibilities of parent-
hood. Once there are children born of the union then the
two parties must make a home and live together so long as
the children need them. The ‘ companionate ’ union has
then become ‘‘ procreative” and must submit to those
disciplines involved in the changed situation.

The notorious confusion of marriage laws among the
different States in the Union has at least one considerable
advantage. It allows various social experiments to be tried
out in an “isolated ” medium, without exposing the whole
national life to their dangers and unsettlements. It is
arguable that it might be a good thing for human welfare if
the “ companionate >’ were given a trial by the legislature of
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Denver, Colorado. It is, significantly enough, in Russia that
a fully developed form of the system is already actually in
operation. ‘ Under the Russian system, with birth control
and free divorce, all marriages are trial marriages, all
matings are companionate matings”.! And it must be
remembered that the avowed object of this gigantic
adventure in Communism is the supersession of the family.
It is almost as certain as anything that this is how the
proposal would work out. Grant the sincerity of those who
advocate it ; grant also that some such regulation is to be
preferred, socially and morally, to the chaos which it aims
at superseding ; it remains that the system could hardly
fail to destroy the life of the family altogether. It cannot
be a lasting solution. It scems to offer a kind of social
harmony ; but it is at too dangerously low a level. It is
hopelessly vitiated, from our standpoint, by its perilous
over-simplification. It isolates “love ”’, as sexual desire,
from the responsibilities and sacrifices involved in the
sharing of a permanent home. And this, though it may do
something to accommodate the appetites of the average
sensual man to what is demanded by social well-being, can
never do justice to love itself. We have seen that to isolate
love from the whole context of social experience is a certain
way to making it insecure.

But perhaps the most permanently important element in
the companionate proposal is this attempt to disengage
love from its traditional economic network. We are here in
touch with a new system of forces which are bound to make
an exceedingly heavy impact on established moral judgments
and institutions. ‘ The entire world is moving,” says Mr.
Hindus, “not away from but in the direction of the goal
which Russia has achieved.””? There are many tendencies

1! M. Hindus, Humanity Uprooted (New York, Jonathan COape and
Harrison Smith, 1929), p. 131. I have drawn again on this brilliant book
in the subsequent chapters.

2 Op. cit., p. 138. This paragraph owes much to this stimulating
chapter on the subject.
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in the modern West, working for the most part unnoticed
towards those ends and those valuations which the Com-
munists consciously desire. The Russians wish to emanci-
pate love from all irrelevant associations and the bonds of all
outward extraneous sanctions. Love, they claim, will be
richer and more spontaneous when it lives simply in its own
strength. Thus, as private property is abolished, economic
motives and necessities will cease to coerce or complicate
affections. All matings will be love matches. So, again, the
communalization of the material functions of home life,
community kitchens, créckes and so forth, will liberate love
as vital expression from all ulterior motives and obligations.
“Nonation can be free,” said Lenin, “ when half the popula-
tion is enslaved in the kitchen ”’ : and some moderns would
add : “or in the nursery.” Man and woman will each have
their job, with complete legal and economic parity, with
perfect freedom to separate if they will or to live together if
and as long as they like. There are no social stigmas or
restrictions, no obligations to hold together because of
economic necessities, none of the ties or drudgeries of home-
building. If they decide to live together permanently it will
be because they genuinely wish to do so, and for no secondary
reasons. That will be the triumph of love.

So this queer flirtation with romanticism decorates the
Marxian philosophy. Whether love can indeed survive in
so rarified an atmosphere, whether it can sustain the life of
the family in face of the mighty forces pitted against it, can
be discovered only experimentally. If our previous conten-
tions are true, its chances seem to be infinitesimal. But it
has to be realized, all the same, that some of the forces
we have been describing are already operating in our
societies.

The changed economic status of women, even more than
their legal and social freedom, is penetrating and influencing
profoundly the whole idea and ideal of family life. A man
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will no longer “ keep ” his wife. Less and less as the new
order develops will the wife be dependent on her husband,
either intellectually or economically. Both will have their
own professional competence and both, in more and more
cages, their own income. The woman’s mental and
emotional stimulus will no more be drawn only from her
home life. Moreover, changes of domestic arrangements due
to the urbanization of life—flats, restaurants, *“ Hoovers ”,
etc.—will make the wife less markedly than she used to be
the mistress (or the slave) of her home. But all this means
that the ideal of love and indecd the whole conception of
. family life is bound to pass through far-reaching changes.
There are still found conservatives to deplore the effect of
women’s colleges and hockey clubs and literary and pro-
fessional interests in killing love, as they understand it. What
is really happening is not this. It is rather that love is finally
emerging from its old chivalric associations towards some-
thing different but in fact far better. Inevitably the next
gencration will honour love in quite different terms. In
other words a ‘ companionate "’ ideal, rather than one which
is primarily ‘ domestic ", is likely to hold the allegiance of
the Western world. And this, in its turn, must profoundly
modify our whole attitude to the family, and not least to its
sexual relationships. The Christian conscience is faced with
something new here, which calls for keen and courageous
thinking.

2. For rightly or wrongly the thought of this generation
does not endorse the traditional idea that parenthood is the
primary aim of marriage. There are many to-day who
regard it as secondary—not in the sense that it is to be
avoided on lower grounds of mere self-indulgence, but for
the much more Christian reason that it is a declension from
the best ideal of the partnership of man and wife to regard
it as chiefly a means for producing children. There are many
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who are genuinely convinced that on this point the traditional
Christian ethic moves on a level lower than theirs.

Such a book as The Retreat from Parenthood indicates
clearly which way the wind is blowing. There are plenty
of serious and sincere people, with a high and spiritual ideal
of marriage, who are not prepared to give their moral assent
to what has hitherto been axiomatic. The report of the
Lambeth Conference, for example, shocked some people
not because of its liberalism, but because of what scemed
to them the obscurantism of its fundamental assumptions
on this point. Whether or no this attitude can be justified,
at least it is plain that the Christian ethic is faced, here too,
with fresh moral data.

The Victorians may be judged to have sat loosely to some
of the demands of Christian social duty. But at lcast they
obeyed with staggering fidelity the primal command: Be
fruitful and multiply. Their children have broken with this
tradition. Partly on obvious economic grounds, of which
some are both right and necessary, some such as Christians
cannot endorse. Christian ethics will censure the motive so
far as it is bound up with social snobbery—as expressed in
necdlessly costly education—and necdlessly high standards
of luxury. From the Christian standpoint a human baby is of
more valuc than a Baby Austin. It is also true, on the whole,
that a onec-child family involves impoverishment for the
child in ways that cannot be measured in terms of money.

No serious thinker, lcast of all the Christian, can blind
himsclf to the grave moral symptoms involved in wndue
restriction of the family. But families cannot be reared on
a sense of duty. It is nc good saying that people ought to
have them. Shall we fill the world with unwanted babies ?
The procreation of children is bearable only as the crown of
delight and joy. And the so-called retreat from parenthood
which is said to be traceable amongst younger women cannot
be rightly dismissed as mere unwillingness to face the pains
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and perils of childbirth. It has behind it a better motive—
the idea that a woman in the modern world ought not to be
asked to submerge herself entirely in the duties and demands
of maternity. The Christian conscience surely endorses
that. The vast Victorian families appal us not least because
nowadays we are more sensitive to the terrible burden laid
by them on the mother. And this marks an advance in
Christian ways of thinking. On all grounds, sociological and
Christian, the smaller family of the modern fashion is
preferable to that of our predececssors.

But the modern family means, amongst other things, that
only five to ten years of a woman’s life will be claimed
entirely by motherhood. It seems, therefore, to be undesir-
able that a woman who has a profession of her own should
necessarily abandon it on marriage.! There are many cases
in which it would bring great moral enrichment into life if
both parents had professional interests. Moreover, when the
wife is left widowed—and in the ordinary course of nature
most married women will become widowed because of the
shorter average male life—she will have resources, mental as
well as financial. Motherhood framed in that general
context would, I believe, lose most of its terror. It must
be wrong for men to ask women to surrender everything to
the claims of motherhood, to be left in the end forgotten
and impoverished, or dependent upon the charity of their
relatives.

3. But so soon as we mention smaller families we find
ourselves in the heart of the moral problem. The pre-
supposition of any modern ethic is its attitude on the
question of Population. How it is right for people to act
partly depends on how many people there are and how

1 The attitude of education authorities which dismiss & woman teacher
on marriage is on all points to be strongly condemned. It is a survival
of Stone Age mentality.
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many people we think there ought to be. This pertains,
presumably, to the moral judgment. It is not wholly an
economic question, since men are more than producers and
consumers. Yet the material for a moral decision must be
supplied very largely by Economics.

I do not know on what grounds it is assumed that an
absolute increase in population isnecessarily a Christianideal.
A declining birth-rate may be a symptom of moral attitudes
which Christianity must condemn. But an indefinite multi-
plication of the human race is surely no Christian concern.
There are no Christian values involved in a quantitative
increase of Homo Sapiens. The obligation is relative,
not absolute. It depends on what population is needed to
produce the best way of life under the conditions of a given
area. In the sparsely inhabited spaces of the Dominions, or,
again, where a small European colony is trying to maintain
its own standards in the midst of a people of lower culture,
there a definite increase seems desirable. On the other hand,
our own country is by common consent overpopulated.
A large increase here would be a disaster. But there is no
reason to anticipate that. The unparalleled growth of our
population since the time of the Industrial Revolution was
due to temporary and local causes, and was by no means a
typiocal development. ‘‘If we regard history as a whole a
stable rather than an increasing population seems to be the
rule.”! The normal checks are already in operation. The
rising standard of life restricts the birth-rate and is likely to
do this with an increasing stringency. (The great fallacy of
Malthus’s thesis was his failure to appreciate this principle.)
On the other hand, the deat.i-rate falls steeply and the curve
is likely to drop further downwards. Thus it is calculated by
statisticians that for a hundred years from 1931 the popula-
tion of the United Kingdom will probably remain fairly
constant.?

1 Carr Saunders, Population, p. 21, 8 Ibid., p. 49 fI.
Q
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It may prove to be true that even this population will
prove to be more than the nation can carry properly. That
is a matter for economic experts. It may be true that it
should be reduced still further. * But it is certainly not
always the case that the fewer there are the more there is
to go round. On the contrary, it is sometimes true that the
more there are, the more (in virtue of the law of increasing
returns) there is to be distributed.”” There are also moral
factors to be considered. An ethic that ignores economics is
bound to result in futile sentimentalism. But an increased
material prosperity may be bought at too high a price, in such
an increase of the urbanization and mechanization of life as
destroys the soul. So too with biological efficiency. Chris-
tianity ought to set itself decisively against the multiplica-
tion of the unfit, and to work for a far more sensitive public
conscience in all that concerns hygicne and eugenics. The
Church would do better to concentrate on this rather than
on inventing imaginary sins such as marrying a deceased
wife’s sister. But the Christian values are not fully realized
in the production of pedigree stock. We might breed a race
of perfect physical specimens who would yet be, in Bishop
Berkeley’s phrase, ‘““sorry citizens and sorry patriots ”.
Christianity could never be so stupid as to speak of Eugenics
as a ‘“new religion”. It will take full account of all
these factors. Yet it must itself preserve a certain detach-
ment, regarding them all from its own particular stand-
point.

Nevertheless, all that has been said assumes the rightness
as well as the necessity of deliberate restriction of births.
Christian ethics must emphazise that. It cannot teach the
sanctity of marriage and the responsibility of parenthood
unless it teaches with equal emphasis the obligation of
reverence and self-discipline in the sexual intimacy of
married persons, and of restraint, foresight and deliberation

1 E. Barker, National Character, p. 107.
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in the bringing of children into the world. That being
admitted, the question becomes simply the choice of the right
method for securing this. It is easy to say: By abstention
from intercourse. But such advice demands searching
scrutiny. There are certainly cases in which the two partners
can agree on this course and carry it through victoriously.
The Christian thanks God that this is so; it is part of the
evidence for Christianity. For it is the presupposition of
Christian ethics that the Spirit enables a moral heroism and
transcendence of limiting conditions which exceed the grasp
of unaided humanity. But this is by no means the same as
saying that an ideal which may be achieved through grace
is to be law for all Christian people. Nor, in my judgment,
is it satisfactory for the Church to say “ This is the ideal to
which you must try to live up if you can”’. The issue here is
not the adjustment of the best-we-can-do to the best-in-
itself ; it is to discover what is the best in relation to any
given situation. The whole point is whether abstention s
the ideal course in all circumstances. And here the Christian
conscience is faced with new knowledge and changing con-
ditions which appear to supply it with new moral data : the
concern of the Church must be that the new facts—which can-
not but modify men’s practice and deeply colour their moral
judgments—should tend not to impoverishment and slack-
ness but to enhanced moral creativity. For it cannot be said
too often that Christianity is more concerned with creating
excellence in thought and conduct than in preserving a code.

The discussion has often become confused because people
are asking the wrong question. The proper question is not
In what circumstances may Christians legitimately choose
the second-best ? For deliberate choice of a course of action
less good than the best that is possible is condemned by any
serious moral standard ; from the religious standpoint it ig
sin. And, as the Archbishop of York has remarked, it is no
part of the duty of the Christian Church to tell people when
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they may lawfully commit sin! The question is rather
What is the best that can be achieved in a given situation ?
The best that it is possible to do, giving full value to all
the factors involved, 7s the morally right course of action.
The debate, therefore, for the Christian conscience is not so
much whether it may be permissible to use contraceptives
faute de mieux and ‘ because of the hardness of men’s
hearts . It is whether, for all people in all circumstances,
total abstention 7s the best possible. If there are cases where
it is not, there are the ‘‘ morally sufficient reasons *’ referred
to in the Lambeth report. Where these reasons are genuinely
present, it becomes right to choose the alternative method.
Where they are not, it becomes morally culpable. But the
grounds on which the decision is reached must be supplied
by intimate data which can only be known to the parties
concerned and their medical or spiritual advisers. The
more necessity therefore for all of us to be morally awakened
and detached ; lest, in default of authoritative rulings, we
feebly follow the line of least resistance.

In the nature of things the method of abstention presup-
poses full mutual agreement on a high spiritual level. (To
abstain because there is no desire to do otherwise, so far
from being the sign of a ‘‘ Christian *’ marriage, may show
that in fact it is markedly unsuccessful.) Where such
agreement is not forthcoming, then refusal by one of the
two parties is almost bound to make havoc of marriage,
and may lead to desertion or infidelity. It may mean that a
wife is forced to choose between another unwanted child and
the seduction of *“ the other woman >. And this indeed is a
constant nightmare to many a mother among the poorest
classes, for whom the absence of space and privacy and the
narrow range of available interests conspire to strengthen
the crude force of passion. To brand the recourse to contra-
ceptives as morally reprehensible in such cases might seem
to betoken a lack of moral realism.



New Data for a Christian Ethic 229

It goes without saying that Christianity will refuse its
sanction to the evil subterfuge of teaching ‘‘ the poor " to
use contraceptives by way of shirking the nation-wide
challenge to deal faithfully with slum properties and provide
improved working-class dwellings. It will be insistent on
the provision of all such educational facilities as will help to
enrich and extend mental intercsts or to brace and fortify
character. In particular it will desire to use its influence to
secure the effective raising of the school-age ; and that, not
only on educational grounds which need no ulterior justifica-
tion, but also to keep ‘‘ young persons ”’ out of industry or
(from what is worse) years of enforced idleness. It might,
too, be legitimate for the State to exercise some selective
pressure by providing free education, medical attendance
and so forth only up to a limit of four or five children. These
and other subsidiary policies will help to strengthen and rein-
force self-discipline ; and the only enduring Christian con-
tribution is the building up of Christian character. Yet,
when all these aids have been mobilised, there still remains
the average sensual man ; and I fail to see how Christian
opinion (or for that matter the British House of Commons) is
justified in resisting the teaching of conception-control in
reliable clinics. This, at least, may be said with confidence—
that it cannot be a sound Christian principle for a number of
elderly well-to-do people to seek to withhold legally from
‘““the poor” the knowledge of methods freely employed
without censure amongst the more fortunate.

There have not been lacking ambassadors of Christ to argue
that a smaller population will leave us at a disadvantage in
the next war | Such arguments can hardly be taken seriously
if we are thinking on a Christian level. There is, however, a
far more serious argument—that widespread knowledge of
contraceptive methods is bound to assist sexual promiscuity
and so to weaken the marriage-tie still further. The reply to
this is that such knowledge is already the common property
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of the young, and that the moral judgment must choose
between driving it furtively behind a hedge and employing
it in a frank, scientific way to enrich the values of married
life. Christianity cannot take the line of sacrificing to
respectability the richest possibilities of marriage.

But it does this, if it denies Christian value to the physical
intercourse of married persons when not intended to issue in
parenthood. Here, I think, contemporary Christian thought
is moving away from older assumptions. As is well known,
the report of the Lambeth Conference definitely gave
Christian sanction to this ‘‘ secondary aim ” of intimacy as
the physical seal and sacrament of love. Abstinence, if it
is to be effective, is bound to involve almost complete
abstinence from those marital caresses and endearments by
which love is fostered and strengthened—and this is enough
to wreck many marriages. Frigidity is not spirituality. Any
Christian approach to the question obviously takes seclf-
discipline for granted ; apart from that the approach is
not Christian. It must, however, be strongly emphasized
that recourse to contraceptive methods is no universal
panacea. There are cases where, as has been pointed out,!
the sexual tempo of one partner differs so widely from that
of the other that contraceptives are no solution. On the
other hand, it is obviously dangerous to the spiritual fulfil-
ment of marriage to ignore the physical media of love :
it overthrows the nature of a sacrament. It must be doubt-
ful, at least in normal cases, whether married people ought
to live together in a state nearly equivalent to celibacy.
Even St. Paul—that misogynist but for the grace of God—
warns his Corinthians against * platonic ”’ marriage.

Thus the Christian case for contraceptives would be, not
that total abstention is difficult ; that would be to betray
Christianity. It would be that—at least in some situations,

1 By the Rev. J. S. Bezzant in his review of this book in The Modern
Churchman,
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where it involves the weakening or impoverishment of the
possibilities of married love—such a course of action is
morally wrong.

