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INTRODUCTION

THE RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY OFJOSIAH ROYCE
To

use a metaphor which I believe to be neither trivial nor unjust:
gods, as man conceives the gods, live upon spiritual food; but, viewed
in the light of history, they appear as beings who must earn their bread

The

by supplying, in their turn, the equally spiritual sustenance which their
worshippers need. And unless they thus earn their bread, the gods die; and
the holy places that have known them, know them no more forever. Let
the ruins of ancient temples suggest the meaning that lies behind my
figure of speech.
—The Problem of Christianity

It

was no accident that Josiah Royce's first book was called The
Religious Aspect of Philosophy. Though the catholic sweep of his

mind and the breadth of his idealist perspective included music and
literature, science and mathematics, economics and politics, his deepest

were always with the relationships between the individual
human being and the social nexus of the individual life. The tone of

concerns

was always, in a pure sense, religious. Royce's early
and speculations in metaphysics were carried on in the
hope of finding a rational basis for belief in the purposiveness of man
and of the world. Later, when his idealism was well formed, most of
these

concerns

investigations

his thought and writing were an attempt to draw the implications of
his metaphysics for ethical conduct, individual and social, and, more

particularly, for the devoted or consecrated life, which, regardless of
creed or church, could properly be called religious. In his last years

he turned his attention specifically to Christianity, endeavoring
interpret the Pauline doctrines by showing how the miraculous
also be the human.

to re
might

THE RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY OF JOSIAH ROYCE

2

I
Royce was a clear, if somewhat laborious writer. His religious writ
ings are lucid enough. But their essential continuity, as selected in this
volume, may perhaps be illumined by some consideration of the two
major theoretical formulations, one early and the other late, which
underlay their progression. These are his arguments for the Absolute
and his theory of a "community of interpretation." The former is the
matic in all his work from his first book, through The World and the
Individual, to The Philosophy of Loyalty, while the latter gives a some
what different character to The Problem of Christianity and The Hope
of the Great Community.
As both James and Santayana early pointed out, and Royce himself
readily confessed, his argument for the Absolute was a distinctive varia
tion on the medieval ontological formulation. The distinction lay in his
emphasis on thought. While the "ontological proof" had been intended
simply to demonstrate the existence of an unlimited being, which could
then be equated with the God of Christianity, Royce wished to show
that the Absolute Being was a mind, or better, Mind itself. And so he
worked out his argument in terms of judgments rather than comparisons.
Starting with simple judgments, Royce argued that none could be

Error must be possible. At any rate no one
would deny the proposition. But if errors occur, how do we know them?
In practical situations we appeal to witnesses, chosen because they are
believed to have better perspective. Thus if John and Thomas disagree,
true unless some were false.

for arbitration. However, William's judgment
may also be erroneous, so that it is necessary to appeal further. The
process of appeal continues. Indeed, so long as error remains possible,
it must continue until a mind is found which views simultaneously from
William

is appealed to

all perspectives, and so, actually, contains all judgments. Such a mind
would be without limit and therefore absolute. Its judgment would be
final truth. Finite minds are seen to be minds at all only by their relation
to Infinite Mind. The rejection of this argument, Royce maintained,
involves the assumption that error is not possible, which is manifestly
absurd.

This skeletal formulation, first

forth in "The Possibility of Error,"
varied in Royce's later books. But
the pattern of thought remains consistent. Thus, in The World and the
Individual, the freedom of the individual man is seen as permanently
set

is greatly enriched and considerably
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limited by the infinite freedom of the Absolute. It is the fact of absolute
freedom which makes individual, limited freedom a reality. In The
Philosophy of Loyalty, all specific loyalties are found to be limited and
to absolute Loyalty itself.
When applied to social relationships Royce's theory makes the indi
vidual dependent upon the family, the family upon the "province," the
province upon the nation, and the nation upon the world. The individ
ual and his community derive their meaning only from the Universal
Community. He who rejects this insight, and its ethical implications,
becomes a "lost" individual and is spiritually destroyed.
It is important to observe here, as I showed in my previous volume
The Social Philosophy of Josiah Royce, that Royce has no interest in
the Universal Community, or any other absolute, for its own sake. He is
a thoroughgoing individualist.
His whole philosophy of Absolute Mind
is intended to show the meaning of individual minds, and his theory
of the Community is directed to the problem of defining and giving
genuine dignity to the individual personality. So far from adopting to
talitarian views, Royce is a democrat who wishes to show the depend
ence of democracy upon individual responsibility. Individualism and
freedom depend upon sacrifice. Both are lost through selfishness, which
is denial of community.
And so it is with his religious philosophy. The whole purpose Royce
set himself is to demonstrate the sacredness of personality and to find the
road to salvation. He is a modernist in the sense that he cannot accept
unsupported dogma or revelation. He is friendly to the findings and
hopes of science and concerned to show that the enduring values of re
ligion are not endangered by free inquiry. Indeed it is from the field of
science that he draws his principal illustration of the second of his two
distinctive formulations, the theory of interpretation.
subordinated

II
As he gratefully acknowledged, Royce owed much to the theory of
communication worked out by his friend Charles Sanders Peirce. From
it he derived his own view of interpretation. The key to this view is the
notion of mediation. In isolation an individual is capable of only two of
three distinct forms of knowledge: perception and conception. He can
receive the data of sense and he can formulate names for experiences. But
he cannot bring his sense data and his concepts into harmonious inter
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course with another individual unless interpretation takes place. Dif
ferences of experience and formulation will tend to prevent communi
cation of ideas, even information, at one level, and at another level will
scale of society the same differences
or
nations. Thus a third person, or
groups
party, is required to serve as mediator. The mediator functions as in
terpreter, and so interpretation becomes a third form of knowledge, the
crucial form. The three parties thus brought together form a "com
munity of interpretation." It is precisely because such a community of
lead to

friction. Projected on the

may cause wars between

interpretation exists among scientists that science progresses even when
groups and nations are torn apart by tensions of feeling and interest.
Universal peace would thus be a direct possibility of the universalizing

of the interpretative

function.

Ill
With these two doctrines as lodestones,— the doctrine of the Absolute
Mind and the doctrine of the Community of Interpretation,— Royce

finally approached the "problem" of Christianity. Why was Christianity,
in his view, a problem? Briefly, Royce conceived the problem to lie in
the fact that the essential notions of Christian doctrine had hitherto de
pended upon supernatural sanction. But science was rapidly casting
doubt upon the validity of supernatural beliefs, at least in the older
understanding of the term. Yet the notions thus undermined were the
best men had ever devised for the maintenance and extension of order,
freedom, civilization, and peace. If these cohesive principles were now
to go by default man would indeed create for himself a living death.
Hell would have a new and more terrible meaning. As Yeats later put it:

Turning and turning in the widening gyre
The falcon cannot hear the falconer;
Things fall apart, the center cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,
The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.1
i. "The Second Coming," n.

1-8.
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But, Royce insisted, the nature of man is social. Anarchy is impossible
as a permanent condition. If the Christian synthesis is destroyed, some
other will replace it. He did not live to watch the growth of the twin
totalitarian

But

evils of the twentieth

century:

fascism and communism.

of Imperial Germany
a dark foreshadowing.
If the free community were to die it would be
succeeded by an unfree community.
The tragic aspect of the problem lay in the fact that the Christian
essentials did not depend, in reality had never depended, upon un
scientific or irrational sanctions. The prospects for civilization and
he saw already

in the mild authoritarianism

peace were dark, so it seemed, only because people had been Christians
for wrong reasons. Now they were giving up their hopes for the illusion

of

Thus what was needed was to reinterpret Christianity in di
rectly human terms. It would turn out that the human value rescued and
re-established in the process was not the exclusive possession of the
Christian churches. But it was necessary to begin with Christianity as
the common inheritance of the free peoples of the West.
loss.

IV
In the context of Royce's whole work The Problem of Christianity
is thus his central, as it is certainly his finest, book. In the course of the
two volumes Royce examines and "humanizes" all of the more import
ant doctrines of the Christian faith. However, the argument makes
special use of three ideas: man as "fallen," the Church as the "Mystical
Body of Christ," and the Atonement. The first is expressed in such a
passage as this:

The pith of

it

a

is,

the matter can be expressed, in terms of purely human psycholo
gy, thus: Man's fallen state is due to his nature as a social animal. This nature
is such that you can train his conscience only by awakening his self-will.
By self-will, I here mean, as Paul meant, man's conscious and active assertion
of his own individual desires, worth, and undertakings, over against the will
of his fellow, and over against the social will. Another name for this sort of
conscious self-will is the modern term "individualism," when it is used to
mean the tendency to prefer what the individual man demands to what the
collective will requires. In general, and upon high levels of human intelli
you
gence, when you train individualism, you also train collectivism; that
train in the individual
respect for the collective will. And
belongs to
Paul's very deep and searching insight to assert that these two tendencies —
the tendency towards individualism, and that towards collectivism— do not
exclude, but intensify and inflame each other.
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a

it

is

is,

Training, if formally successful in producing the skillful member of hu
man society, breeds respect, although not love, for "the law," that
for the
expression of the collective will. But training also makes the individual con
scious of the "other law" in "his members," which "wars against" the law
of the social will. The result may be, for his outward conduct, whatever the
due to culti
individual's wits and powers make it. But so far as this result
vation in intelligent conduct,
inevitably leads to an inner division of the
disease of self-consciousness, which Paul finds to be the curse of all
self,
merely natural human civilization.2

Thus the "higher" the level of intellectual "civilization" men attain
the more desperately

do they become detached, lost, and miserable.

The need for Christianity grows, not diminishes, with advancement of
a

is

a

hard but
science and the arts. Christianity offers, through the church,
which
for
the
salvation,
to
salvation
necessary
preser
possible way
vation of the very intellectual achievements which have rendered its
is

is

to be found the meaning of Christ.
need so urgent. For in the Church
the community, the Beloved
In human terms the "mystical body"

Community or the Church Universal.
is,

All

from this point of view, to be judged by the
morality, namely,
of the Beloved Community, of the ideal Kingdom of Heaven.
Concretely stated, this means that you are to test every course of action not
by the question: What can we find in the parables or in the Sermon on the
Mount which seems to us more or less directly to bear upon this special
matter? The central doctrine of the Master was: "So act that the Kingdom
of Heaven may come." This means: So act as to help, however you can,
and whenever you can, towards making mankind one loving brotherhood,
mere affection for morally detached individuals, but
whose love
not
love of in
love of the unity of its own life upon its own divine level, and
dividuals in so far as they can be raised to communion with this spiritual
community itself.3

a

a

a

is

standards

In attempting to live by this standard

I

3.

2.

would do
down

I

ago,

remember,

again, but set down

set

The Problem
ibid., 356-357-

Christianity,

I,

And
This

long time
it

this was

of

All

a

it

is

is

to be found the universal
emulated by the death
So
the
sacrifice
of
Christ
of
sacrifice.
meaning
of each individual man,— death to selfishness. The death brings life to
in his
the spirit, rescue from the wilderness of isolation. As Eliot put
"Journey of the Magi":

176-177.
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This: were we led all that way for
Birth or Death? There was a Birth, certainly,
We had evidence and no doubt, I had seen birth and death,
But had thought they were different; this Birth was
Hard and bitter agony for us, like Death, our death.
We returned to our places, these Kingdoms,
But no longer at ease here, in the old dispensation,
With an alien people clutching their gods,
I should be glad of another death.4
The death thus died by membership in the Beloved Community, by
sacrifice of individual desires in the interests of the ideal brotherhood
of all the faithful, is Atonement.
Christianity interpreted in such terms is true, Royce argues, in the
human sense, regardless of one's private opinions regarding matters of
mystery and revelation. It is true by the pragmatic test of observing
consequences.

In the forty years since Royce finished his work nothing has hap
pened which would have led him to change his view. The free individual
whom he was addressing is more lost than ever in the middle of the
twentieth century. The world is further from peace than ever. The
need for salvation and atonement is greater than ever. We may do well
now to heed the prophetic statement with which he concluded his
analysis of the Christian doctrine:
The Christian virtues, then, will flourish in
if indeed that civilization itself flourishes. For

the civilization of the future,
the more complex its consti

tution, and the swifter and vaster its social changes, the more will that civili
zation need love, and loyalty, and the grace of spiritual unity, and the will
and the conscience which the Christian ideas have defined, and counselled,
and that atoning conflict with evil wherein the noblest expression of the
spirit must always be found.
The Christian virtues will survive if humanity triumphs in its contest
with its own deepest needs and in its struggle after its own highest goods.5
4.
5.

ii.

32-43.

The Problem of Christianity, I,

385-386.
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(1885)

THE POSSIBILITY OF ERROR
On
sent

ne sert dignement

pour une

la philosophic

maitresse.— Rousseau,

qu'avecle

meme feu qu'on

Nouvelle Heloise

1

The story of the following investigation shall first

very briefly
told. The author had long sought, especially in the discussions of
Kant's "Kritik," and in the books of the post-Kantians, for help in see
ing the ultimate principles that lie at the basis of knowledge. He had
found the old and well-known troubles. Experience of itself can give no
certainty about general principles. We must therefore, said Kant, bring
our own principles with us to experience. We know then of causation,
because causation is a fundamental principle of our thought, whereby
we set our experience to rights. And so long as we think, we shall think
into experience the connection of cause and effect, which otherwise
would not be there. But hereupon the questions arose that have so often
been asked of Kant and the Kantians. Why just these principles and
no others? "That is inexplicable," replies Kant. Very well, then, suppose
we give up applying to experience those arbitrary principles of ours.
Suppose we choose to stop thinking of experience as causally connected.
What then? "But you cannot stop," says Kant, "Your thought, being
what it
must follow this one fashion forever." Nay, we reply, how
knowests thou that, Master? Why may not our thought get
new
shion some day? And then what
now necessary principle, for exam
cause, would become unnecessary or even
ple, that every event has
nonsensical. Do we then know
priori that our priori principles must
so, how come we by this new knowledge?
always remain such?
So Kant leaves us still uncertain about any fundamental principles
sure knowledge of the world can be founded.
upon which
8

a

If

a

a

a

a

is

fa

a

is,

be

THE POSSIBILITY
Let

OF ERROR

9

Are there any certain judgments
possible at all? If one is skeptical in a thorough-going way, as the author
tried to be, he is apt to reach, through an effort to revise Kant's view, a
position something like the following,— a provisional position of course,
but one that results from the effort to accept nothing without criticism:
"Kant's result is that our judgments about the real world are founded on
an union of thought and sense, thought giving the appearance of neces
sity to our judgment, sense giving the material. The necessity of any
judgment amounts then only to what may be summed up in the words:
So the present union of thought and sense makes things appear. If either
thought or sense altered its character, truth would alter. Hence every
sincere judgment is indeed true for the moment in which it is made, but
us, then, examine a little deeper.

not necessarily true for other moments. We only postulate that it is
true for other moments." "And so," to continue this view, "it is only by
means of postulates that our thought even seems to have any unity from
moment to moment.

We live in

If our

thought has other
truth or falsity than this, we do not know it. Past and future exist not for
this present. They are only postulated. Save as postulated, they have no
the present.

present meaning."
When he held and expressed this view, the author is free to admit that
he was not always clear whether he ought to call it the doctrine of the

relativity of truth or not. It might have avoided the absurdities of total
relativity by taking form as a doctrine that the present moment's judg
ment is really true or false, for a real past and future, but that we, being
limited to present moments, can never compare our judgments with
reality to find whether our judgments are true or false. But although
this interpretation is possible, this view often did express itself for the
author as the doctrine of the total relativity of truth. The latter doctrine
to be sure has no real meaning, but the author used with many others to
fancy that it had.

To apply

the view to the case of causal relations.

"We continually

it,

postulate," the author used to point out, "we demand, without being
able to prove
that nature in future shall be uniform." So, carrying out

in

the present has any judgment

causal relation

a

a

is

is

this thought, the author used to say: "In fact future nature
not given
to us, just as the past
not given to us. Sense-data and thought unite at
instant
afresh
to
form
new judgment and
new postulate. Only
every
evident validity. And our postulate of
at this world of conceived past

way of looking

a

is

just
and future data. Such postulates avoid being absurd efforts to regulate
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independent facts of sense, because, and only because, we have in ex
perience no complete series of facts of sense at all, only from moment to

moment single facts, about which we make single judgments. All the
rest we must postulate or else do without them." Thus one reaches a
nearly complete as is possible to any one with earnest activ
of thought in him. From moment to moment one can be sure of each

skepticism

ity

moment.

as

All

else is postulate.

From the depths of this imperfectly defined skepticism, which seemed
to him provisionally the only view he could adopt, the author escaped
only by asking the one question more: "If everything beyond the pres

ent is doubtful, then how can even that doubt be possible?" With this
question that bare relativity of the present moment is given up. What are

the conditions that make doubt logically intelligible? These conditions
really transcend the present moment. Plainly doubt implies that the
statement doubted may be false. So here we have at least one supposed

terest. Attacking

it,

general truth, namely, "All but the immediate content of the present
moment's judgment, being doubtful, we may be in error about it." But
what then is an error? This becomes at once a problem of exciting in
the author was led through the wilderness

of the

n

following argument.

Yet before we undertake this special examination of the nature of
error, the reader must pardon us for adding yet another explanatory
word. The difficulty of the whole discussion will lie in the fact that we

sense thinks

that the whole matter

is

shall be studying the possibility of the plainest and most familiar of
commonplaces. Common sense hates to do such things, because common
sure from the outset. Common

willing to

is

is

it

is

ask whether God exists, but unwilling to inquire how
that
there
can exist an error about anything. But foreseeing
possible
that something
to follow from all this, we must beg common sense to

sense

be patient.

We have not the shadow of doubt ourselves about the possi
the steadfast rock on which we build. Our in

of error. That

a

a

a

is

is

is

is

is

it

is

bility
into the question:
quiry, ultra-skeptical as
may at moments seem,
How
the error possible? Or, in other words: What
an error? Now
there can be little doubt that common sense
not ready with any general
answer to such
Error
word
with
question.
many senses. By error
we often mean just
statement that arouses our antipathy. Yet we all
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admit upon reflection, that our antipathy can neither make nor be used
to define real error. Adam Smith declares, with common sense on his

in his "Theory of the Moral Sentiments,"1 that: "To approve or
disapprove of the opinions of others is acknowledged, by everybody, to
mean no more than to observe their agreement or disagreement with our
own." Yet no one would accept as a definition of error the statement
side,

that:

Error

is any

I

personally do not like. Error has thus
common sense will readily admit that if a

opinion that

very puzzling character. For
statement is erroneous, it must appear erroneous to every "right mind"
that is in possession of the facts. Hence the personal taste of one man is
not enough to define it. Else there might be as many sorts of error as there
are minds. It is only the "right mind" whose personal taste shall decide
what is an error in any particular case. But what then is a normal mind?
Who is the right-minded judge? There seems to be danger that common
sense shall run at this point into an infinite regress. I say: That opinion is
an error. What do I mean? Do I mean that I do not like that opinion?
Nay, I mean more. I mean that / ought not to like or to accept it. Why
ought I not? Because the ideally right-minded person -would not, seeing
the given facts, hold that opinion about them. But who is the ideally
a

right-minded person? Well, common sense may answer, It is my ideal
person, the right-minded man as I conceive him. But why is my ideal
the true ideal? Because I like it?— Nay , because, to the ideal judge, that
kind of mind would seem the ideal. But who is the ideal judge? And so
common sense is driven from point to point, unable to get to anything
definite.
is,

So much, then, to show in general that common sense does not know
what an error
and needs more light upon the subject. Let common
sense not disturb us, then,

in our further search, by the constant and in

is

dignant protest that error must somehow exist, and that doubt on that
nonsense. Nobody has any doubts on that subject. We ask
subject
exists and how
can exist.
what follows
not any effort to demonstrate in fair and
orderly array, from any one principle or axiom, what must be the nature
of error, but to use every and any device that may offer itself, general
analysis, special example, comparison and contrast of cases,— anything
that shall lead us to the insight into what an error
and implies. For at
the rest,

is

is

For

it

only how error

last, immediate insight must decide.

sect,

i.,

i. Part

I.,

We shall study our problem thus. We shall take either
chap, iii., near the beginning.

some accepted

iz
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definition of error, or some special class of cases, and we shall ask: How
is error in that case, or in accordance with that definition, possible?
Since error plainly is possible in some way, we shall have only to inquire:
What are the logical conditions that make it possible? We shall take up
the ordinary suppositions that common sense seems to make about what
here determines the possibility of error. We shall show that these sup
positions are inadequate. Then the result will be that, on the ordinary
suppositions, error would be impossible. But that result would be absurd,
if these were the only possible suppositions. Hence the ordinary suppo
sitions must somehow be supplemented. When, therefore, we seem to say
in the following that error is impossible, we shall mean only, impossible
under the ordinary suppositions of common sense. What supplement we
need to these suppositions, our argument will show us. In sum we shall
find the state of the case to be this: Common sense regards an assertion as
true or as false apart from any other assertion or thought, and solely in
reference to its own object. For common sense each judgment, as a
separate
agree

creation, stands out alone, looking at its object, and trying to
If it succeeds, we have truth. If the judgment fails, we have

with it.

error. But,

as

A

we shall find, this view of common sense is unintelligible.
unless

cannot have an object and fail to agree therewith,

judgment
this judgment is part of an organism of thought. Alone, as a separate fact,
a judgment has no intelligible object beyond itself. And therefore the pre

suppositions of common sense must be supplemented or else abandoned.
Either then there is no error, or else judgments are true or false only in
a higher inclusive thought, which they presuppose, and
which must, in the last analysis, be assumed as Infinite and all-inclusive.
This result we shall reach by no mystical insight, by no revelation, nor
yet by any mere postulate such as we used in former discussions, but by a
simple, dry analysis of the meaning of our own thought.
The most formidable opponent of our argument will be, after all,
however, not common sense, but that thought mentioned in the last
chapter,— the thought that may try to content itself with somewhat
plausible jargon, and to say that: "There is no real difference between
truth and error at all, only a kind of opinion or consensus of men about a
conventional distinction between what they choose to call truth and
what they choose to call error." This view, as the author has confessed,
he once tried to hold. Still this meaningless doctrine of relativity is not
the same as the view that contents itself with the postulates before dis
cussed. That view might take, and for the author at one time did take, the

reference to
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possible and intelligible form thus expressible: "Truth and error, though
really distinguishable, are for us distinguished only through our postu
lates, in so far as relates to past and future time." Such views, while not
denying that there is real truth, despair of the attainability for us of more
than momentary truth. But the doctrine of Total Relativity, this view

above expressed, differs from genuine skepticism. It tries to put even
skepticism to rest, by declaring the opinion, that there is error, to be

This

moderate expression of human limi
tations, but jargon, and therefore formidable, because jargon is always
unanswerable. When the famous Cretan declared all statements made by
itself an error.

is

not merely

a

Cretans to be in all cases lies, his declaration was hard to refute, because
it was such honest-seeming nonsense. Even so with the statement that
declares the very existence of error to be an erroneously believed fancy.
No consensus of men can make an error erroneous. We can only find or
commit an error, not create it. When we commit an error, we say what
was an error already. If our skeptical view in previous chapters seemed to
regard truth and error as mere objects of our postulates, that was only
because, to our skepticism, the real truth, the real error, about any real
past and future, seemed beyond our reach, so that we had to content
ourselves with postulates. But that real error exists is absolutely indu
bitable.

This being

the case, it is evident that even the most thorough-going
full of assumptions. If I say, "There may be no money in
the purse yonder," I assume the existence of the purse yonder in order
to make just that particular doubt possible. Of course, however, just that
doubt may be rendered meaningless by the discovery of the actual nonexistence of that particular purse. If there is no purse yonder, then it is
nonsensical either to affirm or to deny that it contains money. And so if
the purse of which I speak is an hallucination of mine, then the doubt
de
about whether, as an actually existent purse, it has money in
prived of sense. My real error in that case would lie in supposing the
is

it,

skepticism is

I

a

I

abandon the first doubt, and go on to
purse itself to exist. If, however,
doubt the real existence of the purse,
room, or some
equally assume

in order to
give sense to my question whether the purse has any being in this en
vironment or in this universe. But
go yet further, and doubt whether
there
any universe at all outside of my thought, what does my doubt
mean?
doubt with any real sense,
must be
doubt
to be
yet
still with an object before it.
seems then to imply an assumed order of

or

at all events the universe, as existent,

a

it

It

a

is

it

If

is

I

if

other environment,
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OF

is

is,

being, in which there are at least two elements, my lonely thought about
an universe, and an empty environment of this thought, in which there
in fact, no universe. But this empty environment, whose nature such

is

is

if

it

is

to be an universe, what
that my thought does wrong to suppose
the doubt
to have meaning, this idea needs further ex
that? Surely
thus full of assumptions.
amination. The absolute skepticism

is

is

is

a

The first European thinker who seems to have discussed our present
too-much-neglected
passsage of the "Theaeteproblem was Plato, in
tus,"1 where Socrates, replying to the second definition of knowledge
True Opinion, answers that
given by Theactetus, namely, knowledge
his great difficulty has often been to see how any opinion can possibly be
no very definite one, but the
false. The conclusion reached by Plato
discussion
deeply suggestive. And we cannot do better here than to
pray that the shade of the mighty Greek may deign to save us now in our
distress, and to show us the true nature of error.

m
thoughts viewed apart from
judgment can be false. And
judgments, are neither true nor false. Only
said
to
be
the
real
error lies still in an actual
false,
reasoning process
or suppressed assertion. A fallacy
false assertion that
certain conclu
are agreed that single ideas,

a

a

is

a

is

if

a

Logicians

a

is

sion follows from certain premises. Error
therefore generally defined
as
does
not
with
that
its
agree
judgment
object. In the erroneous judg
ment, subject and predicate are so combined as, in the object, the cor
is

responding elements are not combined. And thus the judgment comes
to be false. Now, in this definition, nothing
doubtful or obscure save

it

is is

a

the one thing, namely, the assumed relation between the judgment and
its object. The definition assumes as quite clear that
judgment has an
wherewith
can
or
not
And
what
meant by the
object,
agree
agree.

is

if

we could see what
meant by the
agreement would not be obscure,
and
the
of
this
in
the
by
object,
possession
object implied
pronoun its.
What then meant by its object? The difficulties involved in this phrase
begin to appear as soon as you look closer. First then the object of the
a

It

as

is

It

thereof.

is

such supposed to be neither the subject nor the predicate
external to the judgment.
has
nature of its own. Further
more, not all judgments have the same object, so that objects are very
assertion

i. Plato, Th.,

p.

numerous. But from the infinity of real or of possible objects the judg
187 sqq.
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ment somehow picks out its own. Thus then for a judgment to have an
object, there must be something about the judgment that shows what
one of the external objects that are beyond itself this judgment does pick
out as its own. But this something that gives the judgment its object can
only be the intention wherewith the judgment is accompanied. A judg

as object only what it intends to have as object. It has to con
form only to that to which it wants to conform. But the essence of an
intention is the knowledge of what one intends. One can, for instance,
intend a deed or any of its consequences only in so far as he foresees
them. I cannot be said to intend the accidental or the remote or even the
immediate consequences of anything that I do, unless I foresaw that
they would, follow; and this is true however much the lawyers and
judges may find it practically necessary to hold me responsible for these
consequences. Even so we all find it practically useful to regard one of
our fellows as in error in case his assertions, as we understand them,
seem to us to lead to consequences that we do not approve. But our criti
cisms of his opinions, just like legal judgments of his acts, are not in
tended to be exact. Common sense will admit that, unless a man is think
ing of the object of which I suppose him to be thinking, he makes no
real error by merely failing to agree with the object that I have in mind.
If the knights in the fable judge each other to be wrong, that is because
each knight takes the other's shield to be identical with the shield as he
himself has it in mind. In fact neither of them is in error, unless his asser
tion is false for the shield as he intended to make it his object.
So then judgments err only by disagreeing with their intended ob
jects, and they can intend an object only in so far forth as this object is
known to the thought that makes the judgment. Such, it would seem, is
the consequence of the common-sense view. But in this case a judgment
can be in error only if it is knowingly in error. That also, as it seems,
follows from the common-sense suppositions. Or, if we will have it in
syllogistic form: —
Everything intended is something known. The object even of an er
roneous judgment is intended. .-. The object even of an error is some
thing known.
Or: Only what is known can be erred about. Nor can we yet be con
tent with what common sense will at once reply, namely, that our syl
logism uses known ambiguously, and that the object of an erroneous
judgment is known enough to constitute it the object, and not enough
to prevent the error about it. This must no doubt be the fact, but it is

ment has
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not of itself clear; on the contrary, just here is the problem. As common
sense conceives the matter, the object of a judgment is not as such the

whole outside world of common sense, with all its intimate interdepen
dence of facts, with all its unity in the midst of diversity. On the contrary,
the object of any judgment is just that portion of the then conceived
world, just that fragment, that aspect, that element of a supposed reality,
which is seized upon for the purposes of just this judgment. Only such a
momentarily grasped fragment of the truth can possibly be present in any
one moment of thought as the object of a single assertion. Now it is hard
to say how within this arbitrarily chosen fragment itself there can still be
room for the partial knowledge that is sufficient to give to the judgment
a

it,

its object, but insufficient to secure to the judgment its accuracy. If I aim
because choosing and hitting
at a mark with my gun, I can fail to hit
mark are totally distinct acts. But, in the judgment, choosing and know
a

is

a

it

is

ing the object seem inseparable. No doubt somehow our difficulty
soluble, but we are here trying first to show that
difficulty.
To illustrate here by familiar case, when we speak of things that

of personal preference, such as the pleasure of sleighride, the taste of olives, or the comfort of
given room, and when we
how
these
to
then
to
tell
us,
things appear
only try
plainly our judgments,
sincere, cannot be in error. As these things are to us, so they are. We
are their measure. To doubt our truthfulness in these cases
to doubt
after the fashion of the student who wondered whether the star that the
astronomers call Uranus may not be something else after all, and not
really Uranus. Surely science does not progress very far or run into
great danger of error so long as
employs itself in discovering such oc
cult mysteries as the names of the stars. But our present question
How
do judgments that can be and that are erroneous differ in nature from
these that cannot be erroneous? If astronomers would be equally right in
case they should agree to call Uranus Humpty Dumpty, why are not all
judgments equally favored? Since the judgment chooses its own object,
and has
chooses
how can
be in that partial re
only in so far as
lation to its object which
in
the
implied
supposition of an erroneous
it

it,

it

is

it

is,

it

is

if

a

a

are solely matters

assertion?

is

it

is

is

is

Yet again, to illustrate the difficulty in another aspect, we can note
that not only
error impossible about the perfectly well-known, but
that error
equally impossible, save in the form of direct self-contra
diction, about what absolutely unknown. Spite of the religious awe of
some people in presence of the Unknowable,
safe to say, somewhat

THE POSSIBILITY

OF ERROR

17

a really Unknowable nobody could make any
sincere and self-consistent assertions that could be errors. For self-con

irreverently, that about

sistent assertions about the Unknowable would of necessity be mean
ingless. And being meaningless, they could not well be false. For instance,
one could indeed not say that the Unknowable contemplates war with
France, or makes sunspots, or will be the next Presidential candidate, be

contradicting one's self. For if the Unknowable did
it would no longer be the Unknowable, but would
become either the known or the discoverable. But avoid such self-con
tradiction, and you cannot err about the Unknowable. For the Unknow
able is simply our old friendAbracadabra,
a word that has no meaning,
and by hypothesis never can get any. So if I say that the Unknowable
dines in vacua with the chimera, or is Humpty Dumpty, I talk nonsense,
and am therefore unable to make a mistake. Nonsense is error only when
it involves self-contradiction. Avoid that, and nonsense cannot blunder,
having no object outside of itself with which it must agree. But all this
illustrates from the other side our difficulty. Is not the object of a judg
ment, in so far as it is unknown to that judgment, like the Unknowables
for that judgment? To be in error about the application of a symbol, you
must have a symbol that symbolizes something. But in so far as the thing
symbolized is not known through the symbol, how is it symbolized by
that symbol? Is it not, like the Unknowable, once for all out of the
cause that

any of

would

be

these things,

it

is

is,

thought, so that one cannot just then be thinking about it at all, and so
cannot, in this thought at least, be making blunders about it? But in so far
as the thing symbolized
through the symbol, in one's thought, why
not known, and so correctly judged? All this involves that old question
the nature

of symbols. They

that they mean.
but how?

How can that

are to mean
be?

for

us more than we

No doubt all that

is

of

know

really possible,

IV
a

a

is

it

If

a

a

a

We follow our difficulty into another department. Let us attempt
sort of provisional psychological description of judgment as
state of
mind. So regarded, judgment
fact that occurs in somebody's
simply
as
occurrence,
we
to
describe
an
without asking whence
thought.
try

ment

as

the "Consciousness about the objective validity of

a

a

it

it

three elements,— elements which are in
came, we shall perhaps find in
some fashion described in Ueberweg's well-known definition of
judg
subjective
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if
a

a

it

a

if

it ly,
is

a

is

a

of

a

it;

union of ideas." Our interpretation of them shall be this: The elements
are: The Subject, with the accompanying shade of curiosity about
the Predicate, with the accompanying sense of its worth in satisfying
Dependence,
part of our curiosity about the subject; and the Sense
whereby we feel the value of this act to lie, not in itself, but in its agree
ment with vaguely felt Beyond, that stands out there as Object.
no explanation of
Now this analysis of the elements of judgment
our difficulties; and in fact for the moment only embarrasses us more. But
the nature of the difficulty may come home to us somewhat more clear
we try to follow the thread of this analysis little further. Even
may serve to lead us up to the true in
very imperfect account,
sight that we seek into the nature of error. Let us make the analysis

In its typical form then, the judgment

as

mental state seems to us to

relatively incomplete or unstable or disconnected mass of
consciousness, which we have called the Subject, as
first begins to be
to
us.
This
idea
attended
some
by
subject
degree of effort,
present
to complete this incomplete
namely, of attention, whose tendency
into
closer
connection
with more familiar mental
subject by bringing
life. This more familiar life
the
represented by the predicate-idea.
effort successful, the subject has new elements united to
assumes in
consciousness
definiteness,
coherency with other states,
familiarity,
which
lacked at the outset of the act of judgment; and this coherency
gets through its union with the predicate. All this
accompanied
further by what one for short may call sense of dependence. The judg
ment feels itself not alone, but looks to
somewhat indefinite object as
the model after which the present union of ideas
to be fashioned. And
in this way we explain how the judgment
in those words of Ueber"the
consciousness
about
definition,
the objective validity of
weg's
subjective union of ideas."
Now as mere completion of subject-ideas through the addition of
a

a

a

a

a

is,

is

a

a

is

it

it

a

is

it,

is

If

it

is

is

it

a

begin with

a

little more detailed.

a

it,

a

is

mental phenomenon, having
predicate-idea, the judgment
simply
interest only to the person that experiences
and to
psychologist.
But as true or as false the judgment must be viewed in respect to the in

it

is

definite object of what we have called the sense of dependence, whereby
the judgment
accompanied. Seldom in any ordinary judgment does
this object become perfectly full and clear; for to make
so would
often require many, perhaps an infinite, series of judgments. Yet, for the
one judgment, the object, whether full and clear or not, exists as object
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far forth as the sense of dependence has defined it. And the
judgment is true or false only with reference to this undefined object.
The intention to agree with the object is contained in the sense of de
only in

so

pendence upon the object, and remains for this judgment incomplete,
like the object itself. Somewhat vaguely this single act intends to agree
with this vague object.
Such being the case, how can the judgment, as thus described, fairly
be called false? As mere psychological combination of ideas it is neither
true nor false. As accompanied by the sense of dependence upon an ob
ject, it would be false if it disagreed with its imperfectly defined object.
But, as described, the only object that the judgment has is this imperfect

ly defined one. With this, in

it

a

is

is

is

it

is

it

is,

for the moment defined, the
judgment must needs agree. In so far as it is not defined, it is however
not object for this judgment at all, but for some other one. What the
imperfect sense of dependence would further imply if it existed in a
complete instead of in an incomplete state, nobody can tell, any more
than one can tell what towns would grow up by a given rain-pool, if it
were no pool, but a great lake. The object of a single judgment, being
what it
namely,
vaguely defined object, present to this judgment,
what
for
this
just
judgment, and the judgment seems once for all to
be true, in case
sincere.
so far as

is

Some one may here at once answer that we neglect in this description
the close interdependence of various judgments. Thought, some one
an organic unity. Separated from all else but its own incom
may say,
is

a

a

a

single judgment cannot be erroneous. Only in
pletely defined object,
common object,
the organic unity of series of judgments, having
the error of one of them possible. We reply that all this will turn out to

our result. But the usual supposition at the outset
that any
alone,
has
itself
its
own
so
that
object,
thereby
apart from
by
judgment
stands or falls. And thus far we have tried to show
other judgments,
that this natural supposition leads us into difficulty. We cannot see how
single sincere judgment should possibly fail to agree with its own cho
sen object. But enough of our problem in general. We must consider
certain classes of errors more in detail. Let us see how, in these special
classes of cases, we shall succeed in verifying the natural presupposition
of common sense, which regards error as possible only when our object
not wholly present to mind, and which assumes that
judgment can
a

is

a

it

is

be just

is

have an object that
yet only partially present to mind. In choosing the
classes of cases, we shall first follow common sense as to their definition.

THE RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY

20

OF JOSIAH

ROYCE

We shall take just the assumptions of daily life, and shall show that they
lead us into difficulty. We are not for the first bound to explain why
these assumptions are made. That common sense makes them is enough.
But let the reader remember: The whole value of our argument lies
in its perfect generality. However much we dwell on particular classes
of errors, we care nothing for the proof that just those errors are inex
plicable, but only for the fact that they illustrate how, without some en
tirely new hypothesis, absolutely all error becomes impossible. This or
that class of judgments may be one in which all the judgments are
relative, but the total relativity of our thought implies an incomprehen
sible and contradictory state of things. Any hypothesis about error that
makes total

relativity the only admissible view, must therefore give place
to some new hypothesis. And our illustrations in the following are in
tended to show that just what constitutes the difficulty in respect of
these illustrations,

makes the existence

of any error inexplicable without

some new hypothesis.

The

of errors that we shall first take seems, to common sense,
common enough. It is the class known as errors about our neighbor's
states of mind. Let us then, for argument's sake, assume without proof
that our neighbors do exist. For we are not here concerned to answer
Solipsism, but merely to exemplify the difficulties about the nature of
error. If our neighbors did not exist, then the nature of the error that
would lie in saying that they do exist would present almost exactly the
same difficulties. We prefer, however, to begin with the common-sense
assumption about ourselves and our neighbors as separate individuals,
and to ask how error can then arise in judging of our neighbors' minds.
class

In the first place then: Who is my neighbor? Surely, on the assump
tions that we all make, and that we made all through the ethical part of

our discussion, he is no one of my thoughts, nor is any part of him ever
any part of my thought. He is not my object, but, in Professor Clifford's
phrase, an "eject," wholly outside of my ideas. He is no "thing in my
dream," just as I am not in his dream.
Yet I make judgments about him, and he makes them about me. And
when I make judgments about him, I do so by having in my thought
some set of my own ideas that, although not himself, do yet, as I say,
represent him. A kind of dummy, a symbol, a graven image of my own
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thought's creation, a phantom of mine, stands there in me as the repre
sentative of his mind; and all I say about my neighbor's inner life refers
directly to this representative. The Scottish philosophy has had much
to say to the world about what it calls direct or presentative, as opposed
to representative, knowledge of objects. But surely the most obstinate
Scottish philosopher that ever ate oatmeal cannot hold so tenaciously
by his national doctrine as to say that I have, according to common
sense, anything but a representative knowledge of my neighbor's
thoughts and feelings. That is the only sort of knowledge that common
will regard as possible to me, if so much as that is possible. But how

sense

I

can know about this outside being is not now our concern. We notice
only that our difficulty about error comes back to us in a new form. For

how can

I

is not even

err about my neighbor, since, for this common-sense view, he
partly in my thoughts? How can I intend that as the object

of my thought which never can be object for me at all?
But not everybody will at once feel the force of this question. We
must be more explicit. Let us take the now so familiar suggestion of our
great humorist about the six people that take part in every conversation
between two persons. If John and Thomas are talking together, then the
real John and Thomas, their respective ideas of themselves, and their
ideas of each other, are all parties to the conversation. Let us consider
four of these persons, namely the real John, the real Thomas, John as
Thomas conceives him, and Thomas as John conceives him. When John
judges, of whom does he think? Plainly of that which can be an object
to his thoughts, namely, of his Thomas. About whom then can he err?
About his Thomas? No, for he knows him too well. His conception of
Thomas is his conception, and what he asserts it to be, that it is for him.
About the real Thomas? No, for it should seem, according to common
sense, that he has nothing to do with the real Thomas in his thought,
since that Thomas never becomes any part of his thought at all. "But,"
says one, "there must be some

fallacy here, since we are sure that John
can err about the real Thomas." Indeed he can, say we; but ours is not
this fallacy. Common sense has made it. Common sense has said: "Thomas
never is in John's thought, and yet John can blunder about Thomas."
How shall we unravel the knot?
One way suggests itself. Mayhap we have been too narrow in our
definition of object. Common sense surely insists that objects are outside
of our thought. If, then, I have a judgment, and another being sees both
my judgment and some outside object that was not in my thought, and
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how that thought is unlike the object in some critical respect, this
being could say that my assertion was an error. So then with John and
Thomas. If Thomas could know John's thoughts about him, then
Thomas could possibly see John's error. That is what is meant by the
error in John's thought.
But mere disagreement of a thought with any random object does
not make the thought erroneous. The judgment must disagree with its
chosen object. If John never has Thomas in thought at all, how can John
choose the real Thomas as his object? If I judge about a penholder that
is in this room, and if the next room is in all respects like this, save for a
with which my assertion does not agree, who, looking
penholder in
at that penholder in that other room, can say that my judgment
false?
For meant not that penholder when spoke, but this one. knew per
not in mind, and so could not err
haps nothing about that one, had
about it. Even so, suppose that outside of John there
real Thomas,
to
ideal
but
similar, as
Thomas,
some
lacking
happens,
thought
John's
or affection that John attributes to his ideal Thomas. Does that make
John's notion an error? No, for he spoke and could speak only of his
ideal Thomas. The real Thomas was the other room, that he knew not
of, the other side of the shield, that he never could conceive. His Thomas
was his phantom Thomas. This phantom
that he judges and thinks
about, and his thoughts may have their own consistency or inconsistency.
But with the real other person they have nothing to do. The real other
not his object, and how can he err about what
not object for him?
Absurd, indeed, some one will reply to us. John and Thomas have to
deal with representative phantoms of each other, to be sure; but that
only makes each more apt to err about the real other. And the test that
very simple one. Suppose spectator, third person, to
they can err
whom John and Thomas were both somehow directly present, so that
he as
were included both of themThen John's judgment of his phan
tom Thomas would be by this spectator at once compared with the real
Thomas, and even so would Thomas's judgment of John be treated.
now John's phantom Thomas agreed with the real Thomas, then John's
ideas would be declared in so far truthful; otherwise they would be er
roneous. And this explains what
meant by John's power to err about

I

a

is

a

a

is

If

it

a

is

is

is

it

it

is

it

I

I

is

it,

sees

Thomas.

The explanation

a

is

it

is

fair enough for its own purpose, and we shall need
again before long. But just now we cannot be content with it. For what
not what the judgment of third thinker would be
we want to know
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in case these two were somehow not independent beings at all, but things
in this third being's thought. For we have started out with the supposi
tion of common sense that John and Thomas are not dreams or thoughts

of some higher third being, but that they are independent beings by
themselves. Our supposition may have to be given up hereafter, but for
the present we want to hold fast to it. And so John's judgment, which
we had supposed to be about the independently existing Thomas, has
judgment about John's idea of Thomas. But
with their intended objects.
What, however, is the object of John's judgment when he thinks about

now turned out to

Thomas?

only
only in

be

judgments are false

a

case they disagree

Not the real Thomas, who could not possibly be

an object

in

another man's thoughts. John's real object being an ideal Thomas, he
cannot, if sincere, and if fully conscious of what he means by Thomas,

in his statements with his own ideal. In short, on this our
original supposition, John and Thomas are independent entities, each of
which cannot possibly enter in real person into the thoughts of the other.
Each may be somehow represented in the other's thoughts by a phan
tom, and only this phantom can be intended by the other when he
judges about the first. For unless one talks nonsense, it should seem as if
one could mean only what one has in mind.
Thus, like the characters in a certain Bab ballad, real John, real Thom
as, the people in this simple tale, are total strangers to each other. You
might as well ask a blind man to make true or false judgments about the
real effects of certain combinations of colors, as to ask either John or
fail to

agree

Thomas, defined

common sense defines them, to make any judgments
about each other. Common sense will assert that a blind man can learn
as

and repeat verbally correct statements about color, or verbally false
statements about color, but, according to the common-sense view, in no
such, which are never present to him.
You will be quite ready to say that a dog can make mistakes about the
odors of the numberless tracks on the highway. You will assure us, how

case can he err about color-ideas

ever, that

as

you cannot make mistakes about them

because

these odors do

not exist for you. According to the common-sense view, a mathematician
can make blunders in demonstrating the properties of equations. A Bush
man cannot, for he can have no ideas corresponding to equations. But

how then can John or Thomas make errors about

each

other, when

neither is more present to the other than is color to the blind man, the
odor of the tracks on the highway to the dog's master, or the idea of an
equation to a Bushman? Here common sense forsakes us, assuring us that
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there is such error, but refusing to define it.
The inconsistency involved in all this common-sense view, and the
consequences of the inconsistency, will appear yet better with yet fur
ther illustration. A dream is false in so far as it contains the judgment
that such and such things exist apart from us; but at least in so far as we

merely assert in our dreams about the objects as we conceive them, we
make true assertions. But is not our actual life of assertions about actual
a dream to which there should happen to cor
some
real
scene
or event in the world? Such correspondence
respond
would not make the dream really "true," nor yet false. It would be a co

fellow-beings much like

incidence, remarkable

for

an outside observer, but none the less

would

the dreamer be thinking in his dream not about external objects, but
about the things in his dream. But is not our supposed Thomas so and

in the thought of John as he would be if John chanced to
dream of a Thomas that was, to an external spectator, like the real one?

only

so

Is not then the phantom Thomas, John's only direct object, actually a
thing in John's thought? Is then the independent Thomas an object for

John in any

sense?

Yet again. Let us suppose that two men are shut up, each in a closed
room by himself, and for his whole life; and let us suppose that by a
lantern contrivance each of them is able at times to produce on the wall
of the other's room a series of pictures. But neither of them can ever
know what pictures he produces in the other's room, and neither can
know anything of the other's room, as such, but only of the pictures.
Let the two remain forever in this relation. One of them, A, sees on his
wall pictures, which resemble more or less what he has seen in his own
room at other times. Yet he perceives these to be only pictures, and he
supposes them to represent what goes on in another room, which he
conceives as like his own. He is interested, he examines the phenomena,
he predicts their future changes, he passes judgment upon them. He may,
if you like to continue the hypothesis, find some way of affecting them,
by himself acting in a way mysterious to himself so as to produce changes
in B's actual room, which again affect the pictures that the real B pro
duces in A's room. Thus A might hold what he would call communi
cation with his phantom room. Even so, B lives with pictures before him
that are produced from A's room. Now one more supposition, namely,
that A and B have absolutely no other means of communication, that
both are shut up altogether and always have been, that neither has any
objects before him but his own thoughts and the changing pictures on
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the wall of his room. In this case what difference does it make whether

or no the pictures in A's room are actually like the things that could be
seen in B's room? Will that make A's judgments either true or false?
Even if A, acting by means that he himself cannot understand, is able to
control the pictures on his wall by some alteration that he unconsciously
produces in B's room and its pictures, still A cannot be said to have any
knowledge of the real B and his room at all. And, for the same reason, A
cannot make mistakes about the real room of B, for he will never even
think of that real room. He will, like a man in a dream, think and be able
to think only of the pictures on his wall. And when he refers them to an
outside cause, he does not mean by this cause the real B and his real
room, for he has never dreamed of the real B, but only of the pictures
and of his own interpretation of them. He can therefore make no false
about B's room, any more than a Bushman can make false
judgments about the integral calculus.
If to our present world there does correspond a second world some
judgments

where off in space, a world exactly like this, where just the same events
at every instant do actually take place, still the judgments that we make
about our world are not actually true or false with reference to that

world, for we mean this world, not that
not John's Thomas and the real Thomas
second world in distant space? Why are
conceived phantom room and B's real
room is ever present to the other. Each

one, when we judge. Why are
related like this world and that

not both like the relation of A's

of either real
prisoner can make true or false
if
then,
at
about
the
all,
judgments
only
pictures on his wall; but neither
has even the suggestion that could lead him to make a blunder about the
other's real room, of which he has and can have not the faintest idea.
One reason why we fail to see at once this fact lies in the constant
tendency to regard the matter from the point of view of a third person,
instead of from the point of view that we still implicitly attribute to A
and B themselves. If A could get outside of his room once and see B's
room, then he could say: "My picture was a good one," or the reverse.
But, in the supposed case, he not only never sees B's room, but he never
sees anything but his own pictures, never gets out of his room at all for
any purpose. Hence, his sole objects of assertion being his pictures, he is
innocent of any power to err about B's room as it is in itself, even as the
man born blind is innocent of any power to err about the relations of
room?

Nothing

colors.

Now this relation of A and B,

as

they were supposed to dwell in their
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perpetual imprisonment, is essentially like the relation that we previous
ly postulated between two independent subjects. If I cannot have you
in my thought at all, but only a picture produced by you, I am in respect
to you like A confined to the pictures produced from B's room. How
ever much I may fancy that I am talking of you, I am really talking about

my idea of you, which for me can have no relation whatever to the real
you. And so John and Thomas remain shut up in their prisons. Each
thinks of his phantom of the other. Only a third person, who included
them both, who in fact treated them as, in the Faust-Epilogue, the Pater
Seraphicus treats the selige Knabe (Er nimrnt sie in sich, says the stage
direction)— only such an inclusive thought could compare the phantoms
with the real, and only in him, not in themselves, would John and
Thomas have any ideas of each other at all, true of false.
This result is foreign to our every-day thought, because this every-day
thought really makes innocent use of two contradictory views of the
relations of conscious beings. On the one hand we regard them as utterly
remote from one another, as what Professor Clifford called ejects; and
then we speak of them as if the thoughts of one could as such become
thoughts of the other, or even as if one of them could as an independent
being still become object in the thought of the other. No wonder that,
with such contradictory assumptions as to the nature of our relations to
our neighbors, we find it very easy to make absurd statements about the
meaning of error. The contradiction of common sense has in fact just
here much to do with the ethical illusion that we called the illusion of
selfishness. To clear up this point will be useful to us, therefore, in more
ways than one.

VI
Disappointed once more in our efforts to understand how error is
possible, we turn to another class of cases, which lie in a direction where,

for this once, all will surely be plain. Errors about matters of fact
or experience are certainly clear enough in nature. And as this class of
errors is practically most important, the subtleties of our previous in
vestigation may be dismissed with light heart so soon as we have gotten
rid of the few little questions that will now beset us. It is to be noted that
all errors about material objects, about the laws of nature, about history,
and about the future, are alike errors about our actual or possible ex
periences. We expect or postulate an experience that at the given time,
at least
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or under the given conditions, turns out to be other than it was postulated
or expected to be. Now since our experiences not now present are ob
jective facts, and capable of clear definition, it would seem clear that
error concerning them is an easily comprehensible thing.
But alas! again we are disappointed. That errors in matters of exper
ience are common enough is indubitable, but equally evident becomes
the difficulty of defining what they are and how they are possible. Take
the case of error about an expected future. What do we mean by a fu
ture time?

How do we identify

particular time? Both these questions
plunge us into the sea of problems about the nature of time itself. When
I say, Thus and so will it be at such and such a future moment, I postulate
a

certain realities not now given to my consciousness. And singular realities
they are. For they have now no existence at all. Yet I postulate that I can
err about them. This their non-existence is a peculiar kind of non-exis

tence, and requires me to make just such and such affirmations about it. If
I fail to correspond to the true nature of this non-existent reality, I make

my present statement will in
that case hereafter turn out false or become false, but also that it is now
false, is at this moment an error, even though the reality with which it is
to agree is centuries off in the future. But this is not all the difficulty. I
postulate also that an error in prediction can be discovered when the time
comes by the failure of the prediction to verify itself. I postulate then
that I can look back and say: Thus and thus I predicted about this mo

an error; and it is postulated not merely that

ment, and thus and thus it has come to pass, and this event contradicts
that expectation. But can I in fact ever accomplish this comparison at
all?

And

is the comparison

very easily intelligible?

For when the event

I

ly,

comes to pass, the expectation no longer exists. The two thoughts, name
expectation and actual experience, are separate thoughts, far apart
in time. How can
bring them together to compare them, so as to

a

if

It

will not do to appeal to memory for
they have the same object?
the purpose; for the same question would recur about the memory in its
relation to the original thought. How can past thought, being past, be
see

it

a

present thought to see whether they stand related? The
lived
in itself, had its own ideas of what then called future,
past thought
and its own interpretation thereof. How can you show, or intelligently
compared to

is

affirm, that the conception which the past expectation had of its future
moment
so identical with the conception which this present thought

of this present moment, as to make these two conceived moments
one and the same? Here in short we have supposed two different ideas,
has
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one of an expected future, the other of an experienced present, and we
have supposed the two ideas to be widely separated in time, and by hy

pothesis they are not together in one consciousness at all. Now how can
one say that in fact they relate to the same moment at all? How is it in
telligible to say that they do? How, in fine, can a not-given future be a
real object of any thought; and how, when it is once the object thereof,
can any subsequent moment be identified with this object?
A present thought and a past thought are in fact separate, even as

object that it thinks. How
can they have a common object? Are they not once for all different
thoughts, each with its own intent? But in order to render intelligible
the existence of error about matters of fact, we must make the unintelli
gible assumption, so it would seem, that these two different thoughts
have the same intent, and are but one. And such is the difficulty that we
find in our second great class of cases.
were

John and Thomas. Each one

means the

VII
for the problem, both in general and in some particular in
But now may not the reader insist, after all, that there can be in
this wise no errors whatever? Contradictory as it seems, have we not,
after all, put our judgments into a position whence escape for us is im
possible? If every judgment is thus by its nature bound up in a closed
circle of thought, with no outlook, can any one come afterwards and
give it an external object? Perhaps, then, there is a way out of our diffi
culty by frankly saying that our thoughts may be neither truths nor
errors beyond themselves, but just occurrences, with a meaning wholly
So much

stances.

subjective.
We desire the reader to try to realize this view of total relativity once
more in the form in which, with all its inherent absurdities, it now comes

for the

"Every judgment, A is B, in fact does
agree and can agree only with its own object, which is present in mind
when it is made. With no external object can it agree or fail to agree. It
stands alone, with its own object. It has neither truth nor error beyond
itself. It fulfills all its intentions, and is true, if it agrees with what was
present to it when it was thought. Only in this sense is there any truth or
falsity possible for our thought."
But once more, this inviting way out of the difficulty needs only to be
tried to reveal its own contradictions. The thought that says, "No judg
back to us

last time.

It

says,
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ment is true beyond itself," is that thought true beyond itself or not? If
is true beyond itself, then we have the possibility of other truth than

it

the merely subjective or relative truth. If it is false, then equally we have
objective falsity. If it is neither true nor false, then the doctrine of rela

tivity has not been affirmed at all as a truth. One sets up an idea of a
world of separate, disorganized thoughts, and then says, "Each of them
deals only with its own object, and they have no unity that could make
them true or false." But still this world that one thus sets up must be the
true world. Else is there no meaning in the doctrine of relativity. Twist
as one will, one gets not out of the whirlpool of thought. Error must be
real, and yet, as common sense arranges these judgments and their re
lations to one another, error cannot be real. There is so far no escape.

The perfectly general character of the argument must be understood.
One might escape it if it applied to any one class of errors only. Then
one would say: "In fact, the class of cases in question may be cases that
exclude the possibility of both truth and error." But no, that cannot be
urged against us, for our argument applies equally to all possible errors.
In short, either no error at all is possible, or else there must be possible
an infinite mass of error. For the possibilities of thought being infinite,
either all thought is excluded once for all from the possibility of error,
or else to every possible truth there can be opposed an infinite mass of
error. All this infinite mass is at stake upon the issue of our investigation.
Total relativity, or else an infinite possibility of truth and error; that is
the alternative before us. And total relativity of thought involves selfcontradiction.
Every way but one has been tried to lead us out of our difficulty. Shall
we now give up the whole matter, and say that error plainly exists, but
baffles definition? This way may please most people, but the critical
philosophy knows of no unanswerable problem affecting the work of
thought in itself considered. Here we need only patience and reflection,
and we are sure to be some day rewarded. And indeed our solution is
not far off, but very nigh us. We have indicated it all along. To explain
how one could be in error about his neighbor's thoughts, we suggested
the case where John and Thomas should be present to a third thinker
whose thought should include them both.
that thus the natural presupposition that

We objected to this suggestion
John and Thomas are separate

self-existent beings would be contradicted. But on this natural presup
position neither of these two subjects could become object to the other
at all, and error would here be impossible. Suppose then that we drop the
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natural presupposition, and say that John and Thomas are both actually
present to and included in a third and higher thought. To explain the

possibility of error about matters of fact

seemed

hard, because

of the

natural postulate that time is a pure succession of separate moments, so
that the future is now as future non-existent, and so that judgments about
the future lack real objects, capable of identification. Let us then drop
this natural postulate, and declare time once for all present in all its mo
ments to an universal all-inclusive thought. And to sum up, let us over
come all our difficulties by declaring that all the many Beyonds, which
judgments seem vaguely and separately to postulate,
are present as fully realized intended objects to the unity of an all-in
clusive, absolutely clear, universal, and conscious thought, of which all
single significant

judgments, true or false, are but fragments, the whole being at once
Absolute Truth and Absolute Knowledge. Then all our puzzles will

disappear at a stroke, and error will be possible, because any one finite
thought, viewed in relation to its own intent, may or may not be seen by
this higher thought as successful and adequate in this intent.
How this absolute thought is to be related to individual thoughts, we

can in general very simply define. When one says: "This color now be
fore me is red, and to say that it is blue would be to make a blunder,"
one represents an including consciousness. One includes in one's present
thought three distinct elements, and has them present in the unity of a
single moment of insight. These elements are, first, the perception of
red; secondly, the reflective judgment whose object is this perception,
and whose agreement with the object constitutes its own truth; and,

a

a

is,

thirdly, the erroneous reflection, This is blue, which is in the same
thought compared with the perception and rejected as error. Now,
viewed as separate acts of thought, apart from the unity of an including
thought, these three elements would give rise to the same puzzles that
we have been considering. It is their presence in a higher and inclusive
thought that makes their relations plain. Even so we must conceive the
relation of John's thought to the united total of thought that includes
him and Thomas. Real John and his phantom Thomas, real Thomas and
his phantom John, arc all present as elements in the including conscious
ness, which completes the incomplete intention of both the individuals,
constitutes their true relations, and gives the thought of each about the
other whatever of truth or of error it possesses. In short, error becomes
in
con
possible as one moment or element in a higher truth, that
sciousness that makes the error
part of itself, while recognizing error.
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So far then we propose this as a possible solution for our puzzles. But
now we may insist upon it as the only possible solution. Either there is no
error, which statement is a fiat self-contradiction, or else
there is an infinite unity of conscious thought to which is present all pos
sible truth. For suppose that there is error. Then there must be an infinite
such thing

as

of error possible. If error is possible at all, then as many errors are
possible as you please, since, to every truth, an indefinite mass of error
may be opposed. Nor is this mere possibility enough. An error is possible
for us when we are able to make a false judgment. But in order that the
judgment should be false when made, it must have been false before it
was made. An error is possible only when the judgment in which the
error is to be expressed always was false. Error, if possible, is then etern
ally actual. Each error so possible implies a judgment whose intended
object is beyond itself, and is also the object of the corresponding true
judgment. But two judgments cannot have the same object save as they
are both present to one thought. For as separate thoughts they would
have separate subjects, predicates, intentions, and objects, even as we
have previously seen in detail. So that every error implies a thought that
includes it and the corresponding truth in the unity of one thought with
the object of both of them. Only as present to an including thought are
they either true or false. Thus then we are driven to assume an infinite
thought, judging truth and error. But that this infinite thought must
also be a rational unity, not a mere aggregate of truths, is evident from
the fact that error is possible not only as to objects, but as to the re
lations of objects, so that all the possible relations of all the objects in
space, in time, or in the world of the barely possible, must also be pres
ent to the all-including thought. And to know all relations at once is to
know them in absolute rational unity, as forming in their wholeness one
mass

single thought.
What, then, is an error?

