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PREFACE TO COLLECTED WORKS.

—_—

I more that this Collected Edition of my
principal works, besides being convenient to the
student, will also serve to place the chief object
of all my lLterary labours m a clearer light.
At first sight books on Language, books on
Mythology, books on Religion, and books on the
Science of Thought, may seem to have little
in common, and yet they were all inspired and
directed by one and the same purpose. During
the last fifty years' I belisve I have never
lost sight of the pole-star that guided my
course from the first, and I hope it will be seen
by the attentive reader that I have steered
throughout towards one beacon with its revolv-
ing lights, I wanted to show that with the
new materials placed at our disposal during
the present century by the discoveries “of
hneient monuments, both architestural and
Literary, by the brilliant decipherment of un-

* M M's Translstion of the Hutopadess, Leipzig, 1844
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known languages and the patient interpreta-
tion of 1ent literatures, whether in Egypt,
Babylonia, tIndia, or Persa, it has become
possible to discover what may be called his-
torical evolution, m the earliest history of
mankind This could be done and was done
by introducing historical method where for-
merly we had to be satisfied with mere theories
or postulates, so that at the present moment
1t may truly be said that what is meant
by evolution or continuous development has
now been proved to exist i the historical
growth of the human mind quite as clearly as
in any of the realms of objective nature which
Darwin chose for the special field of his brilliant
labours Language, mythology, religion, nay
even philosophy can now be proved to be the
outcome of a natural growth or development
rather than of intentional efforts or of indi-
vidual genius In the early history of man-
kind the influence of the many on the few can
be shown to have balanced, nay, to have out-
weighed the influence of the few on the many.
Even the founders of the great religions and
philosophies of the ancient world have now
been recognised as the children rather than
as the mekers of their time. The so-called
Zpitgesst 18 no longer an unmeaning name, but
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a very sohd body of historical facts, leaving
their 1mpress on every succeeding generation.
There never was & break in the history of the
human mind. This silent faith which supported
the great thinkers of the last century, has in
our time become a reality, and has been con-
firmed by the best students m nearly every
branch of historical as well as of physical
research. We should never forget the almost
prophetic spirit with which such men as Herder
in the field of history, and Oken and Lamarck in
the field of nature, clung to that faith and fore-
saw the triumphs of the days in which we are
Living, What impeded their progress was the
scarcity of materials, while we begin to suffer
from & superabundance of them. We may be
surprised when we see philosophers of great
eminence during that not very distant period
satisfied with treating language either as
a divine gift, or as the final outcome of the
coughing and eneezing, the roaring and sighing
of human beings, nay of the grunting of certain
suimals, It is extraordinary that in their zeal
for orthodoxy these men should have forgotten
the very words of the Old Testament, that
* Whatever Adam called every living ereature,
that was the name thereof.’ .All such hallucina-
tions have now become impossible, though their
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ghost may return from time to tiume. After
the discowgry of Sanskmnt, and of the roots of
Sanskrit, sc carefully collected by PAnini and
other grammarians, we know as a matter of
fact, or as a real fact of history, that the bulk
of words used by Hindus, Permans, Greeks,
Romans, Teutons, Slaves, and Celts, and by
ourselves, were derived from radical elements
consisting each of a few consonants and vowels,
and, what is most important, expresmve of
general ideas. What enormous quantities of
words can be reduced to onme germ, what
enormous distances of time can be spanned by
the Science of Language, and what hight has
been thrown by that science on the historical
beginnings of words and thoughts is best seen
when we watch the complete restoration of the
broken bridges which ouce connected such words
as talent, Atlantio, oblation, tolerats, level, and
nweaw, with one and the same root TAL, to
hft, by no means a very primitive root?; or
again, when we see how such words as fire, pity,
pure, to count, deputy, to purge, and fo puryfy,
had all their Lfe-spring from one and the same
source What such a discovery means will be
understood when we remember that every word
in Banskrit, one of the richest of the Aryan