Many Christians feel an instinctive repugnance—with
which no one can fail to be sympathetic—against the whole
notion of contraceptives. It seems like a preposterous
invasion by the mechanism of the modern world into the
citadel of private intimacy. But in my opinion most of the
counter-arguments are rationalizations of this repugnance
rather than morally impressive reasons. To say that it is
“ unnatural ’ says nothing. Everything in civilized life
depends on conscious control of natural processes. And so
far from being—as is often asserted—the first step on the
path of mechanization, it is surely in fact the last and most
important step towards the deliberate direction of instinct.
That it is fraught with grave moral danger every wideawake
person realizes. But surely what matters to the Christian
conscience is not so much that the new discovery makes it
easier to be immoral and ought therefore to be suppressed.
It is that these new facts and changed circumstances involve
results still to be fully appreciated on the content of men’s
moral judgments and the personal conduct of good men and
women. It would seem that the real course for Christianity
should be to explore as thoroughly as may be the implica-
tions of these new facts as fresh material for a creative
ethic—mneither glibly endorsing nor obstinately condemning.
It may be, indeed, that the present stage is a transitional,
groping endeavour after some new, still undisclosed develop-
ment in the sexual relations of men and women. What is
important is so to guide the present that the future may be
better, not worse.

There are probably few who think that the Church should
give an unqualified recommendation to artificial conception
control. Everyone is as alive to its moral dangers as most
Ppeople are to its necessity to some men and women in some
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circumstances, where the reasons for it are ‘‘morally
sufficient ’. But to brand the practice as mortal sin or to
equate it with unnatural vice seems like an irresponsible
use of language. ‘‘ Nature,” left to itself, solves the problem
by devastating infant mortality. Can Christian ethics
seriously prefer this ? Moreover recourse to the so-called
safe period (which is equally a defiance of nature) has
always been sanctioned, and often recommended, by the
moral prescriptions of Christianity. If a less uncertain and
more scientific method is now available for the same end,
it is hard to see how Christian moral principles can con-
sistently bring this under condemnation.?

It was unfortunate that one section in the report of the
last Lambeth Conference should have attracted so much
publicity and evoked so much discussion and controversy.
We might well prefer to drop the whole subject. Yet the
popular mind was not so far wrong in fastening on the
Bishops’ pronouncement as an indication of how the wind
is blowing. We can hardly doubt that the problem of
contraception is, both in itself and as a symptom, the
most challenging question of personal morality which the
Christian ethic has encountered. It is, indeed, a test
case: for here, in a moral decision that few can evade,
Christianity is most obviously called upon to define its
attitude to new facts and prove its claim to possess a con-
structive ethic. This particular question is but a first
instalment. With the perfection of scientific controls, wide
new fields of moral perplexity will be disclosed to the
Christian conscience. We have now before us one vital issue
through which we can learn to handle the other rightly. This
must be the excuse—if one is needed—for discussing the
subject here in such detail.

1 One of the weightiest vindications of the Lambeth Resolution is

the brilliant paper by the Master of Corpus, Oambridge, in Theology,
December 1930. It was far too good for small print in & magazine.
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It is not possible for the Christian Church to legislate for
its members on this matter. It seems to be one of those
moral choices which must be thrown on individual
consciences, seeking such guidance, insight and strength as
are offered by Christian life and discipline. But, I think, it
must say in the last resort, what is in effect the conclusion
of the Bishops: “1If, after conscientious thought, assisted
by medical and moral counsel, you believe yourself justified
in doing this, then, having regard to all the circumstances,
you cannot be judged to be committing sin. Only remember
that such solutions are not to be enterprised nor taken in
hand inadvisedly, lightly or wantonly, to satisfy men’s
carnal lusts and appetites . . . but reverently, discreetly,
advisedly, soberly and in the fear of God.”

4. DIVORCE

The battle tactics of the Church militant, as it sets itself
to hold or reconquer the ideal of marriage for the Christian
standards, do not suggest very brilliant generalship., It has
always been prone to defend the wrong line. Thus we wasted
our strength and energy in resisting the Deceased Wife’s
Sister’s Bill, which involved no vital Christian principle, and
spoke a8 if Westminster would disappear like Sodom and
Gomorrah in mythology for sanctioning the revision of the
marriage laws. And meantime we marry first cousins, and
gaily confer the blessing of the Church on countless marriages
which are really wrong and should not be permitted by any
legislation. We are now in danger of making the same
mistake in our attitude to the question of divorce. We are
never going to Christianize marriage by opposing demands
for a change in the divorce laws. The laws as they stand are
impossible to justify.

Surely it cannot serve the cause of Christian morality
that the State, while recognizing divorce as a way of ending
uneuccessful marriages, should confront those who wish to
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have recourse to it with a choice between perjury and
adultery. Moreover, the law as now administered is an
actual incentive to immorality. In the hope of putting a
check on ““ hotel cases " judges are tending to refuse divorce
on grounds of merely a single lapse from rectitude. The
courts thus say, in effect, Pecca fortiter. Thus divorce is
refused, on the one hand, if collusion is proved between the
two parties ; that is to say, they are still tied by the marriage
bond as a punishment for reprehensible conduct, or for the
sinful desire to be separated. On the other hand they can
earn their release only by a sufficient amount of adultery.

On no grounds can it be held that this situation is morally
healthy in any society. It makes for subterfuges and in-
sincerity, and brings the law deservedly into contempt. Itis
hard to conceive how Christian opinion can suppose that the
maintenance of the existing laws can serve the Christian
ideal of marriage. For the Canon Law marriage is indis-
soluble. In 1857 the British Parliament took the law into
its own hands and insisted that marriage can be dissolved.
The legislation was drafted ‘“on Christian lines ”’, i.e. in
accordance with St. Matthew’s Gospel. The resulting chaos
warns us against the danger of trying to impose Christian
laws on the social legislation of modern States.

That marriage should be lifelong and indissoluble follows
from the Christian conception of it. But you do not neces-
sarily serve that ideal by compelling people to remain
married legally when the marriage has ceased to have any
real meaning. Rather you drag the ideal through the mud.
It is not possible, in my opinion, to take the debated text in
St. Matthew as the basis of any legislation. Its authenticity
is extremely doubtful: for nothing is less in accordance
with Christ’s method than such qualifying exceptional
clauses. He flung out uncompromising principles, leavirg
the world to work out their implications. It is probable
that the Marcan and Lukan versions give the original form of
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this saying. But that, too, is a statement of principle, not
a piece of Christian legislation. It appears to me to be
slightly disingenuous to claim this as positive legislation to
be put into force by the laws of Christian states, when we
gaily explain away ‘ Resist not evil ”’ and similar paradoxes
in Christ’s teaching, as challenging presentations of an ideal
rather than laws to be obeyed literally. How can we justify
this discrimination ? All these sayings must stand on the
same footing. Jesus stood for the ‘‘ Christian ” ideal of
marriage. It is the task of the Christian Society to work out
such regulations and arrangements as will best help this ideal
to come true in the changing circumstances of social life.
(The existence of the ‘‘ exceptional clause ”’ at all shows that
the early Church claimed that liberty.)

It is clear that such promiscuous divorce as the laws of
some American states permit is not only destructive of
family life but also makes marriage itsclf a mockery. No
sane thinker will wish to procced to that length. But no
healthy moral opinion can be formed in the general mind
of society by holding compulsorily together two people who
belong to one another in nothing except a tic imposed by
the Law. That also breaks up the family and certainly does
not enhance respect for marriage. We must recognize that
there are bound to be cases where a marriage proves to be
morally unworkable. 1t is arguable, at least, that the best
way of making “real’” marriage unions possible is to
provide opportunity for a fresh start. Legal separation is no
solution. It recognizes the failure of a marriage but provides
no chance of one that may be successful ; it results onl& inan
increase of illegitimacy. It preserves the shadow of the
Christian ideal, but only by emptying it of all substance.
Christians cannot seriously argue that this comes nearer to
the mind of Christ than a realistic acceptance of facts. By
trying to secure that in such oases non-Christians may not
start again, Christians really defeat their own object. The
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Church has no right to try to prevent the State from
sanctioning divorce on such grounds of moral integrity and
social well-being as public opinion is willing to recognize.
It is in influencing such opinion towards the highest ideals of
marriage that Christianity will discharge its function. It
cannot do this by insincere pretences, or by imposing its own
views by law on people who do not share its moral axioms.
But of course it will best exert its leavening influence by a
stricter expression of its own ideal inside the Christian
society.

For Christianity marriage is indissoluble—but only on
Christian presuppositions. Those whom God has truly
joined together it is not in Man’s power to put asunder. But
it does not follow that every couple who happen to be
married in Church or Chapel are therefore joined together
by God. Often thisis quite obviously untrue. Every clergy-
man must have used that formula when the words almost
choked him as he uttered them. Here, I suggest, is the
radioal insincerity.

There is one way out of the present chaos and that is to
recognize the distinction between the State and the Christian
society. The suggestion has much to be said in its favour
that the custom of Continental countries (and of British
Dominions overseas) should be introduced into our own
country. The religious ceremony should be religious, and
not confused with the legal contract. The latter should be
a civic and legal ceremony. Civil marriage should become
universal ; and this, if performed in a decent stately fashion
(not in a dismal Registry Office) would help to emphasize—
ag is greatly needed—the civic responsibilities of marriage, It
would also rescue the Church from the hypocrisy of blessing
marriages which it ought not to recognize. This legal con-
tract would be dissolvable only on such grounds as the State
might determine. It would then be open for those who
desired it—that is, who wished to identify themselves with
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the Christian ideal of marriage—to proceed to Church for the
religious ceremony. By that action they would then mean
something : they would be solemnly taking upon them-
selves the full obligations of Christian matrimony. The
Christian Church would, of course, withhold its blessing
from any such marriage as it could not approve. It would
make its own regulations, and among these the informed
Christian conscience would give their due place to medical
requirements. I feel strongly the force of this proposal as
a means of evading administrative difficulties.

Against it is the strong probability that only a very small
number of Christians would be willing to ask for the religious
ceremony ; and the net result of the whole arrangement
might be a gradual de-Christianization of the marriage ideal
in the popular mind. It would be destructive of our whole
purpose if the Church came to suggest that civil marriage
was something of which to be ashamed. On these grounds,
therefore, I am not at all sure that we should endorse this
attractive suggestion. There is much to be said for a touch
by the Church even where the parties have not yet reached
the level of fully developed Christian thinking. But in any
case the Church must have its own rules, or its whole moral
position is stultified. It need not mean that its standards are
lowered if it makes its rules more realistic, and more adapt-
able to changing conditions.

What do we mean by indissoluble marriage ? It may
mean that a Christian marriage, once contracted, is a tie
which becomes thereby indissoluble and can in no circum-
stances be broken. That is the logical Roman position.
Divorce is not recognizec by the Roman Church, and the
only way in which marriage can be dissolved is by proving
that it never in fact took place. That is at least consistent
and intelligible ; and it certainly seems to be presupposed
in the irrevocable life-long vows which the parties contract
in the Anglican marriage service. But we do not really
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accept that assumption. For though most branches of the
Anglican Church do not at present sanction re-marriage we
do recognize divorce : i.e., we admit that in certain circum-
stances a marriage can in fact be dissolved. If that be so,
1t is not per se indissoluble.

It may be that a certain confusion of thought is due to
our speaking of marriage as a sacrament ; and the meaning
of this phrase needs examination. Does it mean that the
marriage service is a sacrament, like Baptism amd Con-
firmation ? or that the married state is sacramental—i.e.,
is the symbol and instrument of the spiritual union of two
persons, becoming ‘‘ one ’ as they share in an eternal life ?
If the former, then it must surely be recognized that the
phrase is only real and significant in the wider context of
reference to all that the marriage may become, by the grace
of God and the help of other Christians, within the fellowship
of Christ’s Spirit. That is, like Baptism and Confirmation,
it is in a sense a ‘ proleptic ”’ sacrament : it presupposes
future possibilities as well as the immediately present fact.
Like them, it puts people “ in the way of salvation.” No-
body would argue that a baptised infant which is not
brought up under Christian influence is eo ipso ‘“ regenerate »’
by Baptism. In Baptism God “ begins a good work in him ”’ ;
and the Church’s faith is that it will be perfected, within the
context of the Christian society. It may be argued, on this
analogy, that the “ Sacrament of Christian marriage ”
expresses the prayer and faith of the Church that the union
of the two parties will develop by the gift of the Spirit into
Christian marriage in its ideal—such a mutual love and
fellowship in God as is morally and spiritually indissoluble.
If 80, it would seem that our real meaning is that the married
state is capable of becoming something sacramental—an
expression in man’s life of the divine love, ** signifying unto
us the mystical union which is betwixt Christ and His
Church”. Such a union is, in the nature of things, indis-
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soluble. But this is surely not the same thing as to say that
to be married by the Church makes the marriage thereby
sacramental or constitutes it by that act indissoluble.

If this be accepted, then the right question to be asked by
the Church in this regard is whether the sacramental ideal of
marriage is or is not best served and fostered by the present
or any other system of rules about the irrevocability of the
marriage vow. The cynic who said that the whole existing
difficulty could be solved by adding four words to the
formula—** till death us do part or circumstances do alter ™’
—was perhaps more ingenious than convincing. The defence
of the Church’s law as it stands is, obviously, that there is no
hope of any marriage becoming sacramental unless it is
entered upon by the parties with a firm and honest intent of
life-long fidelity and companionship. Nor could the Church,
without appalling levity, bless an avowedly temporary
union. Yet everyone must admit that there are circum-
stances where the “ vow and covenant betwixt them made
corresponds no longer to spiritual facts. It must then be
asked whether the Christian Church is, in the long run,
doing more, or less, for the realization of its own ideal by
refusing release and a new beginning. A strong case can be
made out on both sides, and it would be folly to dogmatize
here. All one can hope for in a summary treatment is to
clarify some of the moral factors with which the Christian
conscience must calculate.

But it is, I suggest, important to realize that the life-long
vows contracted by the parties may be (and in all proba-
bility are) instrumental to ‘‘ sacramental’” marriage, but
are certainly not the same thing. They belong, indeed, to
the legal sphere of contract rather than the religious sphere
of sacrament. And in fact there is here a certain inconsist-
ency. For here, in the heart of a high Christian ceremony,
we seem to have a concession to worldly wisdom. To vow
enly “ till death us do part ” is to drop from the level of



240 The Family

sacramental thinking to that of the validity of a contract,
which is obviously terminated by death. But death cannot
terminate love; and on the fully Christian position it
appears to be infinitely harder to justify a second marriage
after the death of a former partner than the re-marriage
of the innocent party. For the Christian, death is not the
worst evil ; infidelity, cruelty and lovelessness must surely
be held to terminate marriage, in any sense in which it
is sacramental, far more decisively than physical death,
which for Christian faith is but a transition into enduring
love made more perfect. Everyone knows many obvious
cases where the sheer demands of human need are here more
binding than any theory. Nor is there the least shadow of
doubt that second marriages can be fully Christian and are
often lovely and precious gifts of God. But if—as the
Christian Church now admits, however consistently or incon-
sistently—the marriage vow is cancelled by death, then, if
the Church really desires to argue on a spiritual and not
merely a legal level, is it not bound to admit other causes
which change the conditions of the obligation far more
disastrously than death ?

Christian people who marry as Christians, desiring to live
true to the mind of Christ, sustained, supported and
illuminated by the faith and love of the Christian fellowship,
do thereby deliberately commit themselves to the solemn
intention of making a Christian thing of it. It ought to be
made quite clear by the Church that they do thereby volunt-
arily accept more searching standards of obligation than
those who profess no Christian allegiance. The life-long vows
cannot be toned down; and the Church must surely lay
down the rule that only in quite exceptional circumstances
would it again perform the marriage ceremony for either
party in the other’s life-time. (It cannot smpose a declara-
tion of faith in the continuance of love hereafter on those
who ask it to bless their marriage here.) If the marriage
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proves disappointing the Christian ethic can rightly ask
Christians to be ready to pay the price of discipleship and
to try to abstain from the easier way out. And to help
Christians battling with this horror should be one of the
first claims on Christian charity.

There yet remain the ‘‘ quite exceptional circumstances .
If, despite all faith, hope and love, the marriage proves to
be morally unendurable or even destructive of spiritual
health, or if it has ceased to have any moral content (as
through unrepentant infidelity), then I cannot believe that
the Christian Church will really be serving the cause of
Christian marriage by a rigorous and impossibilist attitude.
In such cases, it may be fairly argued,the marriage has ceased
to be indissoluble just because it has ceased to be marriage in
the sense presupposed by Christianity. The legal tie corre-
sponds no longer to any moral or spiritual realities. If the
civil contract is then dissolved, the ‘‘innocent partner
should not be regarded as a deserter from Christian principles
if he or she desires to re-marry. (The innocent party in the
civil courts may as things are be the more guilty morally.)
Such persons should not be excommunicated. It isreally un-
true to the mind of Christ to maintain that they are “ living
insin . If the Church recognizes the re-marriage by admit-
ting the parties to Communion, there seems to be no logical
justification for refusing its blessing to the wedding
ceremony. (There is plainly an inconsistency in the
“ Lambeth ” recommendations at this point; though it
may not be entirely impossible to defend it.) An aloof,
half-disapproving attitude is scarcely calculated to help
such people to perfect their union in the spirit of
Christ.

The attempt to strengthen the Church’s moral witness by
more, and progressively more binding, legislation is always
attractive to those who attempt to undertake it, but seldom

successful. History does not encourage us to believe that
R



242 The Family

Christian standards are made more effective by the exercise of
ecclesiastical discipline.! The Christian Church is a body of
people who are trying to help one another, in the strength of
the Divine assistance, to live true to the spirit of their Master.
We are to have the salt ““in ourselves ’—not to sprinkle it
on one another’s tails. The weight falls on the individual
conscience, strengthened and guided by the life of the
Fellowship. The essential interest of the Christian ethic is
not to prevent people from getting unmarried, but to help
them to get married in the best way and to make the most
that they can of their marriage.

5. WoMEN’S VOCATIONS

It was argued above (pages 204 sq.) that we cannot discuss
the family in isolation from its social context. Much that is
shaping the new ideals of marriage, and much that accounts
for the peculiar difficulties inherent in the marriage relation-
ship, draws from causes outside the family. No discussion
can be realistic which ignores these collateral influences.
We can hope for no adequate Christian ethic till we have
given more thorough consideration to the whole standing of
women in the modern world and the poise and rhythm of
feminine life. There is no avoiding the unpleasant truism
that most women are very heavily handicapped, not only by
physiological constitution but also by the lack of sufficient
opportunity for their mental and emotional satisfaction.
My belief is that such considerations cut far more deeply
into family life than most current discussion is willing to
realize. In other words, an ethic of Christian marriage must
involve more searching enquiry into the nature of women’s
education and their professional or vocational future.

There are those who declare that the breakdown of home

1 “The lesson of history as we have tried to read it repeats the lesson

of the Gospel. Penal discipline has always defeated its own ends™
Kirk, op. cit., 469.
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life is due to the higher education of women. How much
more blessed were the Victorian misses, content to make
the walls of the home their world, and to find their whole life
in ““ household duties * !