An error, we reply, is an incomplete thought,
which
includes it and its intended object, is
higher thought,
known as having failed in the purpose that it more or less clearly had,
and that is fully realized in this higher thought. And without such higher
that to

a

inclusive thought, an assertion has no external object, and is no error.

VIII
If our

argument were a Platonic dialogue, there would be hereabouts
an interruption from some impatient Thrasymachus or Callicles or Polus,
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a

if

it

a

is

if

a

is

a

it,

a

it

it

is

it

a

it,

who would have been watching us, threatening and muttering, during all
of the latter part of our discussion. At last, perhaps, ... he would spring
upon us, and would say: "Why, you nonsense-mongers, have you not
bethought you of the alternative that represents the reality in this ques
tion of yours? Namely, an error is an error, neither to the thought that
thinks
nor of necessity to any higher inclusive thought, but only to
critical
possible
thought that should undertake afterwards to compare
critical thought did
with its object. An error
thought such that
with its object,
would be seen to be false. And
come and compare
critical thought. This critical thought need not
has an object for such
and
include
but may be only
be real
possible judge of its
actually
no reality, only
truth. Hence your Infinite all-knower
logical possi
all were known to an allbility; and your insight amounts to this, that
knower, he would judge error to be mistaken. And so error
what he
would perceive to be error. What does all that amount to but worthless

tautology?"

This argument of our Thrasymachus

is

it

is

the only outwardly plausible
that
we
fear
to
the
the only
objection
foregoing analysis, because
objection that fully expresses the old-established view of common sense
about such problems. Though common sense never formulates our pres
ent difficulty, common sense still dimly feels that to some possible (not
a

is

made when we say that
false
thing
not merely for us, but in very truth. And this possible judge of com
mon sense we have now unhesitatingly declared to be an Infinite Actu
is

actual) judge of truth, appeal

if

is

is

true, or This

is

is

false, mean nothing, we declare, unless
there
the inclusive thought for which the truth
true, the falsehood
false. No barely possible judge, who would see the error
he were
words,

This

is

it

ality, absolutely necessary to constitute the relation of truth and error.
for our view no truth or error conceivable. The
Without
there

is

it

it

a

it

if

a

there, will do for us. He must be there, this judge, to constitute the er
ror. Without him nothing but total subjectivity would be possible, and
thought would then become purely pathological phenomenon, an oc
currence without truthfulness or falsity, an occurrence that would
interest anybody
could be observed; but that, unfortunately, being
only momentary phantom, could not be observed at all from without,
but must be dimly felt from within. Our thought needs the Infinite
Thought in order that
may get, through this Infinite judge, the priv
of
so
much
as
even an error.
being
ilege
This,
will be said,
but reassertion. But how do we maintain this
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Our answer is only a repetition of
have
had
to
that
we
say, in the argument for what we
things
already
here reassert. If the judgment existed alone, without the inclusive
was no error.

it

either had an object, or
had one, then either

it

had none,

existed alone,

If

as

it

then,

it it

it

if

thought to judge
had none. But

it,

view against our Thrasymachus?

a

it,

it

it

it,

a

is

A

it

it

knew what its object actually was, or did not know what its object was,
or partially knew and partially did not know what its object actually
was. In the first case the judgment must have been an identical one, like
the judgment
pain. Such
pain
judgment knows its own object,
and cannot be an error. If the
therefore cannot fail to agree with
then
had no meaning, and
knew
not
its
own
at
all,
object
judgment
had not. If, how
so could not have failed to agree with the object that
ever, this separate judgment knew its object enough to intend just that
all our difficulties
object, but not enough to insure agreement with
return.

The possible judge cannot give the judgment its complete ob
it

it

ject until he becomes its actual judge. Yet as fair judge he must then
the object that
give
already had without him. Meanwhile, however,
the judgment remains in the unintelligible attitude previously studied at

it;

it

is

it,

it

it

is

It

somehow possessed of just the object
intends, but yet does
length.
not know in reality what does intend, else
would avoid error. Its ob
no object for
and yet only in so far
ject, in so far as unknown to

is

is

it

the object
thus unknown can
be erred about. What helps in all
this the barely possible judge? The actual judge must be there; and for
him the incomplete intention must be complete. He knows what really
as

goal and the way thither. But all this

is,

is

this judgment's object, for he knows what
imperfectly meant in it. He
knows the dream, and the interpretation thereof. He knows both the
to the separate judgment

as

such,

is

a

a

a

mystery.
In fact, the separate judgments, waiting for the possible judge to test
them, are like foolish man wandering in wood, who
asked whether

way. "I may have lost it," he answers. "But whither are
you going?" "That cannot tell?" "Have you no goal?" "I may have,
but have no notion what
is." "What then do you mean by saying
that you may have lost the way to this place that you are not seeking?
For you seem to be seeking no place; how then can you have lost the
way thither?" "I mean that some possible other man, who was wise
enough to find whither am trying to go, might possibly, in his wisdom,
also perceive that
am not on the way to that place. So
may be going
chosen
from
am
unaware
what
that
my
away
goal, although
goal

I

is

it

I

I

I

I

I

it

I

he has lost his
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this would fairly represent the
meaningless claim of the separate judgment, either to truthfulness, or to
the chance of error.
have chosen." Such

a

demented man

as

In short, though the partial thought may be, as such, unconscious of
its own aim, it can be so unconscious only in case it is contained in a
total thought as one moment thereof.
It will be seen that wherever we have dealt in the previous argument
with the possibility of error as a mere possibility, we have had to use the
result of the previous chapter concerning the nature of possibility itself.
The idea of the barely possible, in which there is no actuality, is an emp
ty idea. If anything is possible, then, when we say so, we postulate some
existent in order to constitute this possibility. The
of
conditions
possible error must be actual. Bare possibility is blank
nothingness. If the nature of error necessarily and with perfect general

thing

as

actually

ity demands certain conditions, then
the erroneousness

of error itself

these conditions

is eternal.

are as eternal as

And thus the inclusive

thought, which constitutes the error, must be postulated as existent.
So finally, let one try to affirm that the infinite content of the all-in

cluding mind does not exist, and that the foregoing idealism is a mere
illusion of ours. He will find that he is involved in a circle from which
there is no escape. For let him return to the position of total relativity
and so say: "The infinite thought is unreal for me, and hence you are
wrong." But then also he admits that we are right, for in affirming this
infinite we affirm, according to this doctrine of total relativity itself,
something that is just as true as it seems to us to be true. The opposing
argument is thus at each moment of its progress involved in a contra
diction. Or again, let him insist that our doctrine is not only relatively,
but really false. Then however he will fail to show us what this real
falsity is. In fact he says what all our previous examination shows to

if

is

it

non-existent. Whoever likes this result may hold

it

is,

mean, this, namely, that an infinite thought does exist, and does exper
ience the truth, and compares our thought with the truth, and then ob
serves this thought of ours to be false, that
discovers that itself
he can.

IX
is

is,

is it

is

Now that our argument completed as an investigation, let us review
in another way. We started from the fact of Error. That there error
however, an error? The substance of our whole
indubitable. What
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reasoning about the nature of error amounted to the result that in and of
itself alone, no single judgment is or can be an error. Only as actually in
cluded in a higher thought, that gives to the first its complete object, and

compares it therewith, is the first thought an error. It remains otherwise
mere mental fragment, a torso, a piece of drift-wood, neither true nor

a

of thought at all. But the higher thought
to which the error is compared in that
truth,
must include the opposed
higher thought. The higher thought is the whole truth, of which the er
false, objectless, no complete act

ror

is

by itself

Now,

as

an incomplete fragment.
we saw with this as a starting-point,

there is no stoppingpossibilities of error are infinite.

place short of an Infinite Thought. The
Infinite then must be the inclusive thought. Here is this stick, this brick
bat, this snow-flake: there is an infinite mass of error possible about any
it,

one of them, and notice, not merely possible is
but actual. All the in
finite series of blunders that you could make about them not only would
be blunders, but in

very truth now

are blunders, though

If

a

it

If

it,

a

a

you personally
could never commit them all. You cannot in fact make truth or false
hood by your thought. You only find one. From all eternity that truth
was true, that falsehood false. Very well then, that infinite thought must
somehow have had all that in
from the beginning.
man doubts
let him answer our previous difficulties. Let him show us how he can
make an error save through the presence of an actual inclusive thought
for which the error always was error and never became such at all.
he
it

if

can do that, let him try. We should willingly accept the result
he could
show
to us. But he cannot. We have rambled over those barren hills
is

is

no truth, no error. Save for
already too long. Save for Thought there
no truth, no error, in separate thoughts. Sep
inclusive Thought, there
arate thoughts as such cannot then know or have the distinction between
is

their own truth and their own falsity in themselves, and apart from the
then nothing of truth or of error to be found
inclusive thought. There

a

is

a

a

is

is,

is

in the world of separate thoughts as such. All the thoughts are therefore
in the last analysis actually true or false, only for the all-including
Thought, the Infinite.
We could have reached the same result had we set out from the prob
lem, What
Truth? We chose not to do so because our skepticism had
the placid answer ready: "No matter what truth
for very likely there
little or no truth at all to be had. Why trouble one's mind to define
what fairy or brownie is?" "Very well, then," we said to our skepti
cism, "if that
thy play, we know move that thou thinkest not of. We
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We will

ask thee

is none.

of error, wherein thou revelest." And our skepticism very cheerfully, if
somewhat incoherently, answers, that, "if there be little or no truth here
below, there is at least any amount of error, which as skeptics we have all
been detecting ever since we first went to school." "We thank thee for
that word, oh friend, but now, what is an error?" Blessed be Socrates for
that question. Upon that rock philosophy can,
not yet how much.

It

if it wants, build we know

It is enough for the moment to sum up the truth that we

have found.

"All

reality must be present to the Unity of the Infinite
Thought." There is no chance of escape. For all reality is reality because
true judgments can be made about it. And all reality, for the same reason,
is this:

can be the object of false judgments. Therefore, since the false and the
true judgments are all true or false as present to the infinite thought,
along with their objects, no reality can escape. You and I and all of us,
all good, all evil, all truth, all falsehood, all things actual and possible,
exist as they exist, and are known for what they are, in and to the abso
lute thought; are therefore all judged as to their real character at this
everlasting throne of judgment.
This we have found to be true, because we tried to doubt everything.

We shall try to expound in the coming chapter the religious value of the
conception. We can however at once see this in it: The Infinite Thought
must, knowing all truth, include also a knowledge of all wills, and of
their conflict. For him all this conflict, and all the other facts of the moral

world, take place. He then must know the outcome of the conflict, that
Moral Insight of our first book. In him then we have the Judge of our
ideals, and the Judge of our conduct. He must know the exact value of
the Good Will, which for him, like all other possible truth, must be an
actually realized Fact. And so we cannot pause with a simply theoretical
idealism. Our doctrine is practical too. We have found not only an infi
nite Seer of physical facts, but an infinite Seer of the Good as well as of
the Evil. He knows what we have and what we lack. In looking for
goodness we are in no wise looking for what the real world does not
contain.

This, we

say, we have

found

as a

truth, because

we tried to doubt

everything. We have taken the wings of the morning, and we have fled;
but behold, we are in the midst of the Spirit. Truly the words that some
people have thought so fantastic ought henceforth to be put in the text
books as commonplaces of logical analysis: —
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"They reckon ill that
When

I

me

leave me out;

I am the wings,
and the doubt."—

they fly,

am the doubter

it

is,

it

it;

it

is,

Everything finite we can doubt, but not the Infinite. That eludes even
our skepticism. The world-builders, and the theodicies that were to jus
tify them, we could well doubt. The apologetic devices wearied us. All
the ontologies of the realistic schools were just pictures, that we could
accept or reject as we chose by means of postulates. We tried to escape
them all. We forsook all those gods that were yet no gods; but here we
have found something that abides, and waxes not old, something in which
there is no variableness, neither shadow of turning. No power it is to be
resisted, no plan-maker to be foiled by fallen angels, nothing finite,
nothing striving, seeking, losing, altering, growing weary; the All- Enfolder it
and we know its name. Not heart, nor Love, though these
also are in
and of
and all things are for Thought, and
Thought
in we live and move.

THE WORLD AND THE INDIVIDUAL

(1899)

INDIVIDUALITY AND FREEDOM

No accusation

which has once
learned to view the world as a rational whole, present in its actuality to
the unity of a single consciousness, has then no room either for finite
**£*' individuality, or for freedom of ethical action. It was for the sake of
preparing the way for a fair treatment of this very problem that we
Kl/
^
from the beginning defined the nature of ideas in terms at oncejjf experience and_pf will. As we later passed to the assertion of the unity of
the world from the final point of view, we have never lost sight of the
fact that this is the unity of a divine Will, or, if you please, of a divine
Act, at the same time as it is the unity of the divine Insight. The word^
"Meaning" has for us, from the outset, itself possessed a twofold implicatipn,4not because we preferred ambiguity^ but (because, once for all,
the facts of consciousness warrant, and in fact demand, this twofold
interpretation, j Whoever is possessed of any meaning, whoever faces
truth, whoever rationally knows, has before his consciousness at once,
that which possesses the unity of a knowing process, and that which
fulfils a purpose, or in other words, that which constitutes what we
have from the outset called an act of will as well as an act of knowledge.
It is essential to our entire understanding of our Fourth Conception of
Being, that we should remember the truth in both of these aspects, not
dividing the aspects themselves, nor confounding their significance.
A few words of purely psychological analysis may then be, at this
is more frequent than that an Idealism

point, useful, to clarify the precise relations between intellectual
voluntary processes in our ordinary consciousness.

and

Popular psychology long since far too sharply sundered the Intellect
Will in the empirical processes of the finite human mind. Viewing the intellect as a passive reception of the truth, defining the will as
and the

the power to alter facts, the popular psychology was forced,
38

almost
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effort to reunite the powers that it had thus
falsely separated. For a very little consideration shows not only that we
can will to know, but also that we are in general guided, in our intellec
tual processes, by the very interests which popular psychology refers to
the will. On the other hand, our voluntary processes, if they are con
scious, are themselves matters of knowledge. For our conscious volition
implies that we know what we will. In consequence of these obvious
considerations, a more modern psychology has been led to its wellknown doctrine that all such psychological divisions are rather distinc
tions between different aspects of the same process, than means for telling
us of naturally sundered or even of separable processes. If we regard the
an

human subject, in the ordinary psychological way, as a being whose
conscious life runs parallel with the highest physical processes of his
organism, we get a view of the relation between the intellect and the will

which

is

far more just, at once to the natural history of the mind, and to
of the inner life of our consciousness. View man as

the deeper meaning

natural being, and you find him adjusting himself to his environment,
"acting, SS They "Say, in response to stimuli. The world influences his
a

only to awaken him to such functions as express his interest in
Now the whole life of the organism is precisely the life of
adjustment. The physical activities accompanying consciousness so take
senses,

this world.

place that the organism preserves itself, and expresses its natural bearing
toward its world. And the whole life of consciousness, accompanying
these adjustments, constitutes a more or less accurate knowledge of
what the adjustments are. The life of our consciousness is therefore

a

life

of watching our deeds, of estimating our deeds, of predicting our deeds,
and of interpreting our whole world in terms of deeds. We observe no
outer facts without at the same time more or less clearly observing our
attitude towards those facts, our estimate of their value, our response to
their presence, our intentions with respect to our future relations with
these facts.

But, within the circle of this general unity of our consciousness, vari
ous distinctions indeed arise. Sometimes the outer fact, viewed more or
less in abstraction

from

its value to ourselves, more completely

fills the

field of our consciousness, and then we are likely to talk of a state of
relatively pure Knowledge. If our state is one in which an idea explicitly
appears as attempting to correspond to the presupposed object of its own
Meaning, or to its own Other, we call the process one of
Thought about External Reality. Sometimes, however, our acts them
External
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efforts to alter the outside facts, come more clearly
before us either for deliberate estimate, or for impulsive decision; and in
selves,

viewed

as

such cases we find the narrow view of our consciousness more clearly
taken up by what we call Will. But facts are never known except with
reference to some value that they possess for our present or intended
activities. And on the other hand, our voluntary activities are never

known to us except as referring to facts to which we attribute in one way
or another an intellectually significant Being,— a reality other than what
is present to us at the moment.

It follows that when, for general purposes, we study, not the psy
present, the total significance of our conscious life, we
are much less interested in the separation between knowledge and will
than in that unity which psychology already recognizes, and which phi
losophy finds of still more organic importance. Consequently, when, at

chology, but,

as at

the outset of these discussions, we pointed out, the element of will in the
constitution of ideas, we were dwelling upon precisely what for the
psychologist appears as the intimate connection between the knowing
process of the mind and the motor responses of the organism to its en^
yironment. When we know, we have in the first place presenf to our
minds certain contents, certain data, certain facts, it may be of the outer

of the memory and the imagination. But if rational
knowledge takes place, these data are not merely present, but they also
take on forms; they constitute ideal structures; they fulfil our own pur
poses. These purposes consciously correspond either to what an ordin
ary observer would call our visible responses to our environment, or to
what a psychologist, who looks closer than an ordinary observer, would
find also to involve memories, or hints, or fragments, of former adjust
ments. The result
so far, that, when we know, the facts both of sense
and of imagination unite in our minds, into the expression of
Plan of
Action. And thus the knowing process
process partially embodying
our own will. Upon such an analysis of the nature of ideas all the fore
going discussion has been founded; and now we deliberately repeat and
final statement
emphasize this interpretation in order to make way for
of the place of the will in our doctrine of being.
From this point of view, then, the contrast between knowledge and
will, within our own conscious field,
so far this; viz., that we speak of
our conscious process as Knowing, in so far as all the data are woven
into one unity of consciousness; while we speak of this same process as
Will, in so far as this unity of consciousness involves fulfilment or em
be

a

a

a

is

is

a

a

it may

is,

senses,

-,
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The word "Meaning" very properly lays stress
aspects at once. For what we call a Meaning is at

purpose.

upon both of these
once something observed with clearness as an unity of many facts, and
something also intended as the result which fulfils a purpose. But when
we take account of External Meanings, we speak of Thought in so far
we seek correspondence to our presupposed Other, and of Will in so
far as we seek to produce the Other that shall correspond to the Internal

as

Meaning. Yet here the distinction,
relative to the point of view.

as

we have already seen, is wholly

is

a

if,

But now it next becomes us to take special note of this latter aspect of
the will,— an aspect upon which the popular consciousness lays great
stress. For the will is usually regarded as primarily the Cause of some
thing which but for the will would not come into existence. We have
already spoken of acts of will; and the popular view declares that we are
conscious of an activity which causes states of consciousness to exist
within ourselves, and acts to come into existence outside of ourselves, and
which is therefore responsible for the actual production of new Being in
the universe. But
with reference to the scientific value of this popular
view, we turn to psychology for advice, we find at the present time, in
that science, decidedly opposed interpretations of the sense in which the
human will can be regarded as
cause. According to one of these inter
pretations the word "act" properly to be applied merely to the physical
process by which our organism gets adjusted to its environment. The
causes of precisely such physical acts are, from this psychological point

of view, themselves physical

causes.

Our consciousness, according to this

either of the physical act whereby we
mind themselves which constitute our
of
express
inner intent. Our will merely accompanies our adjustment to the en
vironment, and constitutes our own consciousness of the meaning of
certain portion of this adjustment. Our will
not itself one of the forces
or powers of nature.
On the other hand, traditional doctrine, which has won for itself no
small hearing in psychology, regards the volitional, or active, side of our
consciousness, not merely as fact in itself, but as
cause of other facts,
both physical and mental. From this point of view, the distinction be
not itself

cause,

our will, or of the

states

a

a

a

is

a

is

a

same view,

reduced to that mere distinction

fresh importance, and declines to be
of aspects which we have emphasized
is

is

often said, man, in so far as he
in the foregoing account. For, as
mere knower, accomplishes nothing; he merely observes. But as doer,

a

will acquires

a

tween intellect and

as
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he is an originator.

Will,

nothing if not efficacious. A process that merely accom
without affecting, the adjustments of my organism
to its environment, would be no true will. A sort of consciousness which
merely observes that from moment to moment my inner life, for me,
seems to have meaning, would, as this view asserts, in the end deprive my
life of its most important meaning. For above all, as they say, what I
mean to be is an originator of facts, and of facts that but for me would
not exist. The true problem regarding the place of the will in the uni

for this view,

is

panies and reflects,

according to this view, precisely at the point where one asks,
cause of any existence other than itself?
The two views about the will as cause thus brought into opposition

verse arises,

Is the

will the

great part, both in the psychological and the meta
physical controversies of all periods, ever since the meaning of life began
seriously to be considered. And the relation of this whole controversy
have

justly played

a

to the deepest interest of metaphysics is as unquestionable as it is easy to
misinterpret. For the word "cause" is a term of very various meaning. So
ambiguous and obscure, in fact, is the idea of cause as customarily used,
that I have deliberately preferred to avoid even defining the issue about
the causality of the will until our concept of Being had first assumed in
general a definite form. Moreover, even at the present stage of our in

quiry, although we must indeed deal with one aspect of the issue upon its
own substantial merits, we shall do best to avoid, on the present occasion,
any thorough-going discussion of the varieties of meaning of the word
"cause." We shall do best merely to state the sense in which we ourselves
regard the Being of facts as due to the will, be that will human or divine.
We shall then postpone, until our second course of lectures, a more pre
cise distinction of the various forms of causation, which we shall learn to
recognize as present in nature and in mind. For the concept of cause,
properly regarded,

is rather a cosmological

than

a

fundamentally

meta

physical conception.

To metaphysics in general belongs, above all, the question that we

have been considering,— the question what it is to be. To metaphysics
What fundamentally different kinds of Being

also belongs the problem,

And in this connection the relation between God and the in
dividual is indeed of essential importance. From the metaphysician you
may also expect the answer to the question, To what principles is the
actual constitution of the world of conscious volition, and of ethically
significant life, due? But it is within the realm of what we call Nature,—
are there?
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I

is,

namely, within the realm of finite experience, with its various phenom
enal distinctions of organic and inorganic, of apparently living and ap
say, in case of Nature, that the diversified
parently lifeless beings,— it
processes, present to our ordinary experience, arouse questions as to the
special kinds of causal linkage that, in any particular case, bind one fact

I

is

it

is

It

in this world,— the phenomenal or natural, the essentially
fragmentary world, the realm which cannot contain its whole truth with
in itself,—
in this realm, say, that the special problems concerning
to another.

physical and mental causation, concerning active and inactive beings,
concerning the relation of physical organism and mental phenomena,
most properly arise. And we shall do well to keep separate the study of
the whole constitution of the universe (conceived in accordance with

of our theory of Being), from
study of the
not my present purpose,
special problems of the phenomenal world.
not, an
and
then, to exhaust the theory of the sense in which will
active cause in the natural world. What can at present be asked from us
general statement of the sense in which what exists expresses, on the
one hand, the will of God; and, on the other hand, that individual will
which you find at any moment present in
fragmentary way in your
own finite consciousness. shall maintain that both God's will and our
own finite will get consciously expressed in the world, and that no
contradiction results from this statement.
is

II

I

a

a

is

is,

is

It

a

the general principles

At

a

any moment your ideas, in so far as they are rational, embody
purpose. That we have asserted from the outset. Our original example,
that of the melody sung, for the sake of the mere delight in singing, re
mains for us typical of the entire life of what one may call consciously
is

free and internally unrestricted finite ideas. Now what we in the first
that, precisely in so far as
place have asserted in regard to such ideas,
they are whole ideas, they stand before our consciousness as present

of purpose.

whenever

is,

is

first disembodied purpose, becomes
any consciousness of such an act passes from its

earlier to its later temporal

as

stages,—

merely

report what happens.

I

expressed,

In saying that this,

I

consciousness.

still relatively fragmentary, or
so to
mere striving, begins, in any such empirical
acted within the momentary limits of finite
a

is

far as

it

so

speak, disembodied, or
case, the little drama that

a

Any mere purpose,

is

fulfilments
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yet simply no assertion with regard to any psychological or
physical causation. I assert as yet, in such a case, no effective force. I
mention nothing of the nature of a physical or psychical tendency such
that, by the mere necessity of its nature, it must work itself out. What
my consciousness finds when I sing or speak is that a certain meaning
actually gets expressed. My act of singing takes place. At once, then,
there are data present, there are facts of consciousness, and there is this
significance which these facts embody. Whether the facts could have
come into existence in this way unless a given nervous organism or a
given psychical entity, endowed with specific powers, subject to gen
eral laws, were already in existence, of all that my finite consciousness
in the present moment tells me nothing. To assert any such thing is so
far to assert a mere psychological or cosmological theory. The basis of
such an assertion, if it has any basis, must be sought outside of any one
moment's experience. On the other hand, in vain would any psycholo
gist, in vain would any realistic metaphysician, attempt to rob my finite
consciousness of the significance which this my own moment of singing
or speaking has, for me, embodied. This significance is a matter of my
experience. Whatever your system of metaphysics, the singer can say:
Here at least the world has meaning, for lo! 1 sing.
Now, as a metaphysical theory, our idealistic doctrine with regard to
Being in its wholeness has simply maintained that, without any regard to
a doctrine of causation, without regard in the least to any specific view
as to the psychology of mental process, the whole universe, precisely in
make

as

of

is

a

is

a

the expression

is

it

a

as

of

far

is,
is

the conscious fulfilment
meaning,
significance in life, precisely as the melody present at given moment to
the singer
for his consciousness the momentary expression of mean
not founded upon any prior doctrine
ing. And so our theory of Being
so

a

is

if

is

a

If

of causation. Cause and effect, laws mechanical or laws psychological,
fate or freedom, in so far as any of these have Being, are from our point
of view subject to the prior conditions of the very concept of Being
itself.
nothing can be except what embodies meaning, we are not first
required to explain how anything whatever comes into Being, or how
caused. For the cause of Being would itself have
anything whatever
could
and
itself
our analysis
exist,
correct, only as the actual
Being,
expression of meaning.
The unhappy slavery of the metaphysics of the past to the conception
of causation has been responsible for some of the most fatal of the mis
fortunes of religion and of humanity. That the existence of God was to

INDIVIDUALITY AND FREEDOM

45

be proved only by the means of the concept of causation, was one of the
most characteristic of the presuppositions of an earlier theology, and
was often supposed to be maintained on the basis of the authority of

Aristotle. As

fact, this method of dealing with the theory of Being was
false to the deepest spirit of Aristotle himself. For Aristotle's God is
a

primarily the All-perfect Being, and is only secondarily the subject of
which causation could be predicated in any form whatever. But however
that may be, the theology which conceives the relation between God
and the world, and between the world and the individual, as primarily a
causal relation, subordinates the universal to the particular in theory, and
the significant to the relatively insignificant in practical doctrine. The
inevitable results of any such inversion of the rational order is a world
where either fate reigns, or absolute mysteries are the final facts; or
where both these unhappy results are combined. That just because
the universe is through and through transparently significant, it may
later prove to be worth while to regard my will as in this or that re
spect a cause of certain special results, is intelligible enough. But the
genuine significance of my voluntary process is always an affair of my
own consciousness regarding the present meaning of my life. You will

in vain endeavor to deduce that meaning from the distinctly lower cate
gory of causal efficacy. That lower category of causation always implies
a comment which somebody else, viewing my act in a relatively external
way, may pass upon me from without.
It is indeed metaphysically just to assert that in certain aspects of my
life I must needs be regarded as a cause, because I am already known to
possess conscious significance, and because some aspects of this signifi
cance turn out to be causal. But you can never, on the other hand, dis
cover wherein consists my significance by merely asserting that I am
somehow or other a powerful cause. And precisely so it is in the case of
God. You can indeed say that this or that fact in the world must be
viewed as a result of laws whose source lies in the divine nature. But in
asserting this you merely lay stress upon a result of that conscious sig
nificance which first of all attaches to the Being of all things, and to the
life of God in its wholeness.
I cannot, then, too strenuously insist upon the thought that our own
theory of Being places the very significance, both of the whole world
and of the individual life, in the actual conscious fulfilment of meaning.
Such fulfilment, from our own point of view, is the only reality. We
therefore do not explain the existence of meaning in the world by look
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ing, in the end, beyond any meaning for the cause which has brought
the significant world to pass. To view the matter in that way would be
of the very essence of Realism, and would involve all the contradictions

which have already led us to reject the realistic interpretation of Being.
Causation will find its place in our world, but as a mere result,— a partial
aspect,— a mere item of the very significance of that world itself. For
causal connections have a place only as expressing their own aspect of
the meaning of things. On the other hand, the mere part, causation, will
never appear in our account as the source of the whole; nor will this
causation, which is but a very special form of Being, or a name for
various special forms of Being, ever appear as that to which either the
Being, or the wholeness of the meaning of the world, is due. And so
much, then, for the mere causal efficacy, either of God or of man.
In consequence of these considerations, our primary question in re
gard to the finite human individual, in his relation to the divine life, is
merely the question, In what sense does the finite Being retain, despite
the unity of the whole divine life, any individual significance of his own,
and what is the relation of this finite significance to the meaning and
plan of the whole? But for the answer to this, our really important
question, we may now be prepared, if we next lay new stress upon cer
tain aspects of the Fourth Conception of Being, to which we have made
repeated reference.

m
We have

said that a meaning gets wholeness and

pression precisely in
mination.

so

far

as

An imperfect idea

it

is vague.

own finite consciousness, in Mro

It

is general.

senses. ( i )

seen, sends us to some other experience to

that are needed

individuality of

ex

gets, at the same time, conscious deter

Any

furnish

But it

finite idea,
us yet

is so,
as

in our

we have

further instances

for its whole expression. This reference to another for

the remainder of itself

is characteristic of even the clearest and most pre
cise of our finite ideas, just in so far as they are general. Thus, in count
ing, the single numbers refer us, further on in the number-series, for the

rest of what the counting process implies. If one merely counts the first
ten numbers, there are still other numbers to count. A complete con
sciousness of the whole meaning of the number-series would complete
this process of seeking Another by presenting the whole individual
meaning of the number concept in

a

finished form.

We

have, so far, al
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together postponed the discussion of those difficulties about the quan
titative Infinite which the conception of a completed knowledge of
numbers seems to involve. We have asserted only that the arithmetical

or mathematical Being of the number-series cannot be consistently ex
pressed, either in realistic form or in the form of mere valid possibilities
of experience. We have consequently asserted that even the realm of
mathematical Being involves facts which only our Fourth Conception
can adequately express. In what way the whole experience in question
gets realized, we have pointed out only in the general fashion indicated
in the foregoing lecture. The whole Being in question, as we have said,
must be present to the final consciousness in its complete form, or in
such wise that no other, beyond, remains to be sought. So much, then,
for the first inadequacy of our finite general ideas.
( 2 ) But our finite passing consciousness is incomplete or inadequate
to its own purposes not merely by lack of contents adequate to express its
wholeness, but by reason of vagueness with regard to its own momen

tarily conscious purposes. The principal source of actual error, in finite
consciousness, we have already found to be the indetermination of our
purposes at any stage in their realization. Now the presupposition of our
whole view is that the final expression of purpose is not merely complete
as to its contents, but absolutely determinate as to what meaning these
contents fulfil. Now the finite process, whereby our own consciousness
passes from an indeterminate to a relatively determinate state of purpose,
of intention, of seeking for contents, is known to us in its psychological
manifestations as a process of Selective Attention, growing more and
more definite as it proceeds. Precisely in so far as we are conscious of a
definite meaning at any instant, we are conscious of contents selected,
as it were, from the background of our own finite consciousness, selec
ted as the contents which are such that no other contents would definite
ly tend to express our will. Now it is the law of conscious growth in
ourselves, that greater determination of purpose, and greater wealth of
presented contents, are the correlative aspects of any gradual fulfilment
of meaning. The more we know and the more richly we find our will
fulfilled, the more exclusive and determinate becomes our purpose. The
vague purpose is so far not at the instant clear as to whether this or that
would better fulfil its meaning. The precise purpose selects this instead
of that. Precise decision is exclusive as well as inclusive. And when I
speak of this fact, I refer once more directly to our consciousness as my
warrant. I presuppose nothing as to the causal basis, or as to the psycho
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logical or physical origin, of attention. I say that one who rationally
finds a meaning fulfilled, discovers at once a wealth of contents, and a
very sharply specific exclusiveness of interest fulfilled by these contents.
A satisfied will, a fully expressed meaning, would involve, then, the
twofold consciousness that we may express by the two phrases, (i) I

I

seek, and need no other;

I

need precisely these con
tents, and so select them as to permit no other to take here and for this
purpose their place. As a matter of fact, then, a will satisfied, a precisely
have all that

(2)

determinate meaning expressed in facts, is as selective and exclusive on
the one hand, as, on the other hand, it is possessed of an exhaustive
wealth of contents which meet its selection.

Now it

of every rational conscious process, a
character as manifest to consciousness as it is ultimately significant for
the constitution of all Being,— it is this character, I say, which to my mind
is responsible above all for the Individuality which we have already
characterized as belonging to the whole of Being, and which we shall
now find as equally characteristic of every region of finite Being.
Strange as it may at first seem, a closer examination of the nature of
truth makes easily manifest that what
quite apart from any causal
is,

is this selective character

is

is

a

selec
theory, must be viewed by the consciousness that faces Being as
tion from abstractly possible contents. The nature of these contents in
so far present, at the very moment when
recognized, and
general

of this nature in the single

shape selected

from amongst

is,

the realization

is

a

a

is,
is

at the same time, experienced.
all possible shapes
that what
view,
This general
selection from possibilities,
in
another form as characteristic of Realism, and even in sense of Mysti

is

is

is

it

as
of our own view of Being.
The discovery that the affirmation of reality
logically based upon
the exclusion of the barely possible,
constantly made by common

cism,

is

is

constantly illustrated by daily experience, and
popularly ex
emplified by that well-known destruction of possibilities which char

sense,

acterizes the passing of youth, the course of history, the reproduction
of every species through relatively chance union of the members of
that species, and by countless other instances. The Darwinian theory of
a

is

a

is

the genesis of species by natural selection,
only single instance of the
of
this
that
the
real
selection from
application
general concept
amongst possibilities.

as

we earlier showed,

universal judgments are at once,

as

becomes manifest that all
they say, negatively existential, and
it

In elementary logic,
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of objects. Thus, let
of Discourse, that
world of possible beings of which you are discoursing. Into that world
be introduced. Then in your universe
let two classes of objects, A and
of discourse
becomes logically possible that there should be four sub
the things
classes of beings, namely, the things which are both A and
and
which are A but not
the things which are not A but which are
your
finally the things which are neither A nor B. Thus, for example,
to contain righteous men and happy men, there
universe of discourse
are possible the four sub-classes of men who are righteous and happy,
who are righteous and unhappy, who are unrighteous but happy, and
who are neither righteous nor happy. Now begin to make universal
destruction

of logically possible

classes

B,

is

if

B,

B,

it

B,

call an Universe

a

a

there be what the logicians

is,

involve

assertions about the relations amongst these classes. Assert that all the
righteous are happy. At once, as we saw in our seventh lecture, this as
a

it

as

a

negative existential assertion, and as the destruction
of possibility. For you can express
by saying that in your universe the
sub-class, otherwise possible, of righteous men who are unhappy, has

sertion appears

vanished from existence.

Your universe

has

now reduced its realized

To know

It

is

a

is

is

trivial.
possibilities to the existence of three sub-classes. The example
but one of countless number. To know facts
to destroy mere pos
a

is

is

that there

is

even
single righteous man in your
to destroy so far the abstractly possible alterna
tive that that individual man
unrighteous. This result so far holds with
sibilities.

universe of discourse,

absolute generality, and without regard to your special definition of the
concept of Being. Accordingly every realist regards the real as the selec

is

is

is

tion from the possible. And in this we too agree with him.
Spinoza, in his curious compromise between realistic and mystical
motives, undertook indeed to deny this selective function of reality; and
asserted that from the divine point of view all that
real. In
possible
vain, however, would one attempt to carry out this doctrine, except by
expressly substituting for all other conceptions of being the Third Con
ception, viz., that of the real as the valid. But even this conception itself
obliged to distinguish between the relatively determinate genuine pos
sibilities of experience, and the absolutely unrestricted products of any
passing fancy. For one who develops even his most general ideas so that

theorem

is

a

they have any relative wholeness of meaning, some possibilities seem to
be at once excluded. Thus we already saw that in the mathematician's
realm numerous abstract possibilities are excluded whenever
specific
demonstrated.

Our rejection, however, of the Third Con
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ception of Being as inadequate was due in the end to a recognition of the
fact that, so long as you define mere universals, mere general natures of
things, you define neither the Being of objects nor the truth of ideas.
But now, as a fact, our whole experience with the concept of Being
has shown us that this exclusion of bare or abstract possibilities by the
presence of determinate facts does not tend to impoverish, but rather to
enrich, our consciousness of what is real; for it is by exclusion of vain
possibilities that we become able at once to define a conscious purpose
and to get it fulfilled in a precise way. The life in which anything what
ever can consistently happen, and in which any purpose can be ful
filled in any way, has in so far no character as a life. So far the experience
of such a life is the experience of nothing in particular,— of no meaning.

It

object which we regard as possible in the sense
that it is still lacking, but is needed for a specific purpose, is precisely the
object which our finite experience seeks, longs to possess, regards as
beyond itself, calls therefore the desired Other. The absence of such an
object is indeed a lack, a relative defeat of the finite purpose. And from
our own point of view, the Fourth Conception of Being does indeed in
volve the thesis that there are no valid possibilities which are to remain
in the end, and for God, merely possible and unfulfilled in this sense,
namely in the sense that while they are needed for a specific purpose,
they are still regarded as absent or as non-existent. But, on the other hand,
we have also found that what a given finite purpose desires includes its
own specific definition, as this one purpose rather than another, as this
specific way of selecting facts. Now the more determinate the conscious
ness of such a purpose becomes, the more does such consciousness in
volve a selection of some facts rather than others, or an exclusion from
Being of what is now regarded as merely and vainly or abstractly pos
is indeed true that an

sible.

If you ask what manner of partial Being, from the point of view of
our Fourth Conception, such abstractly conceived but concretely ex
cluded facts possess, I answer, precisely the fragmentary sort of Being
which the consciousness of a specific purpose, that is the consciousness
of a particular attentive selection, consciously assigns to them. They are
known as the excluded facts. They are defined by consciousness only in
relatively general terms. As mere kinds of experience, the facts which
attention thus excludes are themselves part of the very consciousness
which forbids them to have any richer and more concrete Being than
this character of remaining mere aspects of the whole. In this sense, but
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are they facts whose nature is experienced. And once more,
I refer to consciousness and to nothing else as my warrant

in saying this,

for

51

the meaning that

I intend to convey. When one attends, when one

meaning at once specific and fulfilled, one ac
an aspect of one's experience, that which one defines

chooses, when one finds

tually observes,

as

a

the exclusion of a generally conceived possibility. One's experience of
the general nature of this possibility is itself a part of the contents of
one's whole present consciousness. The realization of the whole present
as

meaning is known by virtue of this very consciousness that one is ex
cluding from complete expression facts whose general nature one still
experiences.

Now what I

our Fourth Conception of Being, in conceiv
ing the real as the present fulfilment of meaning, experienced as such
fulfilment from the absolute point of view, still expressly recognizes that
every such fulfilment involves conscious selection and exclusion. The
facts which fulfil the meaning are at once such that no other beyond is
still needed to supply a lack, while, on the other hand, no other facts
could take their place without precisely a failure to fulfil the purpose.
And in this twofold sense is the world of the fulfilled meaning an indi
vidual world, a world whose place no other could take. A consciousness
which faced a collection of mere possibilities, without selection, would
face neither wholeness nor determination of life. The very perfection of
experience involves then, as an element, the exclusion of another, whose
general nature is indeed a part of the very experience in question. Just
as formal logic and traditional Realism have already recognized that to
be real involves the exclusion of bare possibilities, so our own conception
also expressly recognizes that the life which
in its wholeness,
exclu
sive as well as inclusive; and that in this sense, once more, the realm of
Being has the character of the complete, but for this very reason of the
determinate, Individual. So much then for Exclusion and Selection as
aspects of will both in God and in man. We next pass on toward more
special comparisons between Absolute and Finite Individuality. For
in one aspect, the expression of
Individuality, as we now begin to see,
Selective Interest. Yet for
moment we must still treat of Individuality
is

a

is,

is,

assert is that

in general.

IV

The concept of the logical Individual, viewed apart from the question
as

to the distinctions of the various grades of individuality, finite or in
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finite, is a problem that frequently has received far too indefinite a treat
ment in logical discussions. What shall the word "individual" in general
mean? As we have often already indicated, the technical answer to this
is

a

is

is,

question runs: By an individual being, whatever one's metaphysical doc
alone of its
trine, one means an unique being, that
being which
own type, or such that no other of its class exists. Now, as we saw in an
earlier lecture, our human knowledge begins with immediate data, and
with vague ideas. But mere colors and sounds, as such, may indeed indi

individual beings; but they are not yet known as individuals; while
our early ideas, in their twofold vagueness, both as ideas needing further
determination in order to define their purpose, and as ideas needing
further embodiment to complete their expression, are far from being
consciously adequate ideas of individual entities. A very little examin
ation of our popular conceptions shows how very general all such con
ceptions are. A very little study of concrete science reveals how hard
for any man to get clear idea of what his science regards as the con
far easier to know some
stitution of any of its individual objects.
thing about the circulation of the blood, than to have any adequate
knowledge of the medical aspects of the case of an individual man
whose circulation
in any way deranged by disease.
precisely the
individual case that constitutes the goal of the physician's knowledge. In
real knowledge of individual facts
the ideal aim of science,
general
rather than the beginning of any form of human insight; and this one can
observe to be true, quite apart from any metaphysical conception of
what constitutes individuality.
is

a

Yet

is

It

is

is

It

a

is

it

cate

a

is

it

indeed perfectly true that, long before we have any scientific
to
knowledge of the individual facts of the natural world, we
approach
all of us somehow believe that the world contains individual beings. And

I

is

is,
is

the historical prominence of the thesis that whatever
individual, the
due to
prominence,
say, of this thesis in the metaphysics of all ages,
deep reasons which seldom come to the clear consciousness of those who
glibly about individuality. Only our Fourth Con

are accustomed to talk
is,

It

is

able to make the conception at once rational and
ception of Being
so
we
have
asserted, precisely as the final and satisfactory
explicit.
expression of the whole will of an idea that any object can be regarded
unique. But what makes the presupposition that objects are individual
precisely in so far as they are real appear so early in human thought, and
as

is

a

controlling influence over the development of science,
precisely that demand of the finite idea for wholeness of expression,
exercise such
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mother are real individuals,

far

I

a

a

I

it

if

a

it,

which we have just analyzed in both of its contrasted aspects. Long be
fore we can ever say, with even a shadow of plausibility, that we our
selves have known and experienced the unique presence of any single
fact, as such, our restless finite will itself has demanded that the real
world wherein our will seeks, and logically speaking, ultimately finds, its
fulfilment, shall be altogether determinate, both in so far as nothing fur
ther is needed to complete
and in so far as nothing else would meet
the needs which constitute finite ideas.
But owing to our finitude, will, in our own case, far anticipates its
own fulfilment. The individual, therefore, as conceived object of in
quiry, of desire, and of knowledge, appears in our finite human thought
as something that we early define much more in terms of selective ex
clusion than of empirically observed completeness. We presuppose the
individual in both the foregoing senses; viz., as selected and as complete.
But,
you look closely at that region of our consciousness where first
we come nearest to facing what we take to be an experience of individ
think, that
our selective attention, especially as
uality, you find,
embodied in what one may call our exclusive affections, which first
brings home to us what we mortals require an individual being to be.
finite being, whose experience constantly passes
How in fact should
from one partial fulfilment to another, from one vague general idea to
another instance of the same generality,— how should such being,
say,
come to be so sure as most of us are that he has actually stood in the pres
ence of individuals, and has faced beings that are unique? Yet every man
supposes, to take perfectly ordinary instances, that his own father and
and that other men, too, even where their

in themselves
somehow individuals. Every man also early believes that the world as
as one or as many,
at all events an indi
whole, whether he regards
vidual collection of individuals. Yet to make this assertion
in any case
far to transcend any man's actual experience, regarded merely as that
experience comes to us. For what we find in our finite wanderings are
always cases of types, instances of imperfectly fulfilled meanings. In ob
serving my father, what each time experience must necessarily be mere
the presence to my mind of certain kind of experience. That the ob
no other
unique, that in all the universe there
ject of this experience
how should myself ever experience this fact? That this theorem
like
itself true,
about individuality
precisely what our Fourth Conception
of Being has now asserted. For whatever the relation between the finite
less closely scrutinized,

are still

is

is

I

is

it,

is

a

ly

I

is

is

it

a

individuality

has been
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idea and the whole world may be, this we already know from our Fourth
Conception, namely that the world in its unity is an individual whole,
such that no other could take its place

as an

expression of this one pur

pose.

Our idea of individuality comes to our finite consciousness, therefore,
rather on the selective side of this consciousness than upon the side of its
present fulfilment. It is not so much what I already know about an in
unique in the
value of my object, that first brings home to me, in the case of my father
or my mother or my home or my personal possessions, or my own life,
dividual

as

what my affections determine to regard

as

and later only in the case of indifferent beings, the uniqueness of the
object in question. Affection first says in presence of an object, imper
fectly presented in experience, not only that there shall be further exper
ience completing and fulfilling this meaning, but also that there shall be

is,

in this further experience such unity as constitutes an unique object.
Affection first declares that there shall be no other object capable of ful
filling this meaning, beyond the single object whose Being I now pre
suppose. It is thus, for instance, that the lover says, There shall be none
like my beloved. It is thus, too, that the mother says, There shall be no
child like my child. It is thus that the loyal friend says, There shall be no
friend like my friend. It is thus that the finite Self says, No life shall have
precisely the meaning that my life has. It is thus also that the ethical
consciousness says, My duty shall be that which nobody but myself can
conceivably do. In brief, in our finite life, the sense of the determinate
selection of the single object that we shall regard as the fulfilment of
our meaning, comes earlier to our consciousness than any specific hope
that, in our finite capacity, we shall ever live to see this specific meaning
wholly fulfilled.
Now this disposition of our finite will, this tendency to a selection of
our objects as unique, is precisely the character which our Fourth Con
ception regards as also belonging to that Absolute Will which faces the
final meaning and fulfilment of the world. For the world as a whole
from our point of view, an individual fact, not merely by virtue of the
completeness of the contents of the Absolute Experience, but by reason
of the definiteness of the selection of that object which shall be permitted
to fulfil the final meaning. No significant purpose, no element of mean
ing that finite ideas demand as necessary for their own fulfilment, could
indeed be, according to our thesis, wholly ignored from the absolute
point of view. But, on the other hand, the very perfection of the fulfil
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ment would logically require of the divine will the sort of determination
of purpose of which we too are conscious when we deal with the objects
of the exclusive affection. It is will, then, in God and in man, that logi
cally determines the consciousness of individuality. The individual
primarily, the object and expression of an exclusive interest, of deter
minate selection.

From this point of view, the world in its wholeness might indeed be
regarded as, so to speak, an only begotten son of the central purpose,—
an unique expression,— unique not merely by reason of its wealth, but of
its exclusiveness. And thus the category of individuality would be ful
filled in the whole precisely in the sense in which our finite affection
presupposes its fulfilment in individual cases.

V
We have thus gradually prepared ourselves to define the relation be
tween the Finite and the Absolute Will. We have studied as aspects of
will, both selective attention and the nature of individuality. We

have

is

indicated, too, the sense in which, for our Fourth Conception, the world
the fulfilment of purpose. And now, to sum up so far, we do not say
a

that any purpose, divine or human, first existing as
merely separate
causes
its
own
fulfilment.
On
the
contrary, we say as
power, thereupon

a

is

to God, that from the absolute point of view, the genuine knowledge of
the absolute purpose, as an empirical fact,
its own fulfilment. For, ac
cording to our central thesis, except as consciously fulfilling
purpose,
all.
In
the
second
can,
exist
at
nothing
place we have
logically speaking,

twofold, in
fulfilment of the divine purpose
volving at once wealth of experience conforming to the one meaning,
and selection both of the facts which express the meaning, and of the
precise and individual determination of the meaning itself. The world
that thus expresses meaning appears, from the absolute point of view, as
an unique whole, but as also an unique selected whole, such that neither
for the whole nor for any of the parts could any other fact be substi
tuted, without failure in the realization of precisely this totality of de
terminate meaning. And consequently, quite apart from any causal
theory, that selective aspect which common sense already regards as es
sential to the will does indeed appear in our account as real and logical
required character of the divine or absolute will. In the third place,
however, we find
similarly selective character belonging to our own
a

ly

a

is

also maintained that the
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will, and

an experience of such selection we find in that sort of exclusive
interest whereby, even in advance of knowledge, we undertake to define
the individuality which we presuppose in all the objects of our more

exclusive affection.

If

from this point of view, in what sense the world is to be
called rather the expression of the Divine Will, and in what sense it is
rather the expression of the Divine Knowledge, I reply that while we
have by no means separated these two aspects of the universe, we can
now easily see the convenience from many points of view of distinguish
ing them. The Divine or Absolute Knowledge this world expresses, by
virtue of the unity of consciousness in which all its facts are linked, and
by virtue too of that universality of meaning which joins all various ideas,
in such wise that every finite idea, in so far as it merely refers to another,
or has external reference, is general, while the whole expression of these
ideas is unique and individual. In this same sense we can also speak of
the world, quite accurately, as the expression, or embodiment, or fulfil
ment, of the Divine Thought. Will, on the other hand, this world ex
presses, not as if the Divine Will were an external power causing the
world, but in so far as the unity of the whole is teleological, is such as
ideas intend; or again, in so far as the world attains wholeness, and needs
no fact beyond it for its completion; and finally, in so far as this whole
ness and uniqueness of the world is the expression of an ideal selection,
whose nature is well exemplified by our own exclusive interests, and
whose type of fulfilment we all observe whenever we win a rational ideal
you

ask,

goal.

Now all these considerations might seem once more to deprive any
finite portion, or aspect, of this conscious universe, of any distinguishable
private significance. On the contrary, however, precisely the opposite is
the true result.

is at once the complete

plan, and also the unique expression of such plan, then
precisely in so far as we distinguish that fact from other
facts, and consider its internal meaning,
also inevitably unique, sharing
a

is

it,

expression of
every fact in

For consider. If the whole world

is

if

in so far the uniqueness of the whole. For, to illustrate,
in the ordinary
world
of
this
room
so
that
by hypothesis
empirical
unique,
space,
there shall be no other room like

be any fact.

First suppose

A

Or again, let A

it

the unique room,

is

it

in the world, then any definable part
virtue
of
the
different from
by
very fact that
all the other parts of this same room, has its own unique individuality as
opposed to any other fact in the universe.
of

to be merely an abstract
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general type. Then suppose A to be an individual. If A is as a
then
whole merely a case of a type, so that there are other cases like
not
and
far
also
case
of
of
A
in
so
unique.
only
type,
any part
a

A

is

But

if

an individual,

is

a

a

is

it,

universal,

unique and elsewhere unexampled, then every

If

is,

a

a

a

fragment of A has its part in the individuality of the whole, just as
play of Shakespeare, as this particular expression of the individuality of
the poet, has its own uniqueness by sharing in his.
Now, by hypothesis, the world exists only as such an expression of the
meaning of the divine system of ideas, that no other life than this of the
present world could express precisely this system. But suppose that you
right to do so, for
lay stress upon the facts of any finite life. You have
these facts exist for the Absolute precisely as much as for you. Then you
have, in the first place, facts that exist only as an expression of meaning.
of the
you ask of what meaning they are the expression, the answer
meaning of the very ideas and of the very will, that, in the finite con

it

sciousness, accompany these very facts.
Take, for instance, one of your own acts. In part,
expresses one of
own
indeed
unite
both
your
your act and
purposes. Now our theory does
the idea that your act expresses, along with all other acts and ideas, in
is

the single unity of the absolute consciousness. But this single unity of the
absolute consciousness, as we already saw at the last time,
nothing that
merely absorbs your individuality, in such wise that you vanish from
amongst the facts of the world. You remain from the absolute point of

is

is

view precisely what you now know yourself to be, namely, the possessor
of just this ideal purpose, whose internal meaning
embodied in just so
much of conscious life as
yours. Our very theory insists that your in
ternal meanings, your ideas viewed as internally significant, your selec
tions and expressions, are typical instances of facts, and of precisely the

tainment of the divine

will; and

a

is,
is

it

it

if

is,

facts of whose unity the world consists. Now
the whole world
as
whole, the unique expression of the divine purpose,
follows that every
finite purpose, precisely in so far as
partial expression and at

fulfilment of pur
pose, precisely as we finite beings find
partial fulfilment of the
divine meaning. For from our point of view, while all finite ideas, in so
far as concerns their external meaning, are indeed general, still no fact
exists merely as
case of
type, or merely as an instance of an universal.
The very simplest view of any finite fact already makes
positive part
of the unique divine experience, and therefore, as this part, itself unique.
A still deeper view recognizes any finite will, say your own present will,
a

is

it

a

a

a

it,

also that every finite
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at a given

point

once more unique. And this expres

of time; but this expression, too, is
sion is also in one aspect no other than what you find it to be, to wit, your
own conscious will and meaning.
Thus the individuality of the whole in such wise dwells in the parts,
the individuality of the unique divine purpose is in such wise present in
each finite purpose, that no finite purpose, viewed merely as an internal
meaning, could have its place taken by another without a genuine alter
ation of the whole; while, on the other hand, it is equally true that the

this unique
aspect of the finite life expresses an internal meaning, then the meaning
of every such fact itself
unique. Or to apply the matter once more to

if

and

is

its external meaning, has something unique about

it,

whole would not be what it is were not precisely this finite purpose left
in its own uniqueness to speak precisely its own word— a word which no
other purpose can speak in the language of the divine will. In brief,
then, our view leaves all the unique meaning of your finite individual life
just as rich as you find it to be. You are in God; but you are not lost in
God. If every finite pulsation of life, despite its aspect of mere generality,

is

a

is

a

is

is

It

it

is

is

is

it

is

if

a

if

will that to be found
every instance of your life expresses
this
in
nowhere
else
in
all
the world, and
this
way
expressed
precisely
will the will of which you are now conscious, then we can say that the
verdict of your own consciousness when
regards your life as the ex
in no wise refuted, but
only con
pression of your individual will
firmed by our Fourth Conception of Being.
Thus
then that we deal, in case of the finite will and the divine will,
with the problem of the One and the Many. A realistic union of the
many different beings in one being we long since found to be impossible.
For our present point of view, however, the realistic difficulty of the
not indeed for us
Many and the One has been wholly set aside.
of
how
become
one
thing. For us the unity
question
many things could
of the world
the unity of consciousness. The variety of the world
the internal, but none the less wealthy and genuine, variety of the pur
poses and embodiments of purpose present within this unity of the one
divine consciousness. Now with regard to the ultimate unity and conse
quent harmony of all this variety, our Fourth Conception has given us
indeed
general formula. The Many must, despite their variety, win
harmony and perfection by their cooperation. But this principle, so far,
gives us no limit either to the empirical variety of will, or of interest and
yourself:
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of experience in the absolute, nor any limit to the relative independence
which the uniqueness of the individual elements makes possible. What
we see, however, is that every distinguishable portion of the divine life,
in addition to all the universal ties which link it to the whole, expresses its
own meaning. We see, too, that this meaning is unique, and that this
meaning is precisely identical with what each one of us means by his
own individual will, so far as that will is at any time determinate, unique
ly selected, and empirically expressed. So much then for the general re
lations of Absolute and of Finite will.

VI
Two expressions, familiar to common sense in speaking of finite will,
receive herewith their sufficient and, I believe, their only possible justifi
cation. Common sense first asserts that, when my will gets expressed, I
individually am active. Common
that when my will gets inwardly

sense also, in the second place, asserts
expressed

in my choice, I individually
to the causal relations of this

but

a

is

is,

am free. Now into the endless discussions as
or that aspect of the human will we have declined in this discussion to go.
We have declined, because we have said that all causation, whatever it
special instance of Being, and never can explain any of the ulti
But when we have asserted, as we have now

mate problems about Being.

done, that every moment of every finite consciousness has some unique
character, and when we have asserted, as we have also done, that in our
rational life our momentary will and its finite expression belong to this
very unique aspect of our finite life, we have indeed found, in our finite

will,

which no causation could ever by any possibility explain.
implies the explanation of facts
by their general character, and by their connections with other facts.
Whatever unique,
as such not causally explicable. The individual as
such
never the mere result of law. In consequence, the causal explan
ation of an object never defines its individual and unique characters as
is

is

is

else causation may be,

it

an aspect

For whatever

if

such, but always its general characters. Consequently,
the will and the
expression of that will in any moment of our finite life possess characters,
namely, precisely these individual and uniquely significant characters

which no

then such acts of will, as
of
in
our
life,
constitute
significant expressions
purpose
precisely what
ethical common sense has always meant by free acts.
your finite pur
now
different
from
that
of
other
finite
any
pose
being, and
your

if

is

If

causal explanation can predetermine,
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finite purpose now in any sense uniquely expresses, however inadequate
ly, its own determinate meaning, in its own way, then, you can indeed
assert:

I alone, amongst all the different beings of the universe, will this

act. That it is true that God here also wills in me, is indeed the unques
tionable result of the unity of the divine consciousness. But it is equally
true that this divine unity is here and now realized by me, and by me
only, through my unique act. My act, too, is a part of the divine life
that, however fragmentary, is not elsewhere repeated in the divine con
sciousness. When

I thus consciously and uniquely will, it

just here am God's will, or who just here consciously
then am so far free.

is

I

then who

act for the whole.

I

The other popular conception, in addition to

of free
dom, which belongs in this connection, is that very conception of Activ
ity which I have just employed. By the term "activity" I regard our ethi
cal common sense as meaning precisely the very fact that our present
will, as the will of an individual, is unique. By our activity, then, I mean
just the unique significance of the present expression of our will. If a
general law,— a merely universal, type,— if our characters or tempera
ments, or some other such universal nature of things, are expressed in
our present experience, then, in so far, we are indeed mere cases of
types. In so far we do not act. But if this my present expression of my
meaning is in such wise unique that, but for this meaning, this expression
would have no place in the whole realm of Being, then indeed I may call
my present expression of meaning my act. As my act this my present will
is as unique as is the whole divine life, as free as is the whole meaning of
which the whole world is an expression. Not by virtue then of any sup
posed causal efficacy is the divine will as a power the producer of the
world. And just so, not by virtue of its potency as a physical agent is our
human action

a

the conception

free cause.

To our later

series of lectures must be altogether left the discussion of
of
in its real, but in its extremely subordinate, place in
sort
causation
any
the constitution of reality. But what we at present say to the finite being
is: You are at once an expression of the divine will, and by virtue of that

very fact the expression here and now, in your life, of your own will,
precisely in so far as you find yourself acting with a definite intent, and
gaining through your act a definite empirical expression. We do not say,
Your individuality causes your act. We do not say, Your free will cre
ates your life. For Being is everywhere deeper than causation. What you
are is deeper than your mere power as a physical agent. Nothing what
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ever besides yourself determines either causally or otherwise just what
constitutes your individuality, for you are just this unique and elsewhere
unexampled expression of the divine meaning. And here and now your
individuality in your act is your freedom. This your freedom is your
unique possession. Nowhere else in the universe is there what here ex
presses itself in your conscious being. And this is true of you, not in
spite of the unity of the divine consciousness, but just because of the
very uniqueness of the whole divine life. For all is divine, all expresses

meaning. All meaning is uniquely expressed. Nothing is vainly repeated;
you too, then, as individual are unique. And (here is the central fact)

you consciously will and choose, you then and there in
so far know what this unique meaning of yours is. Therefore are you in
action Free and Individual, just because the unity of the divine life, when
taken together with the uniqueness of this life, implies in every finite
being just such essential originality of meaning as that of which you are
conscious. Arise then, freeman, stand forth in thy world. It is God's
world. It is also thine.
just in so far

as
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THE TEMPORAL AND THE ETERNAL

would
direct
we have relatively
experience of
say, and conceptually. That
time at any moment, and we acknowledge the truth of
relatively in
direct conception that we possess of the temporal order of the world.
But our conception of time far outstrips in its development and in its
is

known to

us, both perceptually,

as

the psychologists
a

a

is,

Time

is,

is

organization anything that we are able directly to find in the time that
known to our perceptions. Much of the difficulty that appears in our
however, due to lack of naivete and
metaphysical views about time
directness in viewing the temporal aspects of reality. We first emphasize
highly artificial aspects of our conception of time. Then we wonder how

brought into relation with the rest of the
real world. Our efforts to solve our problem lead very easily to contra
dictions. We fail to observe how, in case of our more direct experience
certain
of time and of its meaning, various elements are woven into
wholeness,— the very elements which, when our artificial conception of
time has sundered them, we are prone to view as irreconcilable with one
another and with reality.
Our more direct perceptions of time form complex sort of con
not difficult to distinguish several aspects. For
sciousness, wherein
the first, some Change
always occurring in our experience. This change
may belong to the facts of any sense, or to our emotions, or to our ideas;
but for us to be conscious
to be aware of change. Now this changing
character of our experience
never the whole story of any of our
clearer and more definite kinds of consciousness. The next aspect of
the matter lies in the fact that our consciousness of change, wherever
definite and wherever
accompanies definite successive acts of atten
tion, goes along with the consciousness that for us something comes first,
and something next, or that there
what we call
Succession of events.
62

a

is

it

is

it

is

is

it

is is

a

a

these various aspects can be
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Of such successions, melodies, rhythms, and

series of words or of other
form familiar and typical examples. An elementary conscious
ness of change without such definite successions we can indeed have; but
where we observe clearly what a particular change
change
a

is

it

is,

simple acts

wherein one fact succeeds another.

A

cer
thus more directly experienced by us, involves
tain well-known relation amongst the events that make up the succes
sion. Together these events form
temporal sequence or order. Each
a

as

a

succession,

a

is

over and past when the next one comes. And this order of
determinate direction. The succession
the experienced time-series has
one of them

from each event to its successor, and not in the reverse direction;
so that herein the observed time relations notoriously differ from what
in space
next to
we can read the
we view as space relations. For
and as coexistence of
relation equally well as coexistence of with
as
one
word
succeeds
another in spo
with a. But in case succeeds
or
ken sentence, then the relation
experienced as passing from to
in such wise that
as
past, as an event, before
passing over of into
comes. This direction of the stream of time forms one of its most not
able empirical characters.
obviously related to that direction of the
acts of the will whose logical aspect interested us in connection with the
consideration of our discriminating consciousness.
But side by side with this aspect of the temporal order, as we experi
ence this order, stands still another aspect, whose relation to the former
has been persistently pointed out by many psychological writers, and as
persistently ignored by many of the metaphysical interpreters of the
temporal aspect of the universe. When we more directly experience suc
cession,— as, for instance, when we listen to
musical phrase or to
rhythmic series of drum-beats,— we not only observe that any antece
dent member of the series
over and past before the next number comes,
but also, and without the least contradiction between these two aspects
of our total experience, we observe that this whole succession, with both
its former and later members, so far as with relative directness we ap
prehend the series of drum-beats or of other simple events,
present at
once to our consciousness, in precisely the sense in which the unity of
our knowing mental life always finds present at once many facts.
as
must insist, true that for my consciousness
as
follow
experienced
and also that both
and
are together experienced as in this re
ing
no more contradictory than to say that
lation of sequence. To say this
while experience two parts of surface as, by virtue of their spatial
a,

a
is

a

a

b,

a

a

b,

b
is

a

is a,

b,

b

a

I

is

a

a,

I

b
is

a

is,

It

is

is

a

is

It

b

a

a

b

b

a

if

passes
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is,

position, mutually exclusive each of the other, I also may experience the
fact that both these mutually exclusive parts go together to form one
whole surface. The sense in which they form one surface
of course,
not the sense in which,

b

b

a

is

a
is

a,
is

b,

as parts, they exclude each other, and form dif
ferent surfaces. Well, just so, the sense in which
as successor of
such, in the series of events in question, that
over and gone when
not the sense in which
and
are together elements in the
comes,

utter

a

I

If

line of verse, such

a

is

is

a

b

whole experienced succession. But that, in both of these senses, the re
lation of
to its predecessor
an experienced fact,
truth that any
one can observe for himself.
as

"The curfew tolls the knell of parting day,"

I

the sound of the word day succeeds the sound of the word parting, and
unquestionably experience the fact that, for me, every earlier word of
is

is

over and past before the succeeding word or the last word, day,
comes to be uttered or to be heard. Yet this
unquestionably not my

the line

I I

a

is

a

I

whole consciousness about the succession. For am certainly also aware
that the whole line of poetry, as succession of uttered sounds (or, at all
considerable portion of the line),
events,
present to me at once, and
as this one succession, when
the
line.
For only by virtue of ex
speak

this wholeness do
observe the rhythm, the music, and the
of
line.
the
The
sense
in
which the word parting
over before
meaning
the word day comes,
like the sense in which one object in space
where any other object
not, so that the spatial presence of one object
excludes the presence of another at that same part of space. Precisely so
the presence of the word day excludes the presence of the word parting
from its own place in the temporal succession. And, in our experience of
succession, each element
present in
particular point of the series, in
so far as, with reference to that point, other events of the series are
either past, that
over and done with, or are future, that
are later in
the series, or are not yet when this one point of the series
in this sense
present. Every word of the uttered line of poetry, viewed in its reference
to the other words, or to previous and later experiences,
present in its
own place in the series,
over and done with before later events can
come, or when they are present, and
not yet when the former events
of the succession are present. And that all this
true, certainly
mat
ter of our experience of succession.
a

a

is

is

is

is

is

is

is,

is,

is

is

is

is

is

periencing
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But the sense in which, nevertheless, the whole series of the uttered
words of the line, or of some considerable portion of the line, is pre
sented to our consciousness at once, is precisely the sense in which we
apprehend this line

whole

series

as

one line, and this succession

of words

has

for

us its

as

one succession.

rhythmic unity, and forms

The

an

in

stance of conscious experience, whose unity we overlook at one glance.
And unless we could thus overlook a succession and view at once its
serially related and mutually exclusive events, we should never know
anything whatever about the existence of succession, and should have no

is,

problem about time upon our hands.
This extremely simple and familiar character of our consciousness of
succession,— this essentially double aspect of every experience of a pres
ent series of events,— this inevitably twofold sense in which the term
present can be used in regard to our perception of temporal happenings,
—this is a matter of the most fundamental importance for our whole con
ception of Time, and, as I may at once add, for our conception of Etern
ity. Yet this is also a matter very frequently obscured, in discussion, by
various devices often used to express the nature of the facts here in
question. Sometimes, for the sake of a laudable attempt to define the
term present in a wholly unambiguous way, those who are giving an ac
count of our experience of time are led to assert that, since every part
or element of any series of temporal events can be present only when all
the other elements of the series are temporally non-existent, i.e. are either
past or future, it must therefore be quite impossible for us to be con
scious, at once, of a present succession involving a series of such elements.
For how, they say, can I be conscious of the presence of all the successive
words of the verse of poetry, when only one word is actually and tem
porally present at any one time? To comprehend how I can become in
any sense aware of the series of successive words that constitutes the line
of verse, such students of our problem are accustomed to say that when
any one word as passing, or day, is present to my mind, the other words,
even of the same line, can be present to consciousness only as coexistent
memories or images of the former words, or as images of the expected
coming words. From this point of view, I never really observe any se
quence of conscious events as a sequence at all. I merely apprehend each
element by itself; and I directly conclude from the images which in my
experience are coexistent with this element, that there have been ante
cedent, and will be subsequent events in the series.
This interpretation of our consciousness of time
however, directly
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counter to our time-experience, as any one may observe it for himself.
For we do experience succession, and at once we do take note of facts

I

you, What word of mine is it that,
as this single present word, you just now hear me speaking? If I pause a
little, you perhaps dwell upon the last word that I utter before pausing,
and call that the one present word. Otherwise, however, as I speak to
you, you are conscious of series of successive words, of whole phrases, of
word groups, of clauses. Within each one of these groups of words, you
are indeed more or less clearly aware that every element has its own
that are in different times. For,

ask

it,

temporal place; and that, in so far as each element is taken by itself as
and in this sense
present, the other elements either precede or succeed

with it. But this very fact itself you know merely in
so far as you actually experience series, each of which contains several
successive words. These series come to you not merely by virtue of re
are not in one time

membered facts, but also

experienced facts.
And in truth, were this not so, you could indeed have no experience of
succession at all. You would then experience, at any one moment, merely
as

the single word, or something less than any single word, together with
the supposed coexistent and contemporaneous images of actually past or

a

a

If

a

is

of coming words. But how, in that case, would your experience of timesequences come to seem to you different from any experience whatever
of coexistence? Nor
even this the only difficulty about the doctrine
which supposes you to be unable to view series of successive events as
all at once presented to your consciousness. A still deeper difficulty re
sults from such an effort to evade the double sense in which the facts of
succession are known in your experience.
you can have present to you
only one event at time in series of successive events, how long, or
rather how short, must an event be to contain within itself no succession
at all, or no difference between former and latter contents? In vain do

it

is

is

If

a

a

is

you suppose that, at any time, you have directly present to your con
sciousness only one of the successive words that you hear me speak. Not
thus do you escape our difficulty. For spoken word
itself
series of
temporally successive sounds. Can you hear at once the whole spoken
word, or can you grasp at once this whole series?
so, my own fore
in principle admitted. For then, in this presence of the
going account
facts of succession to your consciousness, there are our two former as
pects, both of them, involved. Each element of the succession (namely,
in this case, the elementary sounds that to your consciousness make up
the word)
occurs, but not before or
temporally present just when
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as it follows previous elements and succeeds later
elements; and also all the elements are, in the other sense of the term,
present at once to consciousness, as constituting this whole succession

If,

afterwards, in so far

it,

is

is

a

is

is

I

however, you deny that you actually hear,
which you call the word.
apart from memory or from imagery, any single whole word at once,
the least or the simplest
shall only the more continue to ask you, What
such as to constitute
element of succession that
merely present ex
with
no
former
or
latter
contents
within
it?
What apart from
perience,
any memory or any imagery, and wholly apart from ideas of the past or
the future of your experience,
present to you, in an indivisible time
instant, just Now? The question
obviously unanswerable, just because
indivisible
instant
of
an absolutely
mathematical time, with no former
and latter contained within
neither constitutes nor contains any tem
poral event, nor presents to you any fact of temporal experience what
ever, just as an indivisible point in space could contain no matter, nor
itself ever become, in isolation, an object of spatial experience. On the
other hand, an event such that

is

a

is

a

it

it,

is

it

in
it

you were unable to perceive any suc
cession, would help you in no whit to get the idea of time until you
now before you
suc
experienced
along with other events. What
cession, within which are parts; and of these parts each, when and in so
far as once your attention fixes
and takes
in its time relations,
found as
present that in time both precedes and succeeds other facts,
these
other facts are also just as truly before you as the observed
while
is

element called the temporally present one
itself before you. And thus
from
our twofold interpretation of the experience of
you cannot escape
a

a

temporal succession. You are conscious of series of successive states pre
sented to you as
whole. You are also aware that each element of the
is,

succession excludes the others from its own place in time.
There
to be sure, another frequent way of describing

of succession,— and

our con

way that on the whole find unsatisfac
to this view, events come to us in succession in our

tory. According

I

a

sciousness

a

experience,— let us say the words of spoken verse,— and then something
often called the synthetic activity of the mind supervenes, and later binds
together into unity, these successive facts, so that when this binding has

musical phrase,

verse

I

as

of poetry, comes to

rhythm of drum-beats,

a

succession, such

a

a

that

a

is

consciousness

I

a

a

taken place we then recognize the whole fagot of experience as
single
of
succession. This account
the temporal facts, in terms of an activity
called
as
must confess, no whit. What
me,
find in
helps
synthesis,
me as one present whole,
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present in the sense that I know it all at once. And I also find that this
succession is such that it has within it a temporal distinction, or order,
of earlier and later elements. While these elements are at once known,
they are also known as such that at the briefer instant within the succes
sion when any one of them is to be temporally viewed as a present fact,
none of the others are contemporaneous with that fact, but all are either
no longer or not yet when, and in so far as, that element is taken as the
present one. And I cannot make this datum of experience any more defi
nite by calling it a synthesis, or the mere result of a synthesis.
I have now characterized the more directly given features in our
consciousness of succession. You see, as a result, that we men experience

I

is

if,

what Professor James, and others, have called our "specious present," as
a serial whole, within which there are observed temporal differences of
former and latter. And this our "specious present" has, when measured
by a reference to time-keepers, a length which varies with circumstances,
but which appears to be never any very small fraction of a second, and
never more than a very few seconds in length. I have earlier referred to
this length of our present moments as our characteristic "time-span" of
consciousness, and have pointed out how arbitrary a feature and limi
tation of our consciousness it is. We shall return soon to the question re
garding the possible metaphysical significance of this time-span of our
own special kind of consciousness.
But it remains here to call closer attention to certain other equally
important features of our more direct experience of time-succession. So
far, we have spoken, in the main, as if succession were to us a mere mat
ter of given facts, as colors and sounds are given. But all our experience
also has relation to the interests whose play and whose success or defeat
constitute the life of our will. Every serial succession of which we are
conscious therefore has for us some sort of meaning. In it we find our
success or our failure. In it our internal meanings are expressed, or hin
dered, thwarted or furthered. We are interested in life, even if it be, in
idle moments, only the dreary interest of wondering what will happen
next, or, in distressed moments, the interest in flying from our present
fortune, or, in despairing moments, of wishing for the end; still more
in pursuing our ideal. And
then
in strenuous moments, our interest
our interest in life means our conscious concern in passing on from any
temporal present towards its richer fulfilment, or away from its relative
insignificance. Now that Direction of temporal succession of which
before made mention, has the most intimate relations to this our interest
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a

is

it

is

is

a

a

is,

in our experience. What is earlier in a given succession is related to what
is later as being that from which we pass towards a desired fulfilment, or
in search of a more complete expression of our purpose. We are never
content in the temporal present in so far as we view it as temporal, that
transition
as an event in
series. For such
present has its meaning as
from its predecessors towards its successors.
thus peculiarly the form of the
Our temporal form of experience
Will as such. Space often seems to spread out before us what we take to
be the mere contents of our world; but time gives the form for the ex
pression of all our meanings. Facts, in so far as, with an abstractly false
Realism, we sunder them from their meanings, therefore tend to be
the
viewed as merely in relations of coexistence; and the space-world
favorite region of Realism. But ideas, when conscious, assume the con
sciously temporal form of inner existence, and appear to us as construc
tive processes. The visible world, when viewed as at rest, therefore in
terests us little in comparison with the same world when we take note of
its movements, changes, successions. As the kitten ignores the dead leaves
until the wind stirs them, but then chases them— so facts in general tend
to appear to us all dead and indifferent when we disregard their processes.
But in the movements of things lies for us, just as truly as in her small way
for the kitten, all the glory and the tragedy, all the life and the meaning
of our observed universe. This concern, this interest in the changing,
doubtless also binds us to beings
binds us then to the lower animals, as
of far higher than human grade. We watch the moving and tend to ne
why narra
glect the apparently changeless objects about us. And that
so much more easily effective than description

and why,

if

is

in the poetic arts;
want
to
win
the
attention
of
the
child
or of the general
you
public, you must tell the story rather than portray coexistent truths, and
must fill time with series of events, rather than merely crowd the space
tive

is

a

is

is,

it

of experience or of imagination with manifold but undramatic details.
For space furnishes indeed the stage and the scenery of the universe, but
the world's play occurs in time.
Now all these familiar considerations remind us of certain of the most
essential characters of our experience of time. Time, whatever else
given to us as that within whose successions, in so far as for us they
direct interest and meaning, every event, springing from, yet
have
forsaking, its predecessors, aims on, towards its own fulfilment and ex
thus
tinction in the coming of its successors. Our experience of time
for us essentially an experience of longing, of pursuit, of restlessness.
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which Schopenhauer and the Buddhists have found
about the very nature of our finite experience. Upon this
dissatisfied aspect of finite consciousness we ourselves dwelt when, in
And this

is the aspect

so intolerable

the former series of lectures, we were first learning to view the world,
for the moment, from the mystic's point of view. As for the higher justi

is

if

is

is,

fication of this aspect of our experience, that indeed belongs elsewhere.
But as to the facts, every part of a succession is present in so far as when
it
that which
no longer and that which
not yet both of them
stand in essentially significant, or,
you will, in essentially practical re
a

is

It

lations to this present.
true, of course, that when we view relatively
indifferent time-series, such as the ticking of watch or the dropping of
rain upon the roof, we can disregard this more significant aspect of suc
cession; and speak of the endless flight of time as an incomprehensible
brute fact of experience, and

is

is;

is

is

as in so far seemingly meaningless. But no
of experiences upon which attention
fixed
wholly indifferent
to us; and the temporal aspect of such series always involves some ele
ment of expectancy and some sense of something that no longer
and
both these conscious attitudes color our interest in the presented suc
cession, and give the whole the meaning of life. Time
thus indeed the
form of practical activity; and its whole character, and especially that
direction of its succession of which we have spoken, are determined

series

II

accordingly.

tion of time

as an

universal form of existence in the external world,

is
al

I

have dwelt long upon the time consciousness of our relatively direct
experience, because here lies the basis for every deeper comprehension
of the metaphysics both of time and of eternity. Our ordinary concep
a

is

in us men largely
together founded upon generalization, whose origin
and obviously social, but whose materials are derived from our inner
experience of the succession of significant events. The conceived rela
tions of Past, Present, and Future in the real world of common-sense

is,

metaphysics, appear indeed, at first sight, vastly to transcend anything
that we ourselves have ever observed in our inner experience. The in
the expected infinite future
finite and irrevocable past that no longer
as yet no existence, how remote these ideal constructions, sup
to
be valid for all gods and men and things, seem at first sight from
posed
the brief and significant series of successive events that occur within the

that has
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brief span of our actual human consciousness. Yet, as we saw in the
ninth lecture of our former Series, common sense, as soon as questioned
about special cases, actually conceives the Being of both the past and
future as so intimately related to the Being of the present that every
definite conception of the real processes of the world, whether these
processes are viewed as physical or as historical or explicitly as ethical,
depends upon taking the past, the present, and the future as constituting
a single whole, whose parts have no true Being except in their linkage.
As a fact, moreover, the term present, when applied to characterize a
moment or an event in the time-stream of the real world, never means,

in any significant application, the indivisible present of an ideal mathe
matical time. The present time, in case of the world at large, has an unity
altogether similar to that of the present moment of our inner conscious
ness. We may speak of the present minute, hour, day, year, century. If
we use the term present regarding any one of these divisions of time, but
regard this time not as the experienced form of the inner succession of
our own mental events, but as the time of the real world in which we
ourselves form a part, then we indeed conceive that this present is worldembracing, and that suns move, light radiates between stars, the deeds of
all men occur, and the minds of all men are conscious, in this same pres
ent time of which we thus make mention. Moreover, we usually view the
world-time in question in terms of the conceptions of the World of
Description, and so we conceive it as infinitely divisible, as measurable by
various mathematical and physical devices, and as a continuous stream
of occurrence. Yet in whatever sense we speak of the real present time

is

a

is

it

a

a

is,

of the world, this present, whether it is the present second, or the present
for our conception, as
century, or the present geological period, it
truly divisible and connected whole region of time, within which suc
cession of events takes place, as
world-embracing and connected
time, within whose span the whole universe of present events
com

A

mathematically indivisible present time, possessing no length,
simply no time at all. Whoever says, "In the universe at large only
the present state of things
real, only the present movement of the
is

is

prised.

and
is

light, the present deeds
dead; the whole future

is

the present streamings of radiant
thoughts of men are real; the whole past
stars,

not

If

yet,"— any such reporter of the temporal existence of the universe may
he
be invited to state how long his real present of the time-world is.

"The present moment

is

the absolutely indivisible and ideal
boundary between present and future,"— then one may rejoin at once
replies,
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mathematically indivisible instant, having no length, no event
happens, nothing endures, no thought or deed takes place,— in brief, noth
ing whatever temporally exists,— and that, too, whatever conception you
a

may have of Being. But if the real present is a divisible portion of time,
then it contains within itself succession, precisely as the "specious pres
ent" of psychological time contains such internal succession. But in that

within the real present of the time-world, there are already con
tained the distinctions that, in case of the time of experience, we have
heretofore observed. If, in what you choose to call the present moment of
the world's history, deeds are accomplished, suns actually move from
place to place, light waves traverse the ether, and men's lives pass from
stage to stage, then within what you thus call the present there are dis
case,

tinguishable and more elementary events, arranged in series, such that
when any conceived element, or mere elementary portion of any series is
taken in relation to its predecessors and successors, it is not yet when its
temporally present, and is past and gone when its
successors are viewed as present. The world's time is thus in all respects a
antecedents are taken

as

generalized and extended image and correspondent of the observed time
of our inner experience. In the time of our more direct experience, we

twofold way in which we can significantly call a portion of time
present moment. The present, in our inner experience, means a whole
series of events grasped by somebody as having some unity for his con
sciousness, and as having its own single internal meaning. This was what
we meant by the present experience of this musical phrase, this spoken
line of verse, this series of rhythmic beats. But, in the other sense of the
word, an element within any such whole is present in so far as this ele
ment has antecedents and successors, so that they are no longer or not
yet when it is temporally viewed as present, while in turn, in so far as any
one of them is viewed as the present element, this element itself is either
not yet or no longer. But precisely so, in the conceptual time of our real
world, the Present means any section of the time-stream in so far as, with
find

a

a

reference to anybody's consciousness, it is viewed as having relation to
this unity of consciousness, and as in a single whole of meaning with this
unity. Usually by "our time," or "the real time in which we now live,"
we mean no very long period of the conceived time-stream of the real
world. But we never mean the indivisible now of an ideal mathematical
time, because, in such an indivisible time-instant, nothing could happen,
or endure, or genuinely exist. But within the present, if conceived as a
section of the time-stream, there are internal differences of present, past,
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and future.

For, in a similar fashion, as the actual or supposed length of the "spe
cious present" of our perceptual time is something arbitrary, determined
by our peculiar human type of consciousness, so the length of the por
tion of conceptual time which we call the present, in the first sense of
that term, namely, in the sense in which we speak of the "present age," is
an arbitrary length, determined in this case, however, by our more freely
chosen interest in some unity which gives relative wholeness and mean

If usually the "present age" is no very long time, still,
our pleasure, or in the service of some such unity of meaning as the
history of civilization, or the study of geology, may suggest, we may
conceive the present as extending over many centuries, or over a hun
dred thousand years. On the other hand, within the unity of this first
present, any distinguishable event or element of an event is present, in
the second, and more strictly temporal sense in so far as it has predeces
sors and successors, whereof the first are no longer, and the latter not
ing to this present.

at

yet, when this more elementary event is viewed as happening.
Nor does the parallelism between the perceptual and the conceptual
time cease here. The perceptual time was the form in which meaning,
and the practically significant aspects of consciousness, get their ex
pression. The same is true of the conceptual time, when viewed in its
relations to the real world. Not only is the time of human history, or of
any explicitly teleological series of events, obviously the form in which

win their particular type of conceived meaning; but even the
time of physical science gets its essential characters, as a conception,
through considerations that can only be interpreted in terms of the Will,

the facts

or of our interest in

the meaning

of the world's happenings.

For the conceived time-series, even when viewed in relation to the
World of Description, still differs in constitution from the constitution
of

line in space, or from the characters belonging to a mathematically
describable physical movement of a body, in ways which can only be
a

expressed

in terms of significance.

often been described

as

conceptual time has
in structure to the structure of a

Notoriously,

correspondent
correspondent again, in character, to the character of an uni
formly flowing stream, or of some other uniform movement. But a line
can be traversed in either direction, while conceptual time is supposed
line, or

as

to permit but one way of passing from one instant to another in its course.
An uniform flow, or other motion, has, like time, a fixed direction, but
might be conceived

as

returning into itself without detriment to its uni
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formity. Thus an ideally regular watch "keeps time," as we say, by vir
tue of the uniformity of its motion; but its hands return ever again to the
same places on the face; while the years of conceptual time return not
again. And finally, if one supposed an ideally uniform physical flow or
streaming in one rectilinear direction only, and in an infinite Euclidean
space, the character of this movement might so far be supposed to cor
respond to that of an ideally conceived mathematical time; except for
one thing. The uniformity and unchangeableness of the conceived
physical flow would be a merely given character, dependent, perhaps,
upon the fact that the physical movement in question was conceived as
meeting with no obstacle or external hindrance; but the direction of the
flow of time is a character essential to the very conception of time. And
this direction of the flow of time can only be expressed in its true neces
sity by saying that in case of the world's time, as in the case of the time
of our inner experience, we conceive the past as leading towards, as
aiming in the direction of the future, in such wise that the future de
pends for its meaning upon the past, and the past in its turn has its mean
ing as a process expectant of the future. In brief, only in terms of Will,
and only by virtue of the significant relations of the stages of a teleological process, has time, whether in our inner experience, or in the con
ceived world order as a whole, any meaning. Time is the form of the
Will; and the real world is a temporal world in so far as, in various re
gions of that world, seeking differs from attainment, pursuit is external
to its own goal, the imperfect tends towards its own perfection, or in
brief, the internal meanings of finite life gradually win, in successive
stages, their union with their own External Meaning. The general justi
fication for this whole view of the time of the real world is furnished by
our idealistic interpretation of Being. The special grounds for regarding
the particular Being of time itself as in this special way teleological, are
furnished by the foregoing analysis of our own experience of time, and
by the fact that the conceptual time in terms of which we interpret the
order of the world at large, is fashioned, so to speak, after the model of
the time of our own experience.

in
Having thus defined the way in which the conceptual time of the real
world of common sense corresponds in its structure to the structure of
the time known to our inner perception, we are prepared to sketch our
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in which the world of our idealistic doctrine

appears to be capable of interpretation as a Temporal order, and of the
sense in which, for this same theory, this world is to be viewed as an Eter
nal order. For,

fact, in defining time we have already, and inevitably,
defined eternity; and a temporal world must needs be, when viewed in
its wholeness, an eternal world. We have only to review the structure of
as a

Reality in the light of

the

foregoing analysis in order to bring to our

consciousness this result.

And
men

as a

world of our Idealism has to be viewed by us
temporal order. For it is a world where purposes are fulfilled, or

so, first, the real

where finite internal meanings reach their final expression, and attain
unity with external meanings. Now in so far as any idea, as a finite In
ternal Meaning, still seeks its own Other, and consciously pursues that
Other, in the way in which, as we have all along seen, every finite idea

Other, this Other

in part viewed as something beyond,
towards which the striving is directed. But our human experience of
as we have seen, just such an experience of
pur
temporal succession
suit directed towards
goal. And such pursuit demands, as an essential
consciousness that agrees in
part or aspect of the striving in question,
its most essential respect with our own experience of time. Hence, our
only way of expressing the general structure of our idealistic realm of
is

a

a

a

is,

does pursue its

is

form of the will,

a

is

to say that wherever an idea exists as finite idea, still in pursuit
Being
of its goal, there appears to be some essentially temporal aspect belong
ing to the consciousness in question. To my mind, therefore, time, as the

(in

so

far

as

we can undertake to define at all the de

tailed structure of finite reality) to be viewed as the most pervasive form
of all finite experience, whether human or extra-human. In pursuing its
goals, the Self lives in time. And, to our view, every real being in the uni

what, to the seeker,

is

is

is

it

is

has not won union with the ideal,
verse, in so far as
pursuing that
Whoever,
in
time.
ideal; and, accordingly, so far as we can see,
living
finite, says, "not yet," and in part seeks his Other as involving
then,

still future.

For the finite world in general, then,

I

as for us human beings, the distinction of past and future appears to be
coextensive with life and meaning.
have advisedly used, however, the phrase that the time-consciousness

is

a

is

is

a

is

"part" or "aspect" of the striving. For from our point of view, the
Other, the completion that our finite being seeks,
not merely some
not merely
future experience, but
thing beyond the present, and
also inclusive of the very process of the striving itself. For the goal of
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every finite life is simply the totality whereof this life, in its finitude, is a
fragment. When I seek my own goal, I am looking for the whole of my

my aim is the absolute completion of my Selfhood, my
goal is identical with the whole life of God. But, in so far as, by my
whole individual Self, I mean my whole Self in contrast with the Selves
of my fellows,— then the completion of my individual expression, in so
far as I am this individual and no other,— i.e. my goal, as this Self, is still
not any one point of experience in my life, nor any one stage of my life,
but the totality of my individual life viewed as in contrast with the
lives of other individuals. Consequently, while it is quite true that every

self. In so far

as

incomplete being, every finite striving, regards itself as aiming towards
a future, because its own goal is not yet attained; we have, nevertheless,
to remember that the attainment of the goal involves more than any

is,

future moment, taken by itself, could ever furnish. For the Self in its
entirety is the whole of a self-representative or recurrent process, and
not the mere last moment or stage of that process. As we shall see, there
is in fact no last moment. A life seeking its goal
therefore, indeed, es
is

is

is

is

so just as music
sentially temporal,— but
temporal,— except indeed
that music
not only temporal, but temporally finite. For every work of
musical art involves significant temporal series, wherein there
pro

gression, and passage from chord to chord, from phrase to phrase, and
from movement to movement. But just as any one musical composition
has its value not only by virtue of its attainment of its final chord, but

of the process that leads towards this conclusion; and
the whole musical composition
as
whole, an end in itself; so
every finite Internal Meaning wins final expression, not merely through
the last stage of its life (if
has
last stage), but through its whole em
a

as

succession; so every idea that

through temporal

the music attains wholeness only through
to win its complete expression, does so

is

bodiment. And, nevertheless,

a

as

it

just

is,

also at every stage

sequences.

is

a

temporal expression of mean
ing in life in any wise definable for our consciousness, our Idealism can
only express its view of the relation of finite and absolute life by viewing
the whole world, and in particular the whole existence of any individual
Since, at all events, no other than such

a

such

a

a

as

is

temporal process, wherein there
expressed, by means of
Well-Ordered Series of stages,
meaning that finally belongs to the
whole life, but that at every temporal stage of the process in question
Self,

a

a

a

appears to involve, in part, beyond,— something not yet won,— and so
distinction both of the past and the future of this Self from the con
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tent of any one stage of the process when that stage is viewed
present one.

as

the

is

a

a

is

is,

In this sense, therefore, our doctrine is obliged to conceive the entire
world-life as including a temporal series of events. When considered
with reference to any one of these events, the rest of the events that be
long to the series of which any one finite Self take account, are past and
future, that
they are no longer and not yet; just as, when viewed with
reference to any one chord or phrase in the musical composition, all the
other successive elements of the composition are either past or future.
The infinite divisibility of the time of our ordinary scientific concep
tions
indeed due to that tendency of our own discriminating attention
to an endless interpolation of intermediary stages,— tendency which we
studied in connection with our general account of the World of Descrip
tion. We have, however, seen reasons, which, applied to time, would
lead us to declare that an absolute insight would view the temporal order
as
discrete series of facts ordered as any succession of facts expressing
one purpose would be ordered, viz. like the whole numbers. On the
other hand, we have no reason to suppose that our human consciousness
distinctly observes intervals of time that in brevity anywhere nearly ap
for us
proach to the final truth about the temporal order. Within what
a

the least observable happening,
larger insight may indeed discriminate
multitudes of events. In dealing with the concept of Nature, we shall see

what significant

of the hypothesis that there exists or
for which the series of events that we re
gard as no longer distinguishable from merely elementary and indivisible
happenings, are distinguished so minutely as to furnish content as rich as
those which, from our point of view, occupy aeons of the world's history.
use may be made

may exist, finite consciousness

Our right to such hypotheses

a

is

incontestable, provided only that they
help us to conceive the true unity of experience. Nevertheless, in the last
analysis, the Absolute Will must be viewed as expressed in well-ordered
and discrete series of facts, which from our point of view may indeed
appear, as we shall still further see, capable of discrimination ad infinitum.

conflict with the foregoing
when regarded in its
declare that this same temporal world
theses,
wholeness, an Eternal order. And
mean by this assertion nothing what
ever but that the whole real content of this temporal order, whether
viewed from any one temporal instant as past or as present or as future,
at once known, i.e.
consciously experienced as whole, by the Abso
lute. And use this expression at once in the very sense in which we be
least

I

a

is

is

is

it

I

I

is,

But now secondly, and without the
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fore used it when we pointed out that to your own consciousness, the
whole musical phrase may be and often is known at once, despite the
fact that each element of the musical succession, when taken as the tem

porally present one, excludes from its own temporal instant the other
members of the sequence, so that they are either no longer or not yet, at
the instant when this element is temporally the present one. As we saw
before, it is true that, in one sense, each one of the elements or partial
events of a sequence excludes the former and the latter elements from
being at the time when this particular element exists. But that, in another
and equally obvious and empirical sense, all the members of an actually
experienced succession are at once to any consciousness which observes
the whole succession as a whole, is equally true. The term present, as we
saw, is naturally used both to name the temporally present when it is
opposed to whatever precedes or succeeds this present, and also to name
the observed facts of a succession in so far as they are experienced as con
stituting one whole succession. In so far the term is indeed ambiguous.
But even this ambiguity itself is due to the before-mentioned fact that,
if you try to find an absolutely simple present temporal fact of con
sciousness, and still to view it as an event in time, you are still always led,
in the World of Description, to observe or to conceive that this temporal
fact is a complex event, having a true succession within itself. So that
the now of temporal expression is never a mere now, unless indeed it be
viewed either as the ideal mathematical instant within which nothing
takes place, or else as one of the finally simple stages of the discrete series
of facts which the absolute insight views as the expression of its Will.
As to the one hypothesis, an absolute instant in the mathematical
sense is like a point, an ideal limit, and never appears as any isolated fact

of temporal experience. Every now within which something happens
therefore also

a

is

succession; so that every temporal fact, every event, so

it

a

is

it,

far as we men can observe
has to be viewed as present to experience in
both the senses of the term present; since this fact when present may be
contrasted with predecessors that are no longer and with successors that
are not yet, while this same fact, when taken as an event occupying time,
viewed as presented succession with former and latter members con
tained within it. As to the other hypothesis,
seems clear that we hu
man beings observe no such ultimate and indivisible facts of experience
just because, so far as we observe and discriminate fact, we are more or
less under the bondage of the categories of the World of Description.
But, in view of the correspondence between the universal time of the
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it,

we conceive

it,

and the time of our internal experience,
as we observe
the temporal sequences must be viewed as having in the
real world, and for the Absolute, the same twofold character that our
as

there

as
whole, and
any reason to view
single experience. Present, in what we
a

as

it

included events, in so far

is is

temporal experiences have for ourselves. Present, in what we may call
the inclusive sense of the term,
any portion of real time with all its

known in this wholeness by
any one temporal event, in
may by contrast call the exclusive sense,
so far as
contrasted with antecedent and subsequent events, and in so
far as excludes them from coexistence with itself in the same portion of
any succession. These two senses of the term present do not contradict
each other in case of the world-order any more than they do in case of
our own inner experience. Both senses express inevitably distinct and
yet inseparable connected aspects of the significant life of the conscious
will, whether in us, or in the universe at large. Our view declares that all
the life of the world, and therefore all temporal sequences, are present at
once to the Absolute. Our view also maintains that, without the least con
flict with this sense in which the whole temporal order known at once
another sense in which any portion of the tem
to the Absolute, there
poral sequence of the world may be taken as present, when viewed with
reference to the experience of any finite Self whose present
and
the past and the
when contrasted with what for this same point of view
future of the world. Now the events of the temporal order, when viewed
in this latter way, are divided, with reference to the point of view of any
and what
and what no longer
to be,
finite Self, into what now
but
not yet. These same events, however, in so far as they are viewed
at once by the Absolute, are for such view, all equally present. And this
totum simul, to the Absolute.
the presence of all time, as
their presence
of
all
time
once to the Absolute, con
in
this
at
sense,
And the presence
inclusive of all
stitutes the Eternal order of the world,— eternal, since
and
distinctions of temporal past
temporal future,— eternal, since, for
this very reason, to totality of temporal events thus present at once to
but contains
the Absolute has no events that precede, or that follow
all sequences within it,— eternal, finally, because this view of the world
does not, like our partial glimpses of this or of that relative whole of se
is

is,

is

is,

is

it,

it

a

is

is

is,

is

it

is

is

it

it

is

a

as

quence, pass away and give place to some other view, but includes an
observation of every passing away, of every sequence, of every event
and of whatever in time succeeds and follows that event, and includes
all the views that are taken by the various finite Selves.
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view of the
the temporal or

an eternal

temporal order involves, or to conceive in what sense
der of the real world is also an eternal order, we have, therefore, but to

remember the sense in which the melody, or other sequence, is known at
once to our own consciousness, despite the fact that its elements when
viewed merely in their temporal succession are, in so far, not at once. As
we saw before, the brief span of our consciousness, the small range of
succession, that we can grasp at once, constitutes a perfectly arbitrary

limitation of our own special type of consciousness. But in principle a
time-sequence, however brief, is already viewed in a way that is not
merely temporal, when, despite its sequence, it is grasped at once, and is
thus grasped not through mere memory, but by virtue of actual experi
ence. A consciousness related to the whole of the world's events, and to
the whole of time, precisely as our human consciousness is related to a
single melody or rhythm, and to the brief but still extended interval of

time which this melody or rhythm occupies,— such a consciousness, I
say, is an Eternal Consciousness. In principle we already possess and are
acquainted with the nature of such a consciousness, whenever we do
experience any succession as one whole. The only thing needed to com

in

case

is

a

occupies more than

a

at once

it

a

is,

the con
plete our idea of what an actually eternal consciousness
ceived removal of that arbitrary limitation which permits us men to ob
serve indeed at once
succession, but forbids us to observe
succession

very few seconds.

IV

a

a

is

is

This definition of the relations of the Temporal and the Eternal ac
complishes all the purposes that are usually in mind when we speak of
the divine knowledge
as eternal. That eternity
totum simul, the
scholastics were well aware; and St. Thomas develops our present con
clearness that
cept with
only limited by the consequences of his
dualistic view of the relation of God and the world. For after he has in
deed well defined and beautifully illustrated the inclusive eternity of the
divine knowledge, he afterwards conceives the temporal existence of the
created world as sundered from the eternal life which belongs to God.

whose meaning

is

a

And hereby the advantages of an accurate definition of the eternal are
sacrificed for the sake of special dogmatic interest.
Less subtle forms of speculation have led to uses of the word eternal,
often felt to be far deeper than such usages can render
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explicit. But as these subtle usages are often stated, they are indeed open
to the most obvious objections. An eternal knowledge is often spoken of

if it were one for which there

distinction whatever between past,
and present, and future. But such a definition is as absurd as if one should
speak of our knowledge of a whole musical phrase or rhythm, when we
grasped such a whole at once, as if the at once implied that there were
for us no temporal distinction between the first and the last beat or note
of the succession in question. To observe the succession at once is to have
present with perfect clearness all the time-elements of the rhythm or
of the phrase just as they are,— the succession, the tempo, the intervals,
the pauses,— and yet, without losing any of their variety, to view them at
once as one present musical idea. Now for our theory, that is precisely
the way in which the eternal consciousness views the temporal order,—
not ignoring one jot or tittle of its sharp distinctions of past or of future,
of succession or of duration,— but still viewing the whole time-process
as the expression of a single Internal Meaning. What we now call past
and future are not merely the same for God; and, nevertheless, they are
viewed at once, precisely as the beginning and the end of the rhythm
are not the same for our experience, but are yet at once seen as belonging
to one and the same whole succession.
as

is no

Or again, an eternal knowledge is often supposed to be one that ab
stracts from time, or that takes no account of time; so that, for an eternal
point of view it is as if time were not at all. But to say this is as if one
were to speak of observing

at once the meaning or character of the
whole phrase or rhythm by simply failing to take any note at all of the
succession as such. The meaning is the meaning of the succession; and is

grasped only by observing this succession as something that involves
former and latter elements, while these elements in time exclude one an
other, and therefore follow, each one after its predecessor has temporally
ceased, and before its successor temporally appears. Just so, we assert
that the eternal insight observes the whole of time, and all that happens
therein, and is eternal only by virtue of the fact that it does know the

whole of time.

Or again,

some doctrines often speak

of

an eternal insight as something

wholly and inexplicably different from any temporal type of conscious
ness, so that how God views His truth as eternal truth, no man can say.
But our theory regards the essential relation of an eternal to a temporal
type of consciousness as one of the simplest of the relations that are of
primal importance for the definition of the Absolute. Listen to any musi
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cal phrase or rhythm, and grasp it as a whole, and you thereupon have
present in you the image, so to speak, of the divine knowledge of the
temporal order. To view all the course of time just as you then and there
view the whole of that sequence,— this is to be possessed

of

an eternal

type of insight.

"But," so many hereupon object,— "it appears impossible to see how
this sort of eternal insight is possible, since just now, in time, the infinite
past,— including, say, the geological periods and the Persian invasion of
Greece, is no longer, while the future is not yet. How then for God
shall this difference of past and future be transcended, and all be seen
at once?" I reply, In precisely the same sense all the notes of the melody
except this note are not when this note sounds, but are either no longer
or not yet. Yet you may know a series of these notes at once. Now pre
cisely so God knows the whole time-sequence of the world at once. The
difference is merely one of span. You now exemplify the eternal type of
knowledge, even as you listen to any briefest sequence of my words.
For you, too, know time even by sharing the image of the Eternal.
Or again, a common wonder appears regarding how the divine
knowledge can be in such wise eternal as to suffer no change to occur
in it. How God should be unchangeable, yet express His will in a chang
ing world, is an ancient problem. Our doctrine answers the question at a
stroke. The knowledge of all change is itself indeed unchangeable, just
because any change that occurs or that can occur to any being is already
included amongst the objects known to the eternal point of view. The
knowledge of this melody as one whole does not itself consist in an add
ing of other notes to the melody. The knowledge of all sequences does
not itself follow as another sequence. Hence it is indeed not subject to
the fate of sequence.
And finally, a mystery is very generally made of the fact that since
inevitably infinite, and as therefore not, like the
melody or the rhythm, capable of completion, an eternal knowledge, if
it involves a knowledge of the whole of time, must be something that
time appears to us

as

self-contradictory and impossible. Any complete
answer to this objection involves, of course, a theory of the infinite. Such
a theory I have set forth in the Supplementary Essay, published with the
First Series of these lectures. The issue involved, that of the positive con
cept of an infinite whole, is indeed no simple one, and is not capable of
any brief presentation. I can here only report that the considerations set
forth in that Supplementary Essay have led me to the thesis that a Well
has to appear to us
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condition that it embodies a single
plan, may be rightly viewed as forming a totality, and as an individual
whole, precisely as a musical theme or a rhythm is viewed by our experi
ence as such a whole. That the universe itself is such an infinite series, I
have endeavored, in that paper, to show in great detail. If you view the
temporal order of the world as also forming such an endless whole, ex
pressing a single plan and Will (as I think you have a right to do), then
the argument of the Supplementary Essay in question will apply to our
present problem. The whole of time will contain a single expression of
the divine Will, and therefore, despite its endlessness, the time-world
will be present as such a single whole to the Absolute whose Will this
and whose life all this sequence embodies.

is,

Series, under the sole

V
close, to the practical interest which has guided
me through all the abstract considerations even of this present lecture,
may be permitted to anticipate some of our later results about the Self,
as

I

I

In order to refer,

it

and, for the sake of illustration, to point out that from our point of view,
more fully, your life, your Self, your will,
as we shall later explain
is

is

a

is

is

is

is

is

is is

it

is

a

is

is

it

your individuality, your deeds, can be and are present at once to the
eternal insight of God; while, nevertheless,
equally true that not
God,
for
life
for
but
genuine temporal sequence of
only
you,
your
deeds and strivings, whereof, when you view this life at the present tem
not yet.
just now no longer, while the future
poral instant, the past
This twofold view of your nature, as temporal process and as an eternal
system of fact,
precisely as valid and as obvious as the twofold view of
the melody or of the rhythm. Your temporal present looks back, as Will,
irrevocable because
upon your now irrevocable past. That past
the so far finished expres
the basis of your seeking for the future, and
sion of your unique individual Will. Your future
the not yet tempor
ally expressed region wherein you, as finite being, seek your own fur
still, in one aspect, as we shall see, causally
ther expression. That future
undetermined, precisely in so far as therein something unique, that
yours and yours only, to appear in the form of various individually de
signed expressions of your life-purpose,— various individual deeds. There

we shall be able to maintain, despite all your unquestionable
there will be an aspect of your future
life that will be free, and yours, and such as no causation can predeter
fore,

as

causal and moral determinations,
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as even God possesses only in so far as your unique in
furnishes
it as a fact in His world.
dividuality
And nevertheless, your future and your past, your aspect of individu
ality, and of freedom, and the various aspects wherein you are dependent

mine, and such

upon the rest of the world, your whole life of deeds, and your attain
ment of your individual goal through your deeds,— all these manifold
facts that are yours and that constitute you, are present at once to the
facts in the world,

as temporal contents eternally viewed,—
but
finished,—
process eternally
eternally finished precisely by virtue
of the temporal sequence of your deeds. And when you wonder how

Absolute,—

as

as a

of your one life,— remember what
is implied in the consciousness at once of the melody or the rhythm as a
sequence,— and you will be in possession of the essential principle where
by the whole mystery is explained.
It is this view, once grasped in its various aspects, that will enable us to
define in what sense man is one with God, and in what sense he is to be
viewed as at present out of harmony with his own relation to God, and
in that sense alienated from his true place in the eternal world. And so,
in discussing this most elementary category, we are preparing the way
for a most significant result as to the whole life of any man.
The temporal man, viewed just now in time, appears, at first, to be
sundered even from his own past and future, and still more from God.
He is a seeker even for to-morrow's bread,— still more for his salvation.
He knows not just at this instant even his own individuality; still less
should he immediately observe his relation to the Absolute in his present
deed and in his fleeting experience. Only when he laboriously reflects
upon his inmost meaning, or by faith anticipates the result of such reflec
tion, does he become aware of how intimately his life is bound up with
an Absolute life. This our finite isolation
however, especially and char
temporal isolation. That inattention of which we spoke
acteristically
in the last lecture,
now
especially an inattention to all but this act, as
appears to me. am not one with my own eternal individuality, especial
and peculiarly because this passing temporal instant
not the whole of
no longer or else not yet when this
time, and because the rest of time
instant passes. Herein lies my peculiarly insurmountable human limita
tion. This
am not
my present form of consciousness. To be sure,
chains
of
thus
bound
in
the
finitude.
Within
my
wholly
my present
form and span of consciousness there
already exemplified an eternal
in many cases and in brief
type of insight, whereby the totum simul
is

is

I

is

is

is
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I

is

it

a

is,

these aspects can be at once the aspects
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span won. But beyond this my span of presentation, time escapes me as a
past and future that is at once real and still either no longer or else not
yet. From the eternal point of view, however, just this my life is at once
present, in its Individuality and its wholeness. And because of this fact,
just in so far

as

I am the eternal or true Individual, I stand in the presence

of God, with all my life open before Him, and its meaning revealed to
and to me. Yet this my whole meaning, while one with His meaning,
remains, in the eternal world, still this unique and individual meaning,
which the life of no other individual Self possesses. So that in my eternal
expression I lose not my individuality, but rather win my only genuine
individual expression, even while I find my oneness with God.
Now, in time, I seek, as if it were far beyond me, that goal of my
Selfhood, that complete expression of my will, which in God, and for
God, my whole life at once possesses. I seek this goal as a far-off divine
event,— as my future fortune and success. I do well to seek. Seek and ye
shall find. Yet the finding,— it does not occur merely as an event in time.
It occurs as an eternal experience of this my whole striving. Every strug

Him

gle, every tear, every misery, every failure, and repentance, and every
rising again, every strenuous pursuit, every glimpse of God's truth,— all
these are not mere incidents of the search for that which is beyond. They
are all events in the life; they too are part of the fulfilment. In eternity
all this is seen, and hereby,— even in and through these temporal failures,
I win, in God's presence and by virtue of His fulfilment, the goal of life,

whole of life. What no temporal instant ever brings,— what
all temporal efforts fail to win, that my true Self in its eternity, and in its
oneness with the divine, possesses.
which

is the

THE CONCEPTION OF IMMORTALITY

(1900)

I
I may

well begin this discussion by pointing out where, to my mind,
lies the most central problem concerning man's immortality. In the real
world in which our common-sense metaphysic believes, some things are
obviously transient, and others, as, for instance, matter and the laws of
nature, are more enduring, and perhaps (so common sense would nowa
days tell us), are absolutely permanent. But permanence is of two sorts.
A type may be permanent,— a law, a relationship. Thus the Binomial
Theorem remains always true; and water continues to run down hill
as

just as it did during the earliest geological periods. Or that may be per
manent which we usually call an individual being. This particle of matter,
as, for instance, an individual atom, or again, the individual whole called
may be permanent. Now
when we ask about the Immortality of Man, it is the permanence of the
Individual Man concerning which we mean to inquire, and not primarily
the entire mass of matter of the universe,

the permanence of the human type, as such, nor the permanence of any
other system of laws or relationships. So far then, as to the mere state
ment of our issue,

I suppose that we

are all agreed.

is,

But in philosophy we who study any of these fundamental problems
are unwilling to assert anything about a given subject, unless we first
understand what we mean by that subject. Philosophy turns altogether
upon trying to find out what our various fundamental ideas mean. Thus,
when in practical life, you act dutifully, you may not be wholly clear as
to just what you mean by your duty; but when you study Moral Philoso
What does the very Idea of Duty mean?
phy, your primal question
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of the ymmgrtality of the Individual Man! the
question arises, What do you mean when we talk of an individual man at
all? But this question, to my mind, is not a mere preliminary to an inquiry
concerning immortality, but it includes by far the larger part of just that
we have no
inquiry itself. For unless we know what an individual man
is,

so, in case

is

immortal. But, on the
even to raise the question whether he
we can discover what we mean by an individual man, the

other hand,

if

business

a

very answer to that question will take us so far into the heart of things,
and will imply so much as to our views about God, the World, and
Man's place in the world, that the question about the immortality of
man will become, in great measure,
mere incident in the course of this
deeper discussion.

I

shall here raise, and for the larger part of this lecture
Accordingly,
shall pursue, an inquiry concerning what we mean by an Individual Man.
Only towards the end of this discussion shall we come clearly to see that
in defining the Individual Man, we have indeed been defining his Im

if

a

I
a

details.

is

I

is

is

I

I

a

is

I

it

I

I

a

is

is

it

a

is

mortality.
at once
The question as to the nature ofan individual man
prob
lem ofjggic_and an issue of life. IsHaH~tiave to consider the matter in
both aspects. In the first aspect our question becomes identical with the
that makes any rgajjjgmg an individual? This ques
problem, What
tion
very ancient, and
you choose commonplace one, which has
been studied from time to time ever since Aristotle. can give you small
needs must
insight, in my brief time, into its complications; and what
about
formal
and
But
like
all
the central
say
may appear very
dreary.
problems of Logic, this one really pulsates with all the mystery of life;
and before
am done,
shall hope to give you
glimpse of the sense in
which this true. Such glimpse will become possible as soon as apply
the logical question about individuals to the case of the individual man.
That all men including yourself arejnore_or lessmystejdous .beings to
want to show you
that the chief
you^vou are alreadyjLWjjre. What
the
nature,
man
of
his
individual
mysteryabout any
precisely
mystery
this man and no other man. want to
i.e., of the nature whereby he
show you that the only solution of this mystery lies in conceiving every
man as so related to the world and to the very life of God, that in order to
be an individual at all
man has to be very much nearer to the Eternal
than in our present life we are accustomed to observe. So much then for
an outline of our enterprise. And now for its inevitably complicated
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II
We all naturally believe that the real world about us contains individ
ual things. And if you ask what we naturally mean by believing this, I
first reply, apart from any more formal definition of individuality, by
saying that we believe our world to consist of facts, of realities, which
are all

ultimately different from one another, and unlike one another, by

virtue of precisely what constitutes their very existence as facts or as
realities. Things may resemble one another as much as you will. But
deeper than their resemblance has to be, according to our common-sense
view, the fact that they are still somehow individually or numerically
different beings. Yonder lights, for instance, are in your present opinion
all of them different from one another, despite their resemblances as lu
minous objects. You and your neighbors are different beings. And such

is,

individual difference, as you hold, enters very deeply into your inmost
constitution, or into the constitution of any person or thing in the uni
verse. No matter how much two people, say twins, look alike, talk alike,
think alike, or feel alike, we still hold that they are different beings; and
we naturally hold that this difference lies somehow deeper than do all
their resemblances, inner or outer. For that each one of them
or that
is

is

this being, depends upon and implies the fact that he
nobody else;
and just as neither of the twins could have any appearance, or voice, or
he

is,

thoughts, or feelings at all unless he first existed; just so, too, neither of
them, as the individual that he
could exist at all unless he were this

am to have any qualities whereby can resemble another being,
differ from all other beings
am to exist,
naturally seems

I

if
I

and must

it

I

exist

if

I

person, and not the other. So that to exist implies, as we usually hold, to
be different from the rest of the world of existences. And since
must

soa^

and

a

I

I

is,

that my difference from all the rest of the world
in sense, the deepest
truth about me. However little
know
about
may
myself, common
sense therefore supposes me to be at least very sure that am nobody else,
mean an essentially unique being, or
be
such
that
there
and
can
but
one
of
the
constituted
exists,
exist,
ing
type
by this individual being.

An

a

By an individual, then, we

if

a

is

it

then, although indeed
very dry and abstract task,
to tell what in general constitutes individuality,
we take the term
easy task

simply as an abstract noun. For the beings of the world are made individ
uals by whatever truly serves to distinguish each of them from all the
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rest, to keep them, as it were, seemingly apart in their Being. But now, if
we leave this barely abstract statement, and come closer to the facts of

I may next point out that, if individuality in general is easily defined,
this individual, precisely in so far as it is an unique being, is from the
nature of the case peculiarly hard to characterize, or to explain, or to
life,

orln any other way to know. In
fact, when we look closer we soon see that our human thought is able to
conceive, or to define, or to observe,

define only types of beings, and never individuals, so that this individual
for us indefinable. On the other hand our human sense experi

is always

ence shows us only kinds of sensory impressions, and never unique ob
jects

as

unique.

For now there comes to our attention

a very commonplace, but im
of
our
fact,
the
portant
regarding
process
knowledge. We have so far
accepted the natural view that the differences of various existent things

lie at the basis, so to speak, of all resemblances. But whenever we know
anything,, we arejlependent upon taking account at once, and in one act,
of bott likenesses and"jift'erericel7yrhese two aspects of facts are some

what dirTerefltiy related to our corisciousness; but we never really come
to know a difference without in some wise either reducing to or con
sciously relating it to a likeness. One of the lights that you see differs, to
your mind, from another light in size, in brightness, or in place. Yet just
because you see them thus differing, all of them for that very reason are
seen as in the same larger place, viz., in this room, or as alike in all being
bright, or as alike in all having size. Thus, whenever you clearly see
wherein they are different, say in brightness, size, place, you also see how,
in just this same respect in which they differ, they also have some re
semblances to one another. This fact, that you always know likenesses
and differences at once, or in one act, makes it impossible to sift out in
your knowledge all the resemblances of your world, and to put them in
one place by themselves, in your mind, while you put all the differences
in another place. For the likenesses stick to the differences, and always
come away with them, when you try to analyze your world, even in the
most abstract thinking process. Just as some of the miner's gold washes
away in the tailings, and just as some of the accompanying substances that
a chemist tries to remove by a particular process of distillation may distill
over with whatever was to be separated from them, so too, when, in
your discriminating observation, or in your abstract thinking, you try,
for the purposes of your analysis, to wash the resemblances out of the
facts, and to keep the differences, or to distill off the individuality of the
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different things, you find that always resemblance stubbornly clings to
difference, and vice versa. Nor do our figures of the tailings and the
distillations give quite an adequate idea of the actual hopelessness of

our consciousness, for purposes of analysis, the like
and the different aspects of our observed world. For, in our knowledge,
the consciousness of likeness and the consciousness of difference help
each other; and therefore in a measure, it is true that the more we get of
one of them, Jielore-QuxJcnowledge, the more we get of the other. So
they decline altogether to be known separately. Thus, only pretty close
ly similar objects can seem to us to stand, from our point of view, in an
trying to

separate in

observably sharp rani-rasf fn nneanpther. We can jee the contrast only
when we also see the closesimilarity. For instance, it isTfraeh easier to be
aware of

a

definite difference or contrast between two poets than it is to
of the Hifferenf-a^Mv^-nntrasf hejween a poet and a blacka

berry_or_^parabola. Whenever we clearly see what a difference
likeness, and the difference and the likeness,
we also observe

is,

be conscious

there

as seen,

it

always relate to the same aspect of the objects.
This being the fashion of our knowledge, one sees at once how hard
must be for knowledge either to find the impressions of sense, or to
define by thought, just wherein one thing ultimately
other things. An individual being, as we have seen,

differs from all

it

is

thought by our
common sense to be, first of all, different from any other being. We try
either to say or to see wherein
thus differs, or what constitutes its in

if
it

is

a

is

a

it

a

is

is

is

is

it

dividuality. Forthwith we only the more clearly see and state and con
not only differs from all other objects, but also,
ceive points wherein
and at the same time, resembles them. This
the fate of our knowing
we
observe closely, all individuality
process, and therefore, whenever
seems to be conceived and observed by us as merely relative. Individual
not indi
known to us only as an aspect inseparable from what
ity
natural
to be
view,
But
to
our
because
just
thing, according
viduality.
seems that,
an individual to the very heart and core of its existence,
we are to be able to see or to express this individuality, we ought some
where to be able to find or to conceive the individuality of each thing
as
fact by itself,— as difference, deeper than all resemblances, ideally
separable from them, and not merely bound up in this inseparable way
with them, or dependent upon them. Hence we always fail when we try
to describe any individual exhaustively.
Moreover, still another aspect of our difficulty often occurs to our
an individual in so far as
minds, and
especially baffling. Anything
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genuinely differs not only from any other existent being, but from
other being that is genuinely possible or that is rightly conceivable. You,

if you

real individual, are such that nobody else,
whether actual or possible, could ever share your individual nature, or
be rightly confounded with "you. "Now, however closely we observe./

for instance,

are

a

and no matter how carefully we conceive a thing, we at best only ob
serve or conceive actual likenesses and differences between this thing and

or remembered things. We can never either see or ab
stractly think just how or why it is that no other possible thing could
possess the characters, whatever they are, which we have once noticed
or have actually found this thing to possess. Suppose, for instance, that I
see the color of an object. So far I in no sense see why other objects
might not possess just that color. In general other objects do. So colors
are not purely individual characteristics of things. Suppose, however,
that I see a hundred autumn leaves, and sorting them, find indeed that no
two of them are precisely alike in shading and in detail of coloring. In
that case I at first seem to be finding what is individual in each leaf. But
no. For so far I have only seen actual likenesses and differences; and so
far only my present autumn leaves are indeed seen to be different. But I
have not seen why there might not be in the world, unseen as yet by me,
other autumn leaves precisely like any particular one of these leaves in
every detail of coloring that I have noticed. Hence I have not yet taken
note, in any leaf, of a coloring such as could not possibly be repeated
somewhere else in the forest; and therefore I have not yet actually ob
served what it is that constitutes the truly individual existence of any one
of the leaves. For whatever is a truly individ)ul-ctf3faeterof anyexisj£0t
thing is a character that simply could not be imaredjjy another Thing'; and
whatever makes you an existent individual WingjSfkids anybody else,
whether actualo^^ossibiETtejdje-pTJSslesied^; precisely your individual
the other present

charactertsticsT""

>

---

_..