Now obviously the beginning of any movement must
involve some rigsks and demand some readjustments. What-
ever may be justifiably criticized in the person described as
the ‘“ modern young woman ” is largely due to the fact that
male domination has been so firmly established for so many
centuries, that the change can hardly be made within one
generation without some crude and exaggerated reactions.
But to urge that a merely ‘ housewifely *> education will
most fit women for marriage and parenthood is surely much
worse than a delusion : it imperils the whole Christian ideal.
We need not stress the educational maxim that an awakened
and disciplined mind trained by a specialized course of study
can apply itself fruitfully to new circumstances, whether
cooking a meal or administering a province. Oxford and
Cambridge are built on this assumption. We are here
concerned with the moral implications of this educational
axiom on the success or failure of married life.

For the problems both of marriage and parenthood are
intimately inter-related with this question of woman’s
education. If a woman’s mental and emotional life is
wholly dependent on her home, two dangerous consequences
are threatened : (a) Just in proportion as the care of her
children has been her entire interest and concern, the less
will a mother be willing to let them grow up. To do so
means the emptying of her own life. The over-mothered
child, as everyone knows, offers a moral and psychological
problem hardly less acute than the neglected one. Much of
the tension between parents and children is probably due
to the lack of mental stimulus derived from other than purely
domestic sources. It seems to be therefore of the highest
importance that the mother should have been put in
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possession of such intellectual and artistic interests as will
give her inner life a secure content. It is well if she has
been trained for some profession with which, as circum-
stances permit (for example, after the birth of her last
child), she can retain some effectual contact.

(b) It is only in very few professions that a woman can
share in any effective way in the public work of her husband.
Behind a great many of the failures and tragedies lies this
elementary fact. The more completely a wife depends on
her husband for her mental and emotional satisfaction, the
more likely she is to regard his professional work as competing
with her for his affections. The stronger, again, will be the
consequent pressure to seek elsewhere for satisfactory
companionship. This situation, which is apt to arise in
proportion to her genuine devotion to him, is the base of
half the triangles of modern life. And the cruel dilemma
“my wife or my work ”’ shatters the nerves of too many
husbands, and introduces a subconscious anxiety into the
heart of perfectly happy marriages. The more one observes
the more it is forced upon him how many a disaster might
have been avoided had both partners had a ‘‘ professional ”
interest. (It does not follow of course that the wife will
always or even often ‘ practise ”’ professionally.)

Still more relevant is this question to the problem of the
unmarried woman who constitutes, as everyone realizes, so
grave a religious and moral difficulty in nearly all Christian
congregations. This problem must be kept in its right
proportions. It is obviously untrue to assume that all
unmarried women are miserable ! Nor is the scope of the
problem very widespread. Roughly speaking, it seems to
arise only, or mainly, in the ‘‘ professional >’ classes where,
for not very obscure reasons, more men choose to remain
bachelors. Some such women are employed happily in
satisfying work of their own, and some of them prefer not
to marry. There remain, however, a fairly large number who
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are desirous of marriage but are denied it ; and the Christian
conscience cannot merely ignore the moral and spiritual
malaises of which they are too often the victims. About
this there is much that needs saying ; not least as regards
the vindictive cruelty which some married women mete out
to the unmarried, and the average male contempt for the
‘ gpinster ”’. But we must confine ourselvés to our main
question. The suggestion that a girl’s education should aim
only or chiefly at housewifery breaks down completely in
face of this problem. She may be trained as a perfect
Hausfrau : but if after all she remains unmarried, then she
is left at the mercy of fate with no chance of an independent
career. (For it surely cannot be right to expect that grown-
up unmarried daughters ought in all cases to stay in their
parents’ homes. There are perhaps some kinds of sacrifice
which the Christian conscience ought not to sanction.) If
she falls back on Bridge and talking scandal or dominating
some religious coterie, is it altogether her fault ¢ A great
deal of the envy, hatred, and malice which disgraces some
Christian congregations, and poisons other people’s home
life, is really due to defective education, and to the failure of
our society to provide women with worth-while vocations.

For all this leads to a highly important corollary. It is
easy enough for the text-books to say that women can
‘“ sublimate ” unrequited instincts in careers of creative
service. But how much creative work is in fact open to
them ? The chronic problem of College-trained women is
to find employment adequate to their training and satis-
fying to their capacities when they go down from the
University. All their professions are hopelessly over-
crowded, and the present economic depression will make
the outlook even less hopeful for them. During this transi-
tional period this is as urgent a question as any for an ethic
that seeks to be realistic. It is foolish merely to claim on
women'’s behalf the right to crowd men out of employment.
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Yet we cannot dismiss with a note of interrogation a problem
on the right solution of which depend such far-reaching
Christian concerns. Christians are surely bound to take
geriously this vast new question of women’s vocations. It
is urgently necessary for the Christian ethic that we should
attempt to lay open fresh avenues of useful and worth-
while service which will offer women a richer and wider
scope for their contribution to community life. This is a
fruitful field for research which might well be undertaken
by Christian groups. The question about the ordination ol
women should be re-examined in this context, not merely
as one of ecclesiastical order but as part of a large problem
of Christian morals.



CHAPTER IX
CITIZENSHIP

1. TeE Two CITIES

HERE is a deep-rooted English prejudice against

“ bringing religion into politics . This idea may be
explained partly by our subconscious national memories of
old, unhappy far-off things. Englishmen cannot forget the
Armada. Moreover, the ferocious civil conflicts of the two
most formative centuries in our history were due to the
desire of religionists to enforce their faith and polity on all
citizens ; countered by the demand of dissident groups for
the right of free religious association within the unity of the
national state. Religion served to envenom political contro-
versy ; and this no doubt helps to explain the prejudice.
But the English feeling becomes remarkable when we reflect
that the principles or assumptions most characteristic of our
constitution are themselves primarily a religious legacy. The
genius of our democratic convictions is in fact a political
application of what had been learned by Puritan leaders
and the members of non-conforming Churches from experi-
ence of the working and government of small, local Christian
congregations.! British democracy has a religious ancestry.
It is clear, too, that the logical conclusion of this stubborn
English preconception involves an almost complete dental
of all that the Christian tradition stands for. It amounts to
the claim that the concerns of politics—the relationships of
men in society—should be conducted apart from any
reference to the relationship of Man’s life to God. That

1 Cf. A. D. Lindsay, The Essentials of Democracy, Lecture 1.
247
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means, in the end, to discuss the business of citizenship
without any regard for the prior question of the end which
the State exists to serve. And that is either the fundamental
atheism which conceives the State as an end in itself; or
else it regards the function of Government as merely that
of a piece of technical mechanism for the advancement of
non-political aims, whether cultural or economic. That
would be to evacuate the life of citizenship of all moral and
spiritual content.

The platonic and Christian position is the diametrical
opposite of this. It is that we cannot think rightly about
politics unless we think rightly about theology. Citizenship
is a concern of religion, and religion a vital concern of
citizenship. For the social order—in the final analysis—
has its roots in the nature of God. Thus society will most
nearly approximate to preserving the good life for its
citizens, when its leadership and constructive principles
conform most truly to God’s will. Hence failures in political
thought and practice are the reflexion of false ideas about
God. Yet history is laden with warnings that civic life is
impoverished and frustrated by attempts at theocratic
administration. Where men have attempted to take
religious principles and apply them in their naked immediacy
to the complex issues of law and government, they have only
too often succeeded either in repressing spiritual freedom or
in secularizing religion. Such short cuts make the worst of
both worlds. To forget that man must live in the body—
in the world of necessity and determination and of political
and legal mechanisms—is as silly as to deny that he has a
soul and therefore cannot be bounded by that world.
““ Natural law ” has its own goodness and its own measure
of relative independence as much in politics as in physical
science. Political life is never merely a means : even though,
from the Christian standpoint, it cannot be recognized as an
end in its own right. Citizenship, like the life of the family,
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is the intersection of temporal and eternal. It belongs both
to nature and to supernature.

Hence Christian ethics invests the State with at least a
relative and derived authority as an instrument of the divine
purpose. (‘‘ The powers that be are ordained of God.”)
Against all absolutist pretensions it will urge that it is an
inherent impossibility for the State to satisfy or respond to
all the needs of spiritual personality. It can never, therefore,
claim us entire. That would be to worship before the devil
(Luke iv. 7) in the guise of the Great Leviathan. But
against those who decry the State as a ““ merely secular ”
organization with no claim on spiritual allegiance, Chris-
tianity is the champion of its prerogatives, as the pre-
condition of the good life. There is always this tension and
duality in Christian thinking on all political issues, and from
this it derives its richness and vitality. The Christian
belongs to both of the “ Two Cities” : and so long as he
remains an embodied spirit he cannot live wholly in either.?
The Christian goal is the perfection and development of
spiritual personality for life eternal in communion with God.
But personality is a social fact. Every advance in the
integration of the will and desires of any individual is
always relative to his social context. In an ill-organized
gocial system no man can become what he is meant to be.
He cannot become a completely harmonious self. On the
other hand, in no social system set within merely political
horizons can he realize his spiritual capacities.

The integration of the individual and the organization of
the social order are thus inextricably interdependent. For
our various interests and desires, and the ¢ constellation
of our various sentiments, are centred in and attached to a
variety of social groupings. Every man lives in a number of

1 Cf. Osborne, Christian Ideas in Political History, pp. 97-105, and
Troeltsch, op. cit., p. 256 sg. For the equivocal position of the secular
state in St. Augustine, of. Figgis, Political Aspects of St. Augustine’s ** Oity
of God,” pp. 66-67.
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different societies each with its own claims and each minister-
ing to some element in his personal life. 'We are members of
our family, our College, our club, our professional guild, our
Church, our city ; each provides us with certain interests,
and demands from us in its turn certain duties. The richest
life will be that which embraces the widest circle of these
varied interests in a unified and harmonious life-purpose.
But for most men there is bound to be some conflict ; some
men live in a state of constant tension between what is due,
for example, to their families and the claims of various
hobbies and side interests or the obligations of professional
loyalty. (Think, for instance, of the moral conflict which
every trade unionist must face when his union is called out
on strike. Shall he be a blackleg and earn big money, or
be loyal and let his children starve ?) So far as these claims
remain unreconciled a man’s inner life cannot be unified ;
he cannot become in the full sense a person.! Thus the
organization of our lives reflects the organization of society.

So far as we are at war with ourselves, we manifest as
individuals the * dissociations ” of the social order. So far
as men are denied any element which human nature needs
for its realization—sesthetic enjoyment, or education, or
adequate economic endowment—the social order is found
wanting. Thus men and women depend for the attainment
of their full spiritual stature on the harmonious organization
of those groups and subsidiary societies which minister to
the various forms of goodness, material, spiritual and
intellectual.

This must be achieved by the Great Society. Ideally, and
to a large extent in fact, the various subordinate societies
which give us the means of realizing goodness are brought
into harmony by the community which, for the modern
West, is the nation. Whatever forms of goodness are open
to us, whatever (as we say) life can offer us, are secured and

1 Cf. Paton, op. sit., pp. 2556-280.
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safeguarded by the community. Hence derives the moral
right of the community—and of the State as its cxecutive
organ—to demand from the citizen the sacrifice of health
and wealth and, if need be, even of life. The State is the
presupposition of the good life. Thus it may claim to be of
divine authority, within the conditions of temporal life, as
the means of realizing God’s will. Its authority is relative
and derivatory. AsChristian ethics hasneversanctioned any
absolute right to private property, so it has never been able
to recognize any absolute duty to obey the State. Both the
right and the duty are relative to the needs of spiritual
personality. The State, said St. Paul, is God’s minister ;
he does not say that Nero is God. Thoe divine-right theory
of the Stuarts was no more than a fantastic parody of the
true Christian position. The Christian claim was in truth
the precise opposite. Establish the State on a purely
secular basis and you have no check on its absolutist preten-
sions. Erect it on supernatural saactions and you have a
bulwark against its tyranny. ‘ The only effective way to
limit the authority of the State is to regard that authority
as bestowed by God for certain purposes.”! That was the
Christian concern—to submit the State to an absolute
standard of reference, and to demand that its claims should
be justified before the very judgment of God. The State had
a lawful demand on men’s loyalties so long as it discharged
its legitimate functions in accordance with the divine law of
Justice and the Christian interpretation of Man’s destiny.
If it did not, it forfeited its authority and its subjects were
released from their obligation. This is the persistent
Christian position throughout the medieval period, both
in the papalist school and the imperialist.2 The papacy as
conceived by Hildebrand was at least in part an experiment

1 Temple, Essays in Christian Politics, p. 32.

2 For the way in which the ¢‘ Lex Naturae '’ was taken over and elabor-
ated in the Canon Law see Bryce, Studies in History and Jurisprudence,
Vol. II, pp. 142 sq.
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in safeguarding this magnificent bulwark of freedom in the
rough and tumble of actual politics. The collapse of that
splendid failure and the birth of the secular nation-state
it is unnecessary to describe here. ‘The Reformation
substituted a papal Cesar for a Casarian Pope.”’?

Our citizenship is in heaven. Yet the claim of the early
Apologists—*‘ We are the best citizens of the Empire —is
one which we ought to be able to make. Secular civilization is
disfigured by much that seems to repudiate Christian stand-
ards. Itsfollies, cruclties and false values are so glaring and
go disastrous that Christian thought is sometimes in danger
of rendering it less than justice. Yet we certainly fail in
recognition of God’s activity in the ‘“ natural ” order if we
blind ourselves to those signal qualities of honour, courage,
kindness, goodwill, mutual sharing and responsibility,
exhibited in our Western civilization. It is only when the
gystem breaks down in time of war or industrial dislocation
that we realize all that is involved of fidelity, enterprise and
co-operation in the rationing of a great city. It is literally
and demonstrably true that we do not and cannot live by
bread alone. It is easy, again, to be scornful and contemptu-
ous of democratic institutions, which are often as stupid as
they are inefficient. Yet the presuppositions of life in any
democratic society are genuine manifestations of the Spirit.
So, t0o, in all the new movements of educational reform and
of international understanding, the Spirit of God is at work
in the secular state. It is of the very highest importance
that we should appreciate how great goodness, how large a
measure of the divine Spirit, is manifest in our social order,
despite its sins, negligences and ignorances. Devoted and
sager participation in the interests and duties of citizenship
must indubitably be doing the will of God.

Yet no State exists in the world which can command our
unqualified allegiance. The State is, in its essence and nature,

1 E. Barker, in Social and Political Ideas of the Middle Ages, p. 15.
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a legal and political institution. It is not, and should not be,
a Church. This involves that the highest form of goodness is
necessarily excluded from it. The State itself cannot satisfy
the ultimate needs of spiritual persons—their capacity for
communion with God. Thus we cannot be ‘“ saved ” by the
State, because it is not able to make us whole. And indeed
to the writers of the New Testament this fragmentariness
and limitation seem to invest ‘‘ the world ’—which means
in effect what we now call secular civilization, the whole
complex of social organization without any conscious
reference to God—with a taint of actual and positive evil,
“ The ‘ world ’ lies in the power of the evil one.”” Moreover,
all existing States fail in providing for many of their citizens
some essential elements in the good life—whether economic
or psychological—and keep them stunted and starved in
body or mind. To this extent all political States involve
some frustration of personality. And this, as we shall see,
is inherent in that very national organization which is the
condition of the political State in its present phase of
development.

But further than this, those moral qualities which inspire
the fullest and most devoted citizenship have in them an
element of self-contradiction. For the more intense is a
man’s patriotism, the more wholchearted his loyalty to his
group—and this is through and through an ethical attitude—
the less is he able to appreciate either the limitations of his
own group or its place in a richer and more embracing
system. But the imperfections of modern States and their
failures in justice and freedom are bound up with those very
limitations. Hence it is only a pledged allegiance to an
absolute and supra-political standard which can bring
citizenship to its perfection. The State can only fulfil its
true ends if it is seeking an end more than its own. Itssubjects
can serve it as good citizens only if they try to be some-
thing more than this—to fashion their lives by the will of God.



254 Citizenship

There are recurrent crises in history where this detach-
ment and discrimination are presented in violent perspective.
One was the fall of Jerusalem—the end of the world as it
must have seemed to the Jews and Jewish Christians who
witnessed it. The shock of that terrific experience is
reflected inside the gospels in the fierce, blind recrudescence
of the Parousia expectation. This was the sign of the
impending Judgment. The world’s sin had now found
it out. The hour for the Son of Man had sounded. He
would now come, as Judge and Deliverer—to pass sentence
on a guilty society and to raise the rightcous to life eternal.
The fall of Rome was another such revelation. To that
shattering, overwhelming tragedy St. Augustine replied
in his book on the City of God, with its famous doctrine of
the Two Cities—the two planes and standards of loyalty.
(Crvitates duas fecerunt amores duo.) It would be a fascinat-
ing study to trace the different presuppositions concerning
God’s action in history involved in St. Augustine’s reaction
and that reflected in the Synoptic Gospels. The sack of Rome
in 1537, the French Revolution, the World War, all con-
fronted men with the same challenge. As I write, the Pressis
resounding with ‘‘ crisis ”’, and our nation stands indeed at a
critical moment. But the true meaning of crisis is judgment
—a discrimination and sifting of values. The call to such a
judgment and scrutiny is knocking at the doors of the
civilized world. This lays upon Christians imperious obliga-
tions. ‘‘ If the modern Church is really to become an instru-
ment of social redemption, it must learn how to divorce
itself from the moral temper of its age, even while it tries to
accommodate itself to the intellectual needs of the genera-
tion.”’1

Thus a certain detachment and * distance” is the
condition of full Christian citizenship. Yet the Christian
must throw in his lot with his earthly city. As we cannot

1 Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 73.
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“ gpiritualize ’ marriage by shrinking from its physical
implications, so we shall never Christianize politics by
disdainful or inert aloofness. Failure to vote, for example,
is sinful.! A vivid interest and informed sharing in common
civic responsibility is a primary duty for Christian people.
Ideals remain ineffective and futile unless embodied in
concrete policies. We must * condescend to particulars .
It would seem, for instance, to be a false virtue which. claims
to stand above party politics. There are times, no doubt—
—we are living in one of them—when ‘‘ the Country must
come before party . At such times to exploit a national
danger in the interests of party manceuvring is rightly held
to be morally contemptible. It is also true that the present
party alignment corresponds to nothing real in politics.
But that only means that electoral machinery and the
methods of parliamentary representation must be brought
more into touch with political realities. For the British
parliamentary system presupposes political parties and its
working demands an effective Opposition. Normally, there-
fore, we are not free to choose between ‘ parties ”’ and some
other method of advocating the policies we approve. The
choice is between °‘getting things done ” through the
machinery of the party system, and not getting anything
done at all.

This is not to say that *“ all Christians ”” ought to vote for
this or that party. There is scarcely ever a public question
where opinion will not be legitimately divided as regards the
best means to be adopted to the attainment of an agreed end.
All Christians ought to agree that the weclfare of every
citizen is the responsibility of all citizens. But whether this
will be best secured by the economic methods of Socialism
is a matter on which opinions must differ. On the technical

1 Deliberate withholding of a vote obviously involves moral choice
28 much as dec¢ding how to give it. What I mean is saying, “I can’t be
bothered with it.”
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1ssues involved Christians, as Christians, have no expert
knowledge. We can only say that it is a Christian’s duty to
inform himself to the best of his power on the questions
which he must help to decide. A * Christian vote ”’ would
probably be disastrous in the normal field of political
controversy. So, again, a Christian falls short of what
Christian citizenship requires of him if he allows any
sectional interest—that of his own social class for example
—to dictate his political decisions. He must think in terms
of the whole Community and of the true end which it is to
serve. And this means that he must not give his support to
that party which seems most favourable merely to his own
Church or ecclesiastical ‘‘ colour ’, as one element in the
whole Community. He must not, for example, support a
Government whose policy he regards as detrimental to the
widest interests of the Community merely because it opposes
Disestablishment, against an Opposition which favours it.

It is best both for the Church and the State that Christians
should be found on both sides in most current political
debate. Yet there are certain great moral issues on which
Christian opinion ought to be unanimous—the demand for
Disarmament for example—and able to act as an organized
Christian force. There cannot be any doubt in a Christian’s
judgment that world-peace is the will of God. If he doubts
it, his judgment is less than Christian. And it is of para-
mount importance that in this and other like primary issues
Christian opinion should make itself felt as avowedly and
explicitly Christian. The moment may come when it wil
be required of Christians as the condition of fully Christiar
citizenship to withhold their allegiance not from the Govern
ment only but also even from the State. They may have t«
save the State from itself by a firmer loyalty to its true enc
than the State is able or free to profess. They would then
in fact, represent the Community against the betrayal of th
political State.
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2. FrEEpoM aAND COMMUNITY

Here, indeed, is the central issue in contemporary political
evolution—What is the State trying to be or do ? For the
vital problem in all existing States is the seemingly irrecon-
cilable tension between the claim of personal development
and the stability of the social structure. We cannot reverse
the rhythms of history. ‘ When the War came,"” writes
Dr. Wilenski, ¢ Picasso’s attitude to art was seen to be the
only possible attitude to life itself in the new conditions.
The first shell blew nineteenth-century romantic individual-
ism to blazes. The cult of individual sensibility and indi-
vidual freedom was clearly an obsolete ideal in this new
phase of life. Order, centralized control, co-operation and
discipline became the new ideal and cubism was seen to be
the symbol of twentieth-century life.”’! The whole pattern
of twentieth-century life is collectivist rather than individual.
Steel and concrete are its natural medium and the sky-
scraper its most significant symbol. This is seen, too, in the
Bolshevist posters, which express so startlingly and unfor-
gettably the avowed ideal of that experiment—the organiza-
tion of man-in-the-mass, the New Man, regimented and
mechanized, which is to supplant the Christian tradition of
men and women as individuals, with souls to save and a
destiny to realize.

We vehemently repudiate the social philosophy of the
Soviet Unions. But the tendency of all modern States is
inevitably in the same direction. Everywhere the indi-
vidual citizen finds himsel® increasingly at the mercy of
tyrannous impersonal processes which threaten to crush out
free personality. Whatever the form of political government,
life is becoming more and more mechanized. This is partly
due to the fact that all the issues of public policy have
become so infinitely complex that they altogether outrange

1 Miniature History, pp. 72-73.
8
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the mental capacity of the private citizen. Decisions have
to be relegated to specialists. And, as so much intractable
material, so many varied and conflicting interests, have
somehow to be brought under control and worked into a
functioning system such as will secure life for all, a vast
deal of personal initiative has to be sacrificed to efficiency.
The whole trend, whether we are communists or fascists or
parliamentarians, is towards the Omnicompetent State.
The individual citizen, in all States, counts less and less
every day. But this individual self-submergence is, as the
world is now organized, the condition of individual survival.
In a world so complicated as ours any Government that is
not efficient fails to discharge its essential function. It
exposes its subjects to those capricious and often destructive,
uncontrolled forces against which its duty is to protect them.
Yet it is possible to be governed too well. The brilliantly
successful bureaucracy of the Roman Empire under the
Antonines administered the Empire to ruin. And to-day
there are grounds for apprehension lest we be exposed to
the same danger. * Disgusted reader ”, “‘ Civis Britannicus
and the other intriguing anonymities—the village Hampdens
of our age—who appear in The Times with indignant
protests against the violation by Government of the (real
or supposed) rights of citizens are spokesmen of a much-
needed vigilance.

The centralization of responsibility and the relative help-
lessness of the individual has within it grave moral perils.
Its tendency is to reduce all citizens to a common level of
mediocrity. Life and thought are everywhere standardized.
In modern industrialized democracies all tend to be cut to
one pattern. Spontaneity and enterprise wither, and the
fact that everybody does it becomes a sufficient motive for
action. Indeed we sometimes seem to be moving towards
the ghastly ideal of the termitary, as described in Maeter-
linck’s Life of the White Ant. The tragedy is that we seem
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to have no alternative. This depersonalizing of life appears
to be the condition of living. We seem to be compelled
propter vitam vivend:s perdere causas.

There seems to be thus some inherent conflict between
Freedom and Community. The Community is morally
valueless save as the common life of free persons. And
Freedom, in its turn, has no meaning save as realized in
Community. Is there any way out of this impasse ¢ There
is one vital if elementary truth which politicians too willingly
forget—the strict and narrow delimitation of the State’s
moral and legal competence. The State is the executive of
the Community in its legal and judicial aspect. It is con-
cerned to enforce on everybody that which everybody must
do if Community is to survive at all in its varied, manifold
interests and activities. It must not prescribe the behaviour
of citizens in their non-political functions and capacitiesl—
as members, e.g., of the Royal Society, the Free Foresters or
the Guards’ Club or the Order of Ancient Virgins.? Here it
has merely a general right of veto as the custodian of the
whole body. These non-political forms of association—
whether social, religious or educational—are the training-
grounds of personal enterprise and the safeguards of indi-
vidual freedom. The more they flourish in genuine independ-
ence, the more clearly the State is led to recognize their
constituent place in that common life of which it is the
political organ, the stronger the dykes that resist State-
encroachment. It may fairly be claimed that the Church of
England in setting up the Church Assembly and the Ecclesi-
astical Committee has established a new political principle
immensely important to the cause of freedom. The
machinery set up by the Enabling Act secures citizens in
their capacity as members of a religious association direct

1 Cf. Figgis, Churches in the Modern State, pp. 54-98, and MacIver,
The Modern State, pp. 149-182, 467-486.
# Incredibly, this Friendly Society does really exist and has members.
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access to the Crown-in-Parliament and guarantees the
legislative autonomy of that association within its own
sphere, subject only to the State’s veto if its legislation
infringes the legal rights of other citizens. This is an
exceedingly fruitful precedent, probably destined to much
wider extension.

But it is superficial to think that the problem before us
can be resolved by merely administrative devices. The
causes and remedies lie on a deeper level, and are bound up
with the question: What is freedom ? If it means the
chance to live one’s own life, then it must involve, quite
inevitably, at least such control and regulation of the life of
all in the common interest as will protect individual citizens
from the incidence of excessive inequality. For no man is
free to make the most of his life if he is victimized or
restricted by social, legal or economic privilege. But this
may defeat its own object: it may so tightly control
individuals as to leave little place for individuality. On the
other hand it is only too possible—as contemporary history
shows—to abolish all legal privilege and secure to all citizens
a legal equality, but yet to have failed to guarantee freedom.
Acute social and economic cleavages, wide differences in
education, or the toleration by public conscience of a virtually
disfranchized minority (whatever its theoretical legal rights)
may disastrously impede freedom. For then, however equal
the law may be, it does not secure any effective freedom to
the unprivileged section of its subjects. Such unofficial dis-
crimination may be operative in several ways. It may be
by a rigid “class’ barrier, by some racial or sectarian
ostracism, or by such economic organization as in effect
subjects the consumer to the dictation of financial privilege.

Where there are such inequalities, then the equality
guaranteed by law may in effect frustrate real freedom. For
in such cases the life of the Society standardizes an outward
uniformity but reflects no inward and spiritual unity. This
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truth is clearly exhibited in much that is happening at the
present moment. * To-day, when men give at least lip-
service to democratic equality, the unity which is necessary
in a society which has not a democratic social structure is
given by an irrational nationalism—as in Italy, Russia or
China. Mere politics (that means the organization with
force behind it) has got to do the work which in a real
democratic society is done by voluntary cultural associa-
tions. The State has to become a Church, with bad results
both for State and Church. For nationalism, one of the
most powerful religions in the world to-day, is ‘a very
degraded form of polytheism’. . . . So long as our industrial
system remains—what it is largely now—a sphere of un-
resolved conflict, so long will each of the parties of that
conflict try to use the State’s force for its own purposes, and
the Marxian doctrine of the class war be partially true.”?

It may thus turn out that a faulty social system frustrates
political democracy. And, conversely, political devices
which seek to correct inequality and privilege may have
the result of aggravating them. In any event, political im-
perfections—such standardization, for instance, as makes
private citizens insignificant—and failures in the demo-
cratization of the non-political elements in Community
are disastrously involved together. We can watch this in
Italy or the United States and survey the position from a
safe distance. But no English conscience should feel
comfortable when it turns its glass upon our own country.
For here, despite our political democracy, yet socially and
economically we continue to tolecrate ‘‘incquality on the
scale of a national institution”.?

Few will be found now to argue seriously that we best
secure individual freedom by the mere absence of ‘‘ state-
interference ”’. There is no going back to Whiggish indi-
vidualism. “The choice is not (as has been well said)

1 A. D. Lindsay, op. cit., p. 80. 3 Tawney, Equality, p. 24.
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between an individualistic humanism and some form of
collectivism, but between a collectivism which is purely
mechanistic and one that is spiritual.”* The State is not
merely to “ keep the ring *’ : it is responsible for the common
good so far as political action can safeguard it. The proper
range of state-interference is almost wholly a question of
expediency—that is to say it is one for technical experts.
It has no theoretical or ideal limits and involves no funda-
mental principlo on which Christianity can pronounce
judgment. It is merely a question whether the end aimed
at can best be secured, in a given group of circumstances,
by political or by some other methods. And this involves
specialized knowledge of financial, economic and other
“laws . But the growing power of the modern State seems
to reflect an increasing recognition of a principle which is
essentially Christian and inherent in democratic convictions
—that all are responsible for each. ‘“To the Greeks,
Democracy meant not the overthrow of privilege but merely
the extension of its area. To them it seemed that Democracy
was as much rooted in privilege as Oligarchy itself.”2 The
modern conscience repudiates that assumption. It appears
to us the denial of freedom. But we have yet to apply this
conviction, to which we instinctively assent, to the organiza-
tion of English society. We still acquiesce far too readily in
the theory of two standards of life, whether in educational
opportunity or in economic endowment and independence,
as between the privileged and unprivileged classes. *‘Is
[a man] free as a worker if he is liable to have his piece-rates
cut at the discretion of his employer, and, on expressing his
annoyance, to be dismissed as an agitator, and to be thrown
on the scrap-heap without warning because his employer has
decided to shut down a plant, and to be told when he points
out that the industry on which his livelihood depends is

1 Christopher Dawson, Christianity and the New Age, p. 100,
! E. M. Walker in Cambridge Ancient History, V, p. 102.
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being injured by mismanagement, that his job is to work
and that the management in question will do his thinking
for him ? 7’1

It is scarcely possible for the Christian conscience to
assent to the existing organization. Whether or not it
endorses ‘ Socialism *’ as an economic proposal, I fail to see
how it can support an arrangement which entrusts so vast a
share of the national wealth to the keeping of so minute a
section, and thus puts the destiny of many so effectively at
the mercy of few. And indeed it is everywhere recognized,
quite regardless of political differences, that at least some
measure of socialization of industrial enterprise has become
inevitable. There is scarcely a modern municipality—how-
ever true-blue its members’ political faith—which does not
engage in some municipal trading on grounds of higher
economic efficiency. And it certainly looks as though this
process is destined to wider application. It is hardly
doubtful that in due course of time the key industries
and the means of transport must be brought under national
control. At this moment it is being argued that the debacle
of the late Labour Government is a refutation of Socialist
theory in the sphere of economic practicability. But the
text may be construed quite differently. It may afford
further demonstration that the nation cannot effectively
“ manage its household ” on the existing capitalistic basis.

This is a matter for technical discussion, on which Christian
opinions will probably differ. But on the broadest and
plainest moral grounds it seems clear that the Christian
Conscience must demand some control by the Community
of its industrial and financial enterprises. ‘ The question is
not whether there are economic movements which elude
human control, for obviously there are. It is whether the
public possesses adequate guarantees that those which are
controllable are controlled in the general interest, not in

1 Tawney, Equality, p. 252.
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that of a minority.”! And that is an ethical question, pure
and simple. It implies the assertion by the Community of its
equal concern for all its members. Without such effective
assertion freedom becomes a merely rhetorical myth, as may
easily be observed in the United States. Moreover, the
so-called social services are but an elementary expression
of that mutual responsibility and partnership both in sick-
ness and health which is of the essence of Community life
and the pre-condition of freedom. They are ‘ Charity ~—
in its Christian sense—embodied in concrete legislation.
That the American people should judge that it is consonant
with real freedom to refuse all systems of state-insurance
and hand over the care of the Uncmployed to “ Charity ”—
in its most shameless meaning—is, from our point of view,
scarcely credible.? It would seem to us that the road to
freedom lies rather by way of extension and improvement
of the social services. For short of a complete revolution in
our whole economic organization—which may or may not
be desirable or practicable—these are the only methods
available to redress inequality of opportunity and identify
Freedom with Community.

But the Christian conscience ought to be keenly sensitive
to the moral dangers inherent in this programme. To love
our neighbour as ourselves means that everybody is to count
for one and nobody for more than one. That is an irre-
formable Christian principle. Yet in practice it proves
scarcely possible to avoid applying this principle in such a
way as to involve a general levelling down of all standards,
qualities and capacities. Mediocrity becomes a positive
ideal. Whether we regard it biologically, or from the stand-
point of education, or from almost any other conceivable
angle, the same cruel dilemma seems to confront us. Can we

1 Tawney, op. cit., p. 250.

* Since this was written the State of New York has before it a proposa
for a large increase in income tax to finance public works and relief.
reasures (The Times, August 29, 1931).
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preserve a high general standard of physique, character or
intelligence without supporting a privileged minority even
if need be at the cost of the many ? The problem is as old as
civilization, and we cannot pretend to have solved it. It
may have been true, in an earlier chapter of history, that
the old Noblesse did keep alive certain standards of conduct
and devotion to public service, of sesthetic refinement and
appreciation, which have in fact been the formative forces
of what is implied in a “ civilized ” life. But if those values
were conserved only on a basis of serfdom, are we to say
that the price was too high ? It may be replicd that all
modern life is degenerating and becoming coarsened simply
for lack of those magisterial standards. But is there not a
cheat in this argument ? For the basis of privilege in the
modern world is not birth or worth or public service : it is,
quite frankly and brutally, money. And it cannot be argued
that a bank balance is a test of integrity or of sensibility.

The pleas put forward for such an ‘‘ aristocracy ”’ must
appear grotesque to the Christian judgment. And the
argument may be reversed. It might be said that in actual
fact the power of ssthetic appreciation and standards of
personal refinement are continually rising, and that this is
the direct result of restricting the area of privilege and
widening educational opportunity. It might also be urged
(and in my opinion with truth) that so far as contemporary
life is vulgar and superficial, its values cheap and its
pleasures inane, this is to be directly attributed to the
domination of modern society by the tawdry dictatorship
of the cash-box. If this be so, the rcliable prophylactic
against that coarsening of standards—which, as many
critics aver, is endemic in democratic life—is a further
extension and enrichment of opportunities for emancipation.
This in effect means the development of cultural and
religious associations as the schools of moral and spiritual
training. And this in turn involves the diversion of wealth
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that is lost by wasteful methods of organization and socially
sterile forms of expenditure into channels more rewarding
to the commonweal. Nor must Christians allow themselves
to forget that it is their essential contribution to the health
and wealth of their earthly cities to be living by higher and
more exacting standards than those endorsed by average
public opinion. Only thus can the latter be raised.
Nevertheless, the difficulty is constant, and admits of
solution only experimentally. But there is a more formid-
able criticism to which this position is open from the stand-
point of Christian ethics—the destructive effects on moral
character which may result from the communization of life.
The objection has been well stated thus: ““ We should all be
willing to be our brother’s keeper : but none should consent
to be kept by his brother.” It is undeniable that in the last
few years a demoralizing and dangerous attitude has begun
to appear in our public life. It has come to be assumed that
there are, somewhere, inexhaustible financial resources which
can be drawn upon without limit to subsidize groups or
individuals and preserve an artificial standard of life. And
this, apart from its economic consequences, is beginning to
prove debilitating to the moral fibre of our people. It is
tending to paralyse initiative and the virile virtues of self-
reliance. True, no doubt, that a feeling of helplessness and
victimization by a social system ‘‘ takes away half a man’s
manhood ” and kills his readiness for enterprise. It is only
by giving him a chance that we reawaken his power to help
himself. But we need to beware lest, by eliminating all
stimulus to self-betterment, we destroy his sense of responsi-
bility to the common life of which he is part and do injury to
his own character—which matters far more than anything
else. Men are helped to become free not only by communal
provision but by the tonic discipline of difficulty. It is, how-
ever, pleasanter to prescribe this for other sections of the
community than to accept it as our own regimen.
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There is, nevertheless, one proposal which should commend
itself to the Christian’s judgment as a way of counteracting
these evils to which his own reforms may be liable. It is that
of a universal income tax. On the smallest incomes it should
be infinitesimal, and would thus inflict no real hardship. But
its existence would serve to remind all citizens that the
‘“ tax-payers’ money ’’ means their own, and that the rights
which a man claims for himself exact from him reciprocal
obligations. ‘‘ No representation without taxation ” is an
essentially Christian proposition.