Histonan"S~and biographers try to tell us about individuals. Do they
ever actually succeed in getting before us the adequate description of
any one individual as such? No. Man you can define; but the true essence

for instance, of Abraham Lincoln, remains the endlessly
elusive and mysterious object of the biographer's interest, of the histor
ian's comments, of popular legend, and of patriotic devotion. There is
no adequate definition or description of Abraham Lincoln just in so far
as he was the unique individual.
And why, I once more ask, is this so? Why can you not tell all that
of any man,

say,
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lies just here.

Suppose that you had overcome all the other limitations that hinder the
biographer or the historian from knowing the facts about his hero. Sup
pose that you had a description or definition say of Abraham Lincoln,
and suppose you assumed this definition or description to be an exact
and exhaustive one. The definition would mention, perhaps, the physical
appearance and bearing of Lincoln, the traits of his character, the secrets

of

his success, and whatever else

you may choose to regard as character
istic of him. Well, suppose the definition finished. The question might
be raised, at once, Is it possible, is it conceivable, that the world should
contain another man who embodied just that now defined type,— who
looked, spoke, thought, felt, commanded, and succeeded as Lincoln the

War President did? If you answer, "No;" then we may at once retort,
How can you know that only one man of this or of any once defined

type can exist? Have you the secret of creation? Is every man's mould
shattered (to use the familiar metaphor) when the man is made? And if
so, how come you to be aware of the fact? But if you answer, "Yes;
more than one man of this defined type is at least possible, or conceiv
able"; then equally well we may point out that hereby you merely admit
that you have not yet defined what makes Abraham Lincoln different
from any and from all other men, actual or possible. For if the possible
men, fashioned after the likeness that your definition has expounded,
were to come into existence, no one of these other men would be, in

your opinion, Abraham Lincoln himself, or be entitled to his honors or
his merits. They would differ from him by precisely the whole breadth
of their individuality. They would have no right to his property, no
share in his individual fame, and no hope, so to speak, of becoming
worthy to take his place upon the Judgment Day. Yet, by hypothesis,
they would conform to whatever definition of him you had once given
as an adequate characterization
of his type.
You may here interpose, if you will, by saying that all such idle sup
positions about the possible reduplications of the type of Abraham Lin
coln are worthless, since the practically interesting question is whether
men whose identity runs any risk of being confounded with that of the
great President exist or are to be found; and this question, according to
our common view, is easily to be answered in the negative. But my pres
ent interest, in mentioning the possible cases of other representatives of
Lincoln's once defined type, lies merely in showing that whatever the
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k

I

it

is,

we men never adequately come to
individuality of anything really
know wherein
here point out that while you are
consists, and so
doubtless somehow_qaiie sine uf LiticolH'ymdudduality, orjhis unexampled unigHeaesyyayJiave not positiyjeljfcdefined^dierein that unique
ness and individuality consists, until your definition has actually ex
isthat there-£4» &e-jncL£.tl2£r man of his
pressed why, nr af fcasf how
is

type. So'Tong as you merely appeal then to human experience to show
that there
no other such man to be found, our present argument re
mains untouched.

if

But even
we passed back again to experience to help us, we should
still find once more, as we found in case of the autumn leaves, that no
experience can show us the unique. The facts of sense are essentially
sorts of experience,— characters, types,— fashions of feelings. Uniqueness
I

such

is

thus precisely what
can never directly find present to my
When you first learn from the logic textbooks or from Aristotle
that the individual
the indefinable, you are indeed fain with Aristotle
to turn back to experience, as we just attempted to do in case of Abraham
the proper object
Lincoln. You are disposed to say that the individual
of sense. But Aristotle himself knew better than to rest content in this
view. As he already saw, sense also, in its own way, brings to our con
sciousness only the more or less vaguely general, or at best the typical,—
not the unique.
The very young children trust their senses for guidance, in the use of
their earliest language at the time when they name every object by its
vaguely observed type. So, perhaps, they name all men alike "papa," or
for while they call all animals "dogs," or identify cows as "cats," or use
any other of the delightful confusions that characterize the first year of
as

a

is

is

senses.

speech. Sense and feeling, taken

directly present experience, supply us
only with general types, and, apart from other motives, guide us only to
general ideas, never to direct knowledge of individuals.
You see then, in sum, that our human type of knowledge never shows
a

as

us existent individuals

being truly individual. Sense, taken by itself,
shows us merely sense qualities,— colors, sounds, odors, tastes. These are
general characters. Abstract thinking defines for us types. A discrimina
as

a

ting comparison of many present objects of experience, such as autumn
leaves, or human faces, or handwritings, shows us manifold differences,
but always along with and subject to the presence of likenesses, so that
we never find what common sense assumes to exist, namely, such differ
ence between any individual and all the rest of the world as lies deeper
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than every resemblance. And even if by comparisons and discriminations
we had found how one being appears to differ from all other now ex
istent beings, we should not yet have seen what it is that distinguishes
beings. Yet such a difference from
all possible beings is presupposed when you talk, for instance, of your

-OJiajjnciividuality.

Ill
now, however, past tn a npw gs£ect of the matter. If indeed it is
true that you do not define in your thought, or empirically observe
through any direct experiencTofyour senses^that the world consists of
Let

us

then we are next disposed to say that the dog
unio^ieJnHividualbeings,
ma of common sense upon this subject is the result of some very recon
dite interpretation of your experience. But if we ask whence we came

by this interpretation, I must call your attention to that region of your
life where you arejndeed-^urest of the jndjvidualitv of the facts, and
most familiar with its meaning. This region istKafof-your intimate hujnan relationships. Your family and your nearest friends are indeed for
your human faith and loyalty throughjmd through individuals. You are
sure of their uniqueness. You resist most decidedlyTrTe hypothesis that
what for you constitutes the essence of their individuality could con
ceivably be shared, like the characters of a mere type, by other beings in
the world. "There is no other child quite like my child,— no other love
quite like my love,— no other friend wholly like this friend,— no other
home the precise possible substitute for this home"— how familiar and
human such assertions are. Now this affirmation of the uniqueness of
our own, and of those to whom our hearts belong, has something about
it that obviously goes beyond both sense and abstract thinking. It ex
presses itself in quite absolute terms. Meanwhile it is much warmer and
more vital than the before-mentioned

I

is

is,

colorless assumption that all the
real beings in the world are in some wise unique beings, or that the uni
verse is made up of individuals. Yet this present and more vital assertion
seems to express the very inmost spirit of intimacy of personal loyalty.
And meanwhile it
in its implications, quite as metaphysical as
the
most general theory of any philosopher. For must still insist,— not even

in

of our most trusted friends,— not even after years of closest inti
macy,— no, not even in the instance of Being that lies nearest to each one
of us,— not even in the consciousness that each one of us has of his own
case
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as we now are either define in thought or find directly
in
our
experience the individual beings whom we most of all
presented
love and trust, or most of all presuppose and regard, as somehow cer
tainly real. For even within the circle of your closest intimacies our
former rule holds true, that, if^you attempt tojjefine by ymmihought
the unique,
frongfrirrngjfsplf into an unsatisfactory-abstraction,—
type
and not
merefashion
that
existence,
of
might as
person,—
possible
well be shared by legion as confined to the case of single being. And
just so, too, the other previous result obtains, namely, that when you try
eludes your
to find the certainly unique even in your own household,

it

a

a

a

a

a

it.

Self,— can we men

a

a

is

a

far higher
direct observatiorvferirTs 3-fe«ff3^Bemg that belongs to
sphere than tHat of axuonerely immediate experience. ItTs just for this
reason that the individual objecnsfyour oldest friendship
not merely
psychological problem to you, but also
metaphysical mystery. The
real presence of your friend you may indeed love with an exclusive affec
tion that forbids you to believe that any other could take his unique
a

place anywhere in the whole realm of Being; but you meet this real pres
fact of sense. Your doctrine
ence of an individual never at any time as
is

It

a

if

it

a

about this real presence of your friend remains in common life dogma
were
with the
dogma of supernatural faith.
just as truly as
individual of daily life as with the lady of Browning's lyric, for whom
the lover searches through "room after room" of the house they "inhabit
together:"—

"Yet the day wears,
And door succeeds door;

is

I

an individual.

As for yourself, you notoriously are such that the Selfisv-aod is-a'lfeal
individual. But who amongst us defines by his abstract statement of his
own type, or finds by dwelling upon his familiar masses of mere organic
sensation, what his own unique Self may be?Qj^w^*e--amiiiigstuscpnceives himself in his uniqueness-except-as-tSfr^ emoto goal of-some ideal
process nfrnrmn^Jr^jrm^f and nf awaTq-rping fp fjhfLi-mfh about his
me

who

I

own lifeTDnly an Infinite process can show

am.

'

thus elusive, answer, because she
you ask why this lady
And an indiyiduaLis_a_ieing_thajyiofinite search can find.
is

And now,

if

I

I

try the fresh fortuneRange the wide house from the wing to the centreStill the same chance! She goes out as enter!"
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is

it;

On the other hand, when we dwell upon these cases that lie nearest to
our vital interests, we do indeed begin to find out the deeper meaning of
something that in the instances formerly mentioned seemed to be a mat
ter for cold and curious logical inquiry. We begin to find out, namely,
the deeper meaning of this our so fixed, and yet at first sight so arbitrary
assumption that our real world, despite the imperfections of our con
ception and the vague generality of our direct experience, does consist
of individuals. For in case of the objects of our nearer and of our more
consciously exclusive affections, we are often well aware how arbitrary
our mere speech about the experienced or defined uniqueness of these
objects of affection must seem to any external observer. We recognize
this apparent arbitrariness of our description of the unique object; but
we even glory therein. We confess that we cannot tell wherein our
friend is so individual. We emphasize the confession. We make it a de
liberate topic of portrayal in art. And what we feel, as we do this, is that
this arbitrary speech of ours is a sign that we are pursuing a very precious
secret, which nobody else has the right to share. Herein we find a hint
also of a certain ideal view of the innermost nature of Being,— a view
which simply cannot be translated into the language of abstract descrip
tion, or adequately embodied in the materials of present sensation; but a
view which is all the truer for that very reason. For this view the Real is
indeed something beyond our present human sense and our descriptive
science. The individuals are, as we are sure, the most real facts of our
world. But yet there is for us, as for Browning's lover, something
endlessly fascinating about our hopeless human inability to show to
anybody else, or to verify by even our own immediate experience, just
in what way they are thus so individual. This our finite situation has its
own perplexing and beautiful irony. We rise above our helplessness even
as we confess
for this helplessness hints to us that our real world
behind the veil.

The inner nature, the true Being of these beloved individuals about us
and of our own individuality within, thus constitutes, so to speak, the
genuinely and wholesomely occult aspect of our most commonplace
life. That we are really in the most intimate relations with this so fami
liar, and precious, and yet so occult world, where in truth our most in

and yet in

a

is

timate friends and our actual selves even now dwell, we are sure. But
that the gates seem barred whenever we try to penetrate or to reveal the
truth of this very world,— this
something so baffling, so stimulating,

way

so absurd, that

in our lighter moments we find our own
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to make our world manifest to our human vision endlessly
amusing. And the play with these mysteries constitutes a great part of
concrete instance of the fun
must insist, merely
the poetic arts. It

I

a

is,

incapacity

damental logical and metaphysical
consist of individuals.

problem

as

to how the world can
a

is

a

a

a

a

mention

a

familiar instance. All the world loves lover, and, in
sense, loves in sympathy with him. Yet nearly all the faithful lovers are
certain profoundly to disagree with him as to the most central article of
his faith. For he loves an individual, unique, without
peer,— one who
that
no
other could take.
most lovable just because she occupies
place
They,— the other faithful lovers, each one of them also loves peerless
individual. And therefore they aTTTiave to use indeed very nearly the
same~formulas whenever they try to tell why they love. But they all dis
agree, just because they apply their creeds to different objects. They

To

is

a

if

all describe essentially the same type, namely, the perfect woman. They
differ about her identity. Or
they do not thus disagree— then, to be
in the making. In the endless disagreement of the lovers
sure, tragedy
lies their only hope of harmony.

Now the problem

to the worthy object of love
precisely, and, as
myself maintain, philosophically, identical with the logical problem as
to what constitutes an individual being. Whom shall one love? The

I

is

as

unique object. There shall be no other like the beloved. But for what
characters shall one choose the beloved? For mere uniqueness, for mere
oddities as such? No. For perfections, for excellencies, for ideally valu

is

is

if

it

is

able qualities,
the beloved rightly chosen, and not otherwise. Be
so,
then. The lover,
justified in his love, believes not only that his beloved
different from all other beings, but also that she
in some wise more
is

if

if

excellent than all others. This great faith,
sincere, longs for expression.
or
one
no poet, one must look abroad
One must praise the beloved;
to find the already written words with which to praise her. But in what
language shall the praise be expressed? In human speech of general mean
ing, known and understood by all men. But the qualities that the lover
finds in his own unique beloved, when once expressed in this common
speech of men, become in large measure identical with the qualities that
all the beloved women of the world have been said, by the poets and the

Of course there

well known differences in
types of recognized perfection, which have to do with color of eyes, and
with other features, but on the whole, the lover in expressing, in defining,
you will, the perfections of his love, has merely described with minor

if

lovers, to possess.

are those
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variations one type,— and, thank Heaven, an extremely general and uni
versally well known type,— the type of all the beloved women. In other
words, he has set forth every real or apparent noble quality of his be
loved except precisely what makes her unique. Yet his Joyalty_still earn
estly insists that he lovesjietier nothing so much-'as for that she is unique
'^ncTjs even theTe^y"quke__ujalikc-atrtrie other beloved women.

the logician must become a little suspicious of the lover.
The lover says that he loves but One. Yet when he tells about her he de
HeTeTTpon

type. Does he then really love only the type? For, alas, his
poetic accounts are but general. Just when he describes his love— "So
careful of the type he seems,— so careless of the single life." But no, this
thought is an insult to loyal love. True love is indeed essentially careful
scribes

a

of the single life. Yet is it then truly the unique being that one loves?
if this is true, why then does the lover's halting speech, when it
praises, describe absolutely nothing whatever but the type? The beloved,
if logically disposed, may even notice this, the pathetic irony of our hu
man loyalty. "You might have said all this," she may retort,— "you might
have said all this to any other woman who merely happened to please
Alas!

you."

Now in vain would the lover attempt adequately to reply that the

be

matter of mere experience, sufficiently different in
face and carriage from all the other observable people to be capable of
what we usually call identification, so that, for instance, the postman or
loved is indeed,

as a

is

it,

the teller at the bank also no doubt recognizes her face when he sees
and practically confuses her with nobody else. For the ground of loyal
love
not meant to be simply the same as this practical ground that we
use

for purposes of ordinary identification.

The lover

does

not mean

is

is

It

that his beloved
true that these
merely capable of being identified.
facts of experience, these observed differences of face and manner, be
come, from the first, lighted up for the lover's appreciation with all the
beauty of devotion, and so blend in his experience of affection with his

of loyalty. That

far

so

as

it

is

should be. He loves indeed also the
face and the voice, but for the sake of their unique owner. Yet the very

sense

of theory:

I

a

it

a

if

a

question that before seemed to us
very formal matter of logic would
once raised,
become,
do not ad
very practical question for love.
vise anybody to raise
in any particular case. But, as mere matter now
a

If

there were found in the world another with just such
face, voice, bearing, and other outward seeming and inward sentiment as
the beloved, would the lover not merely by chance confuse the two,
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through his mortal ignorance, but actually and knowingly love both of
them at once and equally? If he must answer, "Yes," then indeed, what
ever his protestations, he loves not the real individual. There is then no
true loyalty in his love. He is fond of a mere type.
But if he loves the individual, then indeed he could bear the easy test
that, in the Hindu poem of Nala and Damayanti, the gods apply to the
princess of the story. For when, in that story, the princess, by virtue of
the privilege belonging to her rank, is about to choose her lover from
amongst the suitors, assembled upon a solemn occasion to hear her de
cision, four of the gods, to please their high caprice, stand beside the
real lover, whom the princess has already in her heart chosen. Each god
the real lover's guise and seeming. The princess finds
then before her five men, all absolutely alike, and all fashioned exactly
as is the man of her heart. In her perplexity she wonders a brief moment;

assumes precisely

but then, perceiving in her mind the heavenly wiles, she lifts up her voice
in humble prayer that those of the group who are not the right one may
be pleased to behave a little more like gods, that she may see more

clearly

to choose her own. The gods relent, and obey. But the princess, as she
thus finds her mortal lover, hereby shows us also somewhat more clearly
what our loyal consciousness of the nature of an individual means. It
means that for our Will, however sense deceives, and however ill thought
defines, there shall be none precisely like the beloved. And just herein,
namely, in this voluntary choice, in this active postulate, lies our essential
consciousness of the true nature of individuality. Individuality is some

thing dmjj^_^ejriajid__ofourworld,

but that, in

this~pfe"5e«t

j^alm of

experience, we never find. It is the object of our purposes, but not now
of our attainment; of our intentions, but not of their present fulfillment;

is

is

is

it

by

it

it

it;

of our will, but not of our sense nor yet of our abstract thought; of our
rational appreciation, but not of our description; of our love, but not of
our verbal confession. We pursue it with the instruments of a thought
and of an art that can define only types, and of a form of experience that
can show us only instances and generalities. The unique eludes us; yet we
remain faithful to the ideal of
and in spite of sense ancTSfour merely
abstract thinking, it~BeTmnes for us the most real thing in the actual
world, although for us
the elusive goal of an infinite quest.
And therefore
that the lovers join in reporting the same things of
all whom they love; yet in meaning, nevertheless, wholly different beings
their speech. Therefore
that the soldiers in Bayard Taylor's Sebastopol lyric, as they sing in the trenches, before they storm the fort,
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of his own heart, as he thinks of
in words that are the same for all of them: —

each the tearful secret

home, but they do so

"Each heart recalled a different
But all sang Annie Laurie."

The true individuals

are thus not seen

by

name,

us, not described

by

us.

But in

our more intimate life we love individuals, we will to pursue them and
to be loyal to them. Love and loyalty never directly find their unique
objects, but remain faithful to them although unseen.

IV
We have

far dealt both with various negative aspects of this idea of
individuality and also with its positive significance for life. We must now
ask, Is there any truth in this idea of individuality? Are we in any sense
righri!Tregarding~our world as one where there are these unique indi
viduals whom we mortals can define only in terms of our will to seek
them, and can conceive only as the goal of an essentially ideal process?
The adequate answer to this question as to the real Being of an indi
vidual would involve, as I have confessed from the very outset, an entire
system of philosophy. Shall I venture here merely to hint the grounds
upon which I think that we have a right at least to attempt just such
in my
primal problems? This idea of the individuality of all things
own opinion, an idea not merely of the emotional interest now illustrated.
also an idea without which, in the end, all serious science
impos
is

is

It

is,

so

sible.

For science too, although not sentimental,

itself

a

a

if

is

loyal expres
sion of an essentially practical interest in final, i.e., in individual truth.
unable to describe or to find the unique, everywhere postu
Science,
lates its existence as the goal of
process of inquiry. And this idea of the

is

if

is

a

if

is

is

individual
an idea that directs all conduct of our intellect in the pres
ence of our experience. To believe anywhere in genuine reality
to be
In
lieve in individuality.
every special science that deals with either
nature or man, you will find, then,
you look closer, that in some form
the concept and the problem of the individual enters in
fashion less
the lover's problem, but quite as insistent,
sentimental indeed than
quite as baffling, both for our empirical search and for our abstract defi
our world has reality, this reality
nitions, and quite as suggestive that
one which no finite process of finding and defining can exhaust. Quite
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however, to decline to face this problem upon the sup
once for all un
posed grounds that the ultimate nature of real things
knowable. The conception of reality itself
precisely as much an ex
is is

is

impossible is

a

if

a

the conception of steam
pression of our human needs and purposes, as
and
the
conception so far baffles us, that
engine or of political party;

us then inquire

a

is

because we have not yet looked deeply enough into the life out of
which this very conception of the real world of individuals springs. Let

little more searchingly.

To

be sure,

for this inquiry

a

I

I

is

here no adequate space. can give only bare hint of an idealistic
have tried to state in ex
interpretation of the real world. Elsewhere

there

a

I

a

a

a

is

if

if

plicit form the argument now to be barely indicated. Regard what fol
lows,
you will, not as any attempt at proof, but as mere summary.
We have up to this point spoken of the relation of the concept of the
individual to the direct experience of sense, and to the abstract definitions
of the intellect. We have found that neither of these could furnish to us
an adequate expression of the nature of an individual. We have also seen,
in speaking of the more vital aspects of our problem, that an individual,
still sincerely intended or willed as the object of
not describable,
devotion that, in us, can only express itself as the endless pursuit of
goal. The natural statement of our problem becomes then this: Do these
endless pursuitsofjd£aLgoals, in terms of which we define our~relation
to the undefinable individual beings whom we love, or whom in science
we seek to know,— do these ideal pursuits,
truth
say, correspond to

reality .InJts wholeness ajgalm-of
expressed be^QnxLus?
of
than
observable
finite facts and of abstractly
^Purpose^ralher
merely
definable characters?
Is

anywhere

a

a

a

a

a

a

I

I

As to the most general answer to this question, must indeed first re
hold the concept of indi
spond that, for the reasons now illustrated,
from
to
be
not
our
human
point of view, but in itself,
merely
viduality
essentially and altogether,
teleological concept,—
concept implying
world
facts
of
where
there
are
that the
individuals express will
any
really
and purpose. Suppose being not now man, but being as far above our
mere poverty of conscious life as you please, yet
being whose whole
life consists merely of sense contents, or of mere facts of immediate
a

feeling,— colors, forms, tastes, touches, pleasures, and pains. Such
being
could indeed observe. But he would never observe individuals as indi
viduals. On the other hand, suppose any purely intelligent being, whose
a

mind was full of mere ideas, i.e., of patterns, types, schemes, class con
being, however wise in his own way, could
ceptions, definitions. Such
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such. He might know laws, orders of

truth, systems of necessary validity; but if his world contained individ
ual facts, he would never know this to be true. He would be, for in

by our hypothesis, himself an individual, for we have just spoken
of him as such; but he would never be able to know himself as this in
dividual. With the proverbial absent-mindedness of the abstractly wise,
this supposed pure intelligence would be quite unaware that he himself,
or that anybody else, possessed individuality. He would be loyal to no
individual objects. His world would be for him a collection of disem
bodied theorems, and of mere possibilities.
And now, even if you suppose the being of mere experience with
whom we just began, to acquire all the wisdom of the other being, the
supposed abstract thinker; still, even this resulting being, who would be
an observer of ideal laws and of immediate experiences, in this combina
tion would nevertheless not yet find true individuality in his world. His
world would now be one where there were types and feelings; but still
not one where unique beings were observed to be real.
But next suppose a being whose world not merely shows him contents
of feeling and types of law, but also expresses his will, and not merely
expresses this will, but satisfies it. Suppose that this being finds in his
world, namely, all that his love and all that his wisdom seek. This being
will observe his world as embodiment of his plans, as an exhaustive pre
sentation of his will and purpose. Now this being can indeed say: "This
world and no other is my world, for these facts and no others are what I
want, just because in these facts my purposes are satisfied." For the sat

stance,

isfied

will is precisely the will that

seeks no other embodiment.

Now such

being, and such a being only, would be aware of the uniqueness of his
facts, and so would know individuals as individuals.
a

if

I

it,

The. very conception, then, o_f_anJndiyiduflLas_a_real being, precisely:
because it is no abstract conception, but is rather the conception of a
unique being, is one that no pure thought or experience can express, but
""iTa conception expressible only
in£em^_o£a_sa|isfied will. An individual
i5.a Uemg that adequately expresses a purpose. Or agairtpan individual so
expresses a purpose that no other being can take the place of this individ
ual as an expression of this purpose. And the sole test of this sort of
uniqueness lies in the fact that in this individual being, just in so far as its
type gets expression at all, the will or purpose which it expresses rests
desires no other, will have no other.
content with
conclude then, so far, that
this^ world contains real individuals at all.
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a

world that not only

completely and adequately expresses
contains real individuals.

Nor
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a

expresses purpose, but
purpose precisely in so far as it

with reference to the more
sentimental illustrations used a moment since. The purposes which vari
ous individuals express may be those of science, or those of human love,—
those of our warmer passions, or those of our calmer reason,— those of
man, or those of God. Any of these various purposes, or all of them at
once, may win a place in Being. My whole case sjjjarjs-tbat-whether you
talk of angels or atoms, your individual beings, if real at all, are real only
as unique embodiments ofjiurgose. And their uniqueness can only de^~
pend upon tne tact tfiat in each of them some will is so satisfied that it
seeks and will have no other. Therefore it is indeed that loyal human love
is in us the best example of an individuating principle. Thejove rhat will
have no other than this beloved is our best hint of the sense in which purposeffiusfTjeTulfilled in the world, if individuals are to bsTreal at all. ^
ONI ijlli' ilii'n'1 Mini luimmni thin- T">np'; the real world fulfill purposes?
Does it express will? Does it embody ideals in unique and satisfactory
fulfillment? But this question at once raises the most central issue of
philosophy. In what sense is there any real world? What are its ultimate
facts? What is Reality?
The answer to these questions must be, like the questions, founded
upon a desire to deal with first principles for their own sake. For the
issue upon which depends every philosophical problem about the gen
eral order of the world is raised when one asks the question, What is a
fact? We have said that the most significant facts, even of the world of
common sense and of science, have aspects that transcend the limits of
our direct human consciousness. But we have not said that such facts
have no relation whatever to our own experience, but only that our hu
man type of experience is very inadequate to exhaust their meaning, or
to present them in their wholeness. In truth, our whole search after fae
our whole belief in the reality of the world, depends upon a recognition
that our experience is inadequate to express the conscious purposes that
we have in mind even when we scrutinize this our experience itself, to see
what it contains. And our own philosophical argument will hold that in
consequence you must define the whole Reality of things in terms of
need this result be interpreted merely

Purpose.

At

any thinking moment of your human life, you inquire, you find
yourself ignorant, you doubt, you wonder, or you investigate. Now as
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you do this you have present to your consciousness what are called, in
ideas of objects not now
the narrower sense of that term, ideas,— that
present to you, and of objects that,
present, would answer your ques
tions, settle your doubts, accomplish the end of your investigations.

Now your

ideas, as such, mean

certain thoughtful processes
present in your momentary state of

precisely

that are more or less consciously

you inquire. But the objects concerning which you inquire are,
by hypothesis, not wholly present to you at the instant of your doubt or
wonder. For were they present, your inquiries would be answered. They
were, in them
are viewed as absent; and you also call them, taken, as
them,
the
facts
in
the
case.
You
conceive
selves,— you call them,
say,
usually, as in large measure independent of your ideas. And yet the facts
and your ideas cannot be in truth wholly independent of each other as
ordinary Realism assumes; for were they without any mutual depend
ence whatever, how could the ideas really have the facts as their objects?
Or how could make any difference to the ideas, as conscious processes,
with an intent or purpose of their own, whether the wholly independent
facts agreed with them, or not? Or yet again, to put the same consider
ation in another form, the ideas,
they have any bearing upon facts at
all, even
they simply express ignorance of the facts, or doubt about
the facts, or error regarding facts, or blunder, or delusion,— yet still
doubt, or error, or delusion about facts, which are really their objects,—
as

if

if

it

I

it

mind

if

is

I

say, must in any such case stand in that seemingly so myster
relation
to the facts beyond them which
ious
implied when we say,
The ideas are such as genuinely to mean the facts. Even in your con
scious ignorance, in doubt, in error, in delusion,
you really doubt, or
the ideas,

err, or are deluded, your ideas, however fragmentary, are thus linked by
the tie of objectively genuine meaning to the outer facts, however lofty

I

is is

is

or remote, concerning which you think and are therefore in one Whole
of Meaning with those facts.
Now what does this genuine tie, called the meaning of an idea, this
link by which the idea
bound to its seemingly external object, called
the outer fact,— what,
the true union
ask, does this link imply? What
is

is

between any idea and its object? The question as stated
absolutely gen
involved in every inquiry, in any sort of fact, and
eral,
therefore at

you consider the relation of any of your ideas, and so of
the
yourself
person having these ideas, to facts whether physical or
spiritual, to facts whether in laboratory or in the eternal world, to facts
whether in this room or in the remotest ages of time, to facts about your
issue whenever

a

as
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next friend, or to facts of God's mind or of immortality. If, for instance,
I now have a genuine idea of your minds while I speak to you, or if you
have any idea really referring to my own mind, then our minds are ac
tually and metaphysically linked by the ties of mutual meaning. In other
words, we are then not wholly sundered beings. We are somehow more

it,

whole of meaning. And if you now think of Sirius, or of the universe,
then your idea, if it really means anything whatever that is objective, is
in the same whole of meaning with your object. But what constitutes this
whole of meaning?
The question has its especial difficulty in the fact that, in speaking of
an idea and its object, just in so far as you sunder the two, and view
them as mutually independent entities, you fail to see how the conscious
idea can make any real reference to that entity yonder, beyond
and
different from it. For how should anybody, or how should anybody's

refer to an object that
still in no sense
part of the
the object
consciousness which possesses the idea? On the other hand,
to which our ideas refer
simply
simply itself one of our own ideas, or
is

if,

is

if

a

is

ideas, consciously

I

I

)

I

(

a

a

fact present to our experience,—
in other words, idea and object are
in my own unity of consciousness together, then how should an idea be
able to err, as we constantly find our own ideas erring, regarding their
objects? How, in brief, should ignorance and error be at all possible?
/"" To bring our whole problem then to single focus: When think of
outer existence,
think of something as not wholly and just now consciously present to me; and yet think of myself as meaning this someI

/

/

is

somehow here, in my consciousness,— genuinely here;
thing. My object
and yet somehow not here, since inquire and perhaps err about it. Now

how can

I

tention upon some fact now present in my mind?
To all these fundamental questions philosophy, as hold, must answer:
can refer to any object beyond me solely by observing the inadequacy

I

I

\

I

I

thus mean to refer to more than my object now present to my
consciousness, while still, in order thus to refer at all,
must fix my at

I

I

of my present and passing conscious idea to its own conscious purpose.
cannot directly look beyond my own consciousness; but
pass beyond
solely
will,
virtue
intent,
my
of
present
dissatisfaction.
by
my
my
my

is

a

But this very will and dissatisfactionTTave my own present imperfection
and inadequacy as their direct object. And consequently, by the object
itseiJTby my real wqrld,l_cah mean notning~but that which in the end,
despite all my ignorance or error or finite misfortune, somehow ade
real being
the
quately fulfills my whole will. Thus the very idea of
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idea of something thati-fBlfills.:ji purpose. What is thus thought of is in
deed conceived as the outer object of afTldea, and so as a fact beyond the
idea, and yet meant by the idea. This relation of being beyond an idea,
a

is

a

however,
and yet meant by that idea,
relation that
possible relation,
has any sense whatever only in so far, first, as the idea
an inadequate ex
in
our
human
consciousness
of
its
own
pression
purpose, and in
present

is,

a

is

is

I

a

a

'l

is

is

so far, secondly, as the object meant stands related to the idea as that
which fulfills the whole intent which
now partially expressed in the
idea. And so we can indeed say, -as Schopenhauer said, although not
my WilD^
he real world
wholly in his sense,
In other words, ttr-Sefio exist, to be fact, to be real,— any one of
these expressions simply means, to express in wholeness the meaning that
imperfect conscious ideas, such as we mortals have, now only partially
fact, means then, not to be independent of finite
express. To be, or to be
ideas, but to accomplishj[uljy_ajid
finally what they only intend, topre-sentin wholeness what they only find in fragment, to be one with their
purpose, but free from their inadequacy, to fulfill what they only pro
pose, to attain what they only will. In saying this in no sense mean that
reality meets all your momentary wishes and caprices. For your mo
mentary wishes and caprices are simply unconscious of their own whole
meaning; and therefore they very generally have to be transformed in
order to be satisfied. But what my doctrine does mean that world of
ontological fragments, of facts that are not in one whole of meaning to
never to be found. There are no ideas sundered from their ob
gether,

is

a

is

is

there
the object also.
jects. Ontologically speaking, where the idea
the
human
idea
the
Only
momentary
object imperfectly brought to
finite consciousness. The apparent sundering of idea and fact
therefore

is

a

is

It

is

simply an illusion of our own finitude. Nor do the ideas mysteriously
refer to objects that first exist beyond them and then are somehow the
not
topics of this reference. No, the true relation of idea and object
mysterious.
merely the very relation so familiar to any of us, the
relation which you have now in mind when you observe that you have
not fully present to your momentary self the fulfillment of your own
full consciousness even of what
present conscious purposes, nor yet
those purposes themselves mean. In fact, just in so far as you lack any
thing, or in so far as you know not wholly what you mean, or have not
now what you all the while consciously seek, just in so far you define
your object as beyond you. The jncompleteness of yourjyesent selfthen the sole warrant that you have
expression of your own meaning
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world beyond you. And this incompleteness,
so far as you are conscious"x>f
gives in its turn the only possible mean
to
the
ascribed
to
the complete expression of your pres
ing
externality
ent meaning. Thus while you indeed expect reality to defeat your ca
prices, and to refute your errors, you still rightly demandthat reality
should adequatejy_express your whole true meaning.
In consequence,-merely by'feading this result in the reverse order you
have at once
definition of the deepest essence of the existent world.
What
real
simply, in its wholeness, tharwhjch cojisciousjy completes
or finally expresses the very meaning that, in you,
at thisjnstant of
your human experience cM^ciousjy incomplete. That meaning of yours,
viz., the world, the reality, the whole, yes the absolute,
now in its very
is

is

is

is

a

it,

is a

being really although inadequately present to your passing conscious
that you know not consciously, just now,
your finite defect
the whole of what you even now genuinely mean. Or again: you have
is

ness; but

not now at once both wholly and consciously present the complete ex
pression of your own will. But this complete expression, with you and
in essence in you really, even now, but not consciously present to you

is

It

It

is

is

is

now, this whole will and life of yours
the world. That complete ex
as
the
Hindoos
that
the
said,—
the Soul, that
Reality, that
pression,
art Thou. The real worldthfipjs teleotegical.
does express_a_pjjrpose.
does express this purpose rationaTh^jadlolly, finally. And this purpose
the very purpose now hinted~m your own passing thrill of hope and
of longing.

But now, after listening to this mere sketch of the general idealistic
thenr^ nf HIP nlfjrnate reality, after hearing this interpretation of the

is

is

essential nature of the world order in its wholeness, you may well ask
how, in case there
this essential relation of every finite idea to the
whole meaning of the world, there any room left for finite individual

is

a

a

I

as

is

any distinguishable fact. The doctrine that have just sketched
indeed obviously version of doctrine about Gnd as an Absnlute Being,
and about his relation to everyTmite conscious life just insoTar as that
life, seeing its own imperfections,
seeking for truth beyond itself. No

ity

one can seek for
is

I

a

truth beyond his present self, unless_the_se£k£r is-alin_hjs_mrnnsf
ready
purpnse nne wjfh the Absohjtf. ,ife in which all truth
expressed. But on the other hand, this oneness of divine and of finite
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purpose is in some sense sure to exist in case of every finite life; for all
life is an expression of the one universal Will, and in its turn is in the
most intimate relation to that one will. Ignorance and error as well as
evil are, when viewed as such, and in their separation from the whole,

imperfect self-expressions of the Absolute that can only appear within
the limits of a finite fragment of the whole, such as any one of us now is.
No finite idea can fail, even in the lowest depths of its finitude, to intend
this oneness with the Absolute upon which, according to our account,
all knowledge and all truth depend. But on the other hand, if all reality

for One,

single purpose, so that God
is immanent, is everywhere nigh to the finite life, and is everywhere
meant by us all,— then we seem indeed to have found that the world ex

is one and

and is the expression

of

a

accomplishing that pur
pose. And we seem to have found also that at any instant what we con
sciously intend, in allour finite strivings, is oneness with God. But what,
presses one absolute purpose, and is real

only

as

ask, has become of our mdividualityfTH~so>faT"aTwe were to be
ourselves,
and nobody else?
just
I reply, first, that in referring to reality in these idealistic terms, as the
final fulfillment of a united purpose,— as the complete carrying out of

you may

what all finite purposes more or less blindly intend,— we have at least
pointed out where there is attained something which no abstract descrip
tion of finite facts could show us, namely, the uniqueness of the Divine

Life, and of the real world in which this life is expressed. A will satisfied
has in God's whole life found its goal, and seeks no other. I do not indeed
conceive the Absolute as finding his goal at any one point in what we call
time. Now we wait and suffer and seek. And all life, all striving, and all
science are efforts to win ultimately this absolute meaning, which is our
own will completely expressed. But it is the whole world of past, present,
and future, it is that totality of life and of experience which our every
moment of conscious life implies and seeks, which is fulfilled in the Ab
solute. Now neither abstract thought nor immediate experience, taken
merely as we men find or define them, can describe or discover the
unique. Only the complete fulfillment of purpose can leave no other fact
beyond to be sought; and primarily, for this very reason, only the Abso
lute Life can be an entirely whole individual. God, then, is indeed the
primary individual. His world, his life, his expression taken in its whole
ness, is that individual fact which you and I are at all times trying to find,
to win, to see, to describe, to attain. As finite beings we fail at every mo
ment. It is our failure that we try to correct by our science or by our

THE CONCEPTION

OF IMMORTALITY

109

prudence. By no mystic vision can we win our union with him. We must
toil. But he is our whole true life, in whom we live and move and have

our being, and in him we triumph and attain,— not now, not here in time
and amidst the blind strivings of this instant, but in that which our
strivings always intend, and pursue, and love. For "restless are our
souls,"

as

Augustine in the familiar

passage

said,

"until they

rest,

O

God, in thee."
But now, on the other hand, consider the consequences of all this for
ourselves. The two deepest facts about the real world are, from this
idealistic point of view, that it is everywhere the expression, more or less
partial and fragmentary, of meaning and of purpose. Therefore it makes
our science and our practical work possible, and demands them of us.
But if viewed as a whole it is an unique fulfillment of purpose,— the only
begotten son of the Divine Will. It is such then, in its wholeness as a
God's world, that nothing else could take its place consistently with the
will which the whole freely expresses, carries out, and fulfills. But now
of an unique whole, every fragment and aspect, just by virtue of its re
lation to the whole, is inevitably unique. Were the world essentially un
finished, and were it not the expression of a purpose, then the uniqueness
or individuality of any of its parts or aspects would remain a fact no
where present to anybody's insight. But if the absolute knowledge sees
the whole as a complete fulfillment of purpose, then every fact in the
world occupies its unique place in the world. Were just that fact
changed, the meaning of the whole would be just in so far altered, and
another world would take the place of the present one. Just as, in case a
given cathedral is unique, and has not its equal in all the world of being,
then every stone and every arch and every carving in that cathedral is
unique, by having its one place in that whole, just so too, in the universe,
if the whole is the expression of the single_and jjbsolute^will, "every fragment ofjife therein has jfs unique plare in the divine life,— a place that
no other fragment of life could fill.
And soTalthough you can never see, and can never abstractly define,
your own unique or individual place in the world, or your character as
this individual, you are unique and therefore individual in your life and
meaning, just because you have your place in the divine life, and that life
is one. And therefore it is true that in this same realm of the single divine
life which loves and chooses this world as the fulfillment of its own pur
pose, and will have no other, your friend's life glows with just that
unique portion of the divine will that no other life in all the world ex

no
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and individual in our differ
ences, from one another and from all possible beings, just because we
share in the very uniqueness of God's individuality and purpose. We
borrow our variety from our various relations to his unity.
presses.

We finite beings then

are unique

And thus the claims of Knowledge and of Will are from the absolute
point of view reconciled. For knowledge recognizes no diversity except
upon the ground of an identity. And this is true of us all,— namely, that
our very variety is based upon the fact that the absolute life and its world
form one whole and are in their oneness unique. For just because the
satisfied divine purpose permits no other to take the place of this world,
in its wholeness, just so each one of us has his own distinct place in this
unique whole. But on the other hand Will primarily seeks that which is
different from all other objects,— namely, the individual, the finality, the
single fulfillment of striving. And just such a fact is the whole world, and
therefore is every part thereof unique in its own kind and degree of
being.

VI
So far, then,

as

we live and strive at all, our lives are various, are need

for the whole, and are unique. No one of these lives can be substituted
for another. No one of us finite beings can take another's place. And
aJjjjusjsjTue just because the Universe is one signjfiranr whole
ThatfoIIows fronTour generaT doctrine concerning our unique re
ed

as various finite expressions taking place within the single whole
of the divine life. But now, with this result in mind, let us return again to
the finite realms, and descend from our glimpse of the divine life to the
dim shadows and to the wilderness of this world, and ask afresh: But
what is the unique meaning of my life just now? What place do I fill in
God's world that nobody else either fills or can fill?
How disheartening in one sense is still the inevitable answer. I state
that answer again in all its negative harshness. I reply simply: For myself,
I do not now know in any concrete human terms wherein my individ
uality consists. In my present human form of consciousness I simply
cannot tell. If I look to see what I ever did that, for all I now know,

lation,

other man might have done, I am utterly unable to discover the
certainly unique deed. When I was a child I learned by imitation as the
rest did. I have gone on copying models in my poor way ever since. I
never felt a feeling that I knew or could know to be unlike the feelings

some
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is,

is

It

it,

of other people. I never consciously thought, except after patterns that
the world or my fellows set for me. Of myself, I seem in this life to be
nothing but a mere meeting-place in this stream of time where a mass of
the driftwood from the ages has collected. I only know that I have al
ways tried to be myself and nobody else. This mere aim I indeed have
observed, but that is all. As for you, my beloved friend, I loyally believe
in your uniqueness; but whenever I try to tell you wherein it consists, I
helplessly describe only a type. That type may be uncommon. But it is
not you. For as soon as described, it might have other examples. But you
are alone. Yet I never tell you what you are. And if your face lights up
my world as no other can— well, this feeling too, when viewed as the
mere psychologist has to view
appears to be simply what all the
other friends report about their friends.
an old story, this life
of ours. There
new
under
the
sun.
nothing
Nothing new, that
for us, as we now feel and think. When we imagine that we have
seen or defined uniqueness and novelty, we soon feel
little later the

sense, so lonesomely here. For we love
we trust in them; we honor and pursue them; we glorify
them and hope to know them. But after we have once become keenly

illusion.

We live thus, in one

individuals;

if

we are sufficiently thoughtful,
critical and worldly wise, we know,
that we men can never either find them with our eyes, or defiine them
in our minds; and that hopelessness of finding what we most love
makes some of us cynical, and turns others of us into lovers of bar
ren abstractions, and renders still others of us slaves to monotonous af
fairs that have lost for us the true individual meaning and novelty that
we had hoped to find in them. Ah, one of the deepest tragedies of this
human existence of ours lies in this very loneliness of the awakened crit
ics of life. Wgjieek true individualitvjmd the true individuals. But we
find them not. For JQ, jsie-moctals see what our poor eyes can see; and
thev-the true individual*:,— fhpy hplnngjrgtjr-n this world of our merely
human sense and thought.
They belong not to this world, in so far

as our sense and our thought
world! Ah, therein,— just therein lies the very proof
that they even nowbelong to HgKeFand to
richer "^'m tharTours.
their
true
HereirTTie!) lhg"very sign,of
immortality. For they are indeed
first, because^we meoqjihem and
•real, these indivI3^IslJ^ZejcnowtTiis,
in this very longing of
seek them. We know this, secoridry7t>ecause,
ours, God too longs; and because the Absolute life itself, which dwells in
our life, and inspires these very longings, possesses the true world, and

is

a

us this

a

now show
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we now know, all life is individual, but

is individual as expressing a meaning. Precisely what is unexpressed here,
then, in our world of mortal glimpses of truth, precisely what is sought
and longed for, but never won in this our human form of consciousness,

just that is interpreted, is developed into its true wholeness, is won in its
fitting form, and is expressed, in all the rich variety of individual meaning
that love here seeks, but cannot find, and is expressed too as a portion,

unique, conscious, and individual, of an Absolute Life that even now
pulsates in every one of our desires for the ideal and for the individual.

We all even now really dwell in this realm of a reality that is not visible
to human eyes. We dwell there as individuals. The oneness of the Abso

Will

lives in and through all this variety of life and love and longing
that now is ours, but cannot live in and through all without working out
lute

to the full precisely that individuality of purpose, that will to choose and
to love the unique, which is in all of us the deepest expression of the
ideal. Just because, then, God is One, all our lives have various and
unique places in the harmony of the divine life. And just because God
attains and wins and finds this uniqueness, all our lives win in our union
with him the individuality which is essential to their true meaning. And
just because individuals whose lives have uniqueness of meaning are here
only objects of pursuit, the attainment of this very individuality, since it

our present form of consciousness, but in a
life that now we see not, yet in a life whose genuine meaning is continu
ous with our own human life, however far from our present flickering
form of disappointed human consciousness that life of the final individ
uality may be. Of this pur true individual life, our present life is a glimpse,
a fragment, a hkitTanTTiiji its best moments a visible beginning. That this
individual life oraTTbf us is not something limited in its temporal ex
pression ro the life that now we experience, follows from the very fact
that hereTrothing. final or individual is found expressed.
is indeed real, occurs not in

VII
I

have had time thus only to hint at what to my mind is the true basis
rational conception of Immortality. I do not wish to have the con
crete definiteness of the prophecies which can be based upon this con
ception in the least overrated. Individuality we mean and seek. That, in

of

a

God, we win and consciously win, and in a life that is not this present
mortal life. But we also seek pleasure, riches, joys. Those, so far as
they
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of facts, we as individuals have no right to expect to win,
elsewhere,
either here or
in the form in which we now seek them. How,

are mere types

when, where, in what particular higher form of finite consciousness our
various individual meanings get their final and unique expression, I also
in no wise pretend to know or to guess. The confidence of the student of

philosophy when he speaks of the Absolute, arouses a curiously false
impression in some minds that he supposes himself able to pierce further
into all the other mysteries of the world than others do. But that is a
mistake. I have had no time here to give even to my argument for my
conception of the Absolute any sort of exact statement or defense. I well
know how vague my hints of general idealism have been. I can only say
that for that aspect of my argument I have tried to give, in a proper
place,

a

fitting defense.

The case, however, for the present application of my argument to
the problem of Human Immortality lies simply in these plain consider
ations: ( i ) The world is a rational whole, a life, wherein the divine Will

(2) Every aspect of the Absolute Life must there
fore be unique with the uniqueness of the whole, and must mean some
thing that can only get an individual expression. ( 3 ) But in this present
life, while we constantly intend and mean to be and to love and know
individuals, there are, for our present form of consciousness, no true
individuals to be found or expressed with the conscious materials now at
our disposal. (4) Yet our life, by virtue of its unity with the Divine Life,
must receive in the end a genuinely individual and significant expression.
(5) We men, therefore, to ourselves, as we feel our own strivings within
us, and to one another as we strive to find one another, and to express our
selves to one another, are hints of a real and various individuality that is
not now revealed to us, and that cannot be revealed in any life which
merely assumes our present form of consciousness, or which is limited
by what we observe between our birth and death. (6) And so, finally, the
various and genuine individualitywhich we are now loyally-mea»ing_to
exgresTg£ts, from tne Absolute point of viewTTtTrlairaiid conscious expression in a life that, like all life such as Idealism recognizes, is conscious,
and that in its meaning, although not at all necessarily in time or in space,
is continuouswith thj fragmentary and flickering existence wherein we
now see through a glass dafkly Our relations to God and to the final
is

uniquely

expressed.

trutnT

I know not in the

least,

I

pretend not to guess, by what processes this
is further expressed, whether through

individuality of our human life
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many tribulations as here, or whether by a more direct road to individual
fulfillment and peace. I know only that our various meanings, through
whatever vicissitudes of fortune, consciously come to what we individ
ually, and God in whom alone we are individuals, shall together regard
as

the attainment of our unique place, and of our true relationships both
and to the all inclusive Individual, God himself.

to other individuals

not the h'lsinfre of philnmphy to go. My
nearest friends^are" already,as we have seen, occult enough for me. I
wait until this mortal shall put on— Individuality.
inte~^heoccult

his

THE PHILOSOPHY OF LOYALTY

(1908)

LOYALTY AND RELIGION

Loyalty,
devotion of

so we said at the outset, is the

willing and thoroughgoing

a person to a cause. We defined a cause as something that
unifies many human lives in one. Our intent in making these definitions
was mainly practical. Our philosophy of loyalty was and is intended to be

practical philosophy. We used our definition first to help us to find
out the purpose of life, and the supreme good which human beings can
seek for themselves. We found this good to be, indeed, of a paradoxical
a

It was a good found only by an act of sacrifice. We then de
the
veloped
conception of loyalty to loyalty, and learned that, with this
means of defining the one cause which is worthy of all men's devotion,
seeming.

is,

is,

we could unify and simplify the chaotic code of our conventional mor
ality, could do full justice to the demands of a rational ethical individ
ualism, and could leave to every man his right and his duty to choose
some special personal cause of his own, while we could yet state the ideal
of a harmony of all human causes in one all-embracing cause. Upon this
basis we also could form a theory of conscience,— a theory which views
conscience at once as rational and universal in its authority, and yet as
individual in its expression in the life of each man, so that every man's
conscience remains his own, and
to himself, in many ways, mysterious;
while the whole business of any man's conscience
nevertheless, to
direct that man to find his individual place in the one, universal, rational,
moral order.
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Hereupon we illustrated our theory of loyalty by applying it to a
study of some of our own national problems. And next, our account of
the practice of loyalty culminated in a doctrine of the nature of training
for loyalty. Here we found the great paradox of loyalty afresh illustra
ted. Loyalty wins not only by sacrifice, but also by painful labor, and by
the very agony of defeat. In this our human world the lost causes have
proved themselves, in history, to be the most fruitful causes. In sum,
loyalty is trained both through the presence of personal leaders, and
through that idealization of our causes which adversity nourishes, which
death illumines, and which the defeats of present time may render all
the clearer and more ideally fascinating.
All these results showed us that loyalty has about it

a

character such

as forbids us, after all, to interpret the true good of loyalty in terms of
our merely individual human experiences. Man discovers, indeed, even
within the limits of his own personal experience, that loyalty is his ethi
cal destiny, and that without it he can win no peace; while, with loyalty
once in possession of his active powers, he seems to himself to have
solved the personal problem of the purpose of his life. But loyalty thus
appears, after all, in the individual life, in a deeply mysterious form. It
says to a man: "Your true good can never be won and verified by you in
terms to which the present form and scope of our human experience is
adequate. The best that you can get lies in self-surrender, and in your
personal assurance that the cause to which you surrender yourself is in
deed good. But your cause, if it is indeed a reality, has a good about it
which no one man, and no mere collection of men, can ever verify. This
good of the cause is essentially superhuman in its type, even while it is
human in its embodiment. For it belongs to an union of men, to a whole
of human life which transcends the individuality of any man, and which
is not to be found as something belonging to any mere collection of men.
Let your supreme good, then, be this, that you regard the cause as real,

good, and that, if the cause be lost to any merely human sight, you
hold it to be nevertheless living in its own realm,— not apart, indeed,
from human life, but in the form of the fulfilment of many human lives
as

in one."

Now, this mysterious speech of loyalty implies something which is
not only moral, but also metaphysical. Purely practical considerations,
then, a study of our human needs, an ideal of the business of life,— these
inevitably lead
moral activities.

us

into

This

region which is more than merely a realm of
region is either one of delusions or else one of spiri
a
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level higher than is that of our present individual hu

man experience.
In the last lecture we undertook to consider this larger realm of spiri
tual unities which must be real in case our loyalty is not based upon il
lusion. And we attempted to sketch a general theory of truth which
might show us that such spiritual unities are indeed realities, and are
presupposed by our every effort to define truth. Thus our ethical theory
has transformed

now appears to

itself into
us not

a

only

general philosophical
guide of life but

as a

doctrine; and loyalty
as a revelation of our

realm which we have been obliged to define
eternal and all-embracing unity of spiritual life.
relation to

a

as

one of an

We have called this realm of true life, and of genuine and united ex
perience,— this realm which, if our argument at the last time was sound,
includes our lives in that very whole which constitutes the real universe,
—we have called this realm, I say, an eternal world,— eternal, simply be

according to our theory, it includes all temporal happenings and
strivings in the conspectus of a single consciousness, and fulfils all our
rational purposes together, and is all that we seek to be. For, as we ar
gued, this realm of reality is conscious, is united, is self-possessed, and is
perfected through the very wealth of the ideal sacrifices and of the loyal
devotion which are united so as to constitute its fullness of being. In view
of the philosophy that was thus sketched, I now propose a new defini
tion of loyalty; and I say that this definition results from all of our pre
vious study: Loyalty is the will to manifest, so far as is possible, the
the conscious and superhuman unity
Eternal, that
life, in the form
the acts
an individual Self. Or,
you prefer to take the point of
view of an individual human self,
you persist in looking at the world
in our ordinary experience, and
just as we find
you regard the meta
doctrine
sketched
as
an
ideal
physical
just
merely
theory of life, and not
as
demonstrable philosophy,
can still hold to my definition of loyalty
famous
from
the dear friend and colleague some
by borrowing
phrase
of whose views
at the last time opposed.
can, then, simply state my
new definition of loyalty in plainer and more directly obvious terms
thus: Loyalty
the Will to Believe in something eternal, and to express
that belief in the practical life
human being.
This, say,
my new definition of loyalty, and in its metaphysical
form,
final
definition. Let me expound
further, and let me show
my
little more in detail how results from the whole course of our inquiry.
of

if

is

it

it

a

is

it

I

a

of

is

I

I

a

I

a

it

if

if

of

of

is,

cause,
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However kindly you may

followed the discussion of my last
as to the theory of truth and of re
ality which I opposed to the doctrines of recent pragmatism, and which
I now lay at the basis of my final definition of loyalty. I approached my
own theory by the way of a polemic against my colleague's recently
stated views regarding the nature of truth. But polemic often hinders our
appreciation of some aspects of the questions at issue, even while it may
help us to emphasize others. So let me now point out, apart from a po
lemic against other theories of truth, what is my main motive for view
ing the real world as I do, and why I suppose that viewing the world as I
do helps us to understand better the business of loyalty.
People who have faith in this or in that form of superhuman and sig
nificant reality often ask what they can do to turn their faith into some
thing that more resembles clear insight. Shall they look into the evi
dences that are adduced in favor of this or of that miraculous story?
Shall they themselves seek for the miraculous in their own personal ex
perience? Will psychical research throw any light on the mysteries of
being? Or, perhaps, will some sort of special mystical training reveal the
higher truth? What is the way that leads towards the spiritual world?
And thus those who doubt whether there are such higher realities to be
found still sometimes try to get rid of these doubts by various appeals
either to more or less magical arts, or to extraordinary personal experi
ences, or to mystical transformations of their personal life.
Now, whatever may be said of wonders, or of mystical revelations,
our philosophy of loyalty is naturally interested in pointing out a road
world,— road,
indeed, there be such
to the spiritual world,
say,
which has plain relation to our everyday moral life. And seems to me,
both that there
genuinely spiritual world, and that there
path of
inquiry which can lead from such practical faith in the higher world as
loyalty embodies in its deeds, to rational insight into the general con
do not offer my opinions upon this sub
stitution of this higher realm.
can see no farther through stone walls
as
having any authority.
ject
than can my fellow, and enjoy no special revelations from any super
human realm. But ask you, as thoughtful people, to consider what your
have

I

a

I

I

I I

a

a

a

is

is

a

it

a

a

will feel doubts

if,

lecture, some of you

rational beings, implies as its basis and as its truth.
What was expounding at the close of my last lecture was view of
things which seems to me to be implied in any attempt to express, in
as

a

a

I

ordinary life,
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reasonable way, where we stand in our universe.
We all of us have to admit, I think, that our daily life depends upon
believing in realities which are, in any case, just as truly beyond the
scope of our ordinary individual experience as any spiritual realm could

We live by believing in one another's minds as realities. We
credit
to
countless reports, documents, and other evidences of pres
give
ent and past facts; and we do all this, knowing that such credit cannot be
adequately verified by any experience such as an individual man can ob
tain. Now, the usual traditional account of all these beliefs of ours is that
as people say, wholly
they are forced upon us, by some reality which
itself
of
our
which
exists
by
independent
knowledge,
apart from our
experience, and which may be, therefore, entirely alien in its nature to
any of our human interests and ideals.
But modern philosophy,—
philosophy in whose historical course of
our
recent
only
development
pragmatism
passing incident,— that
philosophy which turns upon analyzing the bases of our knowledge, and
upon reflectively considering what our human beliefs and ideas are in
tended to mean and to accomplish, has taught us to see that we can
never deal with any wholly independent reality. The recent pragmatists, as understand them, are here in full and conscious agreement with
out of relation to
my own opinion. We can deal with no world which
our experience. On the contrary, the real world
known to us in terms
the object of our
of our experience,
defined for us by our ideas, and
real
to assert that
Meanwhile,
endeavors.
to
declare
anything
practical
has its place in some realm of experience, be this experience human or

it

is

is

is

is

is

I

a

is

a

is,

possibly be.

is

a

is a

is

I

is

fact,
simply to
superhuman. To declare that anything whatever
assert that some proposition, which you or
or some other thinking
can
form
true proposition.
in
the
of
ideas,
being
intelligible
express

sertion, and which

is

a

is

is

And the truth of propositions itself
nothing dead,
nothing indepen
dent of ideas and of experience, but
successful
fulfilment
the
simply
of some demand,— demand which you can express in the form of an as
fulfilled in

so far, and

of live experience contains what

only in

so far, as some region

that demand. Meanwhile, every
deed; and every
proposition, every assertion that anybody can make,
the prodigal son
rational deed involves, in effect, an assertion of fact.