But all this only serves to remind us that the good life
which Community is to secure cannot be either measured or
realized in terms of economics and politics. The ultimate
good which is the citizen’s due is the perfecting of his
spiritual character. We are not loving our neighbour as
ourselves unless we love God with all our hearts—i.e. unless
the good which we will for him is the realization of his eternal
destiny. It is not the final or even the chief concern of the
Christian social ethic merely to make everybody comfortable.
Some ascetic, otherworldly element must enter into the life
of earthly citizenship. So far as the State is achieving its
end, it has passed already into the supernatural. Till it
does so, it remains imperfect. Love is of God : and only in
God can the “ royal law of liberty *’ be fulfilled.

3. TaE CoMMUNITY OF NATIONS

The apparent clash between Freedom and Community is
presented even more arrestingly on the wider stage of
international life. The sovereign nation-state frustrates
freedom. Without it no freedom seems possible: yet it
seems that in exact proportion to its perfection as a national
State it serves to inhibit and curtail freedom. This paradox
is tragically apparent in the present world situation. There
is an intimate mutual connexion between the frustration
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and inward disharmony of individual lives in our social
system and the still imperfect relationship of nation-states
to one another.

In his Fourteen Points addressed to the belligerents
President Wilson was completely justificd in assuming that
democratic government goes hand in hand with respect for
nationality. We can no longer nurse the delusion that
democracies are necessarily pacific. We may be disillusioned
about democracy. But the fact remains that for good and
evil it rests on the foundation of the nation-state. We have
no other experience of its working. * It is most interesting
to observe how Turkey and China in their effort to become
states on the Western model have had deliberately to begin
by creating a sense of nationality. They begin indeed by
trying to make the spirit of unity so strong that it does not
admit of differences. They cannot become democratic states
until differences are recognized and maintained alongside of
the unity: but the feeling of unity which nationalism
strives to create is the indispensable beginning.”? Now the
Christian ethic is not committed to any one particular form
of government, whether democratic or any other. Indeed,
it should be anxious to recognize that to transfer representa-
tive institutions to Indian or African society at its present
stage of development may be an outrage to genuine freedom.
But it ¢s committed to Community—to that respect for
mutual rights and keen sensitiveness to freedom of which
European democracy is the rough-and-ready political
expression. And this sense has chiefly been fostered by
the development of the nation-state. Our generation is
nervously awake to the dangers inherent in nationalism.
But the nation-state has played its great part in the training
of the Community-conscience. It has evoked and success-
fully maintained a richer unity-in-variety, a closer sense of
belonging together expressed through more manifold groups

! Lindsay, op. cit., p. 50.
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and interests, than any previous political experiment.
Despite its failures and limitations it has come nearer than
any known polity to achieving freedom in Community. It
was not merely an historical phase. It has made and makes
its effective contribution to that realization of fellowship
which Christianity values most highly, It is thus a hasty
and impoverished judgment which thinks to call into being
a world Community by the mere abolition of the nation-state.
To substitute a watery cosmopolitanism for the rich fellow-
ship of national loyalties, with their common memories
and their common purposes, would be retrogression not
progress.

Nevertheless, we are moving into the era when the inner
logic of the nation-state can be seen to demand its trans-
cendence. For the State is the executive of Community.
And in the changing conditions of the new age Community
is no longer coterminous with the confines of nationality. All
the materials of community life, whether economic, cultural
or religious, are trans-national rather than merely national.
There is no such thing as national science ; a national Church
is a contradiction in terms ; and every month demonstrates
more conclusively that the economic life of all nations is
inextricably interwoven. Thus the State is no longer
representative of the realities of Community if it stands
still on a purely national basis. Loyalty to its own con-
stituent principle demands, not indeed its destruction but its
organic incorporation into a larger international polity.!
This development is in actual process. For the very
existence of the League of Nations—hesitant and tentative
as it may be—is tantamount to a deliberate abjuration of
the doctrine of absolute State sovereignty by the States-
members of the League.

But the politicians of nearly all countries are still living in

1 Cf. Temple, Christianity and the State, Lecture IV—the best
philosophical defence of the League of Nations which has been published
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an unreal world. And at present, till we have implemented
what is implied by membership in the League, the nation-
state frustrates Community by confining it within artificial
frontiers. It impoverishes the lives of its citizens and
deprives them of vital elements in full personal development
by maintaining obsolete barriers in the path of trans-national
intercourse. All attempts to solve national problems that
work to a merely national scale of reference are as futile as
they are dangerous. But here we must note a certain
distinction. It is right for individual Christians to put the
welfare of others before their own. But what is right for an
individual citizen may be immoral for a responsible states-
man. And it is certainly not Christian teaching that a
Government ought to prefer the welfare of other people to
that of its own nationals. Such an attitude would be
treachery ; for a Government is the trustee of its subjects.
But the world has now reached a point where such distinc-
tions have almost ceased to exist. The last ten years have
shown unmistakably how complete is the interdependence
of all nations on one another. If one member suffers all the
members suffer with it. The day is past when in any depart-
ment of life one nation can gain by another’s loss. As the
world now is, a purely national policy is a betrayal of
national welfare.

But till that is more freely recognized national life remains
unfulfilled. The existing economic depression thwarts and
maims personal development. And it is an international
problem admitting no merely national remedies. Politicians
still make forlorn attempts to make economic frontiers
march with those of political nation-states. But there are
no economic frontiers. And policies which aim at erecting
them, by way of helping a national group to recover economic
prosperity, are out of tune with the whole trend of history
and impede that international co-operation on which all
nations are now dependent. Thus the policy of protective
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tariffs cannot be sanctioned by the Christian conscience.
On the technical factors in that proposal regarded as a
financial expedient Christianity cannot give a leading—
though it will observe that in the United States, where the
policy of economic nationalism secured by insurmountable
tariff-walls has been tried out in the widest dimensions, it
has proved itself a ruinous failure. But there is a perfectly
clear moral issue. The Christian ethic cannot consent to
purchase a small immediate gain in material comfort at the
cost of a set-back in the more vital matter of international
trust and co-operation, on which depends not only lasting
prosperity but the whole cause of spiritual freedom. A
protectionist Government in Great Britain would be more
than a national calamity. On the other hand, a series of
trade agreements—‘‘ We will admit your imports freely
only if you will do the same to ours ’—using the tariff as a
bargaining asset, would not be exposed to the same moral
criticism. For this might result in removing restrictive
tariffs and increasing the area of co operation.

Deeper than all temporary expedients for assisting
economic recovery is the emancipation of nation-states from
the ruinous wastage of competing armaments. Education,
housing, public health and all the most vital concerns of
Christian citizenship are sacrificed to the blood-lust of
Moloch. This drain on industry and national wealth is the
prime cause of the economic depression which is crushing
Western civilization and falls most heavily on the most
defenceless. Even worse than the economic results are the
poisoning of the international atmosphere and the frustra-
tion of freedom in Community by the fears and suspicions
which armaments breed. So urgent and so imperious is this
burning question of Disarmament that it ought now in the
mind of Christian citizens to take priority over all other
issues. Every Christian ought to regard himself as a com-
missioned evangelist of this cause. Few things have more
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injured Christianity than the hesitancy and inertia of
Christians where the cross of the Crusader is called for.

The States signatory to the Kellogg Pact have renounced
War as an instrument of policy. The States-members of the
League are pledged to rational methods of arbitration as a
means of securing international justice. Armaments belong
to a world order which is legally as well as morally obsolete.
Those who give lip service to the League with the reservation
of keeping their powder dry are as fishes who should decide
to live terrestrially and yet to continue to breathe through
their gills. But the solemn abjuration of war does not yet
deliver us from the danger of it. Nothing so imperils the
peace of the world as the maintenance of vast national
armaments. The will to peace has yet to be made effective,
and the inarticulate longings of the peoples to be embodied in
real Community. The average voter is too ill-instructed or
too supine to take resolute action for the securing of the
world’s peace. Unless this inertia is shattered and the will to
peace made vocal and operative, the danger draws nearer
with each passing year. It is hardly disputable that the
Christian citizen should regard this as his primary contribu-
tion to the well-being of his earthly city as well as the mark
of his Christian allegiance.

Republicans were invented, said Lammenais, in order to
make republics impossible. And the cause of peace like
most other causes has often been ill-served by its advocates.
There is too often something ignoble about pacificist propa-
ganda. An ideal of safety, comfort and prosperity is not one
that appeals to the finest characters. The militarist ideal is
finer : its demands on discipline, courage and adventure
speak to what is noblest in Englishmen and win from them
heroic response. No demonstration that war does not
“pay ” is in itself a convincing moral argument. We do
injury to the cause of peace if we appear to base our appeal
on the lower grounds of self-interest. The Christian case
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against war is not primarily that it is dangerous and painful
and destructive of life and property; not even that it
involves an appalling holocaust of the finest lives in a
generation. Physical death and bodily suffering are not for
the Christian the worst of all evils. Far more ruinous than
these are the spiritual evils entailed. It involves the
debasement of all moral currencies, the abandonment of
standards and values, an assault on life’s fundamental
decencies. All belligerent Governments lie shamelessly ;
all seek to poison the minds of their citizens with irrational
hatreds and blind animosities ; all seek to unchain the ape
and tiger, and to turn the sporting instincts of boys into the
madness of wolfish fury. Thank God, they do not wholly
succeed. But let any who still cherish delusions about
chivalry in modern warfare re-read the instructions for
Bayonet training issued in 1917. All Governments have to
do these things ; they are necessary war-measures. But it
is no more easy to overtake them when the emergency is
over than it is to repeal war-time legislation. The moral
arguments on behalf of war are as rotten as the biological.
It is true that a nation engaged in warfare achieves a strong
unity of will and a common power of sacrifice and endurance :
yet that is largely a matter of mass-suggestion and resembles
rather the unity of the wolf-pack than a human sharing in a
creative purpose. The net moral results of the world war
have been preponderantly evil. An evil tree cannot bring
forth good fruit.

This is the unyielding Christian position. It is not on a
calculation of consequences that the Christian ethic stands
in this question. It cannot give its moral consent to war
because it is contrary to the will of God. The Lambeth
Conference rightly “ affirms that War as a method of settling
international disputes is incompatible with the teaching and
example of our Lord Jesus Christ .2

1 Lambeth Conference, 1930—Resolution 25.
T
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It is not true to pretend that Pacificism seeks to abjure
the right of self-defence. The whole point of the Covenant
of the League and of all movements towards disarmament
is to substitute international security for the capricious
arbitrament of warfare. It is to substitute law for mere
violence. For war * as a method of settling disputes * is the
exact antithesis of justice. It does not guarantee the
triumph of the just cause: the right may rest with the
defeated nation. War is not in the very least impartial ;
it may massacre just and unjust ‘“ impartially ”’, but victory
is with the biggest battalions, not with the nation whose
cause is most righteous. The League is the instrument of
security. The friends of peace are the friends of justice.
They desire a rational decision by civilized legal procedure—
enforced where necessary by armed sanctions—of disputes
which are recognized as inevitable. They do not propose to
abolish armed force any more than they would demobilize
the police. They propose that it should be—like the police
force—the instrument of a corporate will to justice.

Nor, again, is it honest to argue that Pacificism is the same
thing as craven and inglorious surrender. If the State has
any moral justification then, when its existence is threatened,
it is morally obligatory to defend it. No ethic, Christian or
other, would judge that it is a morally finer action to open the
gates to an invading enemy than to die desperately in front
of them. There is at this point a good deal of confusion in
pacificist thought and in that of those who oppose it. What
is right for a private individual may be wrong for him in his
capacity as a citizen. A Christian should turn the other
cheek—but not the cheek of his wife or his employés. And
a Government, as the trustee of its subjects, would be
profoundly immoral and treacherous if it yielded up the
life of its country rather than resist the aggressor. Nor
can the Christian ethic demand this. A State would
be justified in this course only if its action embodied an



The Community of Nations 275

expressed and genuine will of its people, inspired by
avowedly Christian motives, to accept a sacrificial martyr-
dom. But while such a national crucifixion would be, as no
Christian can doubt, the richest conceivable contribution
to the moral welfare of mankind, such an attitude is still too
remote to be a matter of practical politics. All war, in all
circumstances, is evil. But it may be less evil than the
alternative. And where two evil courses are the only
possible alternatives it is morally right to choose the lesser
evil.

Thus there may conceivably be ““ just’ wars; though
Governments are notoriously successful in making even their
most shameless brigandage appear to their citizens as a just
cause. There may be genuinely defensive wars. But no war
has been waged in history which was not believed by the
peoples on both sides to be a righteous struggle for self-
defence. But in the changed world-situation the ‘‘ justice ”’
which would justify warfare is no longer appraised by the
belligerent peoples, blinded by passions and ‘“ doped ”’ by
their rulers. It admits of exact legal definition. Amongst
nations signatory to the Pact, the aggressor State is the
State which refuses to submit the cause in dispute to arbitra-
tion. War ‘““ as an instrument of national policy "’ entered
upon with such piratical motives is incapable of any
justification. In such case it is wholly impossible for the
Christian conscience to sanction it, or for the Christian
citizen to take part in it. ‘‘ The Christian Church in every
nation should refuse to countenance any war in regard to
which the Government of its own country has not declared
its willingness to submit the matter in dispute to arbitration
or conciliation.”?

The Christian Church has not yet recovered from its
humiliating surrender in blessing the arms of all the late
belligerents. An open door now stands before it—the

1 Lambeth Resolution 27.
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greatest opportunity yet vouchsafed to it—to recover its
hold on the world’s moral allegiance and to lead the nations
into the way of peace. Christianity ought to be the enrich-
ment and the redemption of national life. But the Church
is a supra-national society. It cannot, without moral
abdication, identify itself without qualification with the
cause or welfare of any one people. For this reason one
cannot but feel misgivings about the development of
““national "’ Churches. It is right that Christianity should
express itself not in imitative Western forms but freely,
spontaneously and naturally in accordance with the genius
and traditions of the various pcoples who accept its leader-
ship. Only thus is it genuinely catholic ; and the vision of
the Lambeth Conference was as great a vision as Christians
have yet seen. But there is a real and frightful danger lest
Christianity should become the ally of crude, nascent Asiatic
nationalism. For the same reason we cannot approve the
popular “broad-minded ”’ proposal of “closing up the
religious ranks ”’ in a united Church in each nation. A
Church of Germany, France or Great Britain would be the
worst conceivable kind of reunion. We have had sufficient
historical experience to be forewarned of such a simplifica-
tion, as an added danger to the peace of the world. If
Christendom must remain divided, let the lines be denomina-
tional rather than national.

The time may come when Christian citizens must choose
between their Christianity and their political allegiance. In
any future war of aggression it will become the duty of
Christians to refuse to support or co-operate with their
Government. The provisions of the Pact and the Covenant
clarify the whole issue. What may have been right for
Christians in 1914 will no longer be right for them in the new
age. In the pre-war world * conscientious objection ’ was
not altogether easy to justify. In the new world it becomes
morally binding. Where the war is aggressive (as now
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defined) Christians should refuse to take part or to help the
State, directly or indirectly. The State would, of course, be
entirely within its rights in executing conscientious objectors;
though in practice it would not be easy to shoot millions of
its own citizens, including numbers of women and children.
So that in fact if Christian opinion in all nations made it
clear now that it stands and would stand by this decision,
that in itself would be almost equivalent to making war an
impracticable expedient. No Government could carry a war
through if faced with non-violent civil war at home.

But, when the emergency is upon us, nobody can trust
his own judgment. The manipulation of mass-propaganda,
the terrors, emotions and passions of imminent war, over-
whelm moral independence. It is too late then : all go mad
together. The essential mission of Christianity is thus to
forestall these drastic decisions by helping to create such an
atmosphere as will reinforce the chances of peace. War
is a matter of moral disposition rather than of deliberate
Governmental policy. Where certain spiritual attitudes are
dominant in the mass of a population peace or war result
automatically, uncontrolled by our conscious choices. Peace
can be caused only by Metanoia—a disarming of men’s minds
and wills by the removal of those inequalities, those
suspicions, hatreds and jealousies which frustrate the fulfil-
ment of fellowship, within the nations and between them.
Peace demands arduous adventure. ‘‘ War in heaven ” is
the pre-condition of any abiding “ peace on earth . Chris-
tians ought to be found as protagonists in all causes that
make for peace—not as avoidance of suffering and danger
but as a creative moral ambition. It is such peace-makers
who are the children of God.

This is not an ignobly passive ideal ; it involves sacrificial
dedication. It is urgently necessary to insist on this. We
have about us a new generation, brought up to revere heroic
examples and eager to prove that they too could show
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themselves as ready for hardship and gallant enterprise as
their fathers and brothers who fell in the last war. Thisisa
very perilous moment ; unless these ardours and endurances
are evoked and claimed by equivalent ventures in the
constructive service of Peace. It is for Christian men and
women to be leaders in all such redemptive works, all such
experiments and hazards as serve to foster and strengthen
Community. No man of my age and generation who has
taken some part in active service and seen undergraduates
mown down like grass (‘ second lieutenants unless other-
wise stated ’’) is likely to be lacking in reverence for the
Christ-like character of the Happy Warrior. ‘ They died
like men and fell like one of the princes.” Yet none of
these superb moral qualities but could be called forth and
used as signally by the heroic demands of pacific enterprises.
To fight disease, to drain tropical swamps, to stand out
against conventional prejudice in the matter of “ colour ”
or other social cleavages, makes every bit as high a claim on
courage as the perils of service in the Forces.

The moral value of military training is, indeed, grossly
exaggerated by the champions of a dying world order. It is
much to be wished that the Churches would not avail them-
selves of semi-military organizations to inculcate discipline
and public spirit and the other (rightly prized) manly
virtues. ‘“ Rovering ” and similar methods attain these
results as well and better. To see the Scouts’ Hostel at
Kandersteg and watch boys of every nation and language
working together to conquer a mountain peak, is to realize
that the new generation is moulding a new moral ideal.
There is something there infinitely more fruitful than
presenting arms to a General on a cricket-ground or firing
blank on chalk downs in Wiltshire. For in truth the feudal
and chivalric ideal is becoming morally anachronistic. Dead
warriors and weeping women belong to the old world of
Homeric saga, not to the new age which we are to fashion.



Community and the Supernatural 279

The new age calls for a new kind of courage—no less exacting,
no less sacrificial—in the evolution and fostering of life.

At present we are so steeped in the old tradition that all
our symbolism is still bound up with associations of war-time
heroism. We can only invest any enterprise with glamour
so that men’s blood tingles and their pulses quicken, by
military trappings and metaphors. The causes of peace
still seem tame and humdrum : they lack the note of * the
trumpets that sound in the morning . Even the Christian
Church has succumbed to this. It loves to describe itself as a
mighty army. But there is nothing in the whole world that
the Church of God should less resemble : it is an adventure
of creative fellowship. The task of our Christian generation
is to devise new glamorous symbols—to invest the cause of
peace in Community with the same splendour and the same
appeal to all in men that is heroic and generous as the
obsolete heroisms of war.