"I will

my father,"

he even thereby

performs

a

fact,"

a

a

a

is

or this

a

he even thereby asserts some
himself,
to
be
true
about
his
and his father's house. If an
father,
thing
astronomer or chemist or statistician or man of business reports "this
says,

arise and go to

If

a

a

is

meets

deed,— an act having an
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ideal meaning, and embodying a live purpose; and he further declares
that the constitution of experience is such as to make this deed essentially
reasonable, successful, and worthy to be accepted by every man.

is

is

a

is,

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

a

a

is

is,

The real world is therefore not something independent of us. It is a
world whose stuff, so to speak,— whose content,— is of the nature of ex
perience, whose structure meets, validates, and gives warrant to our ac
tive deeds, and whose whole nature is such that it can be interpreted in
terms of ideas, propositions, and conscious meanings, while in turn it
gives to our fragmentary ideas and to our conscious life whatever con
nected meaning they possess. Whenever I have purposes and fail, so far,
to carry them out, that is because I have not yet found the true way of
expressing my own relation to reality. On the other hand, precisely in so
far as I have understood some whole of reality, I have carried out success
fully some purpose of mine.
There
then, no merely theoretical truth, and there
no reality
in
its
nature,
to
Whoever
lives
the
whole
foreign,
experience.
actually
conscious life such as can be lived out with
definitely reasonable mean
such
in
his grade of consciousness,
ing,—
being, obviously superhuman
not only knows the real world, but
the real world. Whoever
con
scious of the whole content of experience possesses all reality. And our
search for reality simply an effort to discover what the whole fabric of
into which our human experience
woven, what the sys
experience
tem of truth
in which our partial truths have their place, what the
for the sake of which every deed of ours
un
ideally significant life
dertaken. When we try to find out what the real world
we are simply
trying to discover the sense of our own individual lives. And we can de
fine that sense of our lives only in terms of conscious life in which ours
included, in which our ideas get their full meaning expressed, and in
which what we fail to carry out to the full
carried out to the full.

Ill

is

It

I

I

is

I

is

I

Otherwise stated, when think of the whole world of facts,—the "real
world,"— inevitably think of something that my own world, precisely
in so far as that world
any object of any reasonable idea of mine.
true, of course, that, in forming an idea of my world of facts,
do not
at
this
instant, the least right to spin out of my inner
thereby give myself,
consciousness any adequate present ideas of the detail of the contents of
am indeed thinking of
my real world. In thinking of the real world,
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the whole of that very system of experience in which my experience is
bound up, and in which I, as an individual, have my very limited and

I

I

a

I

a

I

a

I

I

I

is,

I

I

I

a

it,

narrow place. But just now I am not in possession of that whole. I have to
creature
work for it and wait for
and faithfully to be true to it. As
living along, from moment to moment, in time, therefore indeed have
have to use as can
to wait ignorantly enough for coming experience.
my fallible memory in trying to find out about my own past experience.
have no way of verifying what your experience
except by using
tests— and again the extremely fallible tests— which we all employ in our
social life.
need the methods of the sciences of experience to guide me
in the study of whatever facts fall within their scope. use those practical
and momentary successes upon which recent pragmatism insists, when
ever
concrete verification of my opinions. And so far
try to get
stand, and must rightly stand, exactly where any man of common sense,
am
any student of science, any plain man, or any learned man stands.
fallible mortal, simply trying to find my way as can in the thickets of
experience.

And yet all this my daily life, my poor efforts to remember and to

inquiries into this or that matter of science or
of business, my practical acknowledgment of your presence as real facts
in the real world of experience, my personal definition of the causes to
predict, my fragmentary

which

is

I

devote myself,— these are all undertakings that are overruled, and
that are rendered significant, simply in so far as they are reasonable parts
of one all-embracing enterprise. This enterprise
my active attempt to

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

is

it

is

is

a

a

a

is

is

it

a

is

I

a

is

I

I

it

I

find out my true place in the real world. But now can only define my
real world by conceiving
in terms of experience.
can find my place
in the world only by discovering where stand in the whole system of
experience. For what mean by fact
something that somebody finds.
Even merely possible fact
something only in so far as somebody ac
find
could
it.
And
the
sense
in which
an actual fact that some
tually
determinate fact,
sense which
body could find in his experience
defined
concrete,
can
be
in
terms
of
and
not merely
only
again
living,
possible experience, and in terms of some will or purpose expressed in
conscious life. Even possible facts, then, are really possible only in so far
as something
found by somebody. What
actually experienced, or
be
ever real, then,
distant or near, past or future present to your mind
or to mine, physical fact or moral fact,
fact of our possible human
or
fact of
superhuman type of experience,
experience,
purpose,
natural object or an ideal object,
mechanical system or value,
desire,
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I

say, is real, is real as a content present to some conscious
being. Therefore, when I inquire about the real world, I am simply ask

—whatever,

ing what contents of experience, human or superhuman are actually and
consciously found by somebody. My inquiries regarding facts, of what
ever grade the facts may be, are therefore inevitably an effort to find out
what the world's experience is. In all my common sense, then, in all my
science, in all my social life, I am trying to discover what the universal
conscious life which constitutes the world contains as its contents, and
views

as

its own.

story of my place in the real world. For
ideas of these facts.
In so far as my ideas are true, my own personal ideas are therefore active
processes that go on within the conscious life of the world. If my ideas
are true, they succeed in agreeing with the very world consciousness that
they define. But this agreement, this success, if itself it is a fact at all, is
once more a fact of experience,— yet not merely of my private experi
ence, since I myself never personally find, within the limits of my own
individual experience, the success that every act of truth seeking de
mands. If I get the truth, then, at any point of my life, my success if real
only in so far as some conscious life, which includes my ideas and my ef
forts, and which also includes the very facts of the world whereof I am
thinking, actually and observes my success, in the form of a conspectus
of the world's facts, and of my own efforts to find and to define them.
In so far, then, as I get the truth about the world, I myself am a frag
mentary conscious life that is included within the conscious conspectus
of the world's experience, and that is in one self-conscious unity with
that world consciousness. And it is in this unity with the world con
sciousness that I get my success, and am in concord with the truth.
But of course any particular idea of mine, regarding the world, or re
garding any fact in the world, may be false. However, this possibility of
my error is itself a real situation of mine, and involves essentially the
same relation between the world and myself which obtains in case I have
true ideas. For I can be in error about an object only in case I really
mean to agree with that object, and to agree with it in a way which only
my own purposes, in seeking this agreement, can possibly define. It is
only by virtue of my own undertakings that I can fail in my undertak
ings. It is only because, after all, I am loyal to the world's whole truth
that I can so express myself in fallible ideas, and in fragmentary opinions
that, as a fact, I may, at any moment, undertake too much for my own
But even this

is not the entire

I cannot inquire about facts without forming my own
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momentary success to be assured, so that I can indeed in any one of my
assertions fail justly to accord with that world consciousness which I
am all the while trying to interpret in my own transient way. But when

I thus fail, I momentarily fail to interpret my place in the very world

I

a

I

a

is

a

is

is

I

a

I

is

a

a

is,

consciousness whose life I am trying to define. But my failure, when and
in so far as it occurs, is once more a fact,— and therefore a fact for the
world's consciousness. If I blunder, but am sincere, if I think myself right,
but am not right, then my error is a fact for a consciousness which in
cludes my fallible attempts to be loyal to the truth, but which sees how
they just now lose present touch with their true cause. Seeing this my
momentary defeat, the world consciousness sees, however, my loyalty,
and in its conspectus assigns, even to my fragmentary attempts at truth,
their genuine place in the single unity of the world's consciousness. My
very failure, then, like every loyal failure, is still a sort of success. It is an
effort to define my place in the unity of the world's conspectus of all
conscious life. I cannot fall out of that unity. I cannot flee from its pres
ence. And I can err only as the loyal may give up their life for their
cause. Whether I get truth, then, or whether I err in detail, my loyal
search for truth insures the fact that I am in a significant unity with the
world's conscious life.
The thesis that the world is one whole and a significant whole of con
scious life
for these reasons,
thesis which can only be viewed as an
error, by reinstating this very assertion under
new form. For any error
of mine concerning the world
possible only in so far as really mean to
assert the truth about the world; and this real meaning of mine can exist
only as fact within the conspectus of consciousness for which the real
whole world exists, and within which myself live.
This, then, in brief,
my own theory of truth. This
why hold this
theory to be no fantastic guess about what may be true, but logically
inevitable conclusion about how every one of us, wise or ignorant,
actually defining his own relation to truth, whether he knows the fact or
not.
expressed my theory at the last time in terms of
polemic against
the recent pragmatists; but as fact their view, in its genuine and deeper
is

no more opposed to mine than my young Russian's vehement
protest against loyalty, quoted in my second lecture, was, in its true
spirit, opposed to my own view. My young Russian, you may remember,
meaning,

hated what he took to be loyalty, just because he was so loyal. And even
so my friends, the recent pragmatists, reassert my theory of truth even
in their every attempt to deny it. For, amongst other things, they assert
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that their own theory of truth is actually true. And that assertion implies
just such a conspectus of all truth in one view,— just such a conspectus
as

I too

assert.

IV
We first

of this theory of truth, in these discussions, for
a purely practical reason. Abstract and coldly intellectual as the doctrine,
when stated as I have just stated
may appear, we had our need to ask
what truth
because we wanted to know whether the loyal are right in
is,

it,

came in sight

a

I

is

supposing, as they inevitably do suppose, that their personal causes, and
that their cause of causes, namely, universal loyalty, that any such causes,
say, possess genuine foundation in truth. Loyalty, as we found,

we are loyal servants of our cause,
success which no transient
human experience of ours, no joyous thrill of the flying moment, no
bitterness of private defeat and loss, can do more or less than to illustrate,
as

a

so

far

a

is

If

practical service of superhuman objects. For our causes transcend ex
the cause lives, then all conscious
pression in terms of our single lives.
moral life— even our poor human life—
in unity with
superhuman
conscious life, in which we ourselves dwell; and in this unity we win, in

to illumine, or to idealize.
a

a

Is

We asked:
this faith of the loyal in their causes
pathetic fallacy?
Our theory of truth has given us general answer to this intensely prac
if

tical question. The loyal try to live in the spirit. But,
thereupon they
their
to
the
nature
of
the
truth,
reasonable
merely open
eyes
they see that
is

it

in the spirit only that they do or can live. They would be living in
as mere passing fragments of conscious life, as mere blind series
of mental processes, even
they were not loyal. For all life, however
dark and fragmentary,
either
blind striving for conscious unity with
the universal life of which
fragment, or else, like the life of the
deliberate
effort
to
loyal,
striving in the form of ser
express such
vice of superhuman cause. And all lesser loyalties, and all serving
im
evil causes, are but fragmentary forms
perfect or
the service
the
cause
universal loyalty. To serve universal loyalty
however, to
view the interests of all conscious life as one; and to do this
to regard
all conscious life as constituting just such an unity as our theory of
truth requires. Meanwhile, since truth seeking
indeed itself
practical
itself but an aspect
activity, what we have stated in our theory of truth
of the very life that the loyal are leading. Whoever seeks any truth
a

a

of of

is,

of

of
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is
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is

is
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true, valid for everybody,

and

is

if

to discover

is,

loyal, for he is determining his life by reference to a life which tran
scends his own. And he is loyal to loyalty; for whatever truth you try
therefore

worthy of

is

everybody's loyal recognition. The loyal, then, are truth seekers; and
the truth seekers are loyal. And all of them live for the sake of the unity
of all life. And this unity includes us all, but
superhuman.

Our view of truth, therefore,
Their loyalty

the universe.

meets at once an ethical and

is

a

logical
that
world
in
which
the
loyal are at
precisely
no pathetic fallacy. Their causes are real facts in

The universe

unity which loyalty
in its service of the whole of life.
as

a

home.

The real world

is

need.

whole

possesses that

is

is

not this also the world which religion recognizes?
the relation of loyalty to religion?

poses,—

If

it

Is

to loyalty seeks to express
Herewith, however,
occurs to us to ask one final question.
not
this real world, whose true unity the loyal acknowledge by their every
deed, and whose conscious unity every process of truth seeking presup
so,

what

it

The materials for answering this question are now in our hands. We
have been so deliberate in preparing them for our present purpose, just
for the sake of making our answer the simpler when
comes.

will to manifest the eternal in and
of individual selves. As for religion,— in its highest

We have now defined loyalty
through the

deeds

the

think,
(which here alone concern us),— religion, as
the
may be defined as follows. Religion (in these its highest forms)
both
the
eternal
and
the
spirit
interpretation
loyalty through
the imagination.
emotion, and through fitting activity
Religion, in any form, has always been an effort to interpret and to
make use of some superhuman world. The history, the genesis, the earli
er and simpler forms of religion, the relations of religion and morality in
the primitive life of mankind, do not here concern us.
enough to say
that, in history, there has often been
serious tension between the in
terests of religion and those of morality. For the higher powers have very
generally seemed to man to be either non-moral or immoral. This very
tension, only too frequently, still exists for many people today. One of
the greatest and hardest discoveries of the human mind has been the dis
covery of how to reconcile, not religion and science, but religion and
morality. Whoever knows even small portion of the history of the cults
a

a

is

It

of

of of

of

is

I

forms

a

historical

as
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of the difficulties to which I refer. The superhuman
has been conceived by men in terms that were often far enough from
those which loyalty requires. Whoever will read over the recorded
words of a writer nowadays too much neglected, the rugged and mag
nificently loyal Old Testament prophet Amos, can see for himself how
bravely the difficulty of conceiving the superhuman as the righteous,
was faced by one of the first who ever viewed the relation of religion
and morality as our best teachers have since taught us to view them. And
yet such a reader can also see how hard this very task of the prophet was.
When we remember also that so great a mind as that of the originator of
Buddhism, after all the long previous toil of Hindoo thought upon this
great problem, could see no way to reconcile religion and morality, ex
cept by bringing them both to the shores of the mysterious and sound
less ocean of Nirvana, and sinking them together in its depths (an under
taking which Buddha regarded as the salvation of the world), we get a
further view of the nature of the problem. When we remember that St.
Paul, after many years of lonely spiritual struggle, attempted in his
teaching to reconcile morality and religion by an interpretation of Chris
tianity which has ever since kept the Christian world in a most inspiring
ferment of theological controversy and of practical conflict, we are again
instructed as to the seriousness of the issue. But as a fact, the experience
of the civilized man has gradually led him to see how to reconcile the
moral life and the religious spirit. Since this reconciliation is one which
our theory of truth, and of the constitution of the real world, substanti
ally justifies, we are now ready for a brief review of the entire situation.
People often say that mere moraltiy is something very remote from
true religion. Sometimes people say this in the interests of religion,
of mankind

is aware

meaning to point out that mere morality can at best make you only a
more or less tolerable citizen, while only religion can reconcile you, as
such people say, to that superhuman world whose existence and whose
support alone make human life worth living. But sometimes almost the

of pure morality, viewed as some
of
Some
religion.
people tell you, namely, that since,
thing independent
as they say, religion is a collection of doubtful beliefs, of superstitions,
and of more or less exalted emotions, morality is all the better for keep
ing aloof from religion. Suffering man needs your help; your friends
same assertion is made in the interest

is

a

is,

you can give them; conventional morality
on the whole good thing. Learn righteousness, therefore, say they, and
leave religion to the fantastic-minded who love to believe. The human

need as much happiness as
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what we need. Let the superhuman alone.

Now, our philosophy of loyalty, aiming at something much larger
and richer than the mere sum of human happiness in individual men, has
taught us that there is no such sharp dividing line between the human
and the superhuman as these attempts to sunder the provinces of religion
and morality would imply. The loyal serve something more than indi
vidual lives. Even Nietzsche, individualist and ethical naturalist though
he was, illustrates

our present

thesis.

He began the later period of his

teaching by asserting that "God is dead"; and (lest one might regard
this as a mere attack upon monotheism, and might suppose Nietzsche to
be an old-fashioned heathen polytheist) he added the famous remark
that, in case any gods whatever existed, he could not possibly endure
being himself no god. "Therefore," so he reasoned, "there are no gods."
All this seems to leave man very much to his own devices. Yet Nietzsche

cult of the ideal future being called the Uebermensch
or Superman. And the Uebermensch is just as much of a god as anybody
who ever throned upon Olympus or dwelt in the sky. And if the doctrine
of the "Eternal Recurrence," as Nietzsche defined
true the Ueber
mensch belongs not only to the ideal future, but has existed an endless
number of times already.
our philosophy of loyalty
right, Nietzsche was not wrong in this
appeal to the superhuman. The superhuman we indeed have always with
us. Life has no sense without it. But the superhuman need not be the mag
ical.
need not be the object of superstition. And
we are desirous of
the
interests
of
and
well
indeed to begin,
unifying
morality
religion,
as rugged old Amos began, by first appreciating what righteousness
and then by interpreting righteousness, in perfectly reasonable and nonsuperstitious way, in superhuman terms. Then we shall be ready to ap
preciate what religion, whose roots are indeed by no means wholly in
our moral nature, nevertheless has to offer us as
supplement to our
is

a

a

is,

is

it

if

It

is

If

it,

at once set up the

morality.

VI
a

is

service of causes. But, as we saw, we do not, we cannot,
Loyalty
wait until somebody clearly shows us how good the causes are in them
selves, before we set about serving them. We first practically learn of the
goodness of our causes through the very act of serving them. Loyalty
begins, then, in all of us, in elemental forms. A cause fascinates us— we

iz8
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know not clearly why. We give ourselves willingly to that cause.
Herewith our true life begins. The cause may indeed be a bad one. But
at worst it is our way of interpreting the true cause. If we let our loyalty
develop, it tends to turn into the service of the universal cause. Hence I
deliberately declined, in this discussion, to base my theory of loyalty
upon that metaphysical doctrine which I postponed to my latest lectures.
It is a very imperfect view of the real world which most youth get be
fore them before they begin to be loyal. Hosts of the loyal actually mani
fest the eternal in their deeds, and know not that they do so. They only
know that they are given over to their cause. The first good of loyalty
lies, then, in the fact which we emphasized in our earlier lectures. Re
at first

verberating all through you, stirring you to your depths, loyalty first
unifies your plan of life, and thereby gives you what nothing else can
give,— your self as a life lived in accordance with a plan, your conscience

your plan interpreted for you through your ideal, your cause ex
pressed as your personal purpose in living.
In so far, then, one can indeed be loyal without being consciously and
as

explicitly religious. One's
man, concrete, practical.

It

cause, in its first intention,

It

is also an

ideal.

It

appears to him hu

is also a superhuman entity.

of the eternal. But this fact may be, to the
hard-working, and especially to the unimaginative, and, in a worldly
sense, fairly successful man, a latent fact. He then, to be sure, gradually
idealizes his cause as he goes; but this idealizing in so far becomes no very
also really means the service

explicitly emphasized process in his life, although, as we have seen, some
tendency to deify the cause is inevitable.
Meanwhile, such an imperfectly developed but loyal man may also
accept, upon traditional grounds, a religion. This religion will then tell
him about a superhuman world. But in so far the religion need not be, to
his mind, an essential factor in his practical loyalty. He may be super
stitious; or he may be a religious formalist; or he may accept his creed
and his church simply because of their social respectability and useful
ness; or, finally, he may even have a rich and genuine religious experience,
which still may remain rather a mysticism than a morality, or an aesthe
tic comfort rather than a love of his cause.
In such cases, loyalty and religion may long keep apart. But the fact
remains that loyalty,

if

sincere, involves

at least a latent belief

superhuman reality of the cause, and means
votion to the one and eternal cause. But such
of morality and religion. Such a service is

in the

at least an unconscious
a

belief is also

a

an unconscious

de

latent union
piety.

The
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time may come, then, when the morality will consciously need this
union with the religious creed of the individual whose growth we are

portraying.
This union must begin to become an explicit union whenever that
process which, in our sixth lecture, we called the idealizing of the cause,
reaches its higher levels. We saw that those higher levels are reached in
the presence of what seems to be, to human vision, a lost cause. If we be
lieve in the lost cause, we become directly aware that we are indeed
seeking a city out of sight. If such a cause is real, it belongs to a super
human world. Now, every cause worthy, as we said, of lifelong service,
and capable of unifying our life plans, shows sooner or later that it is a
cause which we cannot successfully express in any set of human experi
ences

of transient joys and of crumbling

successes.

Human life taken

it flows, viewed merely as it passes by in time and is gone, is
merely
indeed a lost river of experience that plunges down the mountains of
youth and sinks in the deserts of age. Its significance comes solely
as

through it relations to the air and the ocean and the great deeps of uni
versal experience. For by such poor figures I may, in passing, symbolize
that really rational relation of our personal experience to universal con
scious experience,— that relation to which I have devoted these last two
lectures.

If

a

is

a

is

it

is

it
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Everybody ought to serve the universal cause in his own individual
way. For this, as we have seen, is what loyalty, when it comes to know its
own mind, really means. But whoever thus serves inevitably loses his
cause in our poor world of human sense-experience, because his cause is
too good for this present temporal world to express it. And that
after
called you and me, as we now
all, what the old theology meant when
lost
lies in devoting ourselves
Our
are,
loyalty
naturally
beings.
deepest
to causes that are just now lost to our poor human nature. One can ex
indeed real enough,
press this, of course, by saying that the true cause
in the higher world, while
our poor human nature which lost. Both
of
case
have
their truth. Loyalty means
transforma
the
viewing
ways
tion of our nature.
Lost causes, then, we must serve. But as we have seen, in our sixth
lost cause has two companions, grief and imagin
lecture, loyalty to
ation. Now, these two are the parents of all the higher forms of genuinely
ethical religion.
you doubt the fact, read the scriptures of any of the
faiths.
ethical
Consult the psalter, the hymns, the devotional books,
great
or the prayers of the church. Such religion interprets the superhuman in
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forms that our longing, our grief, and our imagination invent, but also
in terms that are intended to meet the demands of our highest loyalty.
For we are loyal to that unity of life which, as our truer moral con
sciousness learns to believe, owns the whole real world, and constitutes
the cause of causes. In being loyal to universal loyalty, we are serving
the unity of life.
This true unity of the world-life, however, is at once very near to us
and
and very far from us. Very near it
for we have our being in
we are but
for whatever worth we have. Apart from
depend upon
we have
the gurgling stream soon to be lost in the desert. In union with
individual significance in and for the whole. But we are very far from
also, because our human experience throws such fragmentary light upon
the details of our relation to its activities. Hence in order to feel our re
lations to
near to our feelings and
as vital relations, we have to bring
to our imaginations. And we long and suffer the loneliness of this life as
we do so. But because we know of the details of the world only through
our empirical sciences, while these give us rather materials for rational
life than view of the unity of life, we are indeed left to our imagination
to assuage grief and to help in the training of loyalty. For here, that
precisely as to the details of the system of facts whereby our life
linked to the eternal, our science forsakes us. We can know that we are
thus linked. How we are linked, our sciences do not make manifest to us.
Hence the actual content of the higher ethical religions
endlessly
rich in legend and in other symbolic portrayal. This portrayal
rich in
emotional meaning and in vivid detail. What this portrayal attempts to
characterize
in its general outline, an absolute truth. This truth con
the
sists in the following facts: First, the rational unity and goodness
world-life; next, its true but invisible nearness to us, despite our ignor
ance; further, its fulness
meaning despite our barrenness
present
and
its
interest
in
our
as
moral
more,
yet
personal destiny
experience;
beings; and finally the certainty that, through our actual human loyalty,
we come, like Moses, face to face with the true will
the world, as
man speaks to his friend. In recognizing these facts, we have before us
what may be called the creed of the Absolute Religion.
You may well ask, of course, whether our theory of truth, as hereto
fore expounded, gives any warrant to such religious convictions.
hold
that
does give warrant to them. The symbols in which these truths are
expressed by one or another religion are indeed due to all sorts of histori
cal accidents, and to the most varied play of the imaginations both of
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the peoples and of the religious geniuses of our race. But that our re
lations to the world-life are relations wherein we are consciously met,
from the other side, by a superhuman and yet strictly personal conscious
life, in which our own personalities are themselves bound up, but which
also is not only richer but is more concrete and definitely conscious and
real than we are,— this seems to me to be an inevitable corollary of my
theory of truth.

VII
And now, finally, to sum up our whole doctrine of loyalty and re
ligion. Two things belonging to the world-life we know— two at least, if
is true: it is defined in terms of our own needs; and it includes
and completes our experience. Hence, in any case, it is precisely as live
and elemental and concrete as we are; and there is not a need of ours

my theory

not its own. If you ask why I call it good— well, the very argu
ments which recent pragmatism has used are, as you remember, here my
warrant. A truth cannot be a merely theoretical truth. True is that which
successfully fulfils an idea. Whoever again, is not succeeding, or is facing
an evil, or is dissatisfied, is inevitably demanding and defining facts that
are far beyond him, and that are not yet consciously his own. A knower
of the totality of truth is therefore, of necessity, in possession of the
however, you ask why this worldfulfilment of all rational purposes.
life permits any evil whatever, or any finitude, or any imperfections,
must indeed reply that here
no place for
general discussion of the
whole problem of evil, which
have repeatedly and wearisomely con
sidered in other discussions of mine. But this observation does belong
here. Our theory of evil
indeed no "shallow optimism," but
founded
the
the
and
the
dearest
moral
bitterest,
upon
deepest,
experience of the
human race. The loyal, and they alone, know the one great good of suf
just the
fering, of ignorance, of finitude, of loss, of defeat—and that
good
loyalty, so long as the cause itself can only be viewed as indeed
whole.
living
Spiritual peace
surely no easy thing. We win that peace
only through stress and suffering and loss and labor. But when we find
the preciousness of the idealized cause emphasized through grief, we see
at least may have its place in an ideal order. What
that, whatever evil
would be the universe without loyalty; and what would loyalty be with
out trial? And when we remember that, from this point of view, our own
griefs are the griefs of the very world consciousness itself, in so far as
is

a

it

is,

a

is

of

is

is

is

I

is

I

If,

which
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this world-life is expressed in our lives, it may well occur to us that the
life of loyalty with all its griefs and burdens and cares may be the very
foundation of the attainment of that spiritual triumph which we must
conceive as realized by the world spirit.

Perhaps, however, one weakly says: "If the world will attains in its
wholeness what we seek, why need we seek that good at all?" I answer

our whole philosophy of loyalty instantly shows the vanity
of such speech. Of course, the world-life does not obtain the individual
good that is involved in my willing loyalty unless indeed / am loyal. The
cause may in some way triumph without me, but not as my cause. We
have never defined our theory as meaning that the world-life is first
eternally complete, but then asks us, in an indifferent way, to copy its
perfections. Our view is that each of us who is loyal is doing his unique
deed in that whole of life which we have called the eternal simply be
cause it is the conspectus of the totality of life, past, present, and future.
If my deed were not done, the world-life would miss my deed. Each of
us can say that. The very basis of our theory of truth, which we found
upon the deeds, the ideas, the practical needs, of each of us, gives every
individual his unique place in the world order— his deed that nobody else
can do, his will which is his own. "Our wills are ours to make them
thine." The unity of the world is not an ocean in which we are lost, but
a life which is and which needs all our lives in one. Our loyalty defines
at once that

that unity for us as a living, active unity.
through the understanding of our loyalty.

far

We have come to the unity
It is an eternal unity only in

it includes all time and change and life and deeds. And there
fore, when we reach this view, since the view simply fulfils what loyalty
demands, our loyalty remains as precious to us, and as practical, and as
genuinely a service of a cause, as it was before. It is no sort of "moral
holiday" that this whole world-life suggests to us. It is precisely as a
whole life of ideal strivings in which we have our places as individual
selves and are such selves only in so far as we strive to do our part in the
whole,— it is thus, and thus only, that our philosophy of loyalty regards
so

as

the universe.

far as it attempts to conceive the
universe as a conscious and personal life of superhuman meaning, and as
a life that is in close touch with our own meaning, is eternally true. But
now it is just this general view of the universe as a rational order that is
indeed open to our rational knowledge. No part of such a doctrine gives
us, however, the present right as human beings to determine with any
Religion, therefore, precisely in

so
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certainty the details of the world-life, except in so far as they come with
in the scope of our scientific and of our social inquiries. Hence, when
religion, in the service of loyalty, interprets the world-life to us with
symbolic detail, it gives us indeed merely symbols of the eternal truth.
That this truth is indeed eternal, that our loyalty brings us into personal
personal world-life, which values our every loyal deed,
and needs that deed, all this is true and rational. And just this is what
religion rightly illustrates. But the parables, the symbols, the historical
relations with

a

incidents that the religious imagination uses in its portrayals,— these are
the more or less sacred and transient accidents in which the "real pres
ence" of the divine at once shows itself to us, and hides the detail of its
inner life from us. These accidents of the religious imagination endure
through many ages; but they also vary from place to place and from one
nation or race of men to another, and they ought to do so. Whoever sees
the living truth of the personal and conscious and ethical unity of the
world through these symbols is possessed of the absolute religion, what
ever be his nominal creed or church. Whoever overemphasizes the em
pirical details of these symbols, and then asks us to accept these details as
literally true, commits an error which seems to me simply to invert that
error whereof, at the last time, I ventured to accuse my pragmatist
friends. Such a literalist, who reads his symbols as revelations of the de
tailed structure of the divine life, seems to me, namely, to look for the
eternal within the realm of the mere data of human sense and imagination.
To do this, I think, is indeed to seek the risen Lord in the open sepulchre.
Concerning the living truth of the whole conscious universe, one can
well say, as one observes the special facts of human sense and imagin
ation: "He is not here; he is arisen." Yet equally from the whole circle
of the heaven of that entire self-conscious life which is the truth, there
comes always, and to all the loyal, the word: "Lo, I am with you alway,
even unto the end of the world."

THE PROBLEM OF CHRISTIANITY

(1913)

THE IDEA OF THE UNIVERSAL COMMUNITY
In accordance with the plan set forth at the close of our first lecture,
we begin our study of the Problem of Christianity by a discussion of the
Christian idea of the Church, and of its universal mission.

I
The Kingdom of Heaven, as characterized in the Sermon on the
Mount and in the parables, is something that promises to the individual
man salvation, and that also possesses, in some sense which the Master
left for the future to make clearer, a social meaning. To the individual
the doctrine says, "The Kingdom of Heaven is within you." But when in
the end the Kingdom shall come, the will of God, as we learn, is to be
done on earth as it is in heaven. And therewith the kingdoms of this
world— the social order as it now is and as it naturally is— will pass away.
Then there will come to pass the union of the blessed with their Father,
and also, as appears, with one another, in the heavenly realm which the
Father has prepared for them.
This final union of all who love is not described at length in the re
corded words of the Master. A religious imagery familiar to those who
heard the parables that deal with the end of the world was freely used;
and this imagery gives us to understand that the consummation of all
things will unite in a heavenly community those who are saved. But the
organization, the administration, the ranks and dignities, of the Kingdom
of Heaven the Master does not describe.
134
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Church began, in the Apostolic Age, to take visi
ble form, the idea of the mission of the Church expressed the meaning
which the Christian community came to attach to the social implications
of the founder's doctrine. What was merely hinted in the parables now
became explicit. The Kingdom of Heaven was to be realized in and
through and for the Church,— in the fellowship of the faithful who con
stituted the Church as it was on earth; through the divine Spirit that
was believed to guide the life of the Church; and for the future experi
ence of the Church, whenever the end should come, and whenever the
purpose of God should finally be manifested and accomplished.
Such, in brief, was the teaching of the early Christian community.
Unquestionably this teaching added something new to the original doc
trine of the Kingdom. But this addition, as we shall later see, was more
characteristic of the new religion than was any portion of the sayings
that tradition attributed to the Master, and was as inseparable from the
essence of primitive Christianity as the belief of the disciples themselves
was inseparable from their very earliest interpretations of the person and
the mission of their leader.
It is useless, I think, for the most eager defender and expounder of
primitive Christianity in its purity to ignore the fact that, whatever else
the Christian religion involves, some sort of faith or doctrine regarding
the office and the meaning of the Church was an essential part of the
earliest Christianity that existed after the founder had passed from earth.
Since our problem of Christianity involves the study of the most vital
Christian ideas, how can we better begin our task than by asking what
this idea of the Church really means, and what value and truth it pos
the Christian

Not only

indeed advisable, but, at first sight,
it seems especially adapted to enable us to use the manifold and abun
dant aids which, as we might suppose, the aspirations of all Christian
sesses?

is such a beginning

would furnish for our guidance.
For, as you may naturally ask, is not the history of Christianity,
viewed in at least one very significant way, simply the history of the
Christian Church? Is not the idea of the Church, then, not only essential
and potent, but one of the most familiar of the religious ideas of Christen
dom? Must not the consciousness of all really awakened Christian com
munities whose creeds are recorded stand ready to help the inquirer who
wants to interpret this idea? May we not then begin this part of our en
terprise with high hope, sure that, as we attempt to grasp and to estimate
this first of our three essential Christian ideas, we shall have the ages of
ages
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Christian development as our helpers? So, I repeat, you may very natur
ally ask. But the answer to this question is not such as quite fulfils the
hope just suggested.

n
fact, the idea and the doctrine of the Christian Church constitute
indeed a vital and permanent part of Christianity; and a study of this
idea is a necessary, and may properly be the first, part of our inquiry into

As

a

the Problem of Christianity.
But we must not begin this inquiry without a due sense of its diffi
culty. We must remember at the very outset the fact that all the Chris
tian ages, up to the present one, unite, not to present to us any finished
interpretation of the idea of the Church, but rather to prove that this
idea is as fluent in its expression as it is universal in its aim; and is as
baffling, by reason of the conflicts of its interpreters,
the longings that constitute its very heart.

If

this idea comforts the faithful, it is also

a

as

it

stern idea;

is precious

in

for it demands

of those who accept it the resolute will to face and to contend against
the greatest of spiritual obstacles, namely, the combined waywardness
of the religious caprices of all Christian mankind. For the true Church,
as we shall see, is still a sort of ideal challenge to the faithful, rather than
call upon men for a heavenly quest,
rather than a present possession of humanity. "Create me,"— this is the
word that the Church, viewed as an idea, addresses to mankind.
an already

finished institution,—

a

Meanwhile the contrast between the letter and the spirit of

a

funda

more momentous and more tragic than in
case of the doctrine of the nature and the office of the Christian Church.
mental doctrine is nowhere

The spirit of this doctrine consists,

we have already seen, in the as
sertion that there is a certain divinely ordained and divinely significant
spiritual community, to which all must belong who are to attain the
true goal of life; that
all who, to use the distinctly religious phrase
is,

as

ology,

are to be saved.

a

is

How profoundly reasonable are the considerations upon which this
doctrine based we have yet to see, and can only estimate in the light
of due study of all the essential Christian ideas. To my own mind these
considerations are such as can be interpreted and defended without our
needing, for the purposes of such interpretation and defence, any accep
tance of traditional dogmas. For these considerations are based upon hu
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They have to do with interests which all reasonable men,

clearly recognize, in
proportion as men advance to the higher stages of the art of life.
The spirit, then, of the doctrine of the Church is as reasonable as it is
universal. It is Christian by virtue of features which, when once under
stood, also render it simply and impressively human. This, I say, is what
our entire study of the three Christian ideas will, in the end, if I am right,
bring to our attention.
whether Christian or non-Christian, more or

less

Ill

it

if

it

a

it

is,

But the letter of the doctrine of the Church has been subject to for
tunes such as, in various ways and degrees, attend the visible embodi
ment of all the great ideals of humanity; only that, as I have just said, the
in no other case in which spirit and letter are in
resulting tragedy
conflict, greater than in this case.
In general the risks of temporary disaster which great ideals run ap
pear to be directly proportioned to the value of the ideals. The disasters
may be destined to give place to victory; but great truths bear long sor
most persistently misunderstands.
rows. What humanity most needs,
The spirit of great ideal may be immortal; its ultimate victory, as we
may venture to maintain, may be predetermined by the very nature of
things; but that fact does not save such an ideal from the fires of the
purgatory of time. Its very preciousness often seems to insure its re
would bring
peated, its long-enduring, effacement. The comfort that
were

fully understood and accepted may make all the greater the

is

is

a

sorrow of world that still waits for the light.
In case of the history of the essential idea of the Church, the compli
cations of dogma, the strifes of the sects, the horrors of the religious wars
in former centuries, the confusions of controversy in our own day, must
the warfare of ideals. Such
this present
not make us despair. Such
world.
Least of all may we attempt, as many do, to accuse this or that special
tendency or power in the actual Church, past or present, of being mainly
responsible for this failure to appreciate the ideal Church. The defect lies
deeper than students of such problems usually suppose. Human nature,—
not any one party,— yes, the very nature of the processes of growth
themselves, and not any particular form of religious or of moral error,
must be viewed as the source of the principal tragedies of the history of
all the Christian ideals.

In fact, the true idea of the Church

has

not been forsaken; it

very real sense, still to be found, or rather, to be created.
do, in this case, not so much with apostasy as with evolution.

We

To

in

have

a
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to

be sure,

very outset, the ideal of the Church was seen afar off through
vision revealed the true
glass, darkly. The well-known apocalyptic
Church as the New Jerusalem that was yet to come down from heaven.
The expression of the idea was left, by the early Church, as task for the
ages. The spirit of that idea was felt rather than ever adequately formu
lated, and the vision still remains one of the principal grounds and sources
of the hope of humanity.
a

a

at the

IV
of spirit and letter, cannot be un
well awakened. On the other hand,
derstood unless our historical sense
they cannot be understood merely through study of history. The val
viewed without
careful and
ues of ideals must be ideally discerned.
critical reflection, the history of such processes as the development of the
idea of the Church presents
chaos of contending motives and actions.
from
some
understanding of history, all critical reflection upon
Apart
this idea remains an unfruitful exercise in dialectics. We must therefore
first divide our task, and then reunite the results, hoping thereby to win
connected view of the ideal that constitutes our present problem.
Let us, then, first point out certain motives which, when considered
quite apart from any specifically Christian ideas or doctrines, may serve
to make intelligible the ideal which
here in question. Then let us
sketch the way in which the idea of the Christian Church first received
a

is

a

a

If

a

is

Such doctrines, and such conflicts

it

expression.
This first expression of the idea of the Church, as we shall find, trans
formed the very teaching which
most eloquently reenforced and ex
the
which
the parables of the founder had left
plained, namely,
teaching

for the faith of the Christian

community to interpret. This was the
about
the
office
and
the
teaching
saving power of Christian love. For
such, as we shall see, was the first result of the appearance of the idea of
a

the Church in Christian history.
By sketching, then, some non-Christian developments and then
stage of early Christian life, we shall get two aspects of the ideal of the
universal community before us. Hereby we shall not have reached any
solution of our problem of Christianity; but we shall have brought to
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gether in our minds certain Christian and certain non-Christian ideas
whose interrelations will hereafter prove to be of the utmost importance

for our whole enterprise.
Next in order, then, comes a brief review of some of those motives
which, apart from Christian history and Christian doctrine, make the
ideal of the universal community a rationally significant ideal. These
motives, in their turn, are of two kinds. Some of them are motives de
rived from the natural history of mankind. Some of them are distinc

tively ethical motives. We must become acquainted, through a very
general summary, with both of these sorts of motives. Both sorts have
interacted. The nature of man as a social being suggests certain ethical
ideals. These ideals, in their turn, have modified the natural history of
society.

in communities, and depends
upon his communities for all that makes his civilization articulate. His
communities, as both Plato and Aristotle already observed, have a sort of
organic life of their own, so that we can compare a highly developed
community, such as a state, either to the soul of a man or to a living ani
mal. A community is not a mere collection of individuals. It is a sort of
live unit, that has organs, as the body of an individual has organs. A
community grows or decays, is healthy or diseased, is young or aged,
much as any individual member of the community possesses such char
acters. Each of the two, the community or the individual member, is as
much a live creature as is the other. Not only does the community live, it
has a mind of its own,— a mind whose psychology is not the same as the
psychology of an individual human being. The social mind displays its
psychological traits in its characteristic products,— in languages, in cus
toms, in religions,— products which an individual human mind, or even
a collection of such minds, when they are not somehow organized into a
genuine community, cannot produce. Yet language, custom, religion are
all of them genuinely mental products.
Communities, in their turn, tend, under certain conditions, to be or
ganized into composite communities of still higher and higher grades.
States are united in empires; languages cooperate in the production of
universal literature; the corporate entities of many communities tend to
organize that still very incomplete community which, if ever it comes
As

an essentially social being, man lives
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into existence, will be the world-state, the community possessing the
whole world's civilization.
So far, I have spoken only of the natural history of the social organi
zation, and not of its value. But the history of thought shows how mani
fold are the ways in which, if once you grant that a community is or
can be a living organic being, with a mind of its own, this doctrine about
the natural facts can be used for ideal, for ethical, purposes. Few ideas
have been, in fact, more fruitful than this one in their indirect conse
quences for ethical doctrines as well as for religion.
It is no wonder, then, that many object to every such interpretation
of the nature of a community by declaring that, whatever our ethical
ideals may demand, a community really has no mind of its own at all,
and is no living organism. All the foregoing statements about the mind
of a community (as such objectors insist) are metaphorical. A commun
ity is a collection of individuals. And the comparison of a community to
an animal,

or to

a

soul, is at best

Other critics, not

so much

a

convenient fiction.

simply rejecting the foregoing doctrine

as

hesitating, remark that to call a community an organism, and to speak of
its possession of a mind, is to use some form of philosophical mysticism.
And such mysticism, they say, stands, in anv case, in need of further
interpretations.
To such objectors

I

shall here only reply that one can maintain all

the foregoing views regarding the real organic life and regarding the
genuine mind of a community, without committing one's self to any
form of philosophical mysticism, and without depending upon mere

For instance, Wundt, in his great book entitled "Volkerpsytreats
organized communities as psychical entities. He does so
chologie,"
deliberately, and states his reasons. But he does all this purely as a psy
metaphors.

chologist. Communities, as he insists, behave as if they were wholes, and
exhibit psychological laws of their own. Following Wundt, I have al

ready said that it is the community which produces languages, customs,
religions. These are, all of them, intelligent mental products, which can
be psychologically analyzed, which follow psychological laws, and

of mental evolution,— processes
that belong solely to organized groups of men. So Wundt speaks unhesi
tatingly of the Gesamrntbeivusstsein, or GesaTtrmtwille, of a community;
and he finds this mental life of the community to be as much an object
for the student of the natural history of mind, as is the consciousness of
any being whose life a psychologist can examine. His grounds are not

which exhibit

characteristic

processes
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mystical, but empirical,— if you will, pragmatic. A community behaves
like an entity with a mind of its own. Therefore it is a fair "working hy
is,
a

pothesis" for the psychologist to declare that it is such an entity, and that
a community has, or
mind.

VI
I

So far, then,
have merely sketched what, in another context, will
hereafter concern us much more at length. For in later lectures we shall
have to study the metaphysical problems which we here first touch. A

a

is

a

community can be viewed as real unit. So we have seen, and so far only
we have yet gone.
But we have now to indicate why this conception, whether meta
physically sound or not,
conception that can be ethical in its purposes.
And here again only the most elementary and fundamental aspects of
our topic can be, in this wholly preparatory statement, mentioned. To
a

all these problems we shall have later to return.
We have said that community can behave like an unit; we have now

it

if

a

to point out that an individual member of community can find numer
ous very human motives for behaving towards his community as
not

it,

a

if

it

al

a

is

it

it,

it

it

if

a

only were an unit, but
very precious and worthy being. In particular
he— the individual member— may love his community as
were
per
as
were his friend or father, may serve
son, may be devoted to
and may do all this, not because the philosophers
may live and die for
his own heart's desire to act thus.
tell him to do so, but because
Of such active attitudes of love and devotion towards
community,
on the part of an individual member of that community, history and
daily life present countless instances. One's family, one's circle of person
friends, one's home, one's village community, one's clan, or one's
country may be the object of such an active disposition to love and to

a

if

as an

a

a

it

if

community

it

unit, to treat the community as
were
and
as
in
its
could,
turn, possess the value
sort of super-personal being,
of person on some higher level. One who thus loves community, re
serve the

gards its type of life, its form of being, as essentially more worthy than
his own. He becomes devoted to its interests as to something that by its
a

is

case he may find, in his
nobler than himself. In such
to his community, his fulfilment and his moral destiny. In
order to view community in this way
again insist, not necessary

very nature

I

it

is,

a

devotion
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only necessary to be a hearty friend, or a good
home-loving being.
Countless faithful and dutifully disposed souls, belonging to most
various civilizations,— people active rather than fanciful, and earnest ra
ther than speculative,— have in fact viewed their various communities in
this way. I know of no better name for such a spirit of active devotion
to the community to which the devoted individual belongs, than the
excellent old word "Loyalty,"— a word to whose deeper meaning some
Japanese thinkers have of late years recalled our attention.
to be

a

mystic.

citizen, or

is

a

is

it,

is

a

a

is

a

a

is

the willing and thorough
Loyalty, as I have elsewhere defined
devotion
of
self
to
when
the
cause
cause,
something which
going
com
therefore the interest of
unites many selves in one, and which
human
the
which
For
interest
of
the
to
community
being
munity.
loyal
he belongs
superior to every merely individual interest of his own. He

actively devotes himself to this cause.
Loyalty exists in very manifold shapes, and belongs to no one time, or
country, or people. Warlike tribes and nations, during the stages of their

civilization, have often
of
the
and
hence have defined
consciousness,
loyal
developed
high type
their virtues in terms of loyalty. Such loyalty may last over into peaceful
not the exclusive originator of
stages of social life; and the warlike life
the loyal spirit. Loyalty often enters into
close alliance with religion,
nature
to
and from its very
disposed
religious interpretations. To the
individual the loyal spirit appeals by fixing his attention upon
life in
comparably vaster than his own individual life,— life which, when his
once aroused, dominates and fascinates him by
love for his community
the relative steadiness, the strength and fixity and stately dignity, of its
are intermediate between savagery and

is

a

a

is

a

is

a

life which

motives and demands.

The individual

is

a

is

is

naturally wayward and capricious. This wayward
constant source of entanglement and failure. But the community
which he loves
rendered relatively constant in its will by its customs;
ness

is

yet these customs no longer seem, to the loyal individual, mere conven
tions or commands. For his social enthusiasm
awakened by the love of
his kind; and he glories in his service, as the player in his team, or the

If

soldier in his flag, or the martyr in his church.
his religion comes into
with
his
then
his
are
the
leaders
of his community,
touch
loyalty,
gods
and both the majesty and the harmony of the loyal life are thus increased.

The loyal motives are thus not only moral, but also aesthetic. The com
munity may be to the individual both beautiful and sublime.
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Deep-seated, then, in human nature are the reasons that make loyalty
appear to the individual as a solution for the problem of his personal life.

Yet

these motives tend to still higher and vaster conquests than we have

here yet mentioned. Warlike tribes and nations fight together; and in so
far loyalty contends with loyalty. But on a more highly selfconscious

level the loyal spirit tends to assume the form of chivalry. The really de
voted and considerate warrior learns to admire the loyalty of his foe; yes,
even to depend upon it for some of his own best inspiration. Knighthood
prizes the knightly spirit. The loyalty of the clansmen breeds by con

more intense loyalty in other clans; but at the same time it
a love for just such loyalty. Kindred clans learn to respect and,
ere long, to share one another's loyalty. The result is an ethical motive
that renders the alliance and, on occasion, the union of various clans and

tagion
breeds

a

nationalities not only a possibility, but a conscious ideal.
The loyal are, in ideal, essentially kin. If they grow really wise, they
observe this fact. The spirit that loves the community learns to prize

a

is

a

is

It

a

if

a

is

a

is,

is

a

a

is

as a

is

it,

spirit that, in all who are dominated by
essentially one, de
spite the variety of special causes, of nationalities, or of customs. The
therefore the rise of conscious
logical development of the loyal spirit
ness of the ideal of an universal community of the loyal,— community
which, despite all warfare and jealousy, and despite all varieties of gods
and of laws,
supreme in its value, however remote from the present
life of civilization.
The tendency towards the formation of such an ideal of an universal
community can be traced both in the purely secular forms of loyalty,
and in the history of the relations between loyalty and religion in the
most varied civilizations. In brief, loyalty
from the first,
practical
faith that communities, viewed as units, have value which
superior to
all the values and interests of detached individuals. And the sort of loyal
ty which reaches the level of true chivalry and which loves the honor and
the loyalty of the stranger or even of the foe, tends, either in company
with or apart from any further religious motive, to lead men towards
conception of the brotherhood of all the loyal, and towards an estimation
of all the values of life in terms of their relation to the service of one
ideally universal community. To this community in ideal all men belong;
and to act as
one were
member of such
community to win in the
to win what religion calls
highest measure the goal of individual life.
itself

salvation.

When thus abstractly

stated, the ideal

of

an universal

community may
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appear far away from the ordinary practical interests of the plain man.
But the history of the spirit of loyalty shows that there is a strong ten
dency of loyalty towards such universal ideals. Some such conception

community of all mankind, actually resulting from reflection
the
upon
spirit of loyalty, received an occasional and imperfect formu
lation in Roman Stoicism. In this more speculative shape the Stoic con
of

the ideal

ception of the universal community was indeed not fitted to win over
the Roman world as a whole to an active loyalty to the cause of mankind.

Yet the conception of universal loyalty, as devotion to the unity of
an ideal community, a community whereof all loyal men should be mem
bers, has not been left merely to the Stoics, nor yet to any other philoso
phers to formulate. The conception of loyalty both springs from the
practical interests and tends of itself, apart from speculation, towards the
enlargement of the ideal community of the loyal in the direction of iden
tifying that community with all mankind. The history of the ideals and
of the religion of Israel, from the Song of Deborah to the prophets, is a
classic instance of the process here in question.

VII
We have thus indicated some of the fundamentally human motives
which the ideal of the universal community expresses. We have next to
turn in a wholly different direction and to remind ourselves of the way
in which this ideal found its place in the early history of the Christian
Church.
I cannot better introduce this part of my discussion than by calling
attention to a certain contrast between the reported teaching of the Mas
ter regarding the Kingdom of Heaven, and some of the best-known
doctrines of the Apostle Paul. This contrast is as obvious and as familiar
as it has been neglected by students of the philosophy of Christianity.
Every word that I can say about it is old. Yet a survey of the whole mat
ter is not common,
manded

The
both

and

I believe that this contrast

has never more de

clear restatement than it does to-day.
particular contrast which I here have in mind is not the one which
a

of Pauline Christianity usually empha
size. It is a contrast which does not directly relate to Paul's doctrine of
the person and mission of Christ; and nevertheless it is a contrast that
bears upon the very core of the Gospel. For it is a contrast that has to do
with the doctrine about the nature, the office, the saving power of Chris
the apologists and the critics
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I say that just this contrast between Paul's docrine and the

teachings of Jesus, although perfectly familiar, has been neglected by
students of our problem. Let me briefly show what I have in mind.
The best-known and, for multitudes, the most directly moving of the
words which tradition attributes to Jesus, describe the duty of the man,
the essence of religion, and the Kingdom of Heaven itself, in terms of
the conception of Christian love. I have not here either the time or the
power adequately to expound this the chief amongst the doctrines which
tradition ascribes directly to Jesus. I must pass over what countless lov
ing and fit teachers have made so familiar. Yet I must remind you of two
features of Christ's doctrine of love which at this point especially con
cern our own enterprise.
First, it is needful for me to point out that, despite certain stubborn
and widespread misunderstandings, the Christian doctrine of love, as that
doctrine appears in the parables and in the Sermon on the Mount, in
volves and emphasizes a very positive and active and heroic attitude
towards life, and is not, as some have supposed, a negative doctrine of
passive self-surrender. And secondly, I must also bring to your attention
the fact that the Alaster's teaching about love leaves unsolved certain
practical problems, problems which this very heroism and this positive
tendency of the doctrine make by contrast all the more striking.
These unsolved problems of the reported teaching of Jesus about love
seem to have been deliberately brought before us by the Master, and as

left unsolved. The way was thus opened for a further de
velopment of what the Master chose to teach. And such further develop
ment was presumably a part of what the founder more or less consciously
deliberately

foresaw and intended.

The grain of mustard seed— so his faith assured him— must grow. To
that end it was planted. Now a part of the new growth, a contribution to
the treatment of the problems which the original teaching about love left
unsolved, was, in the sequel, due to Paul. This sequel, whether the Master
foresaw it or not, is as important for the further office of Christianity as
the original teaching was an indispensable beginning of the process. Jesus
awaited in trust

light came in due

Two

a

further revelation of the Father's mind. Such

a

new

season.

features, then, of the doctrine

of love as taught by Jesus,— its
and
active
character,
and the mystery of its un
impressively positive
solved problems,— these two we must next emphasize. Then we shall be
ready to take note of a further matter which also concerns us,— namely,
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Paul's new contribution to the solution of the very problems concerning
love which the parables and the sayings of Jesus had left unsolved. This

own personal in
new teaching was due to the spirit of his

new contribution,— Paul himself conceived not
vention.

For

he held that the

risen and ascended Lord.
thought was

a

What concerns

as his

us is that Paul's

additional

critical influence in determining both the evolution and
of Christianity.

the permanent meaning

VIII
The love which Jesus preached has often been misunderstood. Critics,
as well as mistaken friends of the Master's teachings, have supposed
Christian love to be more or less completely identical with self-abnega
tion,— with the amiably negative virtue of one who, as the misleading
modern phrase expresses the matter, "has no thought of self." Another
modern expression, also misleading, is used by some who identify Chris
tian love with so-called "pure altruism." The ideal Christian, as such
people interpret his virtue, "lives wholly for others." That is what is
meant by the spirit which resists not evil, which turns the other cheek
to the smiter, which forgives, and pities, and which abandons all worldly
goods.

Now, against such misunderstandings, many of the wiser expounders

does not consist in mere self-abnegation,

and

is

conceived

it,

of Christian doctrine, both in former times and in our own, have taken
pains to show that love, as the Jesus of the sayings and of the parables
not identi

is

cal with pure altruism, and
both heroic and positive. The feature of the
Master's doctrine of love which renders this more positive and heroic
is

is

is

the familiar reason which
interpretation of the sayings inevitable,
laid at the basis of his whole teaching. One
to love one's neighbor be
cause God himself, as Father, divinely loves and prizes each individual
man.

Hence

the

individual man

only in and through his
God's love for him. Therefore mere self-abnegation cannot be the central
virtue. For the Jesus of the sayings not only rejoices in the divine love
whereof every man the object, but also invites every man to rejoice in
the consciousness of this very love, and to delight also in all men, since
to transform
they are God's beloved. The man whom this love of God
into
lover
cannot
henceforth
or
abandon
the
perfect
merely forget
self. The parable of the servant who, although himself forgiven by his
a

is

is

he has this value

infinite value, although
relation to God, and because of

has an essentially
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shows indeed how worthless

self-assertion is when separated from a sense that all are equally depen
dent upon God's love. But the parable of the talents shows with equal
clearness how stern the demands of the divine love are in requiring the

individual to find a perfectly positive expression of the unique value
which it is his office, and his alone, to return to his Lord with usury.
Every man, this self included, has just such an unique value, and must be
so viewed. Hence the sayings are full of calls to self-expression, and so to
heroism. Love is divine; and therefore it includes an assertion of its own
divinity; and therefore it can never be mere self-abnegation. Christian
altruism never takes the form of saying, "I myself ought to be or become
nothing; while only the others are to be served and saved." For the God

who loves me demands not that I should be nothing, but that I should be
his own. Love is never merely an amiable tolerance of whatever form
human frailty and folly may take. To be sure, the lover, as Jesus depicts
him, resists not evil, and turns his cheek to the smiter. Yes, but he does
this with full confidence that God

The lover vividly anticipates

sees

all and

the positive

will vindicate

triumph of all

his servant.

the righteous;

a

is

is,

and so his love for even the least of the little ones
in anticipation, an
active and strenuous sharing in the final victory of God's will. His very
non-resistance
therefore inspired by
divine contempt for the powers
of evil. Why should one resist who always has on his side and in his favor
is

the power that
irresistible, that loves him, and that will triumph even
his
weakness?
through

it,

is

a

a

mere absorption in at
spirit renders pity much more than
to
relieve
of
the misery
others. Sympathy for the sufferer, as
tempting
the sayings of Jesus depict
but an especially pathetic illustration of
Such

that the Father who cares for all triumphs over
all evil, so that when we feel pity and act pitifully, we take part in this
divine triumph. Hence pity
no mere tenderness.
sharing in the
victory that overcomes the world.
a

It

is

J

is

one's serene confidence

it

a

is

I

it

is

is

Such, then, in brief,
the doctrine of Christian love as the sayings and
the parables contain it,— doctrine as positive and strenuous as
hu
mane, and as
sure of the Father's good will and overruling power.
So far indeed merely remind you of what all the wiser expounders of

essence, the deepest meaning,— yes,

is

spirit and in

it

Is

Christian doctrine, whatever their theology or their disagreements, have,
on the whole, and despite popular misunderstandings, agreed in recog
not this, in
nizing. And hereupon you might well be disposed to ask:
not really the whole
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when

he spoke

of

love, but repeat this, the Master's doctrine?

IX

is,

In answer to this question, we must next note that, over against this
clear and positive definition of the spiritual attitude that Jesus attributes
to the Christian lover, there stand certain problems which come to mind
when we ask for more precise directions regarding what the lover is to
do for the object of his love. Love is concerned not only with the lover's
inner inspiration, but with the services that he is to perform for the be
loved. Now, in the world in which the teaching of Jesus places the
Christian lover, love has two objects,— God and one's neighbor. What is
one to do in order to express one's love for each of these objects?
So far as concerns the lover's relation to God, the answer is clear, and
is stated wholly in religious terms. Purity of heart in loving, perfect sin
cerity and complete devotion, the heroism of spirit just described,—
these, with complete trust in God, with utter submission to the Father's
will,— these are the services that the lover can render to God. In these
there is no merit; for they are as nothing in comparison with one's debt
to the Father. But they are required. And in so far the doctrine of love is
made explicit and the rule of righteousness is definite.
But now let us return to the relation of love to the services that one is
to offer to one's neighbor. What can the lover,— in so far as Jesus de
scribes his task,— what can he do for his fellow-man?
To this question it indeed, possible to give one answer which clearly
is

duty to the neighbor; and this duty
emphasized throughout
the teaching of Jesus. This duty
the requirement to use all fitting
is

a

defines

non-resistance, heroism, patience,
strenuousness,—
all
means
that
tend to make the neighbor him
courage,
self one of the lovers. The first duty of love
to produce love, to nour
is

means,— example, precept, kindliness,

a

is

it,

to extend the Kingdom of Heaven by teaching love to all men.
And this service to one's neighbor
clearly definable service. And so
far the love of the neighbor involves no unsolved problems.
ish

is

But in sharp contrast with this aspect of the doctrine of love stands
another aspect, which
indeed problematic. In addition to the extension
of the loving spirit through example and precept, the lover of his neigh
bor

whole problem of humane and benevolent prac
tical activity,— the problem of the positively philanthropic life.
has on his hands the
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The doctrine of love,— so positive, so active, so resolute in its inmost
spirit,— might naturally be expected to give in detail counsel regarding
what to do for the personal needs of the lover's fellow-man. But, at this
point, we indeed meet the more baffling side of the doctrine of love.
Jesus has no system of rules to expound for guiding the single acts of the
philanthropic life. Apart from insisting upon the loving spirit, apart from
the one rule to extend the Kingdom of Heaven and to propagate this
spirit of love among men, the Master leaves the practical decisions of
the lover to be guided by loving instinct rather than by a conscious doc
trine regarding what sort of special good one can do to one's neighbor.
Thus the original doctrine of love, as taught in the parables, involves
no definite programme for social reform, and leaves us in the presence

of countless unsolved practical

issues. This is plainly a deliberate limita
tion to which the Aiaster chose to subject his explanations about love.
Jesus tells us of many conditions that appear necessary to the practical
living of the life of love for one's neighbor. But when we ask: Are these
conditions not only necessary but sufficient? we are often left in doubt.
Love relieves manifest suffering, when it can; love feeds the hungry,
clothes the naked;— in brief, love seems, at first sight, simply to offer to

the beloved neighbor whatever that neighbor himself most desires. It is
easy to interpret the golden rule in this simple way. Yet we know, and
the author of the parables well knows and often tells us, that the natural
man desires many things that he ought not to desire and that love ought
not to give him. Since the life is more than meat, it also follows that feed

ing the hungry and clothing the naked are not acts which really supply
what man most needs. The natural man does not know his own true
needs. Hence the golden rule does not tell us in detail what to do for him,
but simply expresses the spirit of love. What is sure about love is that it
indeed unites the lover, in spirit, to God's will. What constitutes, in this
present world, the pathos, the tragedy of love, is that, because our neigh
bor is so mysterious a being to our imperfect vision, we do not now know
how to make him happy, to relieve his deepest distresses, to do him the
highest good; so that most loving acts, such as giving the cup of cold
water, and helping the sufferer who has fallen by the wayside, seem, to
our more thoughtful moods, to be mere symbols of what love would do
if it could,— mere hints of the active life that love would lead if it were
directly and fully guided by the Father's wisdom.
Modern philanthropy has learned to develop a technically clearer
consciousness about this problem of effective benevolence, and has made
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familiar the distinction between loving one's neighbor, and finding out
how to be practically useful in meeting the neighbor's needs. Hence,
sometimes, the modern mind wonders how to apply the spirit of the
parables to our special problems of benevolence, and questions whether,
and in what sense, the original Gospel furnishes guidance for our own
modern social consciousness.