Peace is not the absence of strife—which is, indeed, an
ideal of death. It is an energy of co-operation, through pain,
strife, difficulty and danger, with God’s ultimate purpose in
history—to bring the race ‘‘ unto perfect man ”’, in which
the fulfilment of each individual is guaranteed in a perfect
Community. But to say this is again to cross over the
frontier from the natural to the supernatural.

4. COMMUNITY AND THE SUPERNATURAL

We have seen that an eager participation in the citizen’s
life and responsibilities is implied in doing God’s will. Yet
no one individual and no one existing society can realize
the whole will of God. Goodness in its perfection and full-
ness, in which all human wills co-operate, in which all
mutually share, can be achieved in no earthly society
centred round a local group loyalty. No community that
is in the world can fully express the divine will. That can
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be only in the supreme Community, the Societas Societatum,
of which the centre is the Absolute Good and its ruling
purpose the Divine Spirit. The inner law of life in Com-
munity is fulfilled only in the supernatural—in the fellow-
ship of the Holy Spirit. In it every element of goodness,
every expression and aspect of excellence, finds its place in
such mutuality that therein each individual may realize his
own full development in the sharing of the Divine Life.
Thus the true life of the earthly commonwealth comes to its
full fruition in the heavenly. There Community finds its
real meaning, in ‘‘ a perfectly ordered and mutual fellowship
enjoying God and one another in God .1

Now to the English mind such language is apt to sound
strained and unnatural, dangerously suggestive of ‘ mys-
ticism . Yet it is clear that all human groups presuppose
the presence of the supernatural. We are familiar with the
attempts to trace the origin of society to one or another form
of “ social contract . ‘‘Every schoolboy ’’ can criticise the
fallacy which vitiates all the historic theories. It is vain to
seek for the origin of society, for society is itself the primary
fact. It is the pattern of human life. We have no trace of
Homo Saptens save in some kind of social grouping. It is
the expression of the nature of Man. But what is it which
holds groups together ¢ What is it which makes a collection
of men and women into a “ group ” (in the psychological
sense), living together, acting together, conscious that they
belong to one another ? On any level, primitive or developed,
it is the sharing of a common purpose—the touch (if we
will) of a common spirit. And this implies that the bond of
gociety is something which is more than natural.

It is no mere product of biology ; it is not the resultant of
economic pressure or the circumstances of geography or

1 * Pax civitatis, ordinata imperandi atque obediendi concordia civium.
Pax coelestis Civitatis, ordinatissima et concordissima societas fruendi
Deo et invicem in Deo.” Augustine, De Civitate Dei, XIX, xiii ad snit.
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history. It is something belonging to the order of spirit.
Every human group, at its level, is the organization of a
common life by something which is at least supra-natural.
Christianity says that this is Man responding, in his measure,
to the Divine. It is nothing less than the Spirit of Ged
beginning, at least, to take control of Man’s psychophysical
constitution. This gives us as it were the matrix of
the Christian interpretation. The meaning of history, in the
Christian world view—the eternal purpose for which the
world was made—is the gathering of the whole human race
into one Community of the Holy Spirit, in which human life
shall be fulfilled in all its range, its length and depth and
height, in a common sharing of the divine Life. That would
be God fulfilled in His creation, and the life of Man perfeoted
in God.

At present that purpose is frustrated. It is still but
imperfectly expressed in local manifestations of Community
which cannot, as yet, transcend their own limitations. Thus,
as we have seen, none of our societies can provide personal
life with its full expression. Group comes into conflict with
group ; and as consequence there is maladjustment between
each group and the members composing it. Freedom is
yet thwarted and incomplete ; not because social life is
“ organized ”’ but because its organization is still frag-
mentary. There are genuine clashes of interest, some of
which seem to admit of no compromise. There are grievances
and animosities which separate groups from one another and
thus mutilate and impoverish individual life within the
groups. On the level of economics and politics these conflicts
seem to defy solution. But until they are solved, personal
life is spoiled by what should be its instrument and expres-
sion. Freedom remains unreconciled with Community.

All these conflicts and separatisms—whether racial
political or economic—seem to be in their own nature
insoluble. The group loyalty which informs each group is the
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spirit or purpose recognized by that group ; so that the very
bond of society seems to involve exclusion and opposition.
There is no way of transcending this finitude unless the
purpose informing all groups is the will and purpose of the
Whole. That is what the Christian religion offers. The Holy
Spirit redeems Community from the bankruptcy of human
statesmanship. Itleads men to trust one another through all
differences of race and temperament. Christ, says St. Paul,
“glew the enmity ”. It cleanses hearts from fears and
suspicions. It demolishes the walls of partition and throws
down the barricades of privilege. It begins to draw men
across all that divides them, and the apparent conflicts of
cross-purposes, into a fellowship which is universal because
it is centred in the love of God. That is the holy universal
Church—articulating all our communities at their different
levels of development in a common life which is fully personal
because it lives in the Spirit of God Himself. There Com-
munity is fulfilled in freedom and freedom perfected in
Community. For in the communion of that society, perfectly
responsive to the divine will, all men and women find their
true freedom—‘ the glorious liberty of the children of God .

That society is the work of Christ, the King of the Com-
munion of saints. It is His unique and incomparable
creation. He, as the centre of redeemed humanity, is the
source of the new moral order, expressed and embodied in
that Divine Community which is even now present in the
world, and awaits its victorious manifestation. The Church,
thus conceived and interpreted, is no merely ‘ optional
extra ’’ to the faith of individual disciples. It is the bearer
of the Divine Purpose, penetrating this world of necessity
with the freedoms of the life eternal, gathering our frag-
mentary communities into the Community of the Holy
Spirit. It is, indeed, the sacrament of Community—the
symbol and the redemptive instrument of the social order in
the Coming Age. It is,in St. Paul’s metaphor, the *“ earnest *
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of human life as it is in the Mind of God ; though it is never
lett without witness wherever the Spirit of Christ rules our
hearts.

The actual ‘“ Churches ’ which exist on earth, despite all
their sins and dissensions, are yet plodges of the Coming
Kingdom. Wherever a ‘little flock " is redeemed from
worldliness, sustained in fellowship with the living Christ
and kept faithful to its Christian loyalties, there is the
promise of perfected Community.

Where He is in tho heart
City of God, thou art.



CHAPTER X
SPENDING AND GETTING

1. CHRISTIANITY AND WEALTH

OTHING at first sight seems further removed from

the spiritual and supernatural than the sphere of
financial and industrial enterprise. Such phrases as * value
for money ”’, ‘“ hard cash ”, ‘“ business is business ”’ and
similar twentieth-century catchwords suggest a hard-headed
practical realism and an eye to the main chance in worldly
success which are commonly thought of as almost anti-
thetical to all that spiritual religion cherishes. Money at
least seems concrete and tangible, while the unseen realities
of religion are remote, abstract and probably unverifiable.
Thus too often the Christian ethic appears to be incurably
gsentimental. It appears to be asking the world of business
to desert those irrefutable facts over which we have at least
some control and on which our continued existence depends,
for the sake of hypothetical satisfactions and principles
which, however idealistic, cannot be sustained in the bank
and counting-house. It has indeed come to be taken for
granted that religion can have no effective message for the
hard world of economic reality. Thus the whole kingdom
of modern industry has tended to repudiate any allegiance
to the moral sanctions of Christianity, while Christianity on
its side has been too ready to acquiesce in weak and pious
aspirations which are merely irritating and ineffective. Thus
Christian teachers are apt to observe that if everyone would
accept Christianity our economic difficulties would solve
themselves. Such assertions may be quite true ; but unless

284
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the Churches show themselves capable of constructive and
realistic thinking to vindicate these enormous generaliza-
tions they are bound to appear futile and almost meaning-
less. It is scarcely surprising that ‘ hard-faced ’ men
demand that religion shall stick to its last and not interfere
in those practical concerns about which it has nothing useful
to say.

The eclipse of religion by economics has not resulted so
much from lack of earnestness as from lack of practical
insight and realism. It has not sufficiently valued or
appreciated the changing demand of a changing world order.
Mr. Tawney’s well-known remark about Christianity in the
sixteenth century is full of warning for our own time. ‘‘In
England, as on the Continent, the new economic realities
came into sharp collision with the social theory inherited
from the Middle Ages. The result was a re-assertion of the
traditional doctrines with an almost tragic intensity of
cmotion, their gradual retreat before the advance of new
conceptions both of economic organization and of the
province of religion, and their final decline from a militant
creed into a kind of pious antiquarianism. They lingered,
venerable ghosts, on the lips of Churchmen down to the
Civil War. Then the storm blew and they flickered out.”?

We succeed only in making ourselves ridiculous if we go
to the world of banks and factories with their vast plants,
their tape machines and dictaphones with murmurs of
“ pious antiquarianism ”’. It is too much like the Professor in
Punch. If Religion is to be vindicated in the midst of these
magnificent enterprises two conditions seem to be postu-
lated. It must first be strongly and thankfully maintained
that the economic activities of the world are not alternatives
to the life of religion (so that people must make their choice
between them) or hindrances to the cause of Christianity, but
essential ways of doing God’s will and co-operating in His

1 Religion and the Rise of Capitalism, p. 135.
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creative Purpose. It must then be shown that spending and
getting, which must in the nature of things occupy a large
proportion of mortal Man’s existence, presupposes the
spiritual order and can only fulfil its functions effectively
when it is projected on supernatural backgrounds. To seek
first the Kingdom of God and righteousness does not mean
working with obsolete machinery ; but it does mean bringing
the organization of Industry into touch with those realities
of human life which at present are so disastrously forgotten.

But strange things have lately been happening in the
sphere of finance and economics; and these suggest a
fruitful analogy with recent developments in natural science.
It was taken for granted not so long ago that the one certain
and tangible reality was the concrete order of the material.
This at least was indisputably real, as all waking experience
could verify. For the thinkers of the last generation the
difficulty was to find room, in a Universe determined
mechanically by the physical configurations of matter, for
any effective function for mind and spirit. But to-day
matter is by no means so tangible. It is now beginning to
melt away into a series of mathematical formulas. Nobody
can tell us what ‘“ matter” is. We know only that its
constant behaviour is in fact due to the work of our minds ;
and we are beginning to ask the old question in exactly the
opposite of its earlier form. The problem for us is less to
discover the place of spirit in the material order than to find
the place of *‘ matter ”’ in the spiritual.! Something of the
same kind has occurred to the supposed realities of hard
cash. We thought that at least we knew the meaning of
money. It is something that we can carry in our pockets,
hoard in a teapot, or entrust to a bank. Here at least there
is something more real than the hypothetical forces of spirit.

1 T am not of course suggesting that the resolution of hard atoms into
electrical forces means that matter has become ‘‘spiritual”., That is
surely a quite fatuous argument.
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But in the complexity of the modern world if we ask the
question : What is money ? we shall be at a loss to find a
convincing answer. The one fact which seems to emerge
quite certainly from the confusions of large-scale under-
takings is that money has no actual existence. It is not so
much cash, but so much credit. But credit is nothing
material or tangible : it is something to do with purpose and
character. Thus the existence and functions of ‘ money *
are more and more clearly inter-related with certain moral
and spiritual realities. The claim therefore which is so
frequently made that Business ought to have complete
liberty in the administration of its own province without
interference from ethics or religion, is not merely morally
“wrong "’ : it is in the very nature of things impossible.
Indeed it will scarcely now be disputed that behind our
existing economic difficulties both on a national and an
international scale there lie fundamental maladjustments in
political, moral and spiritual relationships.

Thus religion becomes supremely relevant to the pre-
occupations of the present hour., And the order of economics,
on its side, is of vital import to Christianity. It would be a
poor, an®mic religion which remained aloof from our pressing
financial anxieties. The cause of God’s Kingdom in the
world is at present intimately related to those immense
economic issues which so largely control the direction of
policy. The existing economic situation thwarts God’s will
for His human family. It impoverishes the manhood of
nations, it imperils spiritual brotherhood, and is a menace
to the peace of the world. The immediate will of God for
mankind must, without any doubt or qualification, be that
it should be dealt with creatively as a means to the liberation
of spiritual life. Adequate economic resources are obviously
the precondition not merely of physical existence but of all
the higher reaches of spirit. If it is God’s will to give us our
daily bread, then the creation and distribution of wealth is
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one of the surest ways of co-operating with the purpose of
God as revealed in Christ. We need to see the bank and the
factory as instrumental to the divine Kingdom no less than
the school, the hospital and the Church. The economic order,
like the political, has thus its own relative independence and
justification in its own right. The Christian ethio gives its
blessing and sanction to every legitimate industrial enter-
prise : but it claims that all must be controlled by reference
to the needs of spiritual personality and the final End of
Man’s life.

This is the only possible justification for the institution of
private property. There seem to be certain spiritual values
which are best sustained and preserved through a guaranteed
freedom of private possession. A man’s life, it is true, does
not consist in the abundance of things which he possesses :
yet normally if he possesses nothing he cannot rise to the full
stature of manhood. He will be deprived of an indispensable
aid to self-fulfilment and spiritual development : and thus
some right of property tenure is normally and as a general
rule a condition of citizenship in the Kingdom of God. As
spirit must be incorporate in a body or remain ghost-like and
ineffectual, so spiritual personality must embody itself in
material possession. But this very recognition clearly
involves a stern limitation on the rights of individual
ownership. Too much wealth, no less than too much
poverty, may be fatal to spiritual health. Undeniably the
thought of our Lord was more sensitive to the former
danger ; though it must always be borne in mind that the
poverty which came within His experience was not that of
modern proletariats. The ‘‘anxiety ” against which He
warned men as destructive of spiritual poise, and which
seemed to Him to be fatally bound up with * the cares and
riches of this world ”’, is in our day caused no less injuriously
by the desperate sense of insccurity and the harassing
worries of the casual wage-earner.
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But to recognize that possessions are justified by the needs
of spiritual personality is to recognize also the moral
corollary that wealth can be sanctioned by Christian ethics
only so far as its distribution and use serve the ends of life in
Community. This, as is well known, has been the standpoint
of the Christian ethic as expressed in the Canon Law. It has
insisted that but for the Fall private possessions would not
have been justifiable. In an ideally Christian society all
wealth would be owned and administered communally. But
as a concession to Man’s fallen mature it has given its
sanction to private possessions, yet only under the strict
reservation that no man has a moral right to possess more
than was needed for his true personal well-being and the due
discharge of his social functions. What was more was of the
Evil One. Luxury, avarice and exploitation were reckoned
among the deadly sins. The law of the Church offered the
sharpest contrast to the theory of Dominion in the Civil
Law. The Church has persistently denied that a man has a
right to do what he wills with his own. It allowed wealth no
moral justification apart from the needs and welfare of the
community. The particular regulations and prohibitions by
which the Church sought to enforce its principles on the
economic life of the Middle Ages can have no relevance to
our situation. But its cardinal conviction remains, that
wealth has its place within the life of the Christian only in
virtue of its contribution to the service of personal life in
Community.

It is this ultimate standard of Christian ethics which the
modern world most needs to recover. For it is the merest
commonplace to observe that the underlying assumptions of
modern life stand in diametrical opposition to it. We all
assume that the making of profits and the unlimited increase
of possessions is the chief if not the sole end of man and the
only completely intelligible motive. It is true, of course,
that the making of profit is indispensable to a modern

U
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business : if it failed to do this it would quickly come to an
end, and involve its shareholders in its own ruin. But
ourrent events are making it glaringly obvious that the
economic life of the world cannot be maintained in health or
efficiency in the strength of merely economic motives.
Behind the mystifications of the Economists, who use
phrases such as over-production, under-consumption and
so forth, to obscure facts which we all know in experience,
there are certain indisputable truths which belong to the
province of religion and ethics. Industry is producing many
commodities which consumers either do not want or are
not wealthy enough to buy. There is, we are told, a failure
in adjustment between consumption and production.
Meantime, while millions are on the point of starvation,
foodstuffs are being destroyed wholesale in the hope of
thereby keeping up prices which an impoverished world
cannot pay. But this is brigandage rather than industry.
And if we compare the alleged falling prices with those
charged by the chain stores and retailers we come upon
further suggestions of piracy. Now these are not technical
matters of economics : they are elementary issues of right
and wrong. Can it be denied that the fundamental factor in
our economic depression is moral ?* The present organization
of industry both on the national and the world-wide scale
bears no relation to ultimate human need. The moral
issues are the decisive issues. The supreme interest of
Christianity is that the creation of wealth should be con-
trolled by a more searching sense of corporate human
responsibility, and be made to minister to the fuller enrich-
ment of human persons in fellowship with God.

For the Christian ethic cannot despise wealth. It is quite
insincere and unreal to pretend that in the circumstances
of modern life the needs of Man’s spirit are independent of
sufficient material supply. God’s will for men cannot be
realized in a world of economic disorganization. Spiritual
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values are frustrated by grinding poverty and incessant
worry. The moral and spiritual development of India, for
example, or tropical Africa, must be inextricably bound up
with a raising of the general standard of life, the exploitation
of natural resources and the more effective organization of
Industry. And we in Europe know by bitter experience
what moral and spiritual wastage results from lack of
sufficient material wealth to give personal life its full chance.

Thus I cannot believe that ‘‘ holy poverty ” is the true
ideal for twentieth-century Christians. Our task is rather
to sanctify wealth. Our Lord’s injunctions to ‘“sell all”
cannot, obviously, be regarded as law universal for modern
disciples. Nor are we in much danger of so regarding them.
The extra-canonical Saying: ‘‘ Be good bankers,” appeals
more immediately to our taste. Yet it may be urged that
the sayings in the Gospels ought to ring in our ears and make
us feel uncomfortable. The besetting temptation of present-
day Christians is not that they should esteem wealth tuo
slightly. And while Christians ought, as we have suggested,
to regard the due increcase of the world’s wealth as an
integral part of doing God’s will, they must yet endeavour
to keep alive in their hearts that otheciworldly sense of
detachment which alone redeems economic enterprise from
secularization and worldliness. And it may be that in times
like the present, when covetousness has become an idolatry
ruinous to soul and body alike, we can only recover the true
Christian values by some signal and voluntary renunciation.
It may be that wealth can be made holy only by demonstrat-
ing its unimportance by comparison with the riches of mind
and spirit. Prosperity may be purchased too dear. “In
the currency of the soul as in that of states, spurious coin
drives out good. . . . The chief enemy of the life of spirit,
whether in art, culture or religion or in the simple human
associations which are the common vehicle of its revelation
to ordinary men, is itself a religion. It is, as everyone knows,
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the idolatry of wealth.” Now there can be no true Com-
munity where wealth is either so far deficient that many lack
the means to a complete life, nor where it is so inequitably
distributed as to divide a man against his neighbour, class
against class or nation against nation. The gravest peril
that now besets England is that political lines of division
should be drawn by distinctions in economic status, so that
rich and poor form the two parties. The achievement of
spiritual Community, both within nations and between them,
is thus bound up with a redistribution of the available wealth
of mankind and a rational agreement about its increase.
““ Though the ideal of an equal distribution of wealth may
continue to elude us, it is necessary, nevertheless, to make
haste towards it, not because such wealth is the most
important of man’s treasures, but to prove that it is not.”2

Such an idealis, of course, served in part by taxation and
similar forms of State action. But it remains true that the
greatest need of the world is some such radical redirection
of motive as religion alone is capable of inspiring. Unlcss we
change our hearts and our habits we and the world may go
down together. We call Russia ‘‘ materialistic ”’, and it
is 8o in the sense that it recognizes no values other than
economic. The Russians admit that they live for material
ends: we pretend to ourselves that we do not. Yet one
outstanding difference between the Russian system and that
of the other countries of Europe is that the Soviet Govern-
ment has the courage, and can call upon the brains and
imagination, to plan its life to achieve its avowed ends, while
we and others drift inertly along. But though the Soviets
show themselves cruelly hostile to all religious and non-
material values, is there another instance in modern history
of such nation-wide repudiation of the motive of individual
gain ? ‘“ In our Soviet Union, citizen, we have deposited the

1 Tawney, Equality, p. 290.
8 Tawney, op. cit., p. 291.
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word Riches in the archives.”! The entire people may be
preoccupied with the increase of material goods, but the
pursuit of personal wealth and aggrandisement is counted
as the one unforgivable sin, and is punished not only by
fine or confiscation but by social ostracism and the contempt
of friends.

Those sickening persecutions and cruelties which at
present stain the rule of the Soviets make it appear to us
in a devilish light. But let any Christian in Western Europe
who has cleansed his heart from the motive of personal gain
take the first stone to cast at it. Indeed it is no fantastic
speculation that despite those brutalities and oppressions,
those elemental passions and furies, which haunt the life of a
still backward people, yet out of Russia will *“ come forth a
law ”’ which may change the whole attitude of the world.
At present they are a people driven desperate by a race
against time and the hatreds of neighbouring states. But I
would venture to hazard the prophecy that in due course,
when the plan has been put into practice and the nation is
freed from its fierce preoccupations and able to live calmly
and peaceably, Russia may yet prove itself the matrix of such
a rebirth of the Christian spirit as may give a new leadership
to the civilized world.

As things are now, the temper that animates Russia is a
deadly foe to true human welfare and the cause of spiritual
frcedom. It starves the spirit of its own citizens and it
unites them in fierce antagonism to those who live under
other forms of government. It makes for disunion, not for
Community. But we have here at least a signal suggestion of
what may be achieved by the Christian faith if it can inspire
the life of spending and getting, and clothe itself in an
economic order of common devotion to common good, as
the one Spirit that dwells in the one body.

Of that consummation of the divine will, each group of

1 Quoted from M. Hindus in the Week-end Review, August 15, 1931.



294 Spending and Gelting

Christians is meant to be sacramental—its standing witness
and its effective instrument. In the central rite of the
worship of Christianity, where Christians meet to share in
the New Life, that obligation is solemnly accepted. They
take the bread of man’s common need, they offer it before
their God and Father and partake of it in fellowship in
Christ’s name—that the economic life of mankind may be no
more that for which men kill one another, but the pledge
and expression of unity in the Spirit and the vehicle of life
eternal. ‘‘ Thy will be done—in the earning of our bread—
on earth as it is in heaven.”

Such aspirations are merely sentimental unless they are
harnessed to concrete suggestions for beginning to make our
loyalties effectual. I append one elementary proposal.

2. THE STANDARD OF LIFE

History has now reached a point at which no nation can
hope to be saved by any merely national policy. All our
problems are international, and only resolute international
action can provide any effective solution. Till we disarm
we shall all be beggars. The lesson of facts is thus in com-
plete agreement with the axioms of Christian thinking. To
recognize this leads almost inevitably to a certain critical
detachment from the rival proposals of economists and
political leaders in our own country. Moreover the situation
changes so rapidly that whatever might be truly said now
would be obsolete by the time it appears in print. Such
considerations are apt to make discussion seem slightly
unreal ; and so complex are the technical issues that it is
scarcely possible for the private citizen to form any judgment
worth having on the existing economic position. Experts
disagree so perplexingly that the plain man is left inert and
bewildered, as though faced by a blind catastrophe which no
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human power can control ; and this is destroying our sense
of responsibility. Nothing, however, could be more fatal than
that we should allow the complexity of the crisis to become
an excuse for supine inaction. This country may yet recover
its moral initiative and lead the world back to sanity and
freedom. But it cannot take its place in the divine Purpose
without convinced and creative leadership, which at the
moment we need more desperately than at any recent period
in our history. Christianity has a unique chance to guide
our people towards its future, to offer that touch of funda-
mental conviction which alone can heal us of our paralysis,
and to purge and strengthen the soul of the nation by a
courageous reassertion of its own essential values.

For the Christian values are frankly incompatible with
those which our civilization takes for granted. During the
‘hectic years since the Armistice there has been a disastrous
shifting of standards. It has come to be assumed in all
classes that spending-power is the chief aim of Man; the
lust of possession has seized on our whole people, and the
worse things are the more reckless do we become. The
standard of life is constantly rising, and nearly the whole
employed population spends out of all proportion to its
income on eating, drinking and amusements. Thus while
millions are unemployed the amount expended per head of
the population on the luxury trades is colossal. An entirely
unjustifiable percentage of the aggregate income of our
people is spent on smoking, drinking, betting, and the
“movies.” This is the scale on which England is living
while its foundations are being undermined. The unpleasant
truth must be faced : our present standard of life cannot
be justified or endorsed by the Christian scale of values
unless sustained by harder work and informed by a more
searching sense of obligation. The fundamental demand
of the Christian ethic is for a drastic simplification of
life.
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In general principle it is probable that a rising standard
of life is desirable, and may serve many vital Christian
interests. Nor need Christianity be suspicious of the in-
sistent demand for more leisure, unless this proves to be
incommensurable with the social necessities of the hour.
Work for work’s sake is not a Christian ideal. But there is a
law of diminishing moral returns. The desire for heightened
standards of living may advance true moral well-being ; but
(as appears to be true at this moment) its effect may be
found to be the exact opposite.

An artificially protected standard of life, such as has been
established in England chiefly by the enterprise of Trade
Unions, is at present involved in a vicious circle. It is
maintained partly at the expense of the poorest classes in
the community, the semi-skilled and the agricultural
workers. The excessive toll of fixed money wages tends
to render industry unremunerative; while the increasing
drain on taxation caused by the consequent unemployment
means that the latter grows steadily worse. Meanwhile the
land goes out of cultivation ; and the population can be fed
only by mass produced urban industries which, in turn,
survive only by their success in suggesting that the more
we spend the better for trade. Yet this suggestion defeats
its own object. For the more recklessly we spend ondemands
thus artificially stimulated, the less we can invest in produc-
tive enterprises. Crushing taxation has the effect of making
us prodigal rather than thrifty and postpones still further
the hope of a lasting solution. Yet it seems as though,
within this situation, production can be continued only by
inducing people to spend unrestrainedly.

But Christians may lead a moral sortie from the vicious
circle in which we are all imprisoned. There is, it is clear,
no way of escape save by deliberate and personal sacrifice ;
and this offers Christians an open opportunity. It may be
found that sheer bitter necessity will compel some reduction
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in money wages as the sole way of maintaining real wages
at any tolerable level, and controlling the epidemic of un-
employment. It may be that the pocket-money expenditure
of wage-earners must be cut down, as the condition of saving
their standard of life as expressed by education and the
social services. But it is not endurable that the professional
classes should call upon the wage-earners for sacrifice so long
as they assume (as we all do) that whatever changes may
become necessary, their own standard must remain constant.
Not only do they themselves spend on a scale which cannot
be morally justified, for against the background of our
present distress the smart shops and fashionable restaurants
are a scandal to a Christian country ; they also establish
fashions and tastes in expenditure for the rest of the popu-
lation to emulate.

Here, it may be urged, is a straightforward and direct
challenge to Christian society. There is no more obvious
way of testing our allegiance to the standards whick we
profess, and none of contributing more effectively to the
nation’s moral and economic well-being. Christians should
set themselves deliberately to a simplification of their
standard of life, helping to create a social opinion which
regards reckless expenditure as vulgar, and thus giving a
lead to our fellow-citizens out of the prison-house of false
values. The demand for one amusement after another
springs chiefly from lack of imagination, and from identifying
happiness with ostentatious luxury and excitement. Those
who know but little of the life of the spirit and the secrets
of joy and simplicity must seek their satisfactions more
grossly. Christians should not be in that predicament.
Moreover, the tyranny of social conventions tends towards
an enforced conformity under pain of misjudgment or
ostracism. Christians should be sufficiently independent
not to be at the mercy of social snobbery. At least they
should measure by real valuations. A strong Christian
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social standard on all such matters as dress, entertaining,
theatres, week-ends and so forth, would make an exceedingly
rich contribution to some of our most recalcitrant difficulties.
We cannot continue to live on our present scale without
incurring the danger of bankruptcy, or being forced into
such reckless inflation as would fall most cruelly on the most
defenceless. But Christians of the professional classes are
in a position to give a strong lead, and to draw the sting
from wage cuts and restrictions (if these should unhappily
become unavoidable) by a voluntary simplification of our
standards.

It is true that ‘‘ saving ”’ by individuals, if that involves
withdrawing employment, is a false policy in the existing
circumstances. We ought, probably, to spend all we can.
But some retrenchment will be imposed on everyone,
except the fow very rich people, by increased taxation and
diminishing dividends. In such situations our natural
tendency is to save what we can in various ways, but assum-
ing always that we keep the same amount free for spending
on our pleasures and luxuries. Our first move as rate-
payers and taxpayers is to cut down the educational esti-
mates : as private citizens our first step is to cancel subscrip-
tions or dispense with the gardener. Such ‘“saving ”’ has
little merit ; it means that we impoverish other people
without cutting into our own enjoyment. This can have
no Christian value and no sort of economic justification.
The right course is to spend what we can in such a
way as enriches the lives of others; and this must mean
for almost everybody a cutting down of accustomed
indulgences.

Luxurious living corrodes the soul and has no economic
justification. ‘‘It curses him that gives and him that
takes.” The Christian should so direct his spending-power
as to strengthen genuinely productive industries and those
financial and economic enterprises which minister to the
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glory of God. This cannot be claimed for Parisian cosmetics,
the ermines of fabulous Film stars, or ostentatious, extrava-
gant entertaining.

‘“ Be not made a beggar by banqueting upon borrowing,
when thou hast nothing in thy purse.’’?

1 Fcclesiasticus xviii. 33.



CHAPTER XI
THE LIFE OF THE WORLD TO COME

1. Tare ETErNAL HorE

« OUCH Me not for I am not yet ascended,” says the

Risen Christ in the Fourth Gospel. Most modern
Christians, if they are candid, would probably admit that this
saying freezes their blood as they read the story. Itseems to
chill the atmosphere of that garden as the spring sun is
beginning to warm the flowers, and the Conqueror comes
striding through the lilies, and the loved tones speak the
name of greeting, and in that rapt moment of recognition she
turns herself and says to Him ‘“ Master ’’| The scene is so
unimaginably lovely, so perfectly and divinely satisfying,
that His response to her seems to leave us frozen. It seems
to withdraw Him again from our contacts, to make Him
remote and unapproachable, out of the range of our faith and
love. It seems to hold the disciple at arm’s length. Yet it is
indeed just that sense of distance on which depends all
Christian faith and the Christian interpretation of Man’s
destiny.

For Christ is only completely real to us as a vivid and
lifegiving Presence, just because He is not confined within
the sequences of history. So the Fourth Gospel insistently
maintains. ‘It is expedient that I go away . .. that
where I am there ye may be also.” If we “ cling to ”” Him,
if we hold Him down to our transitory, contingent world, we
shall never possess Him as our own. What is described in
pictorial language as the Lord’s Ascension into heaven
is the precondition of His abiding presence as the Com-

300
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panion of our passing days. To recognize this cuts very
deep, and not only into our theology but into onr conception
of Christian ethics and indeed our whole attitude to life. The
failure of ‘ commonsense ”’ ethics, no less than that of
popular Christianity, is due to the loss of just this sense of
distance. Without it, our apprehension of human life is
blurred, because it is set in false perspective. And, if the
otherworldly emphasis is not central in our religious thought,
then in truth what we are thinking about is not religion at
all but something else.

‘““ Speaking broadly,” writes Professor Gilbert Murray,
“apart from certain religious movements, the enlightened
modern reformer, if confronted with some ordinary complex
of misery and wickedness, instinctively proposes to cure it
by higher wages, better food, more comfort and leisure ; to
make people comfortable and to trust to their becoming
good. The typical ancient reformer would appeal to us to
care for none of these things (since riches notoriously do not
make men virtuous) but with all our powers to pursue
wisdom or righteousness and the life of the spirit; to be
good men, as we can be if we will, and to know that all
else will follow.”! Either attitude, taken in isolation, is
(as we have insisted) inadequate to the richness and com-
plexity of the problem. But no one can doubt that it is the
latter insistence which is needed most by our generation
as the corrective of its dominant ethic. *‘ This (he adds) is
one of the regions in which the ancients might have learnt
much from us, and in which we still have much to learn from
them, if once we can shake off our temporal obsessions and
listen.”

The accepted ethic of the twentieth century is avowedly
eudemonistic. At its best, it is not self-regarding. It is
controlled by a fine ideal of devotion to the common good.
But the latter is conceived almost exclusively in terms of

3 Five Stages of Greek Religion, p. 149.



802 The Life of the World to Come

social amelioration, of political and economic reforms, and of
Man’s earthly and temporal welfare. Time is the limit of its
horizons. At its highest, it fosters a noble spirit of sacrifice, at
its lowest, it is apt to degenerate into a mere deification
of comfort. But in all its grades of refinement it is dominated
by the assumption that the improvement of Man’s earthly
estate is the end and goal of moral action. It is therefore
apt to demand of religion that it shall vindicate its claim to
respect by ability to “ deliver the goods ”’, to shew direct
and immediate returns in its contribution to social welfare.
Only on such terms can its value be recognized. Christianity
is respected or repudiated almost entirely from this point of
reference. The advanced thinkers base their rejection
of it on the ground that its teaching and its way of life
no longer conduce to social improvement in the changed
conditions of modern history. The mass of kind, duty-
loving Englishmen still hold it in genuine honour, as more
likely than any other religion to rectify our human relation-
ships and inspire a more perfect order of society. The
Christian way of life, it is held, if men had grace and courage
to follow it, would lead to that idealized world-order of peace,
justice, health and freedom which we describe as the
“ Kingdom of God on earth .

Now all that has been said in this volume rests on the
resolute conviction that the Christian religion holds within
it a transfiguring power in the world of history. It is a false
and an@mic Christianity which takes refuge in mere pietism
and claims a private religious experience as a victory for the
religious ideal.! Such a “ flight ” is glaringly inconsistent
with the prayer : * Thy will be done on earth ”’. But this
book has been equally controlled by the certainty that the
popular Christian belief in a * good time *’ to be realized in
this world (however “ refined ’ our conception of the good
time) as the goal of Christian endeavour and the fulfilment

1 Cf. supra, Chap. II, pp. 26-27.
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of the Kingdom of God, is yet something less than Chris-
tianity. The Christian ethic is a religious ethic, with an
otherworldly hunger and thirst at the heart of it. It
presupposes the Christian conception of God and Man and
therefore of human destiny; that Man is an immortal
spirit and that his true end is only achieved in communion
with God in a life eternal. It is valid only on that assump-
tion. There is too much secularized Christian teaching, too
many little books which suggest that if the world would
accept Christ’s way of life we should all be rich and prosper-
ous and comfortable. Even if this were true, which is
highly doubtful, it is the degradation of Christianity.

The organization of the material order is a vital Christian
concern. It is not possible to save souls without regard to
their environment, or that social and economic context
which, while it certainly does not determine character,
equally certainly moulds and conditions it. But I see no
way of evading it—a certain austere strain of asceticism is
indelible in authentic Christianity. For if indeed it is true,
as Christians believe, that the spirit of Man is designed for
eternity and can be fulfilled only in the eternal, then we
cannot surrender ourselves wholeheartedly to any satisfac-
tions of this world, however rich and however ennobling.
We must use the world but not use it to the full. Yet if we
do not accept with reverent gratitude the gifts of this life
and its opportunities, then we refuse the divine invitation
and shut ourselves out from the King’s banquet. For the
Spirit is disclosed to our spirits through those manifold
values and interests which are the substance of spiritual life.
Moreover, to shirk the demands and tasks of helping our
fellows and serving our generation is to empty the moral life
of all meaning ; and to do these things for the sake of our
own salvation is to negate both religion and morality.  If
the light that is within us is darkness, how great is that
darkness ! ”
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We argue that this apparent contradiction is resolved by
the Christian insistence that the Good for Man and his
soul’s salvation is in God Himself and in nothing else. The
Christian ethic does not say : ‘‘ Be virtuous for the sake of
being virtuous ”’; still less: ‘“ Be virtuous that you may
be saved.” Such self-conscious morality is alien from it.
It does not teach a contempt for this world that we may
enter into a better ; nor does it suggest that we ought to
gerve this world in order to earn an eternal recompense. It
says : ‘“ Love God with all your heart and mind.” This is
the first and great commandment ; the second is its spon-
taneous expression. But there are two commandments,
not one ; and to substitute either for the other is to empty
both of significance.