The problems thus barely suggested are indeed in a sense answered, so
far as the originally reported teaching of Jesus is concerned, but are
answered by a consideration which awakens a new call for further in
terpretation. The parables and the Sermon on the Mount emphasize, in
the present connection, two things: First, that it is indeed the business of
every lover of his neighbor to help other men by rendering them also
lovers; and secondly that, as to other matters, one who tries to help
his neighbor must leave to God, to the all-loving Father, the care for the
true and final good of the neighbor whom one loves. Since the judgment
day is near, in the belief of Jesus and of his hearers, since the final vic
tory of the Kingdom will erelong be miraculously manifested, the lover,
so Jesus seems to hold, can wait. It is his task to use his talent as he can, to
be ready for his Lord's appearance, and to be strenuous in the spirit of

love. But the God who cares for the sparrows
love.

It

will care for the

is simply not the lover's task to set this present

success

world right; it

of

is his

only to act in the spirit that

is the Father's spirit, and that, when revealed
and triumphant, at the judgment day, will set all things right. In this way
the heroism of the ideal of the Kingdom is perfectly compatible, in the
parables, with an attitude of resignation with regard to the means

strenuousness

is to be accomplished.
to the act, whatever it

Serene faith
is,

whereby the ideal

which

as

to the result,

loving spirit just
the teaching of the parables.
have said that the world of the parables contains two beings to whom
owed: God and the neighbor. Both, as you now see, are
Christian love
is

this

the

is

I

now prompts:

as

is

mysterious. The serene faith of the Master sets one mystery side by side
with the other, bids the disciple lay aside all curious peering into what
not yet revealed to the loving soul, and leaves to the near future,— to the

X

coming end of the world,— the lifting of all veils and the reconciliation
of all conflicts.

Such, then, are the problems of the doctrine of love which the Master
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brings to light, but does not answer. Our next question is: What does
Paul contribute to this doctrine of love?

Paul indeed repeated many of his Master's words concerning love;
and he everywhere is in full agreement with their spirit. And yet this
agreement is accompanied by a perfectly inevitable further development
of the doctrine of Christian love,— a development which is due to the
fact that into the world of Paul's religious life and teaching there has
entered, not only a new experience, but a new sort of being,— a real
object whereof the Master had not made explicit mention.
God and the neighbor are beings whose general type religion and
common sense had made familiar long before Jesus taught, mysterious
though God and one's neighbor were to the founder's hearers, and still
remain to ourselves. Both of them are conceived by the religious con
sciousness of the parables as personal beings, and as individuals. God is
the supreme ruler who, as Christ conceives him, is also an individual per
son, and who loves and wills. The neighbor is the concrete human being
of daily life.
But the new, the third being, in Paul's religious world, seems to the
Apostle himself novel in its type, and seems to him to possess a nature
involving what he more than once calls a "mystery." To express, so far
as he may, this "mystery," he uses characteristic metaphors, which have
become classic.

This new being is a corporate entity,— the body of Christ, or the
body of which the now divinely exalted Christ is the head. Of this body
the exalted Christ is also, for Paul, the spirit and also, in some new sense,
the lover. This corporate entity is the Christian community itself.
Perfectly familiar is the fact that the existence and the idea of this
community constitute a new beginning in the evolution of Christianity.
But neglected, as I think and as I have just asserted, is the subtle and mo
mentous transformation, the great development which this new motive
brings to pass in the Pauline form of the doctrine of Christian love.
What most interests us here, and what is least generally understood,
I think, by students of the problem of Christianity, is the fact that this
new entity, this corporate sort of reality which Paul so emphasizes,
this being which is not an individual man but a community, does not, as
one might suppose, render the Apostle's doctrine of love more abstract,
more remote from human life, less direct and less moving, than was the
original doctrine of love in the parables. On the contrary, the new ele
ment makes the doctrine of love more concrete, and, as I must insist,
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really less mysterious. In speaking of this corporate entity, the Apostle
uses metaphors, and knows that they are metaphors; but, despite what
the Apostle calls the new "mystery," these metaphors explain much that
the parables left doubtful. These metaphors do not hide, as the Master,

in using the form of the parable, occasionally intended for the time to
hide from those who were not yet ready for the full revelation, truths
which the future was to make clearer to the disciples. No, Paul's meta
phors regarding the community of the faithful in the Church bring the
first readers of Paul's epistles into direct contact with the problems of
their own daily religious life.
The corporate entity— the Christian community— proves to be, for
Paul's religious consciousness, something more concrete than is the in
dividual fellow-man. The question: Who is my neighbor? had been
answered by the Master by means of the parable of the Good Samaritan.

But that question itself had not been due merely to the hardness of heart
of the lawyer who asked it. The problem of the neighbor actually in
volves mysteries which, as we have already seen and hereafter shall still
further see, the parables deliberately leave, along with the conception of
the Kingdom of Heaven itself, to be made clearer only when the new
revelation, for which the parables are preparing the way, shall have been
granted. Now Paul feels himself to be in possession of a very precious
part of this further revelation. He has discovered, in his own experience
as Apostle, a truth that he feels to be new. He believes this truth to be a
revelation due to the spirit of his Lord.
In fact, the Apostle has discovered a special instance of one of the
most significant of all moral and religious truths, the truth that a com
munity, when unified by an active in-dwelling purpose, is an entity more
concrete and, in fact, less mysterious than is any individual man, and that
such a community can love and be loved as a husband and wife love; or
as father or mother love.
Because the particular corporate entity whose cause Paul represents,
namely, the Christian community, is in his own experience something
new, whose origin he views as wholly miraculous, whose beginnings and
whose daily life are bound up with the influence which he believes to be

community

has a practical concreteness, a clear common sense about

it,

due to the spirit of his risen and ascended Lord, Paul indeed regards the
Church as a "mystery." But, as a fact, his whole doctrine regarding the
is

able to restate the doctrine of Christian love so as to be
all
its active heroism, while interpreting much which the
to
fully just

such that he

parables left problematic.
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XI
What can I do for my neighbor's good? The parables had answered:
"Love him, help him in his obvious and bitter needs, teach him the spirit
of love, and leave the rest to God." Does Paul make light of this teach
ing? On the contrary, his hymn in honor of love, in the first epistle to the
Corinthians, is one of Christianity's principal treasures. Nowhere is the
real consequence of the teaching of Jesus regarding love more complete
ly stated. But notice this difference: For Paul the neighbor has now be
come a being who is primarily the fellow-member of the Christian com
munity.

The Christian community

something visible; miraculously
for the Apostle a fact of pres
divine creation. And therefore every word about
is itself

guided by the Master's spirit. It

is at once

ent experience and a
love for the neighbor is in the Apostle's teaching at once perfectly direct
and human in its effectiveness and is nevertheless dominated by the

...

is

it,

of

is,

it,

it

a

it,

it;

spirit of a new and, as Paul believes, a divinely inspired love for the
community.
Both the neighbor and the lover of the neighbor to whom the Apostle
appeals are, to his mind, members of the body of Christ; and all the value
of each man as an individual is bound up with his membership in this
body, and with his love for the community.
Jesus had taught that God loves the neighbor,— yes, even the least of
these little ones. Paul says to the Ephesians: "Christ loved the church,
that he might
and gave himself up for
that he might sanctify
church,
himself
not
glorious
having spot: . . .
present the church to
but that should be holy and without blemish." One sees: The object of
has been at once transformed and
the divine love, as Paul conceives
fulfilled.
In God's love for the neighbor, the parables find the proof of the in
finite worth of the individual. In Christ's love for the Church Paul finds
the proof that both the community, and the individual member, are the
objects of an infinite concern, which glorifies them both, and thereby
unites them. The member finds his salvation only in union with the
Church. He, the member, would be dead without the divine spirit and
without the community. But the Christ whose community this
has
Church,
life
to
the
the
life
of
the
members,—
and
Christ
him
given
self. "You hath he quickened, which were dead in trespasses and sins."
In sum: Christian love, as Paul conceives
takes on the form of Loy
Paul's simple but vast transformation of Christian love.
alty. This
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Loyalty itself was, in the history of humanity, already, at that time,
ancient. It had existed in all tribes and peoples that knew what it was for
the individual so to love his community as to glory in living and dying

for that community. To conceive virtue

as

faithfulness

to one's

com

munity, was, in so far, no new thing. Loyalty, moreover, had long tend
ed towards a disposition to enlarge both itself and its community. As the

world had come together, it had gradually become possible for philoso
phers, such as the later Stoics, to conceive of all humanity as in ideal one
community.
Although this was so far a too absract conception to conquer the
world of contending powers, the spirit of loyalty was also not without its
religious relationships, and tended, as religion tended, to make the moral
realm appear, not only a world of human communities, but a world of
divinely ordained unity. Meanwhile, upon every stage, long before the
virtues were conceived, loyalty had inspired nations of war
riors with the sternest of their ideals of heroism, and with their noblest
Christian

visions of the destiny of the individual. And the prophets of Israel had
indeed conceived the Israel of God's ultimate triumph as a community

in and through which all men should know God and be blessed.
But in Paul's teaching, loyalty, quickened to new life, not merely by
hope, but by the presence of a community in whose meetings the divine
spirit seemed to be daily working fresh wonders, keeps indeed its natural
relation to the militant virtues, is heroic and strenuous, and delights to use
metaphors derived from the soldier's life. It appears also as the virtue of
those who love order, and who prefer law to anarchy, and who respect
worldly authority. And it derives its religious ideas from the prophets.

fulfilment of what Jesus had taught in the
parables concerning love. For the Apostle, this loyalty unites to all
these stern and orderly and militant traits, and to all that the prophets
had dreamed about Israel's triumph, the tenderness of a brother's love
for the individual brother. Consequently, in Paul's mind, love for the in
dividual human being, and loyalty to the divine community of all the
faithful; graciousness of sentiment, and orderliness of discipline; are so
directly interwoven that each interprets and glorifies the other.
If the Corinthians unlovingly contend, brother with brother, concern
ing their gifts, Paul tells them about the body of Christ, and about the
divine unity of its spirit in all the diversity of its members and of their
powers. On the other hand, if it is loyalty to the Church which is to be
interpreted and revivified, Paul pictures the dignity of the spiritual com
But it

also becomes the
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munity in terms of the direct beauty and sweetness and tenderness of
the love of brother for brother,— that love which seeketh not her own.
The perfect union of this inspired passion for the community, with
this tender fondness for individuals, is at once the secret of the Apostle's
power as a missionary and the heart of his new doctrine. Of loyalty to the
spirit and to the body of Christ, he discourses in his most abstruse as well
as in his most eloquent passages. But his letters close with the well-known
winning and tender messages to and about individual members and about
their intimate personal concerns.
As to the question: "What shall I do for my brother?" Paul has no oc
casion to answer that question except in terms of the brother's relations
to the community. But just for that reason his counsels can be as concrete
as each individual case requires them to be. Because the com

and definite

munity,

as

Paul conceives

it,— the small

community of

a

Pauline church,

—keeps all its members in touch with one another; because its harmony
is preserved through definite plans for setting aside the differences that

amongst individuals; because, by reason of the social life of the
whole, the physical needs, the perils, the work, the prosperity of the in
dividual are all made obvious facts of the common experience of the
arise

church, and are all just as obviously and definitely related to the health
of the whole body,— Paul's gospel of love has constant and concrete

brother that

he may be
the counsels of love.

a

it,

practical applications to the life of those whom he addresses. The ideal
of the parables has become a visible life on earth. So live together that
the Church may be worthy of Christ who loves
so help the individual

fitting member of the Church. Such

are

now

it

All this teaching of Paul was accompanied, of course, in the Apostle's
own mind, by the unquestioning assurance that this community of the
Christian faith, as he knew
and in his letters addressed its various rep
resentatives, was indeed

a

It

was already,
genuinely universal community.
to his mind, what the prophets had predicted when they spoke of the
redeemed Israel. By the grace of God, all men belonged to this com
it,

whom God was pleased to save at all.
munity, or would soon belong to
For the end of the world was very soon to come, and would manifest
its membership, its divine head, and its completed mission. According
to Paul's expectation, there was to be no long striving towards an ideal
that in time was remote. He dealt with the interest of all mankind. But his
faith brought him into direct contact with the institution that represent
ed this

world-wide interest. What loyalty on its highest levels

has re
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to imagine as the ideal brotherhood of all
Paul found directly presented, in his religious experience,
his own knowledge of his Master's purpose, and of its imminent ful

peatedly

who
as

been privileged

are loyal,

filment.

This vision began to come to Paul when he was called to be an apostle;
and later, when he was sent to the Gentiles, the ideal grew constantly
nearer and clearer. The Church was, for Paul, the very presence of his
Lord.
Such, then, was the first highly developed Christian conception of the
universal community. That which the deepest and highest rational in

of humanity make most desirable for all men, and that which the
prophets of Israel had predicted afar off, the religious experience of Paul
brought before his eyes as the daily work of the spirit in the Church.
Was not Christ present whenever the faithful were assembled? Was not
the spirit living in their midst? Was not the day of the Lord at hand?
Would not they all soon be changed, when the last trumpet should
terests

sound?

Our sketch, thus far, of the spirit of the ideal of the universal com
munity, solves none of our problems. But it helps to define them. This,
the first of our three essential ideas of Christianity, is the idea of a spiri
tual life in which universal love for all individuals shall be completely
blended, practically harmonized, with an absolute loyalty for a real and
universal community. God, the neighbor, and the one church: These
three are for Paul the objects of Christian love and the inspiration of the
life of love.
Paul's expectations of the coming judgment were not realized. Those
little apostolic churches, where the spirit daily manifested itself, gave
place to the historical church of the later centuries, whose possession of
the spirit has often been a matter of dogma rather than of life, and whose
unity has been so often lost to human view. The letter has hidden the
spirit. The Lord has delayed his coming. The New Jerusalem, adorned as
a bride for her husband, remains hidden behind the heavens. The vision
has become the Problem of Christianity.

Our sketch has been meant merely to help us towards a further defi
nition of this problem. To such a definition our later lectures must at
tempt still further to contribute. We have a hint of the sources of the
first of our three essential ideas of Christianity. We have still to con
sider what is the truth of this idea.

THE PROBLEM OF CHRISTIANITY

(1913)

THE MORAL BURDEN OF THE INDIVIDUAL

"All things excellent,"

says Spinoza, "are as

difficult

they are rare;"
and Spinoza's word here repeats a lesson that nearly all of the world's re
ligious and moral teachers agree in emphasizing. Whether such a guide
as

simply of "excellence," or uses the distinctively religious phrase
and
tells us about the way to "salvation," he is sure, if he is wise, to
ology
recognize, and on occasion to say, that whoever is to win the highest
speaks

goal must first learn to bear a heavy burden. It also belongs to the com
mon lore of the sages to teach that this burden is much more due to the
defects of our human nature than to the hostility of fortune.
our time short for our task": such comments are

selves make

"We our
as

trite

as

they are well founded in the facts of life.

But among the

of Christianity, there

which goes
beyond this common doctrine of the serious-minded guides of humanity.
For this idea defines the moral burden, to which the individual who seeks
salvation is subject, in so grave a fashion that many lovers of mankind,
and, in particular, many modern minds, have been led to declare that so
much of Christian doctrine, at least in the forms in which it is usually
stated, is an unreasonable and untrue feature of the faith. This idea I
stated at the close of our first lecture, side by side with the two other
ideas of Christianity which I propose, in these lectures, to discuss. The
idea of the Church,— of the universal community,— which was our topic
in the second lecture, is expressed by the assertion that there is a real and
essential ideas
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divinely significant spiritual community to which all must belong who
are to win the true goal of life. The idea of the moral burden of the in

dividual is expressed by maintaining that (as I ventured to state this idea
in my own words): "The individual human being is by nature subject to
some overwhelming moral burden from which, if unaided, he cannot

Both because of what has technically been called original sin, and
because of the sins that he himself has committed, the individual is
doomed to a spiritual ruin from which only a divine intervention can
escape.

save him."

This doctrine constitutes the second of the three Christian

ideas that

I propose to discuss. I must take it up in the present lecture.

II
To this mode of continuing our discussion you may object that our
second lecture left the idea of the Chuich very incompletely stated, and,
in many most important respects, also left that idea uninterpreted, uncriticised, and not yet brought into any clear relation with the creed of
the modern man. Is it well, you may ask, to discuss a second one of the
Christian ideas, when the first has not yet been sufficiently defined?

I answer that

which we have chosen for our
inquiry are so closely related that each throws light upon the others, and
in turn receives light from them. Each of these ideas needs, in some con
the three Christian

ideas

venient order, to be so stated and so illustrated,

and then so made the

thoughtful reflection, that we shall hereby learn: First, about
the basis of this idea in human nature; secondly, about its value,— its ethi

topic of

a

cal significance as an interpretation of life; and thirdly, about its truth,
and about its relation to the real world. At the close of our survey of the
three ideas, we shall bring them together, and thus form some general
notion of what is essential to the Christian doctrine of life viewed as a

whole. We shall

at the same time be able to define the

way in which this

expresses certain actual needs of men, and un
dertakes to meet these needs. We shall then have grounds for estimating
the ethical and religious value of the connected whole of the doctrines in

Christian doctrine

of life

question.

There will then remain the hardest part of our task: the study of the
relation of these Christian ideas to the real world. So far as we are con
cerned, this last part of our investigation will involve, in the main, meta
physical problems; and the closing lectures of our course will therefore
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contain an outline of the metaphysics of Christianity, culminating in
turn to the problems of the modern man.

a

re

Such is our task. On the way toward our goal we must be content,
for a time, with fragmentary views. They will, ere long, come into a
certain unity with one another; but for that unity we must wait, until
each idea has had its own partial and preliminary presentation.
Of the idea of the universal community we have learned, thus far,

two things, and no more. First, we have seen that this idea has a broad
psychological basis in the social nature of mankind, while it gets its ethi
cal value from its relations to the interests and needs of all those of any
time or nation who have learned what is the deeper meaning of loyalty.

By loyalty, as you remember, I mean the thoroughgoing, practical, and
loving devotion of a self to an united community.
Secondly, we have seen that, in addition to its general basis in human
nature, this idea has its specifically Christian form. The significance of
this form we have illustrated by the way in which the original doctrine
of Christian love, as Jesus taught it in his sayings and parables, received
not only an application, but also a new development in the consciousness
of the apostolic churches, when the Apostle Paul experienced and
moulded their life.

The synthesis of the Master's doctrine of love with the type of loyalty
which the life of the spirit in the Church taught Paul to express, makes
concrete and practical certain more mysterious aspects of the doctrine of
love which the Master had taught in parables, but had left for a further
revelation to define. And herewith the spirit of the Christian idea of the
universal community entered,

as a

permanent possession,

into the history

of Christianity.
This preliminary study of the idea of the universal community leaves
us with countless unsolved problems. But it at least shows us where some
portion of our main problem lies. The dogmas of the historical Church
concerning its own authority we have so far left, in our discussion, al
most untouched. That the spirit and the letter of this first of our Chris
tian ideas are still very far apart, all who love mankind, and who regard
Christianity wisely, well know. We have not yet tried to show how

brought nearer together. It has not been my
privilege to tell you where the true Church is to-day to be found. As a
fact, I believe it still to be an invisible Church. And I readily admit that a
disembodied idea does not meet all the interests of Christianity, and does
not answer all the questions of the modern man.
spirit and letter

are to be
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But we have yet, in due time, to consider whether, and to what extent,
the universal community is a reality. That is a problem, partly of dogma,
partly of metaphysics. It is not my office to supply the modern man, or
any one else, with a satisfactory system of dogmas. But I believe that
philosophy has still something to say which is worth saying regarding
the sense in which there really is an universal community such as ex
presses what the Christian idea means. I shall hereafter offer my little
contribution to this problem.

Ill
our new topic. The moralists, as we have already
pointed out, are generally agreed that whoever is to win the highest
things must indeed learn to bear a heavy moral burden. But the Christian
idea now in question adds to the common lore of the moralists the sad
word: "The individual cannot bear this burden. His tainted nature for
bids; his guilt weighs him down. If by salvation one means a winning of
the true goal of life, the individual, unaided, cannot be saved. And the
help that he needs for bearing his burden must come from some source
in some genuine
entirely above his own level,— from a source which
us turn, then, to

is,

Let

sense, divine."

I

is

The most familiar brief statement of the present idea that of Paul in
the passage in the seventh chapter of the epistle to the Romans, which
culminates in this cry: "O wretched man that am!" What the Apostle,

in the context of this passage, expounds as his interpretation both of his
own religious experience and of human nature in general, has been much
more fully stated in the form of well-known doctrines, and has formed
the subject-matter for ages of Christian controversy.
In working out his own theory of the facts which he reports, Paul

words and of

a

a

was led to certain often cited statements about the significance and the
effect of Adam's legendary transgression. And, as consequence of these

few other Pauline

passages, technical problems regarding

and related topics have come to occupy so
in
the
of
large place
history
theology, that, to many minds, Paul's own
report of personal experience, and his statements about plain facts of hu
man nature, have been lost to sight (so far as concerns the idea of the
moral burden of the individual) in maze of controversial complications.
To numerous modern minds the whole idea of the moral burden of the
sin, predestination,

a

a

original
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is,

is

a

a

is

is

it

is,

individual seems, therefore, to be an invention of theologians, and to
possess little or no religious importance.
Yet I believe that such a view is profoundly mistaken. The idea of the
moral burden of the individual
as we shall see, not without its inherent
complications, and not without its relation to very difficult problems,
both ethical and metaphysical. Yet, of the three essential ideas of Chris
tianity which constitute our list,
relatively speaking, the simplest,
and the one which can be most easily interpreted to the enlightened
common sense of the modern man. Its most familiar difficulties are due
rather to the accidents of controversy than to the nature of the subject.
The fate which has beset those who have dealt with the technical ef
forts to express this idea partly explicable by the general history of re
also partly due to varying personal factors, such as those
ligion; but
which determined Paul's own training. This fate may be summed up by
saying that, regarding just this matter of the moral burden of the individ
ual, those who, by virtue of their genius or of their experience, have most
known what they meant, have least succeeded in making clear to others
what they know.
Paul, for instance, grasped the essential meaning of the moral burden
of the individual with
perfectly straightforward veracity of under
standing. What he saw, as to this matter, he saw with tragic clearness, and
upon the basis of type of experience that, in our own day, we can veri
fy, as we shall soon see, much more widely than was possible for him.
But when he put his doctrine into words, both his Rabbinical lore, and his
habits of interpreting tradition, troubled his speech; and the passages
which embody his theory of the sinfulness of man remain as difficult and
as remote from his facts, as his report of these facts of life themselves
eloquent and true.
Similar has been the fortune of nearly all subsequent theology regard
ing the technical treatment of this topic. Yet growing human experience,

technicalities have obscured

it,

is

it

If

is

it

if

is

it

through all the Christian ages, has kept the topic near to life; and to
in closer touch with life than ever. The idea of the moral burden
day
of the individual seems, to many cheerful minds, austere; but,
grave and stern,
grave with the gravity of life, and stern only as the
call of life, to any awakened mind, out to be stern.
the traditional
they have not been able to affect its deeper

I

it

forms,
meaning or its practical significance. Rightly interpreted,
think, not only an essential feature of Christianity, but an indispensable
part of every religious and moral view of life which considers man's
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business justly, and does so with a reasonable regard for the larger con
nections of our obligations and of our powers.

IV
If we ourselves are to see these larger connections, we must, for the
time, disregard the theological complications of the history of doctrine
concerning original sin, and must also disregard the metaphysical prob
lems that lie behind these complications.
these theological

We must do this; but not

as

if

theories were wholly arbitrary, or wholly insignificant.

We must simply begin with those facts of human nature which here most
deeply concern us.
These facts have

metaphysical basis. In the end, we ourselves shall
seek to come into touch with so much of theology as most has to do with
a

our problem of Christianity. We cannot tell, until our preliminary survey
is completed, and our metaphysical treatment of our problem is reached,
what form our sketch of a theology will assume. We must be patient
with our fragmentary views until we see how to bring them together.
But, for the time being, our question relates not to legend of Adam's
fall, nor to something technically called original sin, but to man as we
empirically know him. We ask: How far is the typical individual man
weighed down, in his efforts to win the goal of life, by a burden such as
Paul describes in his epistle to the Romans? And what is the significance
of this burden?
Here, at once, we meet with the obvious fact, often mentioned, not
only in ancient, but also in many modern, discussions of our topic,— with
the fact that there are, deep-seated in human nature, many tendencies
that our mature moral consciousness views as evil. These tendencies have
a basis in qualities that are transmitted by heredity.
Viewed as an observant naturalist,— as a disinterested student of the
life-process views them, all our inherited instincts are, in one sense, upon
a level. For no instincts are, at the outset of life, determined by any pur
pose,— either good or evil,— of which we are then conscious. But, when
trained, through experience and action, our instincts become interwoven
into complex habits, and thus are transformed into our voluntary activi
ties. What at the beginning is an elemental predisposition to respond to a
specific sensory stimulus in a more or less vigorous but incoherent and
generalized way, becomes, in the context of the countless other predis
positions upon which is based our later training, the source of a mode of
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we grow, tends to become more and more
definite, and that may be valuable for good or for ill. And, as a fact, many
of our instinctive predispositions actually appear, in the sequel, to be like
as

a

is,

noxious plants or animals. That
to use
familiar phrase, they "turn
out ill." They are expressed in our maturer life in maladjustments, in
vices, or perhaps in crimes.
a

Now Paul, like good many other moralists, was impressed by the
number and by the vigor of those amongst our instinctive predispositions
which, under the actual conditions of human training, "turn out ill," and
are interwoven into habits that often lead the natural man into baseness
maze of evil deeds. Paul summarizes this aspect of the facts, as
saw
them, in his familiar picture, first, of the Gentile world, and then
he
of the moral state of the unregenerate who were Jews. This picture we
a

and into

is

find in the opening chapters of his epistle to the Romans.
The majority of readers appear to suppose that the essential basis of
Paul's theory about the moral burden of the individual
to be found in
these opening chapters, and in the assertion that the worst vices and
crimes of mankind are the most accurate indications of how bad human
nature is. For such readers, whether they agree with Paul or not, the
whole problem reduces to the question: "Are men, and are human traits

man,— viewed as

a

lived bids us believe that all human characters are?

is Is

and tendencies naturally as mischievous; are we all as much predisposed
to vices and to crimes as Paul's dark picture of the world in which he

is

is

a

fair observer from another planet might view him,— man by nature, or
by heredity, predominantly like noxious plant or animal? Unless some
external power, such as the power that Paul conceives to be Divine
Grace, miraculously saves him,
he bound to turn out ill,— to be the
beast of prey, the victim of lust, the venomous creature, whom Paul por
trays in these earlier chapters of his letters to the Romans?"
You well know that, as to the questions thus raised, there much to be
said, both for and against the predominantly mischievous character of
the natural and instinctive predispositions of men; and both for and
against the usual results of training, in case of the people who make up
our social world. Paul's account of this aspect of the life of the natural
man has both its apologists and its critics.

I

must simply decline, however, to follow the usual controversies as to
the natural predispositions of the human animal any further in this place.

I

have mentioned the familiar topic in order to say at once that none of
the considerations which the opening chapters of the epistle to the Ro
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mans suggest to a modern reader regarding the noxious or the useful in
stinctive predispositions of ordinary men, or even of extraordinarily de
fective or of exceptionally gifted human beings, seem to be of any great
importance for the understanding of the genuine Pauline doctrine of the
moral burden of the individual.

Paul opened the epistle to the Romans by considerations which mere
ly prepared the way for his main thesis. His argument in the earlier chap
ters is also chiefly preparatory. But his main doctrine concerning our
moral burden depends upon other considerations than a mere enumer
ation of the vices and crimes of a corrupt society. It depends, in fact,
upon considerations which, as I believe, are almost wholly overlooked in
most of the technical controversies concerning original sin, and concern
ing the evil case of the unregenerate man.

I shall venture to translate these more significant considerations which
Paul emphasizes into a relatively modern phraseology. I believe that I
shall do so in a way that is just to Paul's spirit, and that will enable us
soon to return to the text of the seventh chapter of his epistle with a
clearer understanding of the main issue.

conduct, whatever it

is,
is

Whoever sets out to study, as psychologist, the moral side of human
nature, with the intention of founding upon that study an estimate of
the part which good and evil play in our life, must make clear to his mind
This is
a familiar, but important, and sometimes neglected distinction.
the distinction between the conduct of men, upon the one hand, and the
grade or sort of consciousness with which, upon the other hand, their
accompanied.

a

a

is

is

it

is

is

path in the mountains should be able to give directions to
such
as would enable the latter to find the same way.
stranger
a

way over

a

a

a

It

it

a

Conduct, as we have already mentioned, results from the training
which our hereditary predispositions, our instinctive tendencies, get,
when the environment has played upon them in suitable way, and for
sufficient time. The environment which trains us to our conduct may be
animate or inanimate; although in our case
human en
very largely
vironment.
not necessary that we should be clearly aware of what
our conduct in given instance or means, just as
not necessary that
one who speaks
language fluently should be consciously acquainted
with the grammar of that language, or that one who can actually find the
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is,

In general, it requires one sort of training to establish in us a given
form of conduct, and a decidedly different sort of training to make us
aware of what that form of conduct
and of what, for us ourselves,
means.

The training of all the countless higher and more complex grades and

I

I

a

is

types of knowledge about our own conduct which we can find present
in the world of our self-knowledge,
subject to
general principle
Conduct,
which may as well state at once.
as
have just said, can be
trained through the action of any sort of tolerable environment, animate
or inanimate. But the higher and more complex types of our conscious
ness about our conduct, our knowledge about what we do, and about

of practical knowledge of our
of
social
environment,
sort
specific
namely, by

is

a

it,— all this more complex sort

trained by
environment.

a

why we do
selves,

a

a

is,

And the social environment that most awakens our self-consciousness
about our conduct does so by opposing us, by criticising us, or by other
wise standing in contrast with us. Our knowledge of our conduct, in all
its higher grades, and our knowledge of ourselves as the authors or as the
guides of our own conduct, our knowledge of how and why we do
what we do,—all such more elaborate self-knowledge
directly or in
directly, social product, and product of social contrasts and opposi
tions of one sort or another. Our fellows train us to all our higher grades
of practical self-knowledge, and they do so by giving us certain sorts of
social trouble.

If

we were capable of training our conduct in solitude, we should not
as conscious as we now are of the plans, of the ideals, of the

be nearly

if

if

well endowed with suit
meaning, of this conduct. A solitary animal,
able instincts, and
trained through the sort of experimenting that any
intelligent animal carries out as he tries to satisfy his wants, would grad
ually form some sort of conduct. This conduct might be highly skilful.
a

a

a

this animal lived in

I

it

I

is

is

It

of

if

totally unsocial, in wholly inanimate, en
vironment, he would meet with no facts that could teach him to be aware
of what his conduct was, in the sense and degree in which we are aware
of our own conduct. For he, as solitary creature, would find no other
instance
conduct with which to compare his own. And all knowl
my knowledge of my fellows' doings,
edge rests upon comparison.
this which gives me the basis for
and of their behavior toward me,—
succeed in more thought
the sort of comparison that
use whenever
or
fully observing myself
estimating myself.
But
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If

I

if

is

is

is

it

it

is,

I

if

is;

I

I

is,

you want to grasp this principle, consider any instance that you
please wherein you are actually and clearly aware of how you behave and
of why you behave thus. Consider, namely, any instance of a higher sort
of skill in an art, in a game, in business,— an instance, namely, wherein
and
you not only are skilful, but are fully observant of what your skill
of why you consciously prefer this way of playing or of working. You
will find that always your knowledge and your estimate of your skill and
of your own way of doing, turn upon comparing your own conduct
with that of some real or ideal comrade, or fellow, or rival, or opponent,
or critic; or upon knowing how your social order in general carries on
or estimates this sort of conduct; or, finally, upon remembering or using
the results of former social comparisons of the types mentioned.
have no con
walk as happen to walk, and in general,
let alone,
but let my fellow's gait
sciousness as to what my manner of walking
or pace attract my attention, or let my fellow laugh at my gait, or let him
otherwise show that he observes my gait; and forthwith,
my interest
for
to
observe
what
stirred,
have
the
ground
beginning
my own
may
and how
to be estimated.
gait
In brief,
our fellows who first startle us out of our natural uncon
sciousness about our own conduct; and who then, by an endless series of
processes of setting us attractive but difficult models, and of socially in
terfering with our own doings, train us to higher and higher grades and
to more and more complex types of self -consciousness regarding what
we do and why we do it. Play and conflict, rivalry and emulation, con

scious imitation and conscious social contrasts between man and man,—

of each man's consciousness about his own conduct.
Whatever occurs in our literal social life, and in company with our
real fellows, can be, and often
repeated with endless variations in our
memory and imagination, and in companionship with ideal fellow-be
ings of all grades of significance. And thus our thoughts and memories
of all human beings who have aroused our interest, as well as our
thoughts about God, enrich our social environment by means of
wealth of real and ideal fellow-beings, with whom we can and do com
pare and contrast ourselves and our own conduct.
And since all this true, this whole process of our knowledge about
our own doings, and about our plans, and about our estimates of our
selves,
process capable of simply endless variation, growth, and ideal
ization. Hence the variations of our moral self-consciousness have all the
wealth of the entire spiritual world. Comparing our doings with the
a

is

is

a

a

is,

these are the source
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form of customs and
of rules, we become aware both of what Paul calls, in a special instance,
"the law," and of ourselves either as in harmony with or opposed to this
law. The comparison and the contrast make us view ourselves on the one
"the law,"— on the other side, as so re
side, and the social will,— that
lated that, the more we know of the social will, the more highly conscious
of ourselves we become; while the better we know ourselves, the more
clearly we estimate the dignity and the authority of the social will.
So much, then, for mere hint of the general ways in which our moral
known to
self-consciousness
product of our social life. This self
each one of us through its social contrasts with other selves, and with the
will of the community. If these contrasts displease us, we try to relieve
the tension. If they fascinate, we form our ideals accordingly. But in
either case we become conscious of some plan or ideal of our own. Our
the product of end
developed conscience, psychologically speaking,
less efforts to clear up, to simplify, to reduce to some sort of unity and
harmony, the equally endless contrasts between the self, the fellow-man,
and the social will in general,— contrasts which our social experience con
stantly reveals and renders fascinating or agonizing, according to the
state of our sensitiveness or of our fortunes.
us, in the

is

is

a

is

a

is,

standards that the social

VI
process which you can illustrate by
every higher form and gradation of the moral consciousness of men have
now prepared us for one more observation which, when properly under
a

These hints of the nature of

will bring us directly in contact with Paul's own comments upon
the moral burden of any human being who reaches high spiritual level.
Our conduct may be, according to our instincts and our training,
a

stood,

will

it

is

it

is

an animal that
hard to train,
happens to be. Since man
often be, from the point of view of the social will of our commun

whatever

a

is

it

is

it

it

might also be fairly good con
ity, more or less defective conduct. But
often
so. In this respect,
duct; and, in normal people of good training,
seems unpsychological to assert that the conduct of all natural
then,
men
universally depraved,— however ill Paul thought of his Gentiles.
Let us turn, however, from men's conduct to their consciousness
about their conduct; and then the simple and general principles just enun
much graver view of our moral situation. Paul's
ciated will give us
main thesis about our moral burden relates not to our conduct, but to our
consciousness about our conduct.
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purely psychological point of
view, my consciousness about my conduct, and consequently my power
to form ideals, and my power to develop any sort of conscience, are a
product of my nature as a social being. And the product arises in this
way: Contrasts, rivalries, difficult efforts to imitate some fascinating
fellow-being, contests with my foes, emulation, social ambition, the de
sire to attract attention, the desire to find my place in my social order,
my interest in what my fellows say and do, and especially in what they
say and do with reference to me,— such are the more elemental social
motives and the social situations which at first make me highly conscious
of my own doings.
Upon the chaos of these social contrasts my whole later training in the
knowledge of the good and the evil of my own conduct is founded. My
conscience grows out of this chaos,— grows as my reason grows, through
the effort to get harmony into this chaos. However reasonable I become,
however high the grade of the conscientious ideals to which, through
the struggle to win harmony, I finally attain, all of my own conscientious
life is psychologically built upon the lowly foundations thus furnished
by the troubled social life, that, together with my fellows, I must lead.

Our main result,

so far, is that,

from

a

VII
But now it needs no great pessimism to observe that our ordinary so
cial life is one in which there is a great deal of inevitable tension, or
natural disharmony. Such tension, and such disharmony, are due not
necessarily to the graver vices of men. The gravest disharmonies often
result merely from the mutual misunderstandings of men. There are so
many of us. We naturally differ so much from one another. We compre
hend each other so ill, or, at best, with such difficulty. Hence social ten
so to speak,

If

is,

the primary state of any new social enterprise, and
can be relieved only through special and constantly renewed efforts.
But this simple observation leads to another.
our social life, owing to
sion

is

the number, the variety, and the ignorance of the individuals who make
prevailingly or primarily one in which strained
up our social world,
is

it

social situations,— forms of social tension,— social troubles, are present,
follows that every individual who
and are constantly renewed,
to

is

it

a

a

high grade of self-consciousness as to his own doings, will be
awakened to his observation of himself by one or another form or in
stance of social tension. As fact,
rivalry, or contest, or criticism that
reach
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we have seen, naturally brings to my notice what I am doing. And
the obvious rule is that, within reasonable limits, the greater the social
tension of the situation in which I am placed, the sharper and clearer does
first,

as

me. And thus, the greater
become aware, through such situations,
both about my own conduct, and about my plans and ideals, and about

the more do

my will.
In brief, my moral self-consciousness

is

I

is,

my social contrast with my fellows become to

the social tension

bred in me through social

situations that involve,— not necessarily any physical conflict with my
fellows,— but, in general, some form of social conflict,— conflict such as

a

engenders mutual criticism. Man need not be, when civilized, at war with
his fellows in the sense of using the sword against them. But he comes to
moral being through the spiritual warfare of
self-consciousness as

of mutual criticism, of rivalry,— yes, too often
through the warfare of envy and of gossip and of scandal-mongering,
and of whatever else belongs to the early training that many people give
more or less hostile account
to their own consciences, through taking
of the consciences of their neighbors. Such things result from the very
conditions of high grades of self-consciousness about our conduct and
our ideals.
observation,

The moral self, then, the natural conscience,
tions that involve social tension. What follows?

is

a

mutual

bred through situa

VIII
It

follows that such tension, in each special case, indeed seems evil to
for relief. And in seeking for such relief, the social will, in its
corporate capacity, the will of the community, forms its codes, its cus
tomary laws; and attempts to teach each of us how he ought to deal with
his neighbors so as to promote the general social harmony. But these
codes,— these forms of customary morality,— they have to be taught to us
as conscious rules of conduct. They can only be taught to us by first
us, and calls

is

teaching us to be more considerate, more self-observant, more formally
conscientious than we were before. But to accomplish this aim
to bring
us to some higher level of our general self-consciousness concerning our
a

own doings. And this can be done, as rule, only by applying to us some
new form of social discipline which, in general, introduces still new and
more complex kinds of tension,— new social contrasts between the gen
eral will and our own will, new conflicts between the self and its world.
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Our social training thus

teaches us to know ourselves through a pro
our self-will; and this tendency grows with what it
feeds upon. The higher the training and the more cultivated and elabor
ate is our socially trained conscience,— the more highly conscious our es
timate of our own value becomes, and so, in general, the stronger grows
our self-will.
This is a commonplace; but it is precisely upon this very commonplace
that the moral burden of the typical individual, trained under natural so
cial conditions, rests. If the individual is no defective or degenerate, but
a fairly good member of his stock, his conduct may be trained by effec
tive social discipline into a more or less admirable conformity to the
standards of the general will. But his conduct is not the same as his own
consciousness about his conduct; or, in other words, his deeds and his
ideals are not necessarily in mutual agreement. Meanwhile, his conscious
cess

which

arouses

ness about his conduct,

his ideals, his conscience, are all trained, under

ordinary conditions, by a social process that begins in social troubles, in
tensions, in rivalries, in contests, and that naturally continues, the farther
it goes, to become more and more a process which introduces new and
more complex conflicts.
This evil constantly increases.

The burden grows heavier. Society

can, by its ordinary skill, train many to be its servants,—servants who,
being under rigid discipline, submit because they must. But precisely in
proportion as society becomes more skilled in the external forms of cul

world,

is

a

it

is,

ture, it trains its servants by a process that breeds spiritual enemies. That
breeds men who, even when they keep the peace, are inwardly
enemies one of another; because every man, in
highly cultivated social

trained to moral self-consciousness by his social conflicts. And
inwardly enemies of the collective social will itself,

these same men are

a

is

is

is

a

is

vast, and the

is

a

is

highly cultivated social order the social will
oppressively
individual trained to self-consciousness by process which
shows him the contrast between his own will and this, which so far seems
to him vast impersonal social will. He may obey. That
conduct. But
he will naturally revolt inwardly; and that
his inevitable form of spiri
so
as
tual self-assertion,
he
trained to self-consciousness in this
long
still without the spiritual transformations that some higher
way, and
form of love for the community,— some form of loyalty, and that alone,—
because in

can bring.

enmities.

as

For

culture advances. High social culti
trains what we in our day call
it

This revolt will tend to increase

vation breeds spiritual
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and, upon precisely its most cultivated levels, glories in
creating highly conscious individuals. But these individuals are brought
to consciousness by their social contrasts and conflicts. Their very con
individualism,

sciences are tainted by the original sin of social contentiousness. The
higher the cultivation, the vaster and deeper are precisely the more spiri
tual and the more significant of these inward and outward conflicts. Cul-

Before this sort of moral evil the moral individual, thus cultivated,

is,

tivaton breeds civilized conduct; it also breeds conscious independence
of spirit and deep inner opposition to all mere external authority.

is is

a

if

viewed merely as
creature of cultivation, powerless. His very con
science
the product of spiritual warfare, and its knowledge of good
tainted by its origin. The burden grows; and the moral individ
ual cannot bear
unless his whole type of self-consciousness
trans
formed by new spiritual power which this type of cultivation can never
a

is

it,

and evil

of itself furnish.

For the moral cultivation just described

is

a

is a

It

a

a

is

a

is

is,

is,

is

cultivation in "the law";
that
in the rules of the social will. But such cultivation breeds individ
breeds consciousness of self-will. And the burden of this
ualism; that
self-will increases with cultivation.
As we all know, individualism, viewed as
highly potent social ten
of
cultivation.
also
high
product
relatively modern
dency,
product of such cultivation. Savages appear to know little about individ
trained to con
ualism. Where tribal custom
almighty, the individual
duct, but not to high grade of self-consciousness. Hence the individual,
in
primitive community, submits; but also he has no very elaborate
conscience. Among most ancient peoples, individualism

was still nearly

unknown.

Two ancient peoples, living under special conditions and possessing
genius, developed very high grades of individualism.
One of these peoples was Israel,— especially that fragment of later Israel
to which Judaism was due. Paul well knew what was the nature and the
an extraordinary

meaning of just that high development
had in his day made possible.

The other one of

of individuality which Judaism

these peoples was the

Greek people. Their individ

is

ualism, their high type of self-consciousness regarding conduct, showed
what
meant by being, as every highly individualistic type of civiliza
tion since their day has been, characteristically merciless to individuals.
Greek individualism devoured its own children. The consciousness of
social opposition determined the high grade of self-consciousness of the

1
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of Greek history and politics;
and so the greatest example of national genius which the world has ever
seen promptly destroyed its own life, just because its self-consciousness
was due to social conflicts and intensified them. The original sin of its
own cultivation was the doom of that cultivation.
In the modern world the habit of forming a high grade of individual
consciousness has now become settled. We have learned the lesson that
Israel and Greece taught. Hence we speak of personal moral indepen
dence as if it were our characteristic spiritual ideal. This ideal is now fos
tered still more highly than ever before,— is fostered by the vastness of
our modern social forces, and by the way in which these forces are to
day used to train the individual consciousness which opposes itself to
them, and which is trained to this sort of opposition.
The result is that the training of the cultivated individual, under mod
ern conditions, uses, on the one hand, all the motives of what Paul calls
"the flesh,"— all the natural endowment of man the social being,— but de
velops this fleshly nature so that it is trained to self-consciousness by em
phasizing every sort and grade of more skilful opposition to the very so
cial will that trains it. Our modern world is therefore peculiarly fitted to
illustrate the thesis of Paul's seventh chapter of the epistle to the Romans.
To that chapter let us now, for a moment, return.
also determined the course

DC

The difficulty of the argument of Paul's seventh chapter lies in the fact
that in speaking of our sinful nature, he emphasizes three apparently
conflicting considerations: First, he asserts that sinfulness belongs to our
elemental nature, to our flesh as it is at birth; secondly, he insists that sin
is not cured but increased by cultivation, unless the power of the Divine
Spirit intervenes and transforms us into new creatures; thirdly, he de
clares that our sinfulness belongs not to especially defective or degen
erate sinners, but to the race in its corporate capacity, so that no one is
privileged to escape by any good deed of his own, since we are all natur
ally under the curse.

To the first consideration many modern men reply that at birth we
have only untrained instinctive predispositions, which may, under train
ing, turn out well or ill, but which, until training turns them into con
duct, are innocent.
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but does not touch Paul's main thesis, which is
that, being as to the flesh what we are,— that
being essentially social
animals,—all our natural moral cultivation,
successful, can only make us
aware of our sinfulness. "Howbeit,
had not known sin but for the law."
which
the
natural
this
thesis
history of the training of our
precisely

It

is

I

if

is,

is true,

is

a

a

a

is

dis

wilful obedience, which constantly wars with the very dig

I

I

say,

is

I

if

On the one hand,

for law

mighty; and

I

teaches me to revere.

reasonable being,
say: "I ought to submit;
would not,
could, bring anarchy." So much
as

I

nity of spirit which my training

if

tracted and

to come.

it

and must, ordinarily and outwardly, prevail unless chaos
Hence you indeed may discipline me into obedience, but

is

is

I

if
I

is

a

a

I

is

It

ordinary moral self-consciousness illustrates. This training usually takes
place through impressing the social will upon the individual by means of
discipline. The result must be judged not by the accidental fortunes of
this or that formally virtuous or obviously vicious individual. The true
problem lies deeper than we are accustomed to look.
just that prob
lem which Paul understands.
Train me to morality by the ordinary modes of discipline and you do
two things: First, and especially under modern conditions, you teach
me so-called independence, self-reliance. You teach me to know and to
prize from the depths of my soul, my own individual will. The higher
the civilization in which this mode of training
followed, the more
become an individualist among mutually hostile individualists,
citizen
of world where all are consciously free to think ill of one another, and
to say, to every external authority: "My will, not thine, be done."
But this teaching of independence
also
teaching of distraction and
inner despair. For,
indeed am intelligent,
also learn that, in
highly
cultivated civilization, the social will mighty, and daily grows mightier,

am indeed suc

the more

The more

struggle
discern my divided

I

I

am the divided self.

to escape through my moral cultivation,
state. Oh, wretched man that am!

I

at war with the social will.

I

is

I

I

I

I

am the
cessfully trained. But will not obey with the inner man. For
being of inalienable individual rights, of unconquerable independence.
have my own law in my own members, which, however seem to obey,

Now this my divided

no mishap
my distraction of will,
of my private fortune.
belongs to the human race, as race capable of
the misfortune, the doom of man the social
high moral cultivation.
train
him
animal,
you
through the discipline of social tension, through
troubles with his neighbors, through opposition and through social con

if

is

a

is

It It

state, this
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flict, through what Whistler called "the gentle art of making enemies."
This, apart from all legends, is Paul's thesis; and it is true to human nature.
The more outer law there is in our cultivation, the more inner rebellion
there is in the very individuals whom our cultivation creates. And this
moral burden of the individual is also the burden of the race, precisely in
so far as it is a race that is social in a human sense.
Possibly all this may still seem to you the mere construction of a
theorist. And yet an age that, like our own, faces in new forms the con
flicts between what we often name individualism and collectivism,— a
time such as the present one, when every new enlargement of our vast
corporations is followd by a new development of strikes and of indus
trial conflicts,— a time, I say, such as ours ought to know where the orig
inal sin of our social nature lies.
For our time shows us that individualism and collectivism are tenden
cies, each of which, as our social order grows, intensifies the other. The
more the social will expresses itself in vast organizations of collective
power, the more are individuals trained to be aware of their own person
al wants and choices and ideals, and of the vast opportunities that would
be theirs if they could but gain control of these social forces. The more,
in sum, does their individual self-will become conscious, deliberate,
cultivated, and therefore dangerously alert and ingenious.
Yet, if the individuals in question are highly intelligent, and normally
orderly in their social habits, their self-will, thus forcibly kept awake and

watchful through the very powers which the collective will has devised,
is no longer, in our own times, a merely stupid attempt to destroy all
social authority. It need not be childishly vicious or grossly depraved,
like Paul's Gentiles in his earlier chapters of the epistle to the Romans. It
is a sensitive self-will, which feels the importance of the social forces,
and which wants them to grow more powerful, so that haply they may
be used by the individual himself.
And so, when opportunity offers, the individual self-will casts its vote
in favor of new devices to enrich or to intensify the expression of the
collective will. For it desires social powers. It wants them for its own use.
Hence, in its rebellion against authority, when such rebellion arises, it is a
consciously divided self-will, which takes in our day no form more fre
quently than the general form of moral unrest, of discontent with its
own most ardent desires. It needs only a little more emphasis upon moral
or religious problems than, in worldly people, in our day, it displays, in
order to be driven to utter from a full heart Paul's word: "O wretched
man that

I

am!"
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For the highly trained modern agitator, or the plastic disciple of

agitators, if both intelligent and reasonably orderly in habits, is intensely
both an individualist and a man who needs the collective will, who in
a

it,

countless ways and cases bows to that will, and votes for
and increases
its power. The individualism of such
man wars with his own collecti
insist, tends to inflame the other. As an agitator, the
typically restless child of our age often insists upon heaping up new
burdens of social control,— control that he indeed intends to have others
as

I

vism; while each,

feel rather than himself. As individualist,

agitator
be his prophet, and set out to be
he were
Superman as
no social animal at all. Wretched man, by reason of his divided will, he
a

and he needs only
little reflection to observe the fact.
But note: These are no mere accidents of our modern world. The di
a

is;

Nietzsche to

if

intelligent

longing to escape, perhaps
from the marriage bond, such highly
may speak rebelliously of all restrictions, declare

cares, perhaps

a

from his economic

a

is

is

a

is

it

is

vision of the self thus determined, and thus increasing in our modern
cultivation,
not due to the chance defects of this or of that more or
less degenerate individual. Nor
due merely to man's more noxious
instincts. This division
due to the very conditions to which the de
velopment of self-consciousness
subject, not only in our present social
order, but in every civilization which has reached as high
grade of
self-consciousness as that which Paul observed in himself and in his own
civilization.

a

is

it

it,

The moral burden of the individual, as Paul conceives
and as human
has
now
been
characterized.
The
necessary,
legend of
Adam's transgression made the fall of man due to the sort of self-con
sciousness, to the knowledge of good and evil, which the crafty critical
remarks of the wise serpent first suggested to man, and which the result
ing transgression simply emphasized. What Paul's psychology, trans
lated into more modern terms, teaches,
that the moral self-conscious
ness of every one of us gets its cultivation from our social order through
process which begins by craftily awakening us, as the serpent did Eve,
through critical observations, and which then fascinates our divided will
nature makes

is

by giving us the serpent's counsels. "Ye shall be as gods." This the lore
of all individualism, and the vice of all our worldly social ambitions. The
resulting diseases of self-consciousness are due to the inmost nature of
our social race.
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They belong to its very essence as a social race. They increase with
cultivation. The individual cannot escape from the results of them
through any deed of his own. For his will is trained by a process which
taints his conscience with the original sin of self-will, of clever hostility
to the very social order upon which he constantly grows more and more
consciously

What

dependent.

is the remedy?

his mind

What

is the escape? Paul's answer is simple.

new revelation has been made, from

To

spiritual realm wholly
above our social order and its conflicts. Yet this revelation
in
new
a

a

is,

a

a

is

is

a

a

is

is

is

a

is

It

is a

It

is

it, is

a

is

is

It

it

certain divinely instituted com
tells us: "There
way, social. For
no mere collection of individuals, with laws and customs
munity.
and quarrels. Nor
its unity merely that of
mighty but, to our own
will, an alien power. Its indwelling spirit
concrete and living, but
also
the
of
Christ.
The
risen Lord dwells in
loving spirit.
body
and
its life.
as much
person as he was when he walked the earth.
And he
as much the spirit of that community as he
person. Love
that community; let its spirit, through this love, become your own. Let
its Lord be your Lord. Be one in him and with him and with his Church.
And lo! the natural self
dead. The new life takes possession of you.
You are new creature. The law has no dominion over you. In the uni
versal community you live in the spirit; and hence for the only self, the
only self-consciousness, the only knowledge of your own deeds which
you possess or tolerate: these are one with the spirit of the Lord and of

Paul's doctrine

is

I

the community."
Translated into the terms that

ventured

to use in our last lecture,

that salvation comes through loyalty. Loyalty involves
of self-consciousness,— the consciousness of one

an essentially new type

is

it

Paul

is

whose spirit

is,

a

a

who loves community as person. Not social training, but the miracle
of this love, creates the new type of self-consciousness.
Only (as Paul holds) you must find the universal community to which
to be loyal; and you must learn to know its Lord, whose body
and
its life.

assured

that he knows this universal community and this Lord.
a

a

a

is

But, apart from Paul's religious faith, the perfectly human truth remains
that loyalty (which
the love of
community conceived as person on
level superior to that of any human individual)— loyalty,— and the devo
a

is

tion of the self to the cause of the community,— loyalty,
the only cure
for the natural warfare of the collective and of the individual will,—
warfare which no moral cultivation without loyalty can ever end, but
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which all cultivation, apart from such devoted and transforming love
of the community, only inflames and increases.
Thus the second of the essential ideas of Christianity illustrates the
first, and is in turn illumined by the first. This, I believe is the deeper
sense and truth of the doctrine of the inherent moral taint of the social
individual.

THE PROBLEM OF CHRISTIANITY

(1913)

THE REALM OF GRACE
The Christian

world

by the
apostle Paul's teaching concerning the divine grace that saves, than by his
account of the moral burden of the individual. The traditional lore of
salvation is more winning, and, in many respects, less technical, than is
the Christian teaching regarding our lost state.
The present lecture is to be devoted to a study of some aspects of the
doctrine of grace. Yet, since our moral burden, and our escape from that
burden, are matters intimately connected, we shall find that both topics
belong to the exposition of the same essential Christian idea, and that, at
the same time, they throw new light upon the first of the three essential
Christian

ideas, the idea

will therefore enable

has been still more deeply

influenced

of the universal community. Our present task

new stage in our survey of the larger
connections of the Christian doctrine of life.
us to reach a

I
Christianity is most familiarly known as a religion of love, and this
as far as it extends, is a true view of Christianity. Our second lec
ture has shown us, however, that this characterization is inadequate, be
cause it does not render justly clear the nature of the objects to which, in
our human world, Christian love is most deeply and essentially devoted.
A man is known by the company that he keeps. In its human relations,
and apart from an explicit account of its faith concerning the realm of
the gods, or concerning God, a religion can be justly estimated only
when you understand what kinds and grades of human beings it bids you
recognize, as well as what it counsels you to do in presence of the beings
view,
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of each grade. Now, as our second lecture endeavored to point out, there
are in the human world two profoundly different grades, or levels, of
mental beings,— namely, the beings that we usually call human individ
uals, and the beings that we call communities.

Of the first of

two grades, or levels, of human beings, any one
man whom you may choose to mention is an example. His organism
in the physical world, separate from the organisms of his fellows. The
expressive movements of this organism, his behavior, his gestures, his
voice, his coherent course of conduct, the traces that his deeds leave be
hind them,— these, in your opinion, make more or less manifest to you the
on the whole, at
life of his mind. And, in your usual opinion, his mind
least as separate from the minds of other men, as his organism, and his
expressive bodily movements, are physically sundered from theirs.
well-trained
Of the second of these two levels of human beings,
concert; or an athletic team, or
chorus, or an orchestra at
rowing
crew, during contest; or committee, or board, sitting in deliberation
upon some matter of business; or high court consisting of several mem
bers, who at length reach what legally constitutes "the decision of the
in its own way,
court,"— all these are good examples. Each one of these
which
ideal,
real
and
we men
communities,
The
vaster
community.
tioned, by way of illustration, in our second lecture, also serve as in
not that of the
stances of real beings with minds, whose grade or level
a

is

a

is,

a

a

a

a

a

a

is,

is,

these

such

a

is

it

if

it

a

is

I

a

ordinary human individuals.
Any highly organized community— so in our second lecture we ar
are individually human.
human being as you and
gued—is as truly
Only community not what we usually call an individual human be
has no one separate and internally well-knit physical or
ing; because
ganism of its own; and because its mind,
any one
you attribute to
mind,
therefore not manifested through the expressive movements of
single separate human organism.

a

it

a

a

Yet there are reasons for attributing to community mind of its own.
Some of these reasons were briefly indicated in our second lecture; and
concerns my
they will call for further scrutiny hereafter. Just here
purpose simply to call attention to the former argument, and to say, that
the difference between the individual human beings of our ordinary so

also immeasurably

a

is

cial intercourse, and the communities,
difference justly characterized,
in my opinion, by speaking of these two as grades or levels of human life.
The communities are vastly more complex, and, in many ways, are
more potent and enduring

than are the individuals.
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psychology of

its own, which can be systematically studied. Their mental existence is
no mere creation of abstract thinking or of metaphor; and is no more a
topic for mystical insight, or for fantastic speculation, than is the mental
existence of an individual man.

known to
coherent

known to

us

by their

behavior,
us

deeds,

just

as

As empirical facts, communities are
by their workings, by their intelligent and
the minds of our individual neighbors are

through their expressions.

merely natural existences, communities, like individuals,
may be either good or evil, beneficent or mischievous. The level of men
tal existence which belongs to communities insures their complexity;
Considered

as

and renders them, in general, far more potent and, for certain purposes
and in certain of their activities, much more intelligent than are the hu
man individuals whose separate physical organisms we ordinarily regard
as

signs of so many separate minds.
But a community,— in so far like

fallen angel,—may be as base and
depraved as any individual man can become, and may be far worse than
a man. Communities may make unjust war, may enslave mankind, may
a

deceive and betray and torment as basely as do individuals, only more
dangerously. The question whether communities are or are not real hu
man beings, with their own level of mental existence, is therefore quite
distinct from the question as to what worth this or that community pos
sesses in the spiritual world. And, in our study of the doctrine of grace,
we shall find how intimately the Christian teaching concerning the sal
vation of the individual man is bound up with the Christian definition,
both of the saving community and of the power which, according to the
Christian tradition, has redeemed that community, and has infused divine
life into the level of human existence which this community, and not
any merely human individual, occupies.