These two poles of the Christian ethic are determined by
no arbitrary dogma. This double movement of world-
affirmation and world-denial is intrinsic in the very nature
of moral life, and reflects that inseparable duality which is
inherent in all human experience. We are at once temporal
and eternal, at once under law and under grace; we are
under necessity and yet free, both natural and supernatural.
All our tragedy and all our grandeur comes from this central
fact about us. Few among us can find true bearings on these
twin poles of man’s consciousness. What we know in our
own experience is to be seen pre-eminently in Christ. He
moves about, a Man among men, vividly concerned with .
human interests, bound by our human limitations. Yet He
lives in detachment from the world, looking out upon it from
the centre of unbroken intercourse with the Father. Heisin
the world but does not belong to it, in history and yet trans-
cends it. He is completely at home in this world because
His Spirit dwells in another. That impression is clear in the
Gospels; yet the portrait has baffled all its interpreters.
Christian thought has always been one-sided, either in this
direction or that. In the past it has been so overwhelmed
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with the consciousness of the divine Redeemer ‘‘coming

down from heaven " into this world, as to obscure Jesus of
Nazareth in a haze of unreal timelessness. Yet equally false
is the modern reaction which tends to make Him purely
historical.

But our failure to interpret Him truly corresponds to our
one-sided emphases in the explication of our own conscious-
ness. On one side life has been impoverished by the false
measures which would weigh and appraise it as though
wholly eternal and spiritual. In our age, by reaction from
this, we attempt to assay Man’s worth and destiny by
exclusively sociological standards. And here, it may be
urged, is the radical cause of the moral confusion of our day.
If we persist in thinking of Man wholly in terms of biology
and history, wholly within space-time horizons, our philo-
sophies end in contradiction and our nostrums of salvation
do not save us. We must go back again to the cross rosds
and ask yet once more : What is Man ?

Thus what most needs rediscovery and revived emphasis
in this generation is that wellnigh lost sense of distance,
that homesickness for eternity, which may never be extin-
guished in Christianity without adulterating its essence and
devitalizing its power. The Christian ethic cannot redeem
and vivify the rich tasks and values of civilization but by
the saving knowledge that Man’s home is in that which is
unseen and abiding. We cannot even make a success of this
world unless our hearts are fixed in another. We cannot
worship God in His creation save by * detachment from the
creatures .

No ethic of which the guiding motive is conformity to
God’s holy will can find its goals in this world of time. No
utilitarian scheme of ethics (however nobly ‘ idealistic ’’) can
ever do justice to what is implied in it. “If our moral
achievement always ends only in the attainment of the
slightly better, that of itself is proof that we can never attain

X
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the good.”! If the Kingdom of God which we seek is the
perfecting of a temporal condition, somewhere to be realized
in time, then it will always be exposed to the relativities of
the temporal process. It follows that the goal of moral
endeavour is an infinite but never completed progress, and
the good life is inherently self-frustrating. But it is the very
nerve of religion, at least of a fully moralized religion, that
the good which the moral will seeks is an abiding rest for
the people of God. This aim cannot be described adequately
in terms of personal freedom or fulfilment. That imports a
self-regarding suggestion which is far removed from the
Christian genius. The Kingdom which is the goal of the
Christian ethic is a good, final, absolute and eternal in the
“fruition of the glorious Godhead ”. It is a ‘‘ Kingdom
which cannot be shaken ”’. Only this transcendent finality
in the ultimate convictions of faith gives the Christian his
spontaneity in welcoming the gladness of this life, his
firmness in accepting its duties, his sureness of attack on its
moral tasks. God for ever ‘‘ makes all things new, yet
Himself abides for ever the same ”, and the Christian
seeks to renew this present world, ever changing and
ever passing away, by ‘the powers of the world to
come .

The point was seized admirably by Troeltsch, in a passage
which refuses translation but may be roughly Englished as
follows : .

‘ The Christian ethic sets before all social life and effort a
Goal which lies beyond all the relativities of earthly life, and
presents it in relation to values which can never be more
than approximations to it.

“ The thought of the coming Kingdom of God, which is
nothing else than the thought of the final realization of the
Absolute (in whatever forms it may be conceived) does not
devalue the world and the life of the world, as short-sighted

1 A, E. Taylor, op. cit., p. 99.
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critics contend ; on the contrary it braces its energies, and
through all the stages of its journey makes the soul strong
in its certainty of a final, absolute meaning and goal of
human enterprise in the future. It transcends the world
but it is not world-denying. This underlying thought and
meaning of all Christian asceticism is the only means of
maintaining energy and heroic renunciation in one psycho-
fogical unity, which immeasurably deepens and sublimates
the life of instinct, and irremediably destroys the merely
natural motives of heroism or simply attempts to call them
into life again out of the biological impulses. From it issues
both intense activity and certainty concerning the goal of
action : it is thus the true source of inner health. All social
Utopias then become superfluous ; the constant warning of
experience, that it is impossible to grasp and realize the ideal
in its completeness, does not then bewilder the seeker or
throw him back into that scepticism which results so easily
from a sincere realism, and is everywhere overwhelming the
finer spirits of our time. The ‘ beyond ’ is the dynamic of

the present.’’!
The moral End is eternal and final. But it is clear that

more is implied if the Christian ethic is not to be illusory.
The individual seeking to do God’s will must himself be an
immortal spirit ; else his own moral fruition is forever and
in the nature of things sacrificed to an end in which he can
never be a partaker. That is to say, in effect, that human
persons are, even at their highest and best, no more than
means to the fulfilment of a Purpose which scraps them as
Man scraps his tools. But that is blankly irreconcilable
with the revelation of God in the mind of Christ. If persons
are of infinite worth in God’s sight, then they are not merely
means or instruments to an end which is ultimately
independent of them. That persons are ends in their
own right is almost the definition of personality. ‘ How

1 Das Jenseits ist die Kraft des Diesseits: Sozial-lehren, p. 979.
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much better is a man than a sheep.”” That God is one to
whom persons are dear is utterly central in our Lord’s mind.
Nor is it really possible to conceive a will to personal
perfection, as a will directed to any purpose other than the
perfecting, and fulfilment of those who share and co-operate
with it. The Kingdom is a communion of persons in life
eternal ““in > the Father, enjoying God and one another
in God.

There is here no available way of compromise. Here the
Christian faith demands decisive committal to one alter-
native. The Christian belief in immortality is not in my
judgment demonstrable. Nor can it be deduced or even
supported by any empirical investigations into the nature of
human consciousness. Indeed modern psychological theory
makes it frankly much harder to believe in it. But the
natural immortality of the soul as expounded, for example,
by Plato is not and has never been Christian doctrine. The
so-called “ resurrection of the body”, which means the
resurrection of personality, was intended by the Church to
supplant it.? Nor in the end are Christians concerned with
proofs and arguments for ““ survival ”. The Christian hope
is essentially religious : it is bound up with the Christian
thought of God and of the meaning of the divine King-
dom.

It is not part of the scheme of this book to examine thig
doctrine or to seek to support it.2 But it cannot end
without an emphatic assertion that this is the fundamental
postulate presupposed in the ethic of Christianity. If it is
repudiated or invalidated the Christian ethic cannot be
justified ; its characteristic stresses are then misleading, and
its deep, otherworldly chords are discordant with the melody
of experience. Indeed the case should be stated more

1 See Lake, Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, pp. 216-219.

% Tt is being treated by my friend, the Rev. J. 8. Bezzant, in another
volume in this series.
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strongly. For if men serve their day and generation and
pass out, like the swallow, into the night, then the whole
perspective and orientation of the Christian moral outlook
is false. For it is thus wholly at variance with the pattern of
Man’s moral and social life. ““Plato’s Republic,”” says Professor
Taylor, “is, for good or bad, intensely ‘ otherworldly’. Man
has a soul which can attain everlasting beatitude, and this
beatitude it is the great business of life to attain. The social
institutions or the education which fit him to attain it
are the right institutions or education: all others are
wrong.”’?

Christianity, as we have observed, does not envisage the
doctrine of immortality in the same forms as the Platonic
philosophy. It would not say that Man has a soul but that
he s a soul in the making. There is, moreover, in the
Republic a certain irreconcilable discord between the eternal
salvation of the philosopher and the welfare of all in the
social order. Only in the Christian idea of God can this
discord be completely resolved. But the central point made
by Professor Taylor is of permanent and supreme importance.
The eternal hope of Christianity imbues its ethical values
and judgments with their ingrained, characteristic colour.
Christianity, which is a way of life rooted in a spiritual
Koinonia, will always invest the life of Community with a
certain mecasure of eternal significance. Yet, because of its
unequalled sense of the supreme value of individuals as the
subjects of an eternal destiny, it can never acquiesce in
their being sacrificed to the claims of an omnicompetent
State.

This is the ultimate jssue at stake between the Vatican,
for example, and the peremptory demands of the Fascist
State. Obscured as it is by humiliating manceuvres to retain
the shadow of temporal power, which in fact force the Pope
to surrender vital positions at point after point, the Vatican

1 Taylor, Plato : the Man and his Work, p. 266.
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nevertheless is making a stand for the Christian conception
of civic loyalty based on the Christian conception of
human destiny, against that of an absolutist secularism.
Here is an actual illustration of the dependence of Politics
on Theology.

It must, however, be freely admitted that the Christian
attitude on this question involves a trenchant separation
from the ‘liberal’” thought of our contemporaries. To
hope for personal immortality is thought to be not merely
obscurantist but intrinsically immoral and selfish. The
individual, it is now taken for granted, must expect for
himself no survival. He must devote himself to the social
good ; though he will perish the race endures, and the only
immortality he can hope for is that he will live on in the
““undying race”’, permanently ennobled by his devotion.
Now this sounds stupendously emancipated : but if it is
examined more narrowly it is found to have no meaning at
all. For we know, or think we know, with fair probability
what the future of this planet is likely to be, how the slow
diffusion of temperature in a distant but not incalculable
future will cause life to shrivel from the face of it and leave
it empty in the silence of death. Where will the ““ undying
race ’ be then ? The tides of time will sweep it away, it and
its sand-castles together. No more for the race than for the
individual can the world of nature and time ever be more
than a temporary lodging-house. There is here no ultimate
security for any belief in personal life, which is then but an
evanescent reflexion on the moving waters of mutability.
And thus the good we seek ever eludes us, and we perish
frustrate and unfulfilled. The popular notion of racial
immortality offers, therefore, no kind of equivalent for the
personal immortality which it repudiates. If anything be in
truth immortal, it is men and women as individuals, not a
generic noun called the Race.
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2. WorsHIP AND CHRISTIAN ETHICS

But the central concern of the Christian ethic is not
speculation in personal futures. Its hope, and goal, is in
God Himself. The vision of God in Christ is its inspiration,
the touch of the living Spirit its dynamic, and to possess
God its ultimate reward. Hence, as Dr. Kirk rightly insists,
“ the principal duty of the Christian moralist is to stimulate
the spirit of worship in those to whom he addresses himself,
rather than to set before them codes of behaviour.””* This is
the key to the whole position which I have tried to establish
in this essay. ‘‘Without institutionalism or cultus (as
Troeltsch said in an impressive sentence) Christianity can be
neither evangelistic nor convincing.”? But it involves heart-
searching questions both about the form and the content
of our worship. All awakened Christians are sensitive to the
need for intellectual restatement and the reshaping of our
moral prescriptions : few of us have begun to face seriously
the demands which are made by the changed conditions on
the methods of Christian public worship. Yet, it seems to
me, it is here chiefly that the Church, as an organized
institution, can express a creative conception of Christianity
and regain its hold on the lives of the people. It is not
possible in the space that is left to me to elaborate on any
adequate scale what needs to be said on this burning
question. That would require a further volume. Yet it
cannot be altogether ignored. For everything that I have
attempted to say is leading to certain practical conclusions,
which are directly applicable to worship. And it is, on the
other hand, in worship chat the double movement of the
Christian life is best evoked and sustained, and its twin
stresses held in a living poise.

1 The Vision of God, Preface, p. x.
2 ‘“ Ohne Gemeinde-organization und ohne Kultus ist das Christentum
night fortpflanzungs und zeugungs-fahig,” op. cit., p. 980.
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It has been argued that Christianity is essentially and at
heart otherworldly, a hunger and thirst for the living God,
and a measurement of Man’s experience by the grand
dimensions of the eternal order. This, if it be accepted,
involves that deep note of detachment and asceticism which
must always ring through the Christian life. The order of
this world can never satisfy it. Yet, on the other hand, our
whole effort has been to insist that the Christian religion
implies a welcoming, outward-moving response to the rich
values, tasks and opportunities of this world of movement
and colour and human interest. Where it lacks such
spontaneity, where it cannot accept with reverence and
gratitude the gifts of life in their manifold forms of goodness,
there it falls short of its authentic character. Yet it can only
redeem these good gifts from worldliness, triviality, or
corruption, if it is so centred upon the Giver as never to
yield itself utterly to the gifts. Else the lump will over-
whelm the leaven. Now these two inconvertible *“ moments
in the fully developed Christian ethic are admittedly hard to
maintain in a real unity, either of thought or of life and
conduct. It is the test of heroic Christian living. But in
Christian worship they may be richly harmonized. For
Creator and Redeemer are one God.

The liturgical worship of the Anglican Church does
maintain that ascetic emphasis which is inseparable from
all real religion. But it is, in my judgment, the wrong
kind of asceticism. It does not suggest the surrender of
spirit to the ultimate and eternal Perfection which invests all
that is real with its reality ; that is far from our English
temper. It suggests rather a restriction of interest, an
avoidance of life’s vivid concreteness, a relative non-concern
with the world about us and a devaluing of its worth and
richness. Yet worship is the recognition of worth. We pride
ourselves rightly on our ‘‘restraint’: but much of our
worship is so restrained as to be almost a barren formality.
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It lacks colour and spontaneity ; and if our services fail to
awaken a sense of God’s nearness and reality, it is because
they are too little related with the concrete values of every-
day experience to fill the worshippers’ thought of Him with
content. Our worship, like the life of the Church, tends
towards something merely institutional. It does not spring
vitally out of the sap of life as at once its blossom and its
consecration. We are worshippers without an offering : we
bring nothing to lay upon the altar. Thus, on the one hand,
men’s thought of God is impoverished almost to the point of
vacuity ; on the other, the worship of the Christian society
fails to awaken in the hearts of its members any rich,
expectant responses to the gifts and opportunities of the
Creator.

A religion is rightly judged by its worship. People are
right in judging the Christian religion by what they observe
in our Christian Churches. And if they conclude that it is
largely irrelevant to the values which inspire and sustain
their lives, we give them only too much justification. The
recent revision of the Anglican Prayer Book had as one of
its aims the * enrichment ’’ of worship. But, though it gave
us much to be thankful for, it was in truth a sorry instal-
ment. We cannot meet the demands of the Christianity
which is emerging in the new age, by inserting a few more
‘ prayers for special occasions "’ or by mere rearrangement
of existing offices. What is needed is a courageously new
approach to the meaning of worship in the Christian com-
munity. Urgently we need to recapture the ‘‘ experimental
stresses in public prayer, as well as those that are merely
given and historical.

The whole conception of Christianity which is embodied in
the Institution, and expressed in its liturgical worship, is
almost exclusively historical. It presents the disclosure of
God and the presence of the divine Spirit almost wholly in
the context of history, and thus in predominantly Jewish

X2
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forms. It assumes that Christians in modern England will
express their recognition of God’s goodness in Jewish
Psalms and Hebraic canticles. That is to say, it preserves
almost exclusively the ‘“ Synoptic ”’ element in the Christian
tradition. The “ Johannine’ or Hellenic element is
disastrously unrepresented. But the Christain faith is,
after all, not that there has been an Incarnation but that
God is at work in the world through Christ.? And corre-
spondingly, modern Christian worship ought to preserve and
incorporate such stresses as witness to, and strengthen
recognition of, the immanent work of the Spirit in the world.
The primitive, Synoptic tradition had to be translated and
refashioned in the language of an enriched Christian experi-
ence ; and a fresh retranslation is called for in our vocabulary
and in our worship. The God of Abraham can be no longer
the only or even perhaps the central background of Christian
faith in the twentieth century. The Christian experience,
as we conceive it, is not solely or exclusively mediated by
traditions and events in past history. It is a flame which
leaps to life in the heart when the Spirit of the living Christ
touches us.

If this be true—and if it is untrue this book is built
on a misapprehension—then it would seem to lead un-
mistakably to a changed emphasis in our methods of
worship ; not by way of supplanting the ancient forms, but
by way of amplifying and interpreting them. We should,
seek, for example, by all available means to express our
sense of the Spirit’s presence in the life and movement of
God’s world; to acclaim the pressure and touch of the
Spirit in all those manifold values and excellencies in which
He invites the spirits of men to respond to and rejoice in His
perfection. “ The Spirit beareth witness with our spirits
that we are the children of God.” Thus we should clothe the

1 Cf. W. R. Matthews, The Gospel and the Modern Mind, p. 72.
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idea of the will of God with a precious fulness and definition,
and help to rescue the Christian faith from its penury and
its danger of formalism. We should also help to re-enthrone
worship at the living centre of Christian experience, gather-
ing all the values of life within the shrine of religious
consecration, cleansing and enriching its good things as they
are uplifted in religion—their fairest flower and their
sanctification.

Yet the balancing stress must be safeguarded. Such
experimentalism in worship must be jealously protected
against becoming ‘‘chatty ” and “ bright” and trivial.
If the ultimate sense of the Numinous ever evaporates,
then we have abandoncd religion and substituted a mere
ephemeral ‘“ Uplift ’. The ‘‘ ascetic” note must have
its essential place; but we should seek for moro positive
ways of expressing it. It is less a non-concern with the
temporal order, than a thirst for the Eternal God and, as
result, the deliverance of our spirits from entire immer-ion
in time ; an opening of grander horizons, and a drawing of
our earthbound affections from finding their complete
satisfaction in the dear fascinations of this world, to seek
their fulfilment in God’s life eternal. Thus the gathered
and stored associations of the historic, liturgical forms of
worship, culminating in the Eucharist, will remain as
indispensable media for symbolizing the unseen immensities
and evoking the sense of the Divine Presence. To evoke
and awaken response to this Presence must be the prime
concern of all worship. We have yet to explore further
means of doing this. There are new sacraments yet to be
discovered in the Spirit’s still inexhaustible resources. In
particular, we have still to appropriate in the public services
of our Church the lesson which the Friends are able to
teach us concerning the sacramental uses of silence. The
Cathedral builders knew that the sense of the Presence
could be evoked by great unfilled spaces. We have yet to
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learn the equivalent value, in the midst of our clamorous
civilization, of unfilled intervals of time.
Such a seeming arrest of the time-process is what most

helps to deliver us from its tyranny.
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Evolution, inaccurate use of the
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non-Christian, 186

Gospel, the, 103; and Life, 132,
134 ff.

Gospels, Synoptic, 40 ff., 128, 162,
190, 234, 294, 314

Grace, 35, 138, 147

Greek democracy, 262 ; gods, 61 ff.
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Theocracy, 27

Theology, 6, 152, 160-1;
Ethics, 138

Thomism, 22-3, 127
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of, 124
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179 ff.
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