II
To

two levels of human mental existence correspond two possible
love for communities. In our
second lecture we spoke of the natural fact that communities can be the
object of love; and that this love may lead to the complete practical de
votion of an individual to the community which he loves. Such vital and
effective love of an individual for a community constitutes what we
called, in that lecture, Loyalty. And when, in our second lecture, the
the

forms of love: love for human individuals;

THE REALM

OF

GRACE

181

conception of loyalty as the love of an individual for a being that is on
the level of a community first entered our argument, we approached this
conception by using, as illustrations, what might be called either the
more natural or the more primitive types of loyalty,— types such as grow
out of family life, and tribal solidarity, and war. As we pointed out in
the second lecture, Christianity is essentially a religion of loyalty. We
have learned in our third lecture that, for Christianity, the problem of
loyalty is enriched, and meanwhile made more difficult, by the nature of
that ideal or universal community to which Paul first invited his converts
to be loyal.
Paul and his apostolic Christians were not content with family loyalty,
or with clan loyalty, or with a love for any community that they con
ceived as merely natural in its origin. A miracle, as they held, had created

the body of Christ. To this new spiritual being, whose level was that of a
community, and whose membership was human, but whose origin was,

in their opinion, divine, their love and their life were due. Christianity
was the religion of loyalty to this new creation. The idea involved has
since remained, with all its problems and tragedies, essential to Christi
anity.

Our study of the moral burden of the individual has now prepared us
for a new insight into the special problem which, ever since Paul's time,
Christian loyalty has had to solve. This is no longer anywhere nearly as

universal

presents no problems
nearly as complex as the problem which the Pauline concept of charity,
and of Christian loyalty, has to meet.
as

is

community

the Stoics conceived

it,

free from complications as are the problems which family loyalty and
clan loyalty present, manifold as those problems of natural loyalty ac
tually are. Even the idea of the rational brotherhood of mankind, of the

a

is

is

a

is

a

a

For Paul, as you now know, finds that the individual man has to be
won over, not to loyalty which at first seems, to the flesly mind, nat
ural, but to an essentially new life. The natural man has to be delivered
from
doom to which "the law" only binds him faster, the more he
seeks to escape. And this escape involves finding, for the individual man,
to be thence
community to which, when the new life comes, he
forth loyal as no natural clan loyalty or family loyalty could make him.
The power that gives to the Christian convert the new loyalty what
Paul calls Grace. And the community to which, when grace saves him,
the convert
thenceforth to be loyal, we may here venture to call by
name which we have not hitherto used. Let this name be "The Beloved
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Community." This is another name for what we before called the Uni
versal Community. Only now the universal community will appear to
us in a new light, in view of its relations to the doctrine of grace. And the
realm of this Beloved Community, whose relations Christianity con
ceives, for the most part, in supernatural terms, will constitute what, in
our discussion, shall be meant by the term "The Realm of Grace."

m
If we

suppose that the two levels of human mental existence have both
of them been recognized as real, and that hereupon the problem of find
ing an ideally lovable community has been, for a given individual, solved,

individual is sure of his love and loyalty for the community
won
which has
his service, then, from the point of view of that individual,
the two levels of human life will indeed be no longer merely distin
guished by their complexity, or by their might, or by their grade of in
telligence. Henceforth, for the loyal soul, the distinction between the
levels, so far as the object of his loyalty is concerned, will be a distinc
tion in value, and a vast one.
The beloved community embodies, for its lover, values which no
human individual, viewed as a detached being, could even remotely ap
proach. And in a corresponding way, the love which inspires the loyal
soul has been transformed; and is not such as could be given to a de
tached human individual.
The human beings whom we distinguish in our daily life, and recog
nize through the seeming and the doings of their separate organisms, are
real indeed, and are genuinely distinct individuals. But when we love
them, our love, however ideal or devoted, has its level and its value de
termined by their own. And if this love for human individuals is the only
form of human love that we know, both our morality and our religion
are limited accordingly, and remain on a correspondingly lower level.
Such human love knows its objects precisely as Paul declared that,
henceforth, he would no longer know Christ,— namely, "after the flesh."
Loyalty knows its object (if I may again adapt Paul's word) "after the
Spirit." For Paul's expression here refers, in so far as he speaks of human
objects at all, to the unity of the spirit which he conceived to be char
acteristic of the Christian community, whereof Christ was, to the Apos
tle's mind, both the head and the divine life. Hence you see how vastly
so that this
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significant, for our view of Christianity, is
meant by religion of loyalty.

a

comprehension

of what

is

With this indication of the connections which link the thoughts of
our lecture on the universal community with the task which lies next in
our path, let us turn, first to Paul's own account of the doctrine of grace,
and then to the later development of Paul's teachings into those views
about the Realm of Grace which came to be classic for the later Christian
consciousness. Our own interest in all these matters is here still an inter
est, first in the foundation which the Christian ideas possess in human
nature, and secondly in the ethical and religious values which are here
in question. And we still postpone any effort to pass judgment upon
metaphysical problems, or to decide the truth as to traditional dogmas.

IV
Let

us next summarily

review the original and distinctively Pauline

doctrine, both of our fallen state and of the grace which saves.
The last lecture furnished the materials for such a review. The pith of
the matter can be expressed, in terms of purely human psychology, thus:

Man's fallen

This nature is
such that you can train his conscience only by awakening his self-will.
By self-will, I here mean, as Paul meant, man's conscious and active as
sertion of his own individual desires, worth, and undertakings, over
against the will of his fellow, and over against the social will. Another
name for this sort of conscious self-will is the modern term "individ
ualism," when it is used to mean the tendency to prefer what the indi
state is due to his nature as a social animal.

will requires. In general, and
of
human
levels
when
intelligence,
upon high
you train individualism,
you train in the individual
respect
you also train collectivism; that
for the collective will. And

a

is,

vidual man demands to what the collective

it

belongs to Paul's very deep and searching
insight to assert that these two tendencies— the tendency towards indi
vidualism, and that towards collectivism— do not exclude, but intensify
and inflame each other.
is,

if

formally successful in producing the skilful member of
human society, breeds respect, although not love, for "the law," that
for the expression of the collective will. But training also makes the in
dividual conscious of the "other law" in "his members," which "wars
against" the law of the social will. The result may be, for his outward
Training,
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wits and powers make it. But so far
as this result is due to cultivation in intelligent conduct, it inevitably
leads to an inner division of the self, a disease of self-consciousness, which
conduct, whatever the individual's

is

it

a

is,

Paul finds to be the curse of all merely natural human civilization.
This curse is rooted in the primal constitution which makes man so
cial, and which adapts him to win his intelligence through social conflicts
with his neighbors. Hence the curse belongs to the whole "flesh" of man;
for by "flesh" Paul means whatever first expresses itself in our instincts
and thus lies at the basis of our training, and so of our natural life. The
curse afflicts equally the race and the individual. Man is by inheritance
adapted for this training to self-will and to inner division.
The social order, in training individuals, therefore breeds conscious
sinners; and sins both in them and against them. The natural community
made, by
in its united collective will,
community of sin. Its state
trains the indi
its vast powers, worse than that of the individual. But
sinner as his powers permit.
great
If you need illustrations, Paul teaches you to look for them in the
whole social order, both of Jews and of Gentiles. But vices and crimes,
as

a

vidual to be

frequent as they arc, merely illustrate the principle. The disease lies much
deeper than outward conduct can show; and respectability of behavior

All

Cultivation increases the curse.
The individual helpless to escape by any will or deed of his own.
The only escape lies in Loyalty. Loyalty, in the individual,
his love
for an united community, expressed in life of devotion to that com
the united community
munity. But such love can be true love only
both exists and
lovable. For training makes self-will fastidious, and
love
for
community difficult.
abiding
In fact, no social training that community can give to its members
can train such love in those who have
not, or who do not win
through other aid than their training supplies. And no social will that
men can intelligently devise, apart from previously active and effective
loyalty, can make community lovable. The creation of the truly lovable
community, and the awakening of the highly trained individual to
true love for that community, are, to Paul's mind, spiritual triumphs be
yond the wit of man to devise, and beyond the power of man to accom
what Paul
plish. That which actually accomplishes these triumphs
means by the divine grace.

it

it

a

a

is

if

a

is

is

are under the curse.

is

a

a

brings no relief.
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V
One further principle as to the human workings of this grace must
still be mentioned, in order to complete our sketch of the foundations
which our actual nature, disordered though it be, furnishes, not for the
comprehension of this miracle of saving love, but for an account of the
conditions under which the miracle takes place, so far as these condi
tions can fall under our human observation.

Natural love of individuals for communities, as we saw in our second
lecture, appears in case of family loyalty, and in case of patriotism; and
seems to involve no miracle of grace. But such love of an individual for
a community, in so far as such love is the product of our ordinary hu
man nature, tends to be limited or hindered by the influences of culti
vation, and is blindly strongest in those who have not yet reached high
grades of cultivation. It arises as mother-love or as tribal solidarity arises,
from the depths of our still unconscious social nature. The infant or the
child loves its home; the mother, her babe; the primitive man, his group.
But loyalty of the type that is in question when our salvation, in Paul's
sense of salvation, is to be won, is the loyalty which springs up after the
individual self-will has been trained through the processes just character
ized.

It

is the

loyalty that conquers

mies of the law.

It finds

us, even when we have become ene

us as such enemies,

and transforms us.

It

is the

love which leads the already alert and rebellious self-will to devote all
that it has won to the cause which henceforth is to remain, by its own
choice, its beloved.
Such loyalty is not the blind instinctive affection from which culti
vation inevitably alienates us, by awakening our self-will. It is the love

the already fully awakened individual. We cannot
choose to fall thus in love. Only when once thus in love, can we choose
that overcomes

to remain lovers.

Now such love comes from

some previous love which belongs to the
difficult grade. The origin of this higher form of loyalty
is hard to trace, unless some leader is first there, to be the source of loyal
his own loyalty may become,
ty in other men. If such a leader there
his
the
of
through
origin
loyalty in which the men of many
example,
generations may find salvation. You are first made loyal through the
power of someone else who
already loyal.
is

a

is,

same high and
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we have just said, a member of a
a community originate? The family,
lovable to the dependent child. Yet often the

But the loyal man must also be,
lovable community. How can such
as

OF JOSIAH

as

point where such dependence,
just because he has come to clear self-consciousness, seems to him unin
telligible; and herewith his father's house ceases to be, for him, any
wayward youth

is socially

trained to

a

longer lovable.
Great loyalty—loyalty such as Paul himself had in mind when he
talked of divine grace— must be awakened by a community sufficiently
lovable to win the enduring devotion of one who, like Paul, has first been
trained to possess and to keep an obstinately critical and independent at
titude of spirit,— an attitude such as, in fact, Paul kept to the end of his
life, side by side with his own loyalty, and in a wondrous harmony
therewith.
marvellous union of unconquerable and even wilful self-con
sciousness, with an absolute loyalty to the cause of his life, breathes in
Such

a

every word of Paul's more controversial outbursts, as well as in all of his
more fervent exhortations. Such loyalty is no mere childhood love of

It comes only

rushing, mighty wind.
In order to be thus lovable to the critical and naturally rebellious soul,
the Beloved Community must be, quite unlike a natural social group,
home.

as a

it,

whose life consists of laws and quarrels, of a collective will, and of indi
vidual rebellion This community must be an union of members who first
love it. The unity of love must pervade
before the individual member
lovable. Yet unless the individuals

it,

first love

a

a

a

a

a

is

a

is

a

is

if

it

it

how can the
unity of love come to pervade it?
The origin of loyalty,
to arise,— not as the childhood love of
one's home arises, unconsciously and instinctively; but as Paul's love for
the Church arises, consciously and with
saving power,— in the life of
one who
first trained to all the conscious enmities of the natural social
order,— the origin of loyalty seems thus to resemble, in
measure, the
man
life,
of
as
the
modern
views
that
A
the
origin
living being
problem.
offspring of living being. And, in similar fashion, highly conscious
previous loyalty, only
loyalty presupposes
loyalty of even higher
level than its own, as its source. Loyalty needs for its beginnings the in
spiring leader who teaches by the example of his spirit. But the leader, in
order to inspire to loyalty, must himself be loyal. In order to be loyal,
he must himself have found, or have founded, his lovable community.
And this, in order to be lovable, and
community, must already con
can find
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of loyal and loving members. It cannot win the love of the lost soul
who is to be saved, unless it already consists of those who have been
saved by their love for it. One moves thus in a circle. Only some miracle
of grace (as it would seem) can initiate the new life, either in the indi
viduals who are to love communities, or in the communities that are to
be worthy of their love.
sist

VI
If

the miracle occurs, and then works according to the rules which,

in fact, the contagion of love usually seems to follow, the one who effects
the first great transformation and initiates the high type of loyalty in the
distracted social world must, it would seem, combine in himself, in some

way, the nature which

highly trained social individual develops as he
becomes self-conscious, with the nature which a community possesses
when it becomes intimately united in the bonds of brotherly love, so
that it is "one undivided soul of many a soul."
For the new life of loyalty, if it first appears at all, will arise as a bond
linking many highly self-conscious and mutually estranged social indi
viduals in one; but this bond can come to mean anything living and real
to these individuals, only in case some potent and loyal individual, acting
as leader, first declares that for him it is real. In such a leader, and in his
spirit, the community will begin its own life, if the leader has the power
to create what he loves.
The individual who initiates this process will then plausibly appear to
an onlooker, such as Paul was when he was converted, to be at once an
individual and the spirit— the very life— of a community. But his origin
will be inexplicable in terms of the processes which he himself originates.
His power will come from another level than our own. And of the work
ings of this grace, when it has appeared, we can chiefly say this: That
such love is propagated by personal example, although how, we cannot
a

explain.

We know how Paul conceives the beginning of the new life wherein
Christian salvation is to be found. This beginning he refers to the work
of Christ. The Master was an individual man. To Paul's mind, his mission
was divine. He both knew and loved his community before it existed on
earth; for his foreknowledge was one with that of the God whose will he
came to accomplish. On earth he called into this community its first
members. He suffered and died that it might have life. Through his death
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and in his life the community lives. He is now identical with the spirit of
this community. This, according to Paul, was the divine grace which be

gan the process of salvation for man. In the individual life of each Chris
tian this same process appears as a new act of grace. Its outcome is the
new life of loyalty to which the convert is henceforth devoted.

VII
With any criticism of the religious beliefs of Paul, and with their
metaphysical bearings, we are not here concerned. What we have at
tempted, in this sketch, is an indication of the foundation which human
nature furnishes

for the Pauline doctrine of divine grace. The human

problem, as you see, when it is viewed quite apart from the realm of the
gods, is the problem of the value and the origin of loyalty.

The value of loyalty can readily

be defined

in simply human terms.

Man, the social being, naturally, and in one sense helplessly, depends on
his communities. Sundered from them, he has neither worth nor wit, but
wanders in waste places, and, when he returns, finds the lonely house of
his individual life empty, swept, and garnished.
But, on the other hand, his communities, to which he thus owes all his
natural powers, train him by teaching him self-will, and so teach him
the arts of spiritual hatred. The result is distraction,— spiritual death. Es
cape through any mere multitude of loves for other individuals is im

For such loves, unless they

are united by some supreme loyalty,
for
other
fondnesses
individuals, who, by nature and by
social training, are as lonely and as distracted as their lover himself. Mere
altruism is no cure for the spiritual disease of cultivation.
No wonder, then, that early Buddhism, fully sensible of the disorders
of self-will and of the natural consciousness, sees no escape but through
the renunciation of all that is individual, and preaches the passionless
calm of knowing only what is no longer a self at all. If birth and training
mean only distraction, why not look for the cessation of all birth, and
the extinction of desire?
Loyalty, if it comes at all, has the value of a love which does not so
much renounce the individual self as devote the self, with all its con
sciousness and its powers, to an all-embracing unity of individuals in one
realm of spiritual harmony. The object of such devotion
in ideal, the
community which
absolutely lovable, because absolutely united, con
scious, but above all distractions of the separate self-will of its members.

possible.

is

is,

are capricious
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Loyalty demands many members, but one body; many gifts, but one
spirit.

The value of this ideal lies in its vision of an activity which is endless,
but always at rest in its own harmony. Such a vision, as Mr. F. C. S.
Schiller has well pointed out, Aristotle possessed when, in dealing with
quite another problem than the one now directly before us, he defined
the life of God,— the Energeia of the unmoved mover. Such a vision, but
interpreted in terms which were quite as human as they were divine,
Paul possessed when he wrote to the Corinthians concerning the spiritual
gifts. This was Paul's beatific vision, granted him even while he was in
the life of earthly tribulation, the vision of the Charity which never
faileth,— the vision of Charity as still the greatest of the Christian graces
in the world whereto the saved are to be translated.
The realm of absolute loyalty, of the Pauline charity, is what Chris
tianity opposes to the Buddhistic Nirvana. In Nirvana the Buddha sees
all, but is no longer an individual, and neither desires nor wills anything
whatever. In Paul's vision of beatitude, when I shall know even as I am
known, an endlessly restful spiritual activity, the activity of the glorified
and triumphant Church, fills all the scene. It is an activity of individuals
who still will, and perform the deeds of love, and endlessly aim to renew
what they possess,— the life of the perfected and perfectly lovable com
munity, where all are one in Christ.
Paul's vision unites, then, Aristotle's ideal of the divine beatitude, al
ways active yet always at the goal, with his own perfectly practical and
concrete ideal of what the united Church, as a community, should be,
and in the perfect state, as he thinks, will be.
Thus the value of the loyal life, and of the love of the ideal commun
ity, is expressible in perfectly human terms. The problem of grace is the
problem of the origin of loyalty; and is again a perfectly human problem.
Paul's solution, in the opening of his letter to the Ephesians, "By grace
are ye saved, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God," is for him
the inevitable translation into religious speech of that comment upon the
origin of loyalty which we have just, in summary form, stated. The ori
gin of the power of grace is psychologically inexplicable, as all trans
forming love is. The object to which grace directs the convert's mind is
above the level of any human individual.
The realm of grace is the realm of the powers and the gifts that save,
by thus originating and sustaining and informing the loyal life. This
realm contains, at the very least, three essentially necessary constituent

THE RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY

1 90

OF JOSIAH

ROYCE

members: First, the ideally lovable community of many individuals in
one spiritual bond; secondly, the spirit of this community, which is pres
ent both as the human individual whose power originated and whose ex
ample, whose life and death, have led and still guide the community, and
as the united spiritual activity of the whole community; thirdly, Charity
itself, the love of the community by all its members, and of the members
by the community.

To the religion of Paul, all these things must be divine.
their perfectly human correlate and foundation wherever

They all have
the loyal life

exists.

VIII
We now may

see how the characterization
of Christianity as not only
of
but
as
in
a
also,
essence,
love,
religion
religion of loyalty, tends to
throw light upon some of the otherwise most difficult aspects of the
problem of Christianity. We can already predict how great this light, if
a

it grows, promises to become.
Christianity is not the only religion in whose conceptions and experi
ences a community has been central. Loyalty has not left itself without a
witness in many ages of human life, and in many peoples. And all the
higher forms of loyalty are, in their spirit, religious; for they rest upon
the discovery, or upon the faith, that, in all the darkness of our earthly
existence, we individual human beings, separate as our organisms seem in
their physical weakness, and sundered as our souls appear by their nar
rowness, and by their diverse loves and fortunes, are not as much alone,
and not

as helpless,

For we

in our chaos of divided will,

as

we seem.

of another, and members, too, of a real life
that, although human, is nevertheless, when it is lovable, also above the
level upon which we, the separate individuals, live our existence. By our
organisms and by our individual divisions of knowledge and of purpose,
we are chained to an order of nature. By our loyalty, and by the real
communities to which we are worthily loyal, we are linked with a level
of mental existence such that, when compared with our individual ex
istence, this higher level lies in the direction of the divine. Whatever the
origin of men's ideals of their gods, there should be no doubt that these
gods have often been conceived, by their worshippers, as the representa
tives of some human community, and as in some sense identical with that
are members one

community.
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in countless forms and gradations. Christianity is
characterized not only by the universality of the ideal community to
which, in its greatest deeds and ages, it has, according to its intent, been
exists

loyal; but also by the depth and by the practical intensity and the efficacy
of the love towards this community which has inspired its most repre
sentative leaders and reformers; and, finally, by the profoundly signifi
cant doctrines and customs to which it has been led in the course of its
efforts to identify the being of its ideal community with the being of
God.
Other religions have been inspired by loyalty. Other religions have
identified a community with a divine being. And, occasionally,— yes, as
the world has grown wiser and more united, increasingly,— non-Chris
tian thinking and non-Christian religion have conceived an ideal com
munity as inclusive as mankind, or as inclusive as the whole realm of
beings with minds, however vast that realm may be.
But, historically speaking, Christianity has been distinguished by the
concreteness and intensity with which, in the early stages of its growth,
it grasped, loved, and served its own ideal of the visible community,

supposed to be universal, which it called its Church. It has further been
contrasted with other religions by the skill with which it gradually re
vised its views of the divine nature, in order to be able to identify the

spirit that, as it believed, guided, inspired, and ruled this Church, with
the spirit of the one whom it had come to worship as its risen Lord.

K
If

we bear these facts in mind, there is much in the otherwise so diffi
cult history of Christian dogma which we can easily see in a new light. I
myself am far from being a technical theologian, and, in coming to the
few fragments of an understanding of the meaning of the history of
dogma which I possess, I owe much to views such as, in England, Pro
fessor Percy Gardner has set forth, both in his earlier discussions, and
notably in his recent book on "The Religious Experience of the Apostle
Paul." I also owe new light to the remarkable conclusions which Pro
fessor Troeltsch of Heidelberg states, at the close of his recently pub
lished volume on "The Social Doctrines of the Christian Churches." I
shall make no endeavor in this place to deal with those technical aspects
of the history of dogma which lie beyond my province as a philosophical
student of the Christian doctrine of life. But if I attempt to restate a very
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cussion, must be as follows: —

ROYCE

of Chris
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stage

a

is

a

a

it

a

a

is

a

is

is

a
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is,

If

If

is

I

if

if

a

is

is,

Jesus unquestionably taught, in the best-attested, and in the bestknown, of his sayings, love for all individual human beings. But he taught
this as an organic part of his doctrine of the Kingdom of Heaven. The
individual whom you are bidden to love as your brother and your neigh
bor
even while Jesus depicts him, transformed before your eyes. For,
first, he
no longer the separate organism with separate mind and de
tached being and destiny, whom you ordinarily loathe
he
your ene
No,—when
and
resist
he
or
he
asks your
my,
endangers
oppresses you.
aid,— though he be "the least of these my brethren"— he speaks with the
voice of the judge of all men, with the voice that you hope to hear say
ing: "Come ye blessed of my Father, for was hungered and ye gave me
meat." In other words, the real man, whom your eyes only seem to see,
but whom on the level of ordinary human intercourse you simply ignore,
actually belongs to another level of spiritual existence, above the level of
our present life of divisions. The mystery of the real being of this man
open only to the divine Love.
you view your neighbor as your Father would have you view him,
you view him not only as God's image, but also as God's will and God's
love.
one asks for further light as to how the divine love views this
man, the answer of Jesus, in the parables
in substance, that this man
member of the Kingdom of Heaven.
The Kingdom of Heaven
obviously
community. But this com
munity itself mystery,— soon to be revealed,— but so far in the visible
world, of which Jesus speaks, not yet to be discovered. This Kingdom
treasure hid in
field. Its Master has gone into
far country. Watch
and be ready. The Lord will soon return. The doctrine of Christian love,
as thus taught by Jesus, so far as the records guide us, implies loyalty to
the Kingdom; but
expresses itself in forms which demand further in
terpretation, and which the Master intended to have further interpreted.
Now the apostolic churches held that those visions of the risen Lord,
upon the memory and report of which their life as communities was so
largely based, had begun for them this further interpretation. For them
Christian loyalty soon became explicit; because their community be
came visible. And they believed their community to be the realization of
the Kingdom; because they were sure that their risen Lord, whom the
reported and recorded visions had shown, was henceforth

in their midst
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the spirit of this community.
The realm of grace, thus present to the Christian consciousness, need
ed to be further explored. The explorers were those who helped to de

as

fine dogmas.

The later development of the principal dogmas of the postprocess in which, as Professor Troeltsch
speculation and the use of the results of ancient

apostolic Church was due to
persuasively

insists,

a

philosophy (however skilful and learned such processes might be), were
in all the great crises of the history of doctrine wholly subordinate to
practical religious motives.
To use the phraseology that

I myself am obliged to prefer: The com
mon sense of the Christian Church had three problems to solve. First: It

was loyal to the universal spiritual community; and upon this loyalty,
according to its view, salvation depended. But this universal community
must be something concrete and practically efficacious. Hence the visible
as the appearance on earth of God's King

Church had to be organized
dom.

For what the parables had left mysterious about the object and the
an authoritative interpretation,
valid for the believers of

life of love,

those times, must be found, and was found in the visible Church.
Secondly, The life, the unity, the spirit of the Church had meanwhile
to be identified with the person and with the spirit of the risen and as
cended Lord, whom the visions of the first disciples had made hence
forth a central fact in the belief of the Church.

The supernatural being whose body was now the Church, whose
spirit was thus identified with the will and with the mind of a commun
ity, had once, as man, walked the earth, had really suffered and died.
But since he had risen and ascended, henceforth— precisely because he
was

as

the spirit whose body was this community, the Church— he was

divine. Such was the essential article of the new faith.
Paul had already taught this. This very doctrine, in its further de
velopment, must be kept by the Church as concrete as the recorded life
of the Master had been, as close to real life as the work of the visible

Church was, and

as

true to the faith in the divine unity and destiny of the
as Christian loyalty in all those formative centuries

universal community,
remained.

And yet all this must be held in touch with that doctrine of the unity,
the personality, and the ineffable transcendence of God,— that doctrine
which was the heritage of the Church, both from the religion of Israel
and from the wisdom of Greece. Speaking in a purely historical and hu
man sense, the dogma of the Trinity was the psychologically inevitable
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of this complex but intensely practical problem.
Loyalty to the community inspired this solution. The problem of the
two natures of Christ, divine and human, was also psychologically forced
upon Christianity by the very problem of the two levels of our human
existence which I have just sketched.
I speak still, not of the truth, but of the psychological motives of the
dogma. The problem of the two levels of human existence is concrete, is
practical, and exists for all of us. Every man who learns what the true
goal of life is must live this twofold existence,— as separate individual,
limited by the flesh of this maladjusted and dying organism,— yet also as
member of a spiritual community which, if loyal, he loves, and in which,
in so far as he is loyal, he knows that his only true life is hidden, and is
effort

at a solution

lived.

But for Christianity this problem of the two levels was vital, not only
for the individual Christian, but also for the interpretation of the person
of Christ, and for the life of the Church. Since, for historical and psy
chological reasons, the solution of this problem could not be, for Chris
tianity, either polytheistic or disloyal in its spirit, the only humanly nat
ural course was, first, to distinguish the transcendent divine being from
the concretely active spirit whose daily work was that of the Church,
and then also to distinguish both of these from the human individuality
of the Master who had taught the mystery of the Kingdom, and who
had then suffered and died, and,

Church. One had, I

as

was believed, had risen to create his

clearly to distinguish all these; to declare them
all to be perfectly real facts. And then one had to unite and, in form, to
identify them all, by means of dogmas which were much less merely in
genious speculations than earnest resolutions to act and to believe what
ever the loyal Christian life and the work of the Church demanded for
the unity of humanity and for the salvation of the world.

The result may

say,

be estimated

philosophically,

as

one may judge to be

I have said nothing about the metaphysical truth of these
But
the result should not be judged as due to merely speculative
dogmas.
subtleties, or as a practical degeneration of the spirit of the early Church.
The common sense of the Church was simply doing its best to express
the meaning of its loyalty. This loyalty had its spiritual community and
its human master. And its problems were the problems of all loyalty.
And it was as a religion of loyalty, with a community, a Lord, and a Spir
it to interpret, that Christianity was led to the doctrine of the two na
tures of Christ, and to the dogma of the Trinity.
reasonable.
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The psychological motives and the historical background of the cap
ital dogmas of the Church are therefore best to be understood in the
light of the conception of the universal community, if only one recog
nizes the historical fact that the Christian consciousness was by purely
human motives obliged to define its community
the Master who once walked the earth.

It

as

due to the work of

then, that the Fourth Gospel, wherein the Pauline
of the Church as the body of Christ, and of Christ as the

is not surprising,

conception

Church, is perfectly united with the idea of the divine Word
made flesh,
of all the Gospels, the one which, although much the far
thest from the literal history of the human Master's earthly words and
deeds, has been, in its wholeness, the nearest to the heart of the Christian
world during many centuries.
The Synoptic Gospels stir the spirits of men by the single word or
saying of Jesus, by the recorded parable, or by the impressive incident,
be this incident
legend, or
fragment of literally true portrayal (we
often know not which).
But the Fourth Gospel impresses us most in its wholeness. This Gos
pel faces the central practical problem of Christianity,— the problem of
grace, the transformation of the very essence of the individual man. This
dweller in the realm
transformation
to save him by making him
above
his
natural
level as an individ
which at once inaccessibly
merely
the

a

is

a

is

a

is,

spirit of

is

ual, and yet daily near to whatever gives to his otherwise ruined natural
existence its entire value. This realm
the realm of the level of the united

a

and lovable community.
From this realm comes all saving grace. Wherever two or three are
genuine unity of spirit,— this realm does indeed
gathered together in
begin to display itself. Other religions besides Christianity have illus
trated that fact. And whatever, apart from legend on the one hand, and
speculative interpretation on the other, we human beings can appreciate,
vital sense, concerning the meaning of what we call divine, we learn
through such love for communities as arises from the companionships oi
a

in

those who are thus joined.

This truth humanity

long since possessed in countless ex
fortune of Christianity led the Church to

at large has

a

pressions and disguises. But the
owe its foundation to teachings, to events, to visions, and, above all, to
practical devotion, which, from the first, required the faithful to identify
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human individual with the saving spirit of a community, and with the
spirit of a community which was also conceived as wholly divine.
The union of the concrete and the ineffable which hereupon resulted,
a

of what touches the human heart and stirs the soul as only
the voice of a living individual leader can touch it,— the complete union
of this with the greatest and most inspiring of human mysteries,— the
mystery of loving membership in a community whose meaning seems
divine,— this union became the central interest of Christianity.
Apart from what is specifically Christian in belief, such union of the
two levels has its place in our daily lives wherever the loyalty of an in
—the union

dividual leader shows to other men the way that leads them to the realm
of the spirit. And whenever that union takes place, the divine and the
human seem to come into touch with each other as elsewhere they never
do.
Paul well knew, is the typical mystery of
in another guise, the mystery of the incarnation. According
grace. It
to the mind of the early Christian Church, one individual had solved that
as

is,

The mystery of loyalty,

is

mystery for all men.
He had risen from the shameful death that, for Christianity, as for its
not only the inevitable but the just doom of
greatest rival Buddhism,

born on the natural level of the human individual;— he had
ascended to the level of the Spirit, and had become, in the belief of the
faithful, the spirit of community whose boundaries were coextensive
with the world, and of whose dominion there was to be no end.
The Fourth Gospel conceives this union of the two levels of spiritual
existence with perfect mastery at once of the exalted poetry and of the
definitely practical concreteness of the idea, and of the experiences
which make
known to us. That the conception of the Logos— philo
used as the vehicle of the por
sophical conception of Greek origin—
fact of subordinate importance.
for our present purpose,
trayal
What
most significant
the direct and vital grasp of the new prob
in
the
Fourth
lem, as
Gospel. The spirit of the infant Church
appears
here expressed with such unity and such pathos that all the compli
cations of the new ideas vanish; and one sees only the symbol of the
perfectly literal and perfectly human triumph of the Spirit,— triumph
which can appear only in this form of the uniting of the level of individ
uality with the level of perfect loyalty.
stirred
In the tale here presented, the dust of our natural divisions
into new life. From the tomb of individual banishment into which the
is

is

a

is

it

is

a

is,

is

a

it

a

a

is

whoever
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divine has freely descended, from the wreck to which every human in
dividual is justly doomed, the Word made flesh arises.

I

it

I

I

I

it

I

is

I

I

is

it

a

is,

But "Who is this King of Glory?" He
in this portrayal, the one
who says: "I am the vine. Ye are the branches." The Spirit of the Com
munity speaks. The Pauline metaphor appears in new expression. But
uttered not by the believer, but by the being who has solved the
mystery of the union of the self and the community. He speaks to in
dividuals who have not yet reached that union. He comforts them: —
"Peace
leave with you; my peace
give unto you; not as the world
unto you." This
the voice of the saving community to
giveth give
the troubled soul of the lonely individual.
"Let not your heart be troubled, neither let
be fearful. Ye have
how
heard
said to you,
go away, and come to you." "Abide in me,
and in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit of itself except
abide in

I

I

the vine; so neither can ye, except ye abide in me."
"These things have spoken unto you in proverbs: The hour cometh,
when
shall no more speak unto you in proverbs, but shall tell you

is,

I

plainly of the Father." "In the world ye shall have tribulation; but be of
have overcome the world."
good cheer;
The loyal alone know whose world this
and for whom. In the
prayer with which this farewell closes, the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel
prays: "Holy Father, keep them in thy name which thou hast given me,
that they may be one, even as we are one."
These are explicitly the words of the spirit of the universal commun

is

is

a

I

I

is

is

a

ity, whom mortal eyes no longer see, and whom, in lonely world of
tribulation, men doomed to die now miss with grief and expect with
longing. But: "Hast thou been so long with me, and hast not known me?"
In such words the Fourth Gospel embodies the living spirit of the
lovable community. This
what the loyal soul knows.
That
why venture to say in my own words (though am neither
nor
Christian preacher, nor theologian), that Christianity
apologist,
religion not only of love, but also of loyalty. And that why the Fourth
Gospel tells us the essential ideas both of Christianity, and of the Chris
tian Realm of Grace, more fully than do the parables, unless you choose
to read the parables as the voice of the Spirit of the Church.

In all this

I

have meant to say, and have said, nothing whatever about
the truth, or about the metaphysical bases of Christian dogma.

I

have been characterizing the human motives that lie at the basis of
the doctrine of the realm of grace, and have been pointing out the ethi
cal and religious value of these motives.

THE PROBLEM OF CHRISTIANITY

(1913)

TIME AND GUILT
In Matthew Arnold's essay on "St. Paul and Protestantism," there is a
well-known passage from which I may quote a few words to serve as a
text for the present lecture. These words express what many would call
a typical modern view of an ancient problem.

shall quote, Matthew Ar
nold has been speaking of the relation between Paul's moral experiences
and their religious interpretation, as the Apostle formulates it in the

In this

essay, just before the

words which

I

epistle to the Romans. Referring to a somewhat earlier stage of his own
argument, Arnold here says: "We left Paul in collision with a fact of

it,

human nature, but in itself a sterile fact, a fact upon which it is possible
to dwell too long, although Puritanism, thinking this impossible, has re
mained intensely absorbed in the contemplation of
and indeed has
never properly got beyond it,— the sense of sin." "Sin," continues Mat
is

is

it;

is

it

is

it,

it,

a

thew Arnold, "is not monster to be mused on, but an impotence to be
got rid of. All thinking about
beyond what
indispensable for the
firm effort to get rid of
waste of energy and waste of time. We
then enter that element of morbid and subjective brooding, in which so
also possible to have
many have perished. This sense of sin, however,
not strongly enough to beget the firm effort to get rid of
and the
Greeks, with all their great gifts, had this sense not strongly enough; its
one of this people's mainsprings. And
strength in the Hebrew people
no Hebrew prophet or psalmist felt what sin was more powerfully than
Paul." In the sequel, Arnold shows how Paul's experience of the spiri
198
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tual influence of Jesus enabled the Apostle to solve his own problem of
sin without falling into that dangerous brooding which Arnold attri
butes to the typical Puritan spirit. As a result, Arnold identifies his own

view of sin with that of Paul and counsels us to judge the whole matter
in the same way.
We have here nothing to do with the correctness of Matthew Ar
nold's criticism of Protestantism; and also nothing to say, at the present
moment, about the adequacy of Arnold's interpretation, either of Paul
or of Jesus. But we are concerned with that characteristically modern
view of the problem of sin which Arnold so clearly states in the words
just quoted.
What constitutes the moral burden of the individual man,— what holds
him back from salvation,— may be described in terms of his natural heri
tage,— his inborn defect of character,— or in terms of his training,— or,

finally, in terms of whatever he has voluntarily done which has been
knowingly unrighteous. In the present lecture I am not intending to deal
with man's original defects of moral nature, nor yet with the faults
which his training, through its social vicissitudes, may have bred in him.
I am to consider that which we call, in the stricter sense, sin.
Whether correctly or incorrectly, a man often views certain of his
deeds as in some specially intimate sense his own, and may also believe
that, amongst these his own deeds, some have been wilfully counter to
what he believes to be right. Such wrongful deeds a man may regard as
his own sins. He may decline to plead ignorance, or bad training, or
uncontrollable defect of temper, or overwhelming temptation, as the
ground and excuse for just these deeds. Before the forum of his own
conscience he may say: "That deed was the result of my own moral
choice, and was my sin." For the time being I shall not presuppose, for
the purposes of this argument, any philosophical theory about free will.
I shall not, in this lecture, assert that, as a fact, there is any genuinely free

will whatever. At the moment, I shall provisionally accept only so much
of the verdict of common sense as any man accepts when he says: "That
was my own voluntary deed, and was knowingly and wilfully sinful."
Hereupon I shall ask: Is Matthew Arnold's opinion correct with regard
to the way in which the fact and the sense of sin ought to be viewed by a
man who believes that he has, by what he calls his own "free act and

Arnold

praises Paul

for having taken sin seriously enough to get rid of

it,

deed," sinned? Is Arnold's opinion sound and adequate when he says:
"Sin is not a monster to be mused on, but an impotence to be got rid of."
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for not having brooded over sin except to the degree
that was "indispensable to the effort to get rid of it." Excessive brooding
over sin
in Arnold's opinion, an evil characteristic of Puritanism.
Arnold right?
also praises him

Most of

us

will readily

agree that

Arnold's words

have

a

II

Is

is,

but

ring of sound

a

It

modern sense when we first hear them spoken. Brooding over one's sins
certainly appears to be not always,— yes, not frequently,— and surely not
for most modern men, convenient spiritual exercise. tends not to the
either of the one who broods, or of his brethren.

Brooding
sinners are neither agreeable companions nor inspiring guides. Arnold
quite right in pointing out that Paul's greatest and most eloquent pas
sages—those amongst his words which we best remember and love— are
full of the sense of having somehow "got rid" of the very sin to which
Paul most freely confesses when he speaks of his own past as persecu
then, the escape
tor of the Church and as an unconverted Pharisee.
from sin, and not the bondage to sin, which helps man to help his fel
lows. Ought not, therefore, the thought of sin to be used only under the
strict and, so to speak, artistic restraints to which Matthew Arnold ad
fault; you have given
vises us to keep
subject? You have fallen into
over your will to the enemy; you have wronged your fellow; or, as you
believe, you have offended God in word and deed. What are you now to
do about this fact? "Get rid of your sin," says Matthew Arnold. Paul
did so. He did so through what he called
loving union with the spirit of
Christ. As he expressed the matter, he "died" to sin. He "lived" hence
forth to the righteousness of his Master and of the Christian community.
And that was, for him, the end of brooding, unless you call
brooding
when his task as missionary required him to repeat the simple confession
of his earlier life,— the life that he had lived before the vision of the risen
Christ transformed him. Matthew Arnold counsels repetition of Paul's
experience in modern fashion, and with the use of modern ideas rather
than of whatever was narrow, and of whatever
now superseded,

It

Paul's religious opinions and imagery.
The modern version of Paulinism,

in

is

a

it

a

a

it

a

is,

a

is

edification,

forth by Arnold, would in
volve, first, return to the primitive Christianity of the sayings of Jesus;
next,
"falling in love" with the person and character of Jesus; and,
finally, "getting rid of sin" through new life of love, lived in the spirit
a

a

a

a

as set
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a

I

it

Is
it

is

is it

is,

at the present mo
of Jesus. Matthew Arnold's version of the Gospel
ment, more familiar to general readers of the literature of the problem of
was when he wrote his essays on religion. So far as
Christianity than
concerned,
sin
not this version heartily acceptable to the modern
mind?
not sensible, simple, and in spirit strictly normal, as well as
moral and religious? Does
not dispose, once for all, both of the relig
ious and of the practical aspect of the problem of sin?
cannot better state the task of this lecture than by taking the oppor
tunity which Arnold's clearness of speech gives me to begin the study
of our question in the light of so favorite
modern opinion.

It

Ill
would not

be useful

for

us to consider

Paul's own actual doctrine about such sin

any further, in this place,
individual thinks to have

as an

is

been due to his own voluntary and personal deed. Paul's view regarding
the nature of original sin involves other questions than the one which
at present before us.

We speak here not of original sin, but of knowing
is

and voluntary evil doing. Paul's idea of salvation from original sin
through grace, and through loving union with the spirit of the Master,

inseparable from his special opinions regarding the Church as the body
of Christ, and regarding the supernatural existence of the risen Christ as
the Spirit of the Church. These matters also are not now before us. The

of Paul's views concerning the forgiveness of our vol
untary sins. For, in Paul's mind, the whole doctrine of the sins which the
individual has knowingly and wilfully committed,
further complica
ted by the Apostle's teachings about predestination. And for an inquiry
in this lecture, neither space nor motive.
into those teachings there
Manifold and impressive though Paul's dealings with the problem of sin
are, we shall therefore do well, upon this occasion, to approach the doc
trine of the voluntary sins of the individual from another side than the
one which Paul most emphasizes. Let us turn to aspects of the Christian
tradition about wilful sin for which Paul
not mainly responsible.
We all know, in any case, that Arnold's own views about the sense
and the thought of sin are not the views which have been prevalent in
the past history of Christianity. And Arnold's hostility to the Puritan
spirit carries him too far when he seems to attribute to Puritanism the
principal responsibility for having made the fact and the sense of sin so
has been in Christian thought. Long before Puritanism,
prominent as
it

is

is,

is

same may be said
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sin. Others

than Puritans have brooded too much over their sins. And not all Puri

of sin with a morbid intensity.
history of the Christian doctrine of wilful sin.
space
But, by way of preparation for my principal argument, I shall next call
to mind a few of the more familiar Christian beliefs concerning the perils
and the results of voluntary sin, without caring, at the moment, whether
these beliefs are mediaeval, or Puritan, or not. Thereafter, I shall try to
translate the sense of these traditional beliefs into terms which seem to
me to be worthy of the serious consideration of the modern man. After
this restatement and interpretation of the Christian doctrine,— not of
original sin, but of the voluntary sin of the individual,— we shall have
new means of seeing whether Arnold is justified in declaring that no
thought about sin is wise except such thought as is indispensable for
arousing the effort "to get rid of sin."
tans have cultivated the thought

I have no

for

a

IV
The teaching of Jesus concerning wilful sin, as it is recorded in some
of the best known of his sayings, is simple and searching, august in the
severity of the tests which it uses for distinguishing sinful deeds from
righteous deeds, and yet radiant with its familiar message of hope for the

I have no right to judge as to the authenticity
individual sayings of Jesus which our Gospels record. But the
body of the teachings of the Master concerning sin is not only one of the
most frequently quoted portions of the Gospel tradition, but is also an
essential part of that doctrine of Christian love which great numbers of
Christian souls, both learned and unlearned, find to be the most obvious
ly characteristic expression of what the founder had at heart when he
came to seek and to save that which was lost. Searching is this teaching
about sin, because of what Matthew Arnold called the inwardness of the
spirit which Jesus everywhere emphasized in telling us what is the es
sence of righteousness. August is this teaching in the severity of the tests
which it applies; because all seeming, all worldly repute, all outward con
formity to rules, avail nothing in the eyes of the Master, unless the in
terior life of the doer of good works is such as fully meets the require
ments of love, both towards God and towards man.
Countless efforts have been made to sum up in a few words the spirit
of the ethical teaching of Jesus. I make no new effort, I contribute no
sincerely repentant sinner.

of

the
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novel word or insight, when I now venture to say, simply in passing,
that the religion of the founder, as preserved in the sayings, is a religion
of Whole-Heartedness. The voluntary good deed is one which, what
ever its outward expression may be, carries with it the whole heart of
love, both to God and to the neighbor. The special act— whether it be

giving the cup of cold water, or whether it be the martyr's heroism in
confessing the name of Jesus in presence of the persecutor— matters less
than the inward spirit. The Master gives no elaborate code to be applied
to each new situation. The whole heart devoted to the cause of the King
dom of Heaven,— this is what is needed.
On the other hand, whatever wilful deed does not spring from love
of God and man, and especially whatever deed breaks with the instinc
tive dictates of whole-hearted love, is sin. And sin means alienation from
the Kingdom and from the Father; and hence, in the end, means destruc
tion. Here again the august severity of the teaching is fully manifested.
But from this destruction there is indeed an escape. It is the escape by the
road of repentance. That is the only road which is emphatically and re
peatedly insisted upon in the sayings of Jesus, as we have them. But this
repentance must include

a

whole-hearted

to forgive those
return both to the

willingness

who trespass against us. Thus repentance means a
Father and to the whole-hearted life of love. Another name for this
whole-heartedness, in action as well as in repentance, is faith. For the
true lover of God instinctively believes the word of the Son of Man
who teaches these things, and is sure that the Kingdom of God will come.
But like the rest of the reported sayings of Jesus, this simple and au
gust doctrine of the peril of sin, and of the way of escape through re
pentance, comes to us with many indications that some further and fuller
revelation of its meaning is yet to follow. Jesus appears in the Gospel re
himself formally announcing to individuals that their sins are
forgiven. The escape from sin is therefore not always wholly due to the
repentent sinner's own initiative. Assistance is needed. And Jesus appears
in the records, as assisting. He assists, not only as the teacher who an
ports

as

nounces the Kingdom, but

the one who has "power to forgive sins."
Here again I simply follow the well-known records. I am no judge as to
what sayings are authentic.
as

I

am sure, however, that it was but an inevitable development of the
original teaching of the founder and of these early reports about his au
thority to forgive, when the Christian community later conceived that
salvation from personal and voluntary sin had become possible through
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the work which the departed Lord had done while on earth. How Christ
saved from sin became hereupon a problem. But that he saved from sin,
and that he somehow did so through what he won for men by his death,
became a central constituent of the later Christian tradition.

A corollary of this central teaching was a further opinion which tra
dition also emphasized, and, for centuries, emphasized the more, the
further the apostolic age receded into the past. This further opinion was:
That the wilful sinner is powerless to return to a whole-hearted union
with God through any deed of his own. He could not "get rid of sin,"
either by means of repentance or otherwise, unless the work of Christ
had prepared the way. This, in sum, was long the common tradition of
the Christian world. How the saving work of Christ became or could be
made efficacious for obtaining the forgiveness of the wilful sin of an in
dividual,— this question, as we well know, received momentous and con
flicting answers as the Christian church grew, differentiated, and went
through its various experiences of heresy, of schism, and of the learned
interpretation of its faith. Here, again, the details of the history of dog
ma, and the practice of the Church and of its sects in dealing with the
forgiveness of sins, concern us not at all.
We need, however, to remind ourselves, at this point, of one further
aspect of the tradition about wilful sin. That sin, if unforgiven, leads to
"death," was a thought which Judaism had inherited from the religion of
the prophets of Israel. It was a grave thought, essential to the ethical de
velopment of the faith of Israel, and capable of vast development in the
light both of experience and of imagination.
Because of the later growth of the doctrine of the future life, the
word "death" came to mean, for the Christian mind, what it could not
yet have meant for the early prophets of Israel. And, in consequence,
Christian tradition gradually developed a teaching that the divinely or
dained penalty of unforgiven sin— the doom of the wilful sinner— is a
"second death," an essentially endless penalty. The Apocalypse imagin
atively pictures this doom. When the Church came to define its faith as

to the future life, it developed a well-known group of opinions concern
ing this endless penalty of sin. In its outlines this group of opinions is fam
iliar even to all children who have learned anything of the faith of the
fathers.

An essentially analogous group of opinions

is found in various re
In
its origin this group of opinions goes
ligions that are not Christian.
back to the very beginnings of those forms of ethical religion whose
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history is at all closely parallel to the history of Judaism or of Christian
ity. The motives which are here in question lie deeply rooted in human
nature; but I have no right and no time to attempt to analyze them now.
It is enough for my purpose to remind you that the idea of the endless
penalty of unforgiven sin is by no means peculiar to Puritanism; and that
it is certainly an idea which, for those who accept it with any hearty
faith, very easily leads to many thoughts about sin which tend to exceed
the strictly artistic measure which Matthew Arnold assigns as the only
fitting one for all such thoughts.
To think of a supposed "endless penalty" as a certain doom for all
unforgiven sin, may not lead to morbid brooding. For the man who be

gins such thoughts may be sedately sure that he is no sinner. Or again,
although he confesses himself a sinner, he may be pleasantly convinced
that forgiveness is readily and surely attainable, at least for himself. And,
as we shall soon see, there are still other reasons why no morbid thought
need be connected with the idea of endless penalty. But no doubt such a
doctrine of endless penalty tends to awaken thoughts which have a less

modern seeming, and which involve a less sure confidence in one's per
sonal power to "get rid of sin" than Matthew Arnold's words, as we

have cited them, convey. If, without any attempt to dwell further, either
upon the history or the complications of the traditional Christian doc
trine of the wilful sin of the individual, we reduce that doctrine to its

simplest terms, it consists of two theses, both of which have had a vast
and tragic influence upon the fortunes of Christian civilization. The
theses are these: First: "By no deed of his own, unaided by the super
natural consequences of the work of Christ, can the wilful sinner win
forgiveness." Second: "The penalty of unforgiven sin is the endless

second death."

The contrast between

two traditional theses and the modern
if we do not make use of Matthew
spirit
Arnold's definition of the reasonable attitude towards sin. This contrast
of the old faith and the modern view is one of the most frequently em
phasized means of challenging the ethical significance of the Christian
these

seems manifest enough, even

views he has to hold in

order to

be modern.

and what

But very many people,

I

It is indeed difficult to define just who the "modern man"

is,

tradition.
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suppose, would be disposed to accept as a partial definition of the mod
ern man, this formulation: "The modern man is one who does not be

lieve in hell, and who is too busy to think about his own sins." If this
definition is indeed too trivial to be just, it would still seem to many ser
ious people that, at this point, if at no other, the modern man has parted
company with Christian tradition.

And the parting would appear to

be not accidental,

nor yet due

to

superficial motives. The deepest ethical interests would be at stake, if
the appearances here represent the facts as they are. For the old faith held
that the very essence of its revelation concerning righteousness was
bound up with its conception of the consequences of unforgiven sin. On
the other hand, if the education of the human race has taught us any co
herent lesson, it has taught us to respect the right of a rational being to
by moral standards that he himself can see to be reasonable.

be judged

a

if

is,

Hence the moral dignity of the modern idea of man seems to depend
upon declining to regard as just and righteous any penalty which is sup
posed to be inflicted by the merely arbitrary will of any supernatural
power. The just penalty of sin, to the modern mind, must therefore be
which the enlightened sinner,
the penalty, whatever it
fully awake
nature
of
his
and
rational
in
his
of
his
to the
estimate
deed,
deed, would
inflict
himself.
And
how
can
one
better
voluntarily
upon
express that
penalty than by following the spirit of Matthew Arnold's advice: "Get
rid of your sin"? This advice, to be sure, has its own deliberate sternness.
For "the firm effort to get rid of sin" may involve long labor and deep
"second death,"— what ethically tolerable
grief. But "endless penalty,"
Is

a

modern mind attach to these words?
meaning can
not, then, the chasm between the modern ethical view and the an
cient faith at this point simply impassable? Have the two not parted
company altogether, both in letter and, still more, in their inmost spirit?
To this question some representatives of modern liberal Christianity

would

reply that, as have already pointed out, the early Gospel
tradtion does not attribute to Jesus himself the more hopeless aspects of
the doctrine of sin, as the later tradition was led to define them. Jesus, ac
cording to the reports of his teaching in the Gospels, does indeed more
than once use doctrine of the endless penalty of unforgiven sin,— doc
trine with which
portion of the Judaism of his day was more or less
familiar. In well-known parables he speaks of the torments of another
world. And in general he deals with wilful sin unsparingly. But, so far
concerned, he seems to leave the door of repentance
as the present life
is

a

a

a

I

at once
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always open. The Father waits for the Prodigal Son's return. And the
Prodigal Son returns of his own will. We hear nothing in the parables
about his being unable effectively to repent unless some supernatural
plan of salvation has first been worked out for him. Is it not possible,
then, to reconcile the Christian spirit and the modern man by simply re

turning to the Christianity of the parables? So, in our day, many assert.
I do not believe that the parables, in the form in which we possess
them, present to us any complete view of the essence of the Christian
doctrine of sin, or of the sinner's way of escape. I do not believe that
they were intended by the Master to do so. I have already pointed out
how our reports of the founder's teachings about sin indicate that these

teachings were intended to receive a further interpretation and supple
ment. Our real problem is whether the interpretation and supplement
which later Christian tradition gave, through its doctrine of sin, and of
the endless penalty of sin, was, despite its tragedy, its mythical setting,
and its arbitrariness, a teaching whose ethical spirit we can still accept or,
at least, understand. Is the later teaching, in any sense, a just development

of the underlying meaning of the parables? Does any deeper idea inform
the traditional doctrine that the

wilful sinner

is powerless to save himself

from a just and endless penalty through any repentance, or through any
new deed of his own?
As I undertake to answer these questions, let me ask you to bear in
mind one general historical consideration. Christianity, even in its most
imaginative and in its most tragic teachings, has always been under the
influence of very profound ethical motives,— the motives which already
inspired the prophets of Israel. The founder's doctrine of the Kingdom,
as we now possess that doctrine, was an outline of an ethical religion. It
religion that was yet to be more fully revealed,
or at least explained. This, as I suppose, was the founder's personal in
tention. When the early Church sought to express its own spirit, it was
never knowingly false; it was often most fluently, yet faithfully, true rn
the deeper meaning of the founder. Its expressions were borrowed from
many sources. Its imagination was constructive of many novelties. Only
its deeper spirit was marvellously steadfast. Even when, in its darker
moods, its imagination dwelt upon the problem of sin, it saw far more
than it was able to express in acceptable formulas. Its imagery was often
of local, or of heathen, or even of primitive origin. But the truth which
the imagery rendered edifying and teachable,— this often bears and in
vites an interpretation whose message is neither local nor primitive. Such

was also

a

prologue to

a
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of the doctrine of sin and

I must now

ask

your

at

tention.

VI
There is one not infrequent thought about sin upon which Matthew
Arnold's rule would surely permit us to dwell; for it is a thought which
helps us, if not wholly "to get rid of sin," still, in advance of decisive ac
tion, to forestall some temptations to sin which we might otherwise find
too insistent for our safety. It is the thought which many a man expresses
when he says, of some imagined act: "If I were to do that, I should be
false to all that I hold most dear; I should throw away my honor; I
should violate the fidelity that is to me the very essence of my moral

interest in my existence." The thought thus expressed may be sometimes
merely conventional; but it may also be very earnest and heartfelt.

Every man who

has a moral code which he accepts, not merely as the
to
and,
him,
customary
opaque or senseless verdict of his tribe or of his
caste, but as his own chosen personal ideal of life, has his power to formu

for him would seem (to borrow the religious phraseology) his
"sin against the Holy Ghost,"— his own morally "impossible" choice, so
far as he can now predetermine what he really means to do.
Different men, no doubt, have different exemplary sins in mind when
they use such words. Their various codes may be expressions of quite
different and largely accidental social traditions; their diverse examples
of what, for each of them, would be his own instance of the unpardon
able sin, may be the outcome of the tabus of whatever social order you
please. I care for the moment not at all for the objective ethical correct
ness of any one man's definition of his own moral code. And I am cer
tainly here formulating no ethical code of my own. I am simply point
ing out that, when a man becomes conscious of his own rule of life, of
his own ideal of what makes his voluntary life worth while, he tends to
arrange his ideas of right and wrong acts so that, for him at least, some
acts, when he contemplates the bare possibility of doing them himself,
appear to him to be acts such that they would involve for him a kind of
moral suicide,— a deliberate wrecking of what makes life, for himself,
morally worth while.
One common-sense way of expressing such an individual judgment
upon these extreme acts of wrong-doing, is to say: "If I were to do that
late what

TIME

AND

GUILT

209

of my own free will, I could thereafter never forgive myself."
Since I am here not undertaking any critical discussion of the idea of
the "Ought," I do not now venture the thesis that every man who is a
reasonable being at all, or who, as they say, "has a conscience," must
needs be able to name instances of acts which, if he knowingly chose to
do them, would make his life, in his own eyes, a moral chaos,— a failure,
—so that he

would "never forgive" himself for those

acts.

If a

student of

ethics asks me to prove that a man ought to view his own life and his own
will in this way, I am not here concerned to offer such a proof in philo
sophical terms.
But this I can point out: In case a man thinks of his own possible ac
tions in this way, he need not be morbidly brooding over sins of which it

well not to think too much. He may be simply surveying his plan of
life in a resolute way, and deciding, as well as he can, where he stands;
what his leading ideas are, and what makes his voluntary life, from his
own point of view, worth living. To be resolute, is at all events no weak

is

nobody "perishes" merely because he has his mind clearly made
up regarding what, for him, would be his own unpardonable sin. There
is no loss for one's manhood in knowing how one's "sin against the Holy
Ghost," one's possible act for which one is resolved never to ask one's
own forgiveness, is defined. Such thoughts tend to clear our moral air,
if only we think them in terms of our own personal ideals, and do not, as
is too often the case, apply them solely to render more dramatic our
judgments about our neighbors.
ness; and

VII
In order to be able to formulate such thoughts, one must have an
"ideal," even if one cannot state it in an abstract form. One must think
of one's voluntary life in terms of fidelity to some such "ideal," or set of
ideals. One must regard one's self as a creature with a purpose in living.
One must have what they call a "mission" in one's own world. And so,
whether one uses philosophical theories or religious beliefs, or does not
use them, one must, when one speaks thus, actually have some sort of
spiritual realm in which, as one believes, one's moral life is lived, a realm
to whose total order, as one supposes, one could be false if one chose.
One's mission, one's business, must ideally extend, in some fashion, to the
very boundaries of this spiritual realm, so that, if one actually chose to
commit one's supposed unpardonable sin, one could exist in this entire
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realm only as, in some sense and degree, an outcast,— estranged, so far as
that one unpardonable fault estranged one, from one's own chosen moral
health and fireside. At least this is how one resolves, in advance of de
cisive action, to view the matter, in case one has the precious privilege
of being able to make such resolves. And I say that so to find one's self
resolving, is to find not weakness and brooding, but resoluteness and
clearness. Life seems simply blurred and dim if one can nowhere find in

is

it,

it such sharp moral outlines. And if one becomes conscious of such sharp
outlines, one is not saying: "Behold me, the infallible judge of moral
values for all mankind. Behold me with the absolute moral code precisely
worked out." For one is so far making no laws for one's neighbors. One
is accepting no merely traditional tabus. One is simply making up one's
mind so as to give a more coherent sense to one's choices. The penalty of
not being able to make such resolves regarding what would be one's own
unpardonable sin, is simply the penalty of flabbiness and irresoluteness.
To remain unaware of what we propose to do, never helps us to live. To
be aware of our coherent plan, to have a moral world and a business that,
in ideal, extends to the very boundaries of this world, and to view one's
life, or any part of
as an expression of one's own personal will,
to
assert one's genuine freedom, and

as

it

as

possible deeds
deeds whereby the self,

is

It

a

least abstractly

if

is

it

But
to view certain at
creators of chaos,

is

not to accept any external bondage.
also to bind one's self, in all the clearness of
calm resolve.

moral catastrophes, as
chose them, would, at

from its own country.
view life in this way, to resolve thus deliberately what
genuine and thoroughgoing sin would mean for one's own vision, re
quires certain maturity. Not all ordinary misdeeds are in question when
one thinks of the unpardonable sin. Blunders of all sorts fill one's child
hood and youth. What Paul conceived as our original sin may have ex
pressed itself for years in deeds that our social order condemns, and that
our later life deeply deplores. And yet, in all this maze of past evil-doing
and of folly, we may have been, so far, either helpless victims of our na
ture and of our training, or blind followers of false gods. What Paul calls
sin may have "abounded." And yet, as we look back, we may now judge
least in so far, banish itself
be able to

a

To

it

a

that all this was merely
means whereby, henceforth, "grace may more
abound." We may have learned to say,— may be wise, and even our ac
tual duty to say: "I will not brood over these which were either my

will henceforth firmly and simply resolve
for me the best. Bygones are bygones. Re

is

I

ignorant or my helpless sins.
'to get rid of them.' That
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waste of time. These 'confusions of

wasted youth' must be
henceforth simply ignored. That is the way of cheer. It is also the way of
true righteousness. I can live wisely only in case I forget my former fol
lies, except in so far as a memory of these follies helps me not to repeat
morse is

a

a

them."

is

a

if

a

if,

One may only the more insist upon this cheering doctrine of Lethe
and forgiveness for the past, and of "grace abounding" for the future,
when there come into one's life those happenings which Paul viewed as a
new birth, and as a "dying to sin." These workings of "grace," if they
occur to us, may transform our "old man" of inherited defect, of social
waywardness, of contentiousness, and of narrow hatred for our neigh
bors and for "the law" into the "new life." It is a new life to us because
we now seem to have found our own cause, and have learned to love our
sense of intimate companionship with the universe. Now, for the first
time, we have found a life that seems to us to have transparent sense,
unity of aim, and an abiding and sustaining inspiration about it.
If this result has taken place, then, whatever our cause, or our moral
opinions, or our religion may be, we shall tend to rejoice with Paul that
we have now "died" to the old life of ignorance and of evil-working
distractions. Hereupon we may be ready to say, with him, and joyously:
"There is no condemnation" for us who are ready to walk after what we
now take to be "the spirit." The past is dead. Grace has saved us. For
giveness covers the evil deeds that were done. For those deeds, as we
now see, were not done by our awakened selves. They were not our own
"free acts" at all. They were the workings of what Paul called "the
flesh." "Grace" has blotted them out.
I am still speaking not of any one faith about the grace that saves, or
about the ideal of life. Let a man find his salvation as it may happen to
him to find it. But the main point that I have further to insist upon is
this: Whenever and however we have become morally mature enough
to get life all colored through and through by what seems to us a gen
in every deed,
uinely illuminating moral faith, so that it seems to us as
we could serve, despite our weakness, our one highest cause, and be
faithful to all our moral world at every moment,— then this inspiration
has to be paid for. The abundance of grace means, henceforth,
new
gravity of life.
For we now have to face the further fact that, we have thus won
vast ideals, and will that
now inspired to serve them, we can imagine
ourselves becoming false to this our own will, to this which gives our
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a

a

if,

life its genuine value. We can imagine ourselves breaking faith with our
own world-wide cause and inspiration. One who has found his cause, if
he has a will of his own, can become a conscious and deliberate traitor.
One who has found his loyalty is indeed, at first, under the obsession of
henceforth, he lives with will of his own,
the new spirit of grace. But
wilful closing of his eyes to the light, become disloyal.
he can, by
Our actual voluntary life does not bear out any theory as to the fatally
predestined perseverance of the saints. For our voluntary life seems to us
as
was free either to persevere or not to persevere. The more precious
I

if
I

is

the disgrace to
the light that has seemed to come to me, the deeper
which, in my own eyes, can condemn myself,
voluntarily become
false to this light.

Now

is

it

I

is

I

it

indeed not well to brood over such chances of falsity. But
to
face the fact that they are present.
manly
repeat that, in all this statement, have presupposed no philosophical
theory of free will, and have not assumed the truth of any one ethical
have been speaking simply in terms of moral experi
and
have been pointing out how the world seems to
man who
ence,
reaches sufficient moral maturity to possess, even
but for
season,

a

a

pervasive and practically coherent ideal of life, and to value himself as
servant whose freedom to choose
possible servant of his cause, but

is a

a

if

a

I

code or doctrine.

still his own.

What

a

a

if

a

if

a

if

if

it

is

I

is

if

that,
man has won practically free and con
point out
scious view of what his honor requires of him, the reverse side of this
view
also present. This reverse side takes the form of knowing what,
for this man himself,
would mean to be wilfully false to his honor.
One who knows that he freely serves his cause knows that he could,
he chose, become
traitor. And
indeed he freely serves his cause, he
knows whether or no he could forgive himself
he wilfully became
traitor. Whoever, through grace, has found the beloved of his life, and
now freely lives the life of love, knows that he could,
he chose, betray
his beloved. And he knows what estimate his own free choice now re

if

is

is

I

quires him to put upon such betrayal.
Choose your cause, your beloved, and your moral ideal as you please.
What now point out
that so to choose
to imply your power to de
fine what, for you, would be the unpardonable sin
you committed it.

This unpardonable sin would

be betrayal.
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VIII
So far I have spoken of the moral possibility of treason. We seem to be
free. Therefore it seems to us as if treason were possible. But now, do
any of us ever actually thus betray our own chosen cause? Do we ever

actually turn traitor to our own flag,— to the flag that we have sworn to
serve,—after taking our oath, not as unto men, but as unto ourselves and
our cause? Do any of us ever really commit that which, in our own eyes,
is the unpardonable

sin?

Here, again, let every one of

us judge for himself. And let him also
rather
himself
his
than
judge
neighbor. For we are here speaking, not of
customary codes, nor of outward seeming, but of how a man who knows

his ideal and knows his own

will finds that his inward deed appears to

himself.

Still, apart from all evil speaking, the common experience of mankind
seems to show that such actual and deliberate sin against the light, such

wilful treason, occasionally takes place.
we know of such treason at all, or reasonably believe in its
existence, it appears to us to be, on the whole, the worst evil with which
conscious and
So far

as

man afflicts his fellows and his social order in this distracted world of
human doings. The blindness and the naive cruelty of crude passion, the
strife and hatred with which the natural social order is filled, often seem
to us mild when we compare them with the spiritual harm that follows
the intentional betrayal of great causes once fully accepted, but then

wilfully forsaken, by those to whom they have been intrusted.
"If the light that is in thee be darkness, how great is that darkness."
This is the word which seems especially fitted for the traitor's own case.
For he has seen the great light. The realm of the spirit has been gracious
ly opened to him. He has willingly entered. He has chosen to serve. And
then he has closed his eyes; and, by his own free choice,

a

darkness far

worse than that of man's primal savagery has come upon him. And the
social world, the unity of brotherhood, the beloved life which he has
betrayed,— how desolate he has left what was fairest in it. He has reduced
to its primal chaos the fair order of those who trusted and who lived and
loved together in one spirit!
But we are here little concerned with what others think of the traitor,

if

We

what (if the light against
which he has sinned returns to him), the traitor henceforth is to think of
himself. Matthew Arnold would say, "Let him think of his sin,"— that
are interested in

is,

such traitor there be.
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in this case, of his treason,— only in so far as is indispensable to the "firm
resolve to get rid of it." We ask whether,— now that the traitor has first

by his own will

own unpardonable
sin, and has then betrayed his cause, has sinned against his light and has
done his little best to make chaos of his own chosen ideal and of his
moral order,— we ask, I say, whether Arnold's rule seems any longer
won his own light, and

has defined

his

quite adequate to meet the situation.
Of course I am not venturing to assign to the supposed traitor any
penalties except those which his own will really intends to assign to him.

I am not acting in the

least as his Providence.

I

am leaving him quite free

I am certainly not counselling him to feel any par
ticular kind or degree of the mere emotion called remorse. For all that I
now shall say, he is quite free, if that is his desire, to forget his treason
once for all, and to begin his business afresh with a new moral ideal, or
with no ideal at all, as he may choose.
What I ask, however, is simply this: If he resumes his former position
of knowing and choosing an ideal, if he also remembers what ideal he
formerly chose, and what and how and how deliberately he betrayed,
and knows himself for what he
what does he judge regarding the
now inevitable and endless consequences of his deed? And what answer
will he now make to Matthew Arnold's kind advice:— "Get rid of your
sin." He need not answer in brooding way. He need be no Puritan. He
may remain as cheerful in his passing feelings as you please. He may
quite calmly rehearse the facts. He may decline to shed any tear, either
of repentance or of terror. My only hypothesis
that he sees the facts
as they are, and confesses, however cooly and
dispassionately, the moral
value which, as
matter of simple coherence of view and opinion, he
now assigns to himself.
a

is

a

is,

to decide his own fate.

IX

a

a

I

a

is

It

is

It I
a
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is

It

He will answer Matthew Arnold's advice, as think, thus: " 'Get rid
of my sin?' How can get rid of it?
done.
as irrevoca
past.
ble as the Archaean geological period, or as the collision of stellar masses,
the light of whose result we saw here on earth
few years ago, when
new star flamed forth in the Constellation Perseus. am the one who, at
such
time, with such
light of the spirit shining before me, with my
eyes thus and thus open to

far

as

I

so

could freely act

my business and to my moral universe, first,
at all, freely closed my eyes, and then com
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mitted what my own will had already defined to be my unpardonable
sin. So far as in me lay, in all my weakness, but yet with all the wit and
the strength that just then were mine, I was a traitor.

That fact, that event, that deed, is irrevocable. The fact that I am the
one who then did thus and so, not ignorantly, but knowingly,— that fact
will outlast the ages. That fact is as endless as time.
And, in so far as I continue to value myself as a being whose life is
coherent in its meaning, this fact that then and there I was a traitor will
always constitute a genuine penalty,— my own penalty,— a penalty that

no god assigns to me, but that I, simply because I am myself, and take an
interest in knowing myself, assign to myself, precisely in so far as and

of my own life. I can never undo
that deed. If I ever say, 'I have undone that deed,' I shall be both a fool
and a liar. Counsel me, if you will, to forget that deed. Counsel me to do
good deeds without number to set over against that treason. Counsel me

whenever

I

am awake to the meaning

and to despise Puritanism. Counsel me to plunge into
Lethe. All such counsel may be, in its way and time, good. Only do not
counsel me 'to get rid of just that sin. That, so far as the real facts are
to be cheerful,

For I am, and to the end of endless time
shall remain, the doer of that wilfully traitorous deed. Whatever other
concerned,
value

I

cannot be done.

may get, that value

I

retain forever.

My guilt

is as enduring

as

time."

will naturally invite our supposed traitor to
repent, and to repent thoroughly of his treason. The traitor, now cool
But hereupon

a

bystander

and reasonable once more, can only apply to his own case Fitzgerald's
word in the Omar Khayyam stanzas: —

The moving ringer writes, and having writ,
Moves on: nor all your piety nor wit
Can lure it back to cancel half a line,
Nor all your tears wash out a word of it.
These very familiar lines were sometime viewed as Oriental fatalism. But
they are, in fact, fully applicable to the freest of deeds when once that
deed is done.

We need not further pursue any supposed colloquy between the trai
tor and those who comment upon the situation. The simple fact is that
each deed is ipso facto irrevocable; that our hypothetical traitor, in his
own deed, has been false to whatever light he then and there had and to
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whatever ideal he then viewed as his highest good. Hereupon no new
deed, however good or however faithful, and however much of worthy

consequences it introduces into the future life of the traitor or of his
world, can annul the fact that the one traitorous deed was actually done.
No question as to whether the traitor, when he first chose the cause

ethically correct in his choice, aids us
to estimate just the one matter which is here in question,— namely, the
value of the traitor as the doer of that one traitorous deed. For his treason
consists not in his blunders in the choice of his cause, but in his sinning
furthermore,
against such light as he then and there had. The question
not one as to his general moral character, apart from this one act of
of
treason. To condemn at one stroke the whole man for the one deed
the one deed which
now in question. This man
course, absurd. But
be
the
doer
of
countless
deeds.
But our present question
also
good
may
solely as to his value as the doer of that one traitorous deed. This value
he has through his own irrevocable choice. Whatever other values his
he later betrayed, was then

is

is

it

is

is,

is,

which

other deeds may give him, this one value remains, never to be removed.
By no deed of his own can he ever escape from that penalty which con
sists in his having

was, at the time,

as

introduced into the moral world the one evil which
great an evil as he could then, of his own will, intro

duce.

In brief, by his own deed of treason,
of

the traitor has consigned himself,
—not indeed his whole self, but his self as the doer of this deed,— to what
one may call the hell
the irrevocable. All deeds are indeed irrevocable.

it

is

is

call treason my good, and moral suicide my life,

I

I

less

ir

is

it

is

it

it

it

is

a

a

if

a

is

But only the traitorous sin against the light
such that, in advance, the
traitor's own free acceptance of cause has stamped
with the charac
ter of being what his own will had defined as his own unpardonable sin.
Whatever else the traitor may hereafter do,—and even he becomes and
remains, through all his future life, in this or any other world,
saint,—
the fact will remain: There was moment when he freely did whatever
he could to wreck the cause that he had sworn to serve. The traitor can
henceforth do nothing that will give to himself, precisely in so far as he
was the doer of that one deed, any character which
essentially differ
ent from the one determined by his treason.
The hell of the irrevocable: all of us know what
to come to the
border of when we contemplate our own past mistakes or mischances.
But we can enter
and dwell in
only when the fact "This deed
revocable,"
combined with the further fact "This deed
one that, un
cannot forgive

TIME

AND

GUILT

myself for having done."

Now to

use these expressions is not to condemn the traitor,
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or any one

emotional horrors of remorse, or to any sensuous pangs
of penalty or grief, or to any one set of emotions whatever. It is simply
to say: If I morally value myself at all, it remains for me a genuine and ir
revocable evil in my world, that ever I was, even if for that one moment
only and in that one deed, with all my mind and my soul and my heart
else, to endless

and my strength, a traitor. And if I ever had any cause, and then be
trayed it,—such an evil not only was my deed, but such an evil forever
remains, so far as that one deed was done, the only value that I can attri
bute to myself precisely as the doer of that deed at that time.
What the pungency of the odors, what the remorseful griefs, of the
may be, for a given individual, we need not at
tempt to determine, and I have not the least right or desire to imagine.
Certainly remorse is a poor companion for an active life; and I do not
hell of the irrevocable

counsel any one, traitor or not traitor, to cultivate remorse. Our ques
tion is not one about one's feelings, but about one's genuine value as a
moral agent. Certainly forgetfulness is often useful when one looks for

it I

it,

ward to new deeds. I do not counsel any one uselessly to dwell upon the
past. Still the fact remains, that the more I come to take large and co
herent views of my life and of its meaning, the more will the fact that, by
my own traitorous deed, I have banished myself to the hell of the irrevo
cable, appear to me both a vast and a grave fact in my world. I shall
learn, if I wisely grow into new life, neither to be crushed by any sort of
facing of that fact, nor to brood unduly over its everlasting presence as
a fact in my life. But so long as I remain awake to the real values of my
life, and to the coherence of my meaning, I shall know that while no god
shuts me, or could possibly shut me, if he would, into this hell, it is my
own will to say that, for this treason, just in so far as I wilfully and know
ingly committed this treason, I shall permit none of the gods to forgive
me. For it is my precious privilege to assert my own reasonable will, by
freely accepting my place in the hell of the irrevocable, and by never
forgiving myself for this sin against the light. If any new deed can assign
to just that one traitorous deed of mine any essentially novel and recon
ciling meaning,— that new deed will in any case certainly not be mine. I
can do good deeds in future; but I cannot revoke my individual past deed.
If it ever comes to appear as anything but what I myself then and there
that change will be due to no deed of mine. Nothing that my
made
self can do will ever really reconcile me to my own deed, so far as
was
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that treason.
as I suppose, is the essential meaning which underlies the
doctrine of the endless penalty of wilful sin. This deeper
meaning is that, quite apart from the judgment of any of the gods, and
wholly in accordance with the true rational will of the one who has done

This, then,

traditional

is

It

I

is

It

I

is is,

the deed of betrayal, the guilt of a free act of betrayal is as enduring as
insist, not cheerless.
time. This doctrine so interpreted
simply
to
himself,
resolute.
the word of one who
to
"Such
was
ready
say
my deed, and did it." No repentance, no pardoning power can deprive

I

of the duty and,— as
our own deed.
us

repeat,— the precious privilege of saying that of

THE PROBLEM OF CHRISTIANITY

(1913)

ATONEMENT
The human aspect of the Christian idea of atonement is based upon
such motives that, if there were no Christianity and no Christians in the
world, the idea of atonement would have to be invented, before the
higher levels of our moral existence could be fairly understood. To the
illustration of this thesis the present lecture is to be largely devoted. The
thesis is not new; yet it seems to me to have been insufficiently empha
sized even in recent literature; although, as is well known, modern ex
positors of the meaning of the Christian doctrine of atonement have laid
constantly increasing stress upon the illustrations and analogies of that
doctrine which they have found present in the common experience of

a

mankind, in non-theological literature, and in the history of ethics.

I
The treatment of the idea of atonement in the present lecture, if it in
any respect aids towards an understanding of our problem, will depend
for whatever it accomplishes upon two deliberate limitations.
The first limitation is the one that I have just indicated. I shall empha
of the idea of atonement which one
world where the higher levels of moral
experience had somehow been reached by the leaders of mankind, but
where Christians and Christianity were as yet wholly unknown.
My second limitation will be this: I shall consider the idea of atone
ment in the light of the special problems which the close of the lecture
on "Time and Guilt" left upon our hands. The result will be a view of
the idea of atonement which will be intentionally fragmentary, and
size, more than is customary, aspects

could expound just

as

readily in

a
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which will need to be later reviewed in its connection with the other
great Christian ideas.
It is true that the history of the Christian doctrine of the atonement
has inseparably linked, with the topics that I shall here most emphasize,
various religious beliefs, and theological interpretations, with which, un

der my chosen limitations and despite these limitations, I shall endeavor
to keep in touch. But, in a great part of what I shall have to say, I shall
confine myself to what I may call "the problem of the traitor,"— an ethi
cal problem which, on the basis laid in the foregoing lecture, I now
choose arbitrarily as my typical instance of the human need for atone

in which, in purely human terms, we are able to
define what an atoning act would be, if it took place, and what it could
accomplish, as well as what it could not accomplish.
Our last lecture familiarized us with the conception of the being
whom I shall now call, throughout this discussion, "the traitor." We shall
soon learn new reasons why our present study will gain, in definiteness
of issue and in simplicity, by using the exemplary moral situation in
which our so-called "traitor" has placed himself, as our means for bring
ing to light what relief, what possible, although always imperfect, recon
ciliation of the traitor with his own moral world, and with himself, this
ment, and of

a sense

situation permits.
Perhaps I can help you to anticipate my further statement of my rea
sons for dwelling upon the unlovely situation of the hypothetical trai
tor,

if I tell you what association of

ideas first conducted

me to the choice

of the exemplary type of moral tragedy which I shall use as the vehicle
whereby we are here to be carried nearer to our proposed view of the
idea of atonement.
In Bach's Matthew Passion Music, whose libretto was prepared under
the master's own guidance, there is a great passage wherein, at the last
supper, Christ has just said: "One of you shall betray me." "And they all
begin to say," so the recitative first tells us, although at once passing the
words over into the mouths of the chorus, "Is it I? Is it I? Is it I?" And
then there begins (with the use of the recurrent chorale), the chorus of
" 'Tis I,
"the Believers":
My sins betray thee, who died to make me
whole." The effect of this, as well as of other great scenes in the Passion
Music,— the dramatic and musical workings in their unity, as Bach de
vised them, transport the listener to a realm where he no longer hears an
old story of the past retold, but, looking down, as it were, upon the

whole stream of time,

sees the betrayal,

the divine tragedy, and the tri

ATONEMENT

221

umph, in one,— not indeed timeless, but time-embracing vision. In this
vision all flows and changes and passes from the sorrows of a whole
world to the hope of reconciliation. Yet all this fluent and passionate

life

is one divine life, and is also the listener's, or, as we can also say, the

spectator's own life. Judas, the spectator knows as himself, as his own
ruined personality; the sorrow of Gethsemane, the elemental and per
fectly human passion of the chorus: "Destroy them, destroy them, the
murderous brood,"— the waiting and weeping at the tomb,— these things
belong to the present life of the believer who witnesses the passion. They

of us men, just as we are. They are also divine rev
elations, coming as if from a world that is somehow inclusive of our de
spair, and that yet knows a joy which, as Bach depicts it in his music
drama, is not so much mystical, as simply classic in the perfection of its
serene self-control.
What the art of Bach suggests, I have neither the right nor the power
to translate into "matter-moulded forms of speech." I have here to tell
you only a little about the being whom Mephistopheles calls "der kleine
Gott der Welt," about the one who, as the demon says: —
are all the experiences

Bleibt stets von gleichem Schlag,
Und ist so wunderlich, als wie

And I

am ersten

Tag.

forced to limit myself in this discourse to choosing,— as my
exemplary being who feels the need of some form of atonement,— man in
his most unlovely and drearily discouraging aspect,— man in his appear
ance as a betrayer. The justification of this repellent choice can appear,
if at all, then only in the outcome of our argument, and in its later rela
tion to the whole Christian doctrine of life. But you may now see what
first suggested my using this choice in this lecture.
So much, however, it is fair to add as I introduce my case. The "trai
tor" of my discourse shall here be the creature of an ideal definition
based upon facts set forth in the last lecture. I shall soon have to speak
again of the sense in which all observers of human affairs have a right to
say that there are traitors, and that we well know some of their works.
But we have in general no right to say with assurance, when we speak of
our individual neighbors, that we know who the traitors are. For we are
no searchers of hearts. And treason, as I here define
an affair of the
of the inner voluntary deed and decision.
heart,—that
it,

is,

is

am
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now to speak
thus depends, as you see, upon facts already discussed in our discourse
on "Time and Guilt," our new relation to the being defined as a traitor
consists in the fact that, at the last time, we considered the nature of his
guilt, while now we mean to approach an understanding of his relation
to the idea of atonement.
are

II
you will remember from our last lecture, deter
for the purposes of my definition, a traitor. The
first condition is that a traitor is a man who has had an ideal, and who has
loved it with all his heart and his soul and his mind and his strength. His
ideal must have seemed to him to furnish the cause of his life. It must
have meant to him what Paul meant by the grace that saves. He must
have embraced
for the time, with full loyalty.
must have been his
must have been the cause of
Beloved
religion, his way of salvation.

Two conditions,

as

a

It

It

it,

mine what constitutes,

is

is

Community.
The second condition that my ideal traitor must satisfy
this. Having
thus found his cause, he must, as he now knows, in at least some one
voluntary act of his life, have been deliberately false to his cause. So far
as in him lay, he must, at least in that one act, have betrayed his cause.
Such
our ideal traitor. At the close of the last lecture we left him
condemned, in his own sight, to what we called the "hell of the irrevo
cable."

We now, for the moment, still confine ourselves to his case, and ask:
Can the idea of atonement mean anything that permits its application, in
any sense, however limited, to the situation of this traitor? Can there
reconciliation, however imperfect, between this traitor and his
own moral world,— any reconciliation which, from his own point of
view, and for his own consciousness, can make his situation in his moral
world essentially different from the situation in which his own deed
has so far left him?
In the hell of the irrevocable there may be, as at the last time we
pointed out, no sensuous penalties to fear. And there may be, for all that
we know, countless future opportunities for the traitor to do good and
loyal deeds. Our problem lies in the fact that none of these deeds will
ever undo the supposed deed of treason. In that sense, then, no good
deeds of the traitor's future will ever so atone for his one act of treason,
be any
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is,

that he will become clear of just that treason, and of what he finds to be
its guilt. He had his moral universe; and his one act of treason did the
most that he then and there could do to destroy that world and to wreck
for his moral
his own relation to its meaning. His irrevocable deed

situation

irrevocably fixed.

it

still open to us to ask whether anything could occur in the
traitor's moral world which, without undoing his deed, could still add
is

But

is

consciousness, its own endless penalty. For that deed he can never for
give himself, so long as he knows himself. And nothing that we can now
say will change just these aspects of the matter. So much in the traitor's

a

some new aspect to this deed,— an aspect such that, when the traitor
came to view his own deed in this light, he could say: "Something in the
nature of
genuinely reconciling element has been added, not only to

the irrevocable

evil deed.

a

a

a

my world and to my own life, but also to the inmost meaning even of my
deed of treason itself. My moral situation has hereby been rendered gen
uinely better than my deed left it. And this bettering does not consist
merely in the fact that some new deed of my own, or of some one else,
has been simply
bad one, and has thus put
good deed, instead of
good thing into my world to be henceforth considered side by side with

No, this bettering consists in something more
'I

measure, in some genuine fashion, morally reconciled
did this evil."

to the fact that

I

I

is

a

than this,— in something which gives to my very treason itself
new val
can say, not: 'It
ue; so that
undone;' but
am henceforth in some

it

It

is

if

will be at best but an
Plainly,
any such reconciliation
possible,
and
reconciliation.
cannot
be
imperfect
tragic
simply and perfectly
destructive of guilt. But the great tragic poets have long since taught us
that there are indeed tragic reconciliations even when there are great
woes. These tragic reconciliations may be infinitely pathetic; but they
may be also infinitely elevating, and even, in some unearthly and won

the traitor?

If

it

drous way, triumphant.
Our question is: Can such

a

tragic reconciliation occur in the case of
can occur, the result would furnish to us an instance of

This atonement would not mean, and could not mean,
of
the traitor's guilt as
never had been guilt.
would
clearing away
still remain true that the traitor could never rationally forgive himself
for his deed. But he might in some measure, and in some genuine sense,
become, not simply, but tragically,— sternly,— yet really, reconciled, not
only to himself, but to his treason, and to its meaning in his moral world.
It

if

it

a

an atonement.
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in what way, and to what degree, the traitor

might find such an atonement.

in
The Christian idea of atonement

has always

involved

an affirmative

answer to the question: Is an atonement for even a wilful deed of betray
al possible? Is a reconciliation of even the traitor to himself and to his
possibility? The help that our argument gets from employing
the supposed traitor's view of his own case as the guide of our search for

world

a

whatever reconciliation is still possible for him, shows itself, at the pres
ent point of our inquiry, by simplifying the issue, and by thus enabling
us at once to dispose, very briefly— not indeed of the Christian idea of

as we shall see, will later reveal itself in a new and
but
of a great number of well-known theological
form),
compelling
theories of the nature of atonement, so far as they are to help our traitor
to get a view of his own case.

atonement

(for that,

These theological theories stand at a peculiar disadvantage when they
speak to the now fully awakened traitor, when he asks what measure of

reconciliation is still for him possible. Our traitor has his own narrow,
but for that very reason, clearly outlined problem of atonement to con
sider. We here confine ourselves to his view.
Calmly reasonable in his hell of the irrevocable, he is dealing, not with
the "angry God" of a well-known theological tradition, but with him
self. He asks, not indeed for escape from the irrevocable, but for what
relative and imperfect tragic reconciliation with his world and with his
past, his moral order can still furnish to him, by any new event or deed
or report. Shall we offer him one of the traditional theological comforts
and say: "Some one,— namely, a divine being,— Christ himself, has ac
complished a full 'penal satisfaction' for your deed of treason. Accept
that satisfying sacrifice of Christ, and you shall be reconciled."
The traitor need not pause to repeat any of the now so well-known
theological and ethical objections to the "penal satisfaction" theories of
atonement. He needs no long dispute to clear his head. The cold wintry
light of his own insight into what was formerly his moral home and into
what he has by his own deed lost, is enough to show him the mercilessly
unchangeable outlines of his moral landscape. He sees them; and that is
so far enough. "Penal satisfaction?" "That" he will say, "may somehow
interest the 'angry God' of one or another theologian. If so, let this
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be content,

if

he chooses.

That

does not reconcile

me. So

far

penalty is concerned:—
'I

was my

own destroyer

and

will

be my own hereafter.'

I

asked for reconciliation with my own moral universe, not for the ac
cidental pacification of some angry God. The 'penal satisfaction' offered

by another is simply foreign to all the interests in the name of which I
inquire."
But hereupon let a grander,— let a far more genuinely religious and in
deed truly Christian chord be sounded for the traitor's consolation. Let
the words of Paul be heard: "There is now no condemnation for them
that are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after the flesh, but after the spirit."
The simply human meaning of those immortal words, if understood
quite apart from Paul's own religious beliefs, is far deeper than is any
merely technical theological theory of atonement. And our traitor will
well know what those words of Paul mean. Their deepest human mean
ing has long since entered into his life. Had it not so entered, he would
be no traitor; for he would never have known that there is what, for his
own estimate, has been a Holy Spirit,— a cause to which to devote one's
life,— a love that is indeed redeeming, and, when it first comes to us, com
pelling,— the love that raises, as if from the dead, the man who becomes
the lover,— the love that also forces the lover, with its mysterious power,
to die to his old natural life of barren contentions, and of distractions,
and to live in the spirit. That love,— so the traitor well knows, redeems
the lover from all the helpless natural wretchedness of the, as yet, unawakened life. It frees from "condemnation" all who remain true to this
love.

The traitor knows all this by experience. And

he

knows it not in terms

of mere theological formulas. He knows it as a genuinely
ience. He knows it as what every man knows to whom
love has revealed the sense of a new life.

All

this is familiar to the traitor.

In his own way,

human exper
a

transforming

he has heard the

voice of the Spirit. He has been converted to newness of life. And there
fore he has known what his own sin against the Holy Ghost meant. And,

thereafter, he has deliberately committed that very sin. Therefore Paul's
words are at once, to his mind, true in their most human as well as in

their most spiritual sense. And just for that very reason they are to him
now, in his guilt, as comfortless and as unreconciling as a death knell.
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one traitorous deed could lead to such
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which,

so

result, he himself has

deliberately slain.
If there is to be any, even the most tragic, reconciliation for the trai
tor, there must be other words to be heard besides just these words of
Paul.

IV
of the Christian idea of the atonement who
have developed the various so-called "moral theories" of the atoning
work of Christ. And these men indeed have still many things to tell our
traitor. One of the most clearly written and, from a purely literary
point of view, one of the most charming of recent books on the moral
theory of the idea of atonement, namely, the little book with which
Sabatier ended his life work, very effectively contrasts with all the
"penal satisfaction" theories of atonement, the doctrine that the work of
Christ consisted in such loving sacrifice for human sin and for human
sinners that the contemplation of this work arouses in the sinful mind
a depth of saving repentance, as well as of love,— a depth of glowing
fervor, such as simply purifies the sinner's soul. For love and repentance
and new life,— these constitute reconciliation. These, for Sabatier, and
for many other representatives of the "moral theories" of atonement,—
these are in themselves salvation.
I need not dwell upon such opinions in this connection. They are
nowadays well know to all who have read any notable portion of the re
cent literature of the atonement. They are present in this recent litera
ture in almost endless variations. In general these views are deep, and
Christian, and cheering, and unquestionably moral. And their authors
can and do freely use Paul's words; and on occasion supplement Paul's
words by a citation of the parables. In the parables there is no definite
doctrine of atonement enunciated. But there is a doctrine of salvation
through loving repentance. Cannot our traitor, in view of the loving sac
rifice that constitutes, according to tradition, Christ's atoning work, re
pent and love? Does that not reconcile him? May not the love of Christ
both constrain and console him?
Yet there

are expositors

Once more, speaking still from

his

own purely human point of view,
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our traitor sadly simplifies the labor of considering in detail these various
moral theories of atonement. The traitor seeks the possible, the relative,
the inevitably imperfect reconciliation which, for one in his case, is still
rationally definable. He discounts all that you can say as to the trans
forming pathos and the compelling power of love, and of the sacrifices.
All this he long since knows. And, as I must repeat, all this constitutes
the very essence of his own tragedy. He knew love before he became a
traitor. He knew the love that has inspired heroes, martyrs, prophets,
and saviours of mankind. All this he knew. And in his one traitorous
deed he thrust it forth. That is the very heart of his problem. Repent
ance? Yes,— so far as he now has insight,— he has repentance for his traitor
ous deed. He has this repentance, if not as in the form of passionate re
morse, still in the form of an irrevocable condemnation of his own deed.
He has this repentance as the very breath of what is now his moral ex
istence in the hell of the irrevocable.
As for amendment of life, and good deeds yet to come, he well knows
the meaning of all these things. He is ready to do whatever he can. But
none of all this doing of good works, none of this repentance, no love,
and no tears will "lure back" the "moving finger" to "cancel half a line,"
or wash out a word of what is written. Once, when the great light first
came, and the one who is now the traitor saw what life meant, his re
pentance—as he then indeed repented— reconciled him with his own life,
and did so for precisely the reasons which Paul has explained. But that
was his repentance for the former deeds of his folly, for the misadven
tures and the passions of his helpless natural sinfulness. He then repented,
namely, of what he had done before the light came.
But now his state is quite other. We know why it is other. And we
know, too, why the parables no longer can comfort the traitor. Their
words can at most only remind him of what he himself best knows.
"Thou knewest," says the returning Lord to the traitor-servant in the
parable of the talents; "thou knewest that I was a hard master." And as
for our traitor,— so far as his one deed of treason could express his will,—
it was the deed of one who not merely hid his talent in a napkin, but be
trayed his Lord as Judas betrayed. Therefore if atonement is to mean for
the traitor anything that shall be in any sense reconciling, he must hear
of it in some new form. He is no mere prodigal son. His problem is that
of the sin against the Holy Ghost.
Let us leave, then, both the "penal satisfaction" theories and the "mor
al theories" to address themselves to other men. Our traitor knows too

THE RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY

228

OF JOSIAH

ROYCE

of his own deed to be aided either by the vain tech
nicalities of the more antiquated of these theological types of theories,
or by the true, but to him no longer applicable, comforts which the
theories of the other— the moral type— open to his view.
Plainly, then, the traitor himself can suggest nothing further as to his
own reconciliation with the world where, by his deed of betrayal, he
once chose to permit the light that was in him to become darkness. We
must turn in another direction.
well the

sad lesson

VI
far considered the traitor's case as if his treason had been
merely an affair of his own inner life,— a sort of secret impious wish. But
of course, while we are indeed supposing the traitor,— now enlightened
by the view of his own deed,— to be the judge of what he himself has
meant and done,— we well know that his false deed was, in his own opin
ion, no mere thought of unholiness. He had a cause. That
he lived in
real world. And he was false to his cause. He betrayed. Now betrayal
breaks ties.
rends asunder what love has joined
something objective.
in dear unity. What human ties the traitor broke, we leave to him to dis
cover for himself. Why they were to his mind holy, we also need not
now inquire. Enough,— since he was indeed loyal,— he had found his ties;
so

It

It

is a

is,

We have

is,

—they were precious and human and real; and he believed them holy;—
and he broke them. That
so far as in him lay, he destroyed by his deed
the community in whose brotherhood, in whose life, in whose spirit, he
a

had found his guide and his ideal. His deed, then, concerns not himself
only, but that community whereof he was
voluntary member. The

it

is

is

if

if,

community knows, or in the long run must learn, that the deed of trea
son has been done, even
cannot
being itself no searcher of hearts,
the
individual
traitor.
We
often
know
not
who
the
traitors
are.
identify
But ours the community that
wrecked, we may well know by ex
perience that there has been treason.
The problem of reconciliation, then,—

is

if

reconciliation there
to be,
—concerns not only the traitor, but the wounded or shattered commun
ity. Endlessly varied are the problems— the tragedies, the lost causes, the

heartbreaks, the chaos, which the deeds of traitors produce. All this we
merely hint in passing. But all this constitutes the heart of the sorrow
of the higher regions of our human world. And we here refer such
countless, commonplace, but crushing tragedies to these ruins which are
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daily harvest-home of treason, merely in order to ask the question:
Can a genuinely spiritual community, whose ideals are such as Paul
loved to portray when he wrote to his churches,— can such a loving and
beloved community in any degree reconcile itself to the existence of
traitors in its world, and to the deeds of individual traitors? Can it in any
wise find in its world something else, over and above the treason,—
something which atones for the spiritual disasters that the very being of
treason both constitutes and entails? Must not the existence of traitors
remain, for the offended community, an evil that is as intolerable and ir
for the
revocable and as much beyond its powers of reconciliation as
traitor himself, his own past deed, seen in all the light of its treachery?
Can any soul of good arise or be created out of this evil thing, or as an
is,

the

atonement therefor?
hope, that

I

see,

I

You

which the traitor

am in no wise asking whether the community
desires, or does well either to inflict or to

has assailed,

I

remit any penalties said to be due to the traitor for his deed.
am here
of
the
of
inner
and
human
reconciliations.
speaking wholly
possibility

is,

a

is

is

a

is

If

is

I

is

is

is

it

is

is

if

is

The only penalty which, in the hell of the irrevocable, the traitor him
self inevitably finds,
the fact: "I did it." The one irrevocable fact with
which the community can henceforth seek to be reconciled,
recon
ciliation
the
fact:
"This
evil
was
done."
That
"These
possible,
invaluable ties were broken." This unity of brotherhood was shattered.
The life of the community,— as was before the blow of treason fell,—
can never be restored to its former purity of unscarred love. This
the
oblivion,
fact. For this let the community now seek,— not
for that
mere losing of the truth; not annulment, for that
impossible; but some
measure of reconciliation.
For the community, as am now viewing its ideal but still distinctly
human life, the question
not one of what we usually call "forgive
ness."
means
"forgiveness"
simply an affectionate remission of penalty,
that
something which, for
given community, may be not only hu
but
no
obviously both wise and desirable. Penalty
manly possible,
often both reasonable and
remedy for the irrevocable. Forgiveness

Nor need the question be raised

as

to whether the commun

ity could ever trust the traitor with the old hearty human, although

al

convenient.

ways fallible, confidence. What the community can know is— not the
traitor's heart, but the fact— manifest through the shattered ties and the
a

broken spiritual life,— the fact that
deed of treason has been done.
That the deed was the voluntary work of just this traitor, the community
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can learn only as a matter of probable opinion, or perhaps through the
traitor's confession. But, just as the community cannot now search the
traitor's heart, or know whether he will hereafter repeat his treason in
some new form,— just so, too, it never has been able, before the deed of
treason was committed, to search the hearts of any of its free and loyal
members, and to know whether, in fact, its trust was wholly well found
ed when it believed, or hoped, that just this treason would never be com
mitted by any one of the members whom it fondly trusted.
All the highest forms of the unity of the spirit, in our human world,
constantly depend, for their very existence, upon the renewed free

choices, the sustained loyalty, of the members of communities. Hence
the very best that we know, namely, the loyal brotherhood of the faith
ful who choose to keep their faith,— this best of all human goods, I say,—

from countless possibilities of the worst of human
tragedies,— the tragedy of broken faith. At such cost must the loftiest of
our human possessions in the realm of the spirit be purchased,— at the
cost, namely, of knowing that some deed of wilful treason on the part of
some one whom we trusted as brother or as beloved may rob us of this
possession. And the fact that we are thus helplessly dependent on human
fidelity for some of our highest goods, and so may be betrayed,— this fact
is due not to the natural perversity of men, nor to the mere weakness of
those who love and trust. This fact is due to something which, without
any metaphysical theory, we ordinarily call man's freedom of choice.
We do not want our beloved community to consist of puppets, or of
merely fascinated victims of a mechanically insistent love. We want the
free loyalty of those who, whatever fascination first won them to their
cause, remain faithful because they choose to remain faithful. Of such is
the kingdom of good faith. The beloved community demands for itself

is simply inseparable

such freely and deliberately steadfast members. And for that very rea
son, in a world where there is such free and good faith,— there can be

treason. Hence the realm where the spirit reaches the highest human
levels is the region where the worst calamities can, and in the long run
do, assail many who depend upon the good faith of their brethren.
The community, therefore, never had any grounds, before the trea
son,

for

future traitor's perseverance in
he repents and now begins once

an absolute assurance about the

the faith. After his treason, if indeed

more to act loyally,— it may acquire a relative assurance that he will
henceforth abide faithful. The worst evil is not, then, that a trust in the
traitor, which once was rightly serene and perfectly confident, is now ir
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revocably lost. It is not this which constitutes the irreconcilable aspect
of the traitor's deed. All men are frail. And especially must those who are
freely loyal

This evil

possess a certain freedom to become faithless

if they

choose.

condition of the highest good that the human world con
community, in presence of the traitor, ought to
recognize as something that was always possible. It also ought to know
that a certain always fallible trust in the traitor can indeed be restored
by his future good deeds, if such are done by him with every sign that
he intends henceforth to be faithful.
But what is indeed irrevocably lost to the community through the
traitor's deed is precisely what I just called "unscarred love." The traitor
remains— for the community as well as for himself— the traitor,— just so
far as his deed is confessed, and just so far as his once unsullied fidelity
has been stained. This indeed is irrevocable. It is perfectly human. But it
tains.

is a

And

so much the

is unutterably

It

comfortless to the shattered community.

of reconciliation, so far as
the community is concerned, is the problem of "forgiveness," not now
as remission of penalty, but of forgiveness, in so far as forgiveness means
a restoring of the love of the community, or of its members, towards the
one who has now sinned, but repented. Love may be restored. If the
traitor's future attitude makes that possible, human love ought to be re
stored to the now both repentant and well-serving doer of the past evil
deed. But alas! this restored love will be the love for the member who
has been a traitor; and the tragedy of the treason will permanently form
part in and of this love. Thus, then, up to this point, there appears for
the community as well as for the traitor, no ground for even the imper
fect reconciliation of which we have been in search. Is there, then, any
other way, still untried, in which the community may hope, if not to
find, then to create something which, in its own strictly limited fashion,
will reconcile the community to the traitor and to the irrevocable, and
is useless, then, to say that the problem

irrevocably evil, deed.

VII
Such

a

way

exists.

The community cannot undo the traitor's deed,

and cannot simply annul the now irrevocable fact of the evil which has
been accomplished. Penalty, even if called for, annuls nothing of all that
has been done. Repentance does not turn backwards the flow of time. Re
stored and always fallible

human confidence

in the traitor's good in
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tentions regarding his future deeds, is not true reconciliation. Forgive
ness does not wash out a word of the record that the moving ringer of
treason has written. The love of the forgiving community, or of its mem
bers, for the repentant and now well-doing traitor, is indeed a great
good; but it is a love that has forever lost one of its most cherished pos
loyal member who, in the old times before
the treason, not only loved, but, so far, had steadfastly kept his faith. By
all these means, then no atonement is rendered to the community. Nei

sessions,— the possession

of

a

ther hatred nor penalty need be, from the side of the community, in any
wise in question. But the fact remains: The community has lost its treas
ure; its once faithful member who, until his deed of treason came, had
been wholly its own member. And it has lost the ties and the union which

by his deed. And, for all this loss, it lovingly mourns with a
sorrow for which, thus far, we see no reconciliation. Who shall give to
it its own again?
The community, then can indeed find no reconciliation. But can it
create one? At the worst, it is the traitor, and it is not the community,
that has done this deed. New deeds remain to be done. The community is
free to do them, or to be incarnate in some faithful servant who will do
them. Could any possible new deed, done by, or on behalf of, the com
munity, and done by some one who is not stained by the traitor's deed,
introduce into this human world an element which, as far as it went,
would be, in whatever measure, genuinely reconciling?
he destroyed

VIII
We stand at the very heart and centre of the human problem of atone
We have just now nothing to do with theological opinion on this
topic. I insist that our problem is as familiar and empirical as is death or
ment.

grief. That problem of atonement daily arises not as between God and
man (for we here are simply ignoring, for the time being, the metaphysi
cal issues that lie behind our problem). That problem is daily faced by
and shattered communities who,
down
into
the
of
human
sorrow, either as sufferers or as
going
depths
friends who would fain console, or who, standing by hearths whose fires
burn no more, or loving their country through all the sorrows which
traitors have inflicted upon her, or who, not weakly, but bravely griev
ing over the woe of the whole human world, are still steadily determined
all those faithful lovers of wounded

that no principality and no power, that no height and no depth, shall be
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from his true love, which is the triumph of the spirit.
That human problem of atonement
say daily faced, and faced by the
noblest of mankind. And for these our noblest, despite all our human
weakness, that problem
in principle and in ideal, daily solved. Let us
turn to such leaders of the human search after greatness, as our spiritual
is,

I

is,

able to separate man

guides.

for all but the traitor himself,— so far as we have
yet considered his case,— great opportunities. Lost causes have furnished,
times without number, the foundations and the motives of humanity's
Great calamities

are,

most triumphant loyalty.
When treason has done its last and most cruel work, and lies with
has destroyed,— dead

It

a

is

it

It

ly

a

is

it

a

I

is

I

I

a

is

it

in the tomb of the irrevocable past,— there
now the opportunity for triumph of which can only speak weakly
can at once say, this of
and in imperfectly abstract formulas. But, as
which now speak
human triumph.
forms part of the history of
man's earthly warfare with his worst foes. Moreover, whenever
occurs
at all, this
triumph, not merely of stoical endurance, nor yet of kind
forgiveness, nor of the mystical mood which, seeing all things in God,
feels them all to be good.
triumph of the creative will. And what
form does
take amongst the best of men, who are here to be our guides?
what

I

answer, this triumph over treason can only be accomplished by the
community, or on behalf of the community, through some steadfastly

ter than

it

done at all." That

is,

been had all else remained the same, but had that deed

of

is

it

it,

it

I

is

I

I

a

I

a

loyal servant who acts, so to speak, as the incarnation of the very spirit
of the community itself. This faithful and suffering servant of the com
munity may answer and confound treason by work whose type shall
next venture to describe, in my own way, thus: First, this creative work
shall include
deed, or various deeds, for which only just this treason
furnishes the opportunity. Not treason in general, but just this individual
treason shall give the occasion, and supply the condition of the creative
deed which
am in ideal describing. Without just that treason, this new
deed (so am supposing) could not have been done at all. And hereupon
so ingeniously devised, so concretely prac
the new deed, as suppose,
tical in the good which
accomplishes, that, when you look down upon
the human world after the new creative deed has been done in
you say,
first, "This deed was made possible by that treason; and, secondly, The
better than
would have
world, as transformed by this creative deed,
treason not been

the new creative deed has made the new world bet

was before the blow of treason fell.
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Now such a deed of the creative love and of the devoted ingenuity of
the suffering servant, on behalf of his community, breaks open, as it
were, the tomb of the dead and treacherous past, and comes forth as the
life and the expression of the creative and reconciling will. It is this cre
ative will whose ingenuity and whose skill have executed the deed that
makes the human world better than it was before the treason.
To devise and to carry out some new deed which makes the human
world better than it would have been had just that treasonable deed not
been done;— is that not, in its own limited way and sense, a reconciling
form, both of invention and of conduct? Let us forget, for the moment,
the traitor. Let us now think only of the community. We know why
and in what sense it cannot be reconciled to the traitor or to his deed.
But have we not found, without any inconsistency, a new fact which
a genuinely reconciling element? It indeed furnishes no per
fect reconciliation with the irrevocable; but it transforms the meaning
of that very past which it cannot undo. It cannot restore the unscarred

furnishes

love.

It

so much a

of

new triumph of the spirit,— a triumph which is not
mere compensation for what has been lost, as a transfiguration

does

supply

a

very loss into a gain that, without this very loss, could never have
been won. The traitor cannot thus transform the meaning of his own
past. But the suffering servant can thus transfigure this meaning; can
bring out of the realm of death a new life that only this very death ren
the

dered possible.

The triumph of the spirit of the community over the treason which
was its enemy, the rewinning of the value of the traitor's own life, when
the new deed is done, involves the old tragedy, but takes up that tragedy
into a life that is now more a life of triumph than it would have been if
the deed of treason had never been done.
Therefore, if indeed you suppose or observe that, in our human world,
such creative deeds occur, you see that they indeed do not remove, they
do not annul, either treason or its tragedy. But they do show us a gen
uinely reconciling, a genuinely atoning, fact in the world and in the

community of the traitor. Those who do such deeds solve, I have just
said, not the impossible problem of undoing the past, but the genuine
problem of finding, even in the worst of tragedies, the means of an other
wise impossible triumph. They meet the deepest and bitterest of es
trangements by showing a way of reconciliation, and a way that only
this very estrangement has made possible.
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K
This

is the human aspect

of the idea of atonement. Do we need to

solve our theological problems before we decide whether such an idea
has meaning, and is ethically defensible? I must insist that this idea comes
to us, not from the scholastic

quiet of theological
stained with the blood of the battle-fields of real life.

speculation,

but

For myself, I can

say that no theological theory suggested to me this interpretation of the
essential nature of an atoning deed. I cannot call the interpretation new,

simply because I myself have learned it from observing the meaning of
the lives of some suffering servants,— plain human beings,— who never
cared for theology, but who incarnated in their own fashion enough of
the spirit of their community to conceive and to accomplish such new
and creative deeds

as

I have just attempted to characterize. To try to

de

scribe to you, at all adequately, the life or the work of any such persons,
I have neither the right nor the power. Here is no place for such a collec

tion and analysis of the human form of the atoning life as only a William
James could have justly accomplished. And upon personal histories I
could dwell, in this place, only at the risk of intruding upon lives which
I have been privileged sometimes to see afar off, and briefly, but which
I have no right to report as mere illustrations of a philosophical argu
ment. It is enough, I think, for me barely to indicate what I have in mind
when I say that such things are done amongst men.
All of us well know of great public benefactors whose lives and good
works have been rendered possible through the fact that some great
personal sorrow, some crushing blow of private grief first descended,
and seemed to wreck their lives. Such heroic souls have then been able,
in these well-known types of cases, not only to bear their own grief, and
to rise from the depths of it (as we all in our time have to attempt to do).
They have been able also to use their grief as the very source of the new
arts and inventions and labors whereby they have become such valuable
servants of their communities. Such people indeed often remind us of the
suffering servant in Isaiah; for their life work shows that they are willing
to be wounded for the sake of their community. Indirectly, too, they
often seem to be suffering because of the faults as well as because of the
griefs of their neighbors, or of mankind. And it indeed often occurs to
us to speak

atoning life,
other men.

of
as

public or private benefactors as living some sort of
bearing, in a sense, not only the sorrows, but the sins of

these
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Yet it is not of such lives, noble as they are, that I am now thinking—
nor of such vicarious suffering, of such sympathizing helpfulness in hu
man woe, of such rising from private grief to public service,— that I am
now speaking, when I say that atoning deeds, in the more precise sense
just described, are indeed done in our human world. Sharply contrasted
with these beneficent lives and deeds, which I have just mentioned, are
the other lives of which I am thinking, and to which, in speaking of
atonement, I have been referring. These are the lives of which I have so
little right to give more than a bare hint in this place.
One's private grief may be the result of the deed of a traitor. That
again is something which often seems to happen in our human world.
One may rally from the despair due to even such a blow, and may later
become a public benefactor. We all know, I suppose, people who have
done that, and whose lives are the nobler and more serviceable because
they have conquered such a grief, and have learned great lessons through
such a conquest. Yet even such lives do not show exactly the reconciling
and atoning power that I now most have in mind. Let me next state a
mere supposition.
Suppose a community,— a modern community,— to be engaged with
the ideals and methods of modern reform, in its contests with some of
those ills which the natural viciousness, the evil training, and the treason
able choices of very many people combine to make peculiarly atrocious

in the

eyes

of all who love mankind. Such evils

need to be met,

in the

good warfare, not only by indignant reformers, not only by ardent en
thusiasts, but also by calmly considerate and enlightened people, who
distinguish clearly between fervor and wisdom, who know what depths

of woe and of wrong are to be sounded, but who also know that only
self-controlled thoughtfulness and well-disciplined self-restraint can de
vise the best means of help. As we also well know, we look, in our day,
to highly trained professional skill for aid in such work. We do not hope
that those who are merely well-meaning and loving can do what most
needs to be done. We desire those who know. Let us suppose, then, such
a modern community as especially needing, for a very special purpose,
one who does know.
Hereupon let us suppose that one individual exists whose life has been
wounded to the core by some of treason's worst blows. Let us suppose
one who, always manifesting true loyalty and steadfastly keeping strict
integrity, has known, not merely what the ordinary professional experts
learn, but also what it is to be despised and rejected of men, and to be
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brought to the very depths of lonely desolation, and to have suffered thus
through a treason which also deeply affected, not one individual only,
but a whole community. Let such a soul, humiliated, offended, broken,
so to speak, through the very effort to serve a community, forsaken, long
daily fed only by grief, yet still armed with the grace of loyalty and of
honor, and with the heroism of dumb suffering,— let such a soul not only
arise, as so many great sufferers have done, from the depths of woe,—
a soul not only triumph, as so many have done, over the grief that
treason caused; but let such a soul also use the very lore which just this
treason had taught, in order to begin a new life work. Let this life work

let such

shrewd, practical, serviceable, ingenious wisdom which only
that one individual experience of a great treason could have taught. Let
be

full of

a

this new life work be made possible only because of that treason. Let it
bring to the community, in the contest with great public evils, methods
and skill and judgment and forethought which only that so dearbought wisdom could have invented. Let these methods have, in fact, a

skill that the traitor's own wit has taught, and that is now used for the
good work. Let that life show, not only what treason can do to wreck,
but what the free spirit can learn from and through the very might of
treason's worst skill.
If you will conceive of such a life merely as a possibility, you may
know why I assert that genuinely atoning deeds occur, and what I be
lieve such deeds to be. For myself, any one who should supply the facts
to bear out my supposition (and such people, as I assert, there are in our
human world) would appear henceforth to me to be a sort of symbolic
personality,— one who had descended into hell to set free the spirits who
are in prison. When I hear those words, "descended into hell," repeated
in the creed, I think of such human beings, and feel that I know at least
some in our human world to whom the creed in these words refers.

Hereupon, you may very justly say that the mere effects of the aton
ing deeds of a human individual are in this world apparently petty and
transient; and that even the most atoning of sacrificial human lives can
devise nothing which, within the range of our vision, does make the
world of the community better, in any of its most tragic aspects, than it
would be if no treason had been committed.
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If you say this, you merely give me the opportunity to express the
human aspect of the idea of the atonement in a form very near to the
form which, as I believe, the Christian idea of atonement has always
possessed when the interests of the religious consciousness (or, if I may
now favorite word, the subconsciousness) of the Church, rather
than the theological formulations of the theory of atonement, have been
in question. Christian feeling, Christian art, Christian worship, have been
use the

(and how has remained indeed a mystery)
there was something so precious about the work of Christ, something so
divinely wise (so skilful and divinely beautiful? ) about the plan of salva

full of the

sense that somehow

tion,— that,

as a

result of all this, after Christ's work was done, the world

whole was a nobler and richer and worthier creation than it would
if Adam had not sinned.
This, I insist, has always been felt to be the sense of the atoning work
which the faith has attributed to Christ. A glance at a great Madonna,
a chord of truly Christian music, ancient or modern, tells you that this
is so. And this sense of the atoning work cannot be reduced to what the
modern "moral" theories of the Christian atonement most emphasize.
For what the Christian regards as the atoning work of Christ
from
this point of view, not something about Christ's work which merely
arouses in sinful man love and repentance.
No, the theory of atonement which now suggest, and which, as in
sist,
subconsciously present in the religious sentiment, ritual, and wor
all Christendom,
of
perfectly "objective" theory,— quite as "ob
ship
jective" as any "penal satisfaction" theory could be. Christian religious
some
feeling has always expressed itself in the idea that what atones
thing perfectly "objective," namely, Christ's work. And this atoning
work of Christ was for Christian feeling
deed that was made possible
only through man's sin, but that somehow was so wise and so rich and so
beautiful and divinely fair that, after this work was done, the world was
better world than
would have been had man never sinned.
as a

a

it

a

is

a

is

is

I

I

is,

have been

So the Christian

consciousness,

I

insist, has always felt. So its poets
have often, in one way or another, expressed the matter. The theologians
have disguised this simple idea under countless forms. But every char

had man not fallen.

to make the world better than

it

man's fall furnished

it

a

it

afresh. Treason did its
acteristically Christian act of worship expresses
work (so the legend runs) when man fell. But Christ's work was so
took the opportunity which
perfect that, in perfectly objective way,

could have been
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it

is,

But this is indeed, as an idea concerning God and the universe and the
work of Christ, an idea which is as human in its spirit, and as deep in its
in view of the complexity of the values which
relation to truth, as it
are in question, hard either to articulate or to defend. How should we
know, unless some revelation helped us to know, whether and in what
would have
way Christ's supposed work made the world better than
been had man not sinned?

a

a

is

I

But in this discussion am speaking of the purely human aspect of the
now capable of statement which does
idea of atonement. That aspect
not pretend to deal with any but our human world, and which fully ad
mits the pettiness of every human individual effort to produce such

I

of

it

it

really atoning deed as we have described.
does, upon its loyal human
The human community, depending, as
lovers, and wounded to the heart by its traitors, and finding, the farther
advances in moral worth, the greater need of the loyal, and the greater
depth of the tragedy of treason,—utters its own doctrine of atonement as
this postulate,— the central postulate of its highest spirituality. This pos
treason so deep or so tragic
tulate word thus: No baseness or cruelty
shall enter our human world, but that loyal love shall be able in due time

umphant amidst all its irrevocable tragedies, than
tor's deed was done.

This

it

of

of

atonement. The
treason its fitting deed
to oppose to just that deed
deed of atonement shall be so wise and so rich in its efficacy, that the
spiritual world, after the atoning deed, shall be better, richer, more tri
was before that trai

a

It

is

It

can
the postulate of the highest form of human spirituality.
can be asserted by
not be proved by the study of mankind as they are.
this
the creative will of the loyal. Christianity expressed
postulate in the
symbolic form of report concerning the supernatural work of Christ.
it

through the devotion, the genius, the skill, the
Humanity must express
labor of the individual loyal servants in whom its spirit becomes in
expressed in
viewed as
felt, and

idea, the atonement

a

Christian

is

As

a

carnate.
symbol, whose
a

a

it

life,— at once human and divine.

a

is

a

is

is

is

mystery. As
at
far
as
can
any one time be
(so
peculiarly noble and practically efficacious type of hu
expressed) by
also expressed in
man deeds. This human idea of atonement
postulate
which lies at the basis of all the best and most practical spirituality. The
Christian symbol and the practical postulate are two sides of the same
divine interpretation
merely
human idea, atonement
expressed