! Sevence of Though, p. 626 ; No 47, tar, tur, tul, &e.
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languages, has more or less successfully been
traced back by native grammamangsto one of
these roots. The number of them, according
to Indian authorities, exceeds 1,000, but can,
no doubt, be very considerably reduced The
number of general ideas expressed by them
amounts to no more than 1217, and even that
number admits of reduction. How far the con-
sequences of these new discoveries affect every
part of philosophy, will be seen at ouce, when
we remember that no animal Las yet been dis-
covered in the whole world being in possession
of a language, meaning by language words that
were made of roots expressive of general ideas.
It 18 language, thus understood, as built up on
roots and on general ideas, not on groans or
sighs or grunts, that has hitherto placed, and
will place for all time, an impassable barrier
between ammal and man, and has opened
entirely new vistas to the believers in evolution,
whether in historical or pre-historical times.
For it must not be forgotten that these roots
and their derivatives are not mere guesses or
theories, but hard facts, quite as hard as the
chipped flints dug out from the gravel beds of
the river Bomme, and deposited by Boucher
de Perthes in the Library of the Institut de

b Setence of Thought, ¥ 622,
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France, where I saw the members of the
various a.:siemies shaking their heads at them
m the year'1845, and I confess looked ineredu-
lously at them myself. It is now generslly
admitted that these flnts, with their clear
traces of the handiwork of man, were deposited
i the gravel when the river flowed fifty or
a hundred feet higher than 1t does at present.
Our Aryan roots, however, are so little chipped,
that 18, exhibit so few definite signs of human
workmenship, that they might more truly be
likened to the stones found on the North
Downs of Kent by Mr. Harrison which tell us
nothing by thewr shape but that at one time
they must have been used by human hands.
Whatever may be the date assigned to these
stones, and to the flint-makers, they must have
been preceded by arace of root- or word-malkers,
unless we suppose that man was 1n possession
of reason before he was in possession of lan-
guage or of words as the exponents of general
1deas, however primitive and imperfect. Lan-
guage, we have learnt, was impossible without
Reason, and so was Reason, even. that small
amount of it which went towards the choos-
ing and chipping of flints, without Language.
‘When I saud that Language and Reason were
adentical, I no doubt expressed myself badly,
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but no one could have failed to see that what I
meant was that the two are insepargble, for no
two things 1n this world can ever Le identical.
They are as inseparable as the bark and the stem
of a living tree, as the concave and the convex,
as the angle and the two lines which enclose it
They are held together by that intimate rela-
tion for which Hmmdu philosophers alone have
invented a special term, viz. Samaviya.

And if & historical and comparative study
of language has revealed tous the true growth
of the human mind as realised in language,
from its fossl period onward to the days of
Shakespeare, 1t has taught us at the same time
that this so-called growth or development of
language was the work of myriads of human
beings, building up the foundations of the
temples and palaces in which we are living and
moving, and even now building up new coral
islands of words and thoughts for future genera-
tions to live on.

Theories as monstrous as those that were
held in the last century on the origin and the
growth of language were held at the same time
on the origin and growth of mythology, Some
discovered in it more or less defaced survivals
of a primeval revelation once granted to the
whole human race ; others treated it boldly as
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the work of the devil, others agamn as the
invention of clever priests,. We know now
that the mythology of our great Aryan ances-
tors was a natural product, was in fact their
first, half-poetical and half-religious philosophy,
m which the causes which they naturally postu-
lated for the changes of hight and darkness, of
rain and sunshine, spring and winter, and all
the other sturing events of nature, were con-
cerved and named by them as active, as agents,
a8 individuals, as persons, nay in the end as
powerful and superhuman persons or as what
we call gods. Even before the Aryan Separation
these beings were called Devas or Bright ones,
and their names and deeds were handed down
m different families, clans, and nations, accord-
ing to the fancies of their poets, and the tastes
" of the crowds that came to Listen to them.,

The Aryan nations, though they do not gon-
stitute the whole of mankind, represent a very
consderable and most interesting portion of it.
Semitic mythology has taught us much the
same lesson, and we may patiently wait for the
new light which the study of allophylian folk-
lore may have in store for us. A mors com-
prehensive study of this mythological lore,
which_seems to lie as widely scattered aboub
a8 the flints of our more or less barbarous
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ancestors, has taught us already, at least one
mnportant lesson, that after the mythological
stream has once started, the affluents which 1t
receives are endless, so that nothing could be
a greater mistake than to attempt to trace the
whole body of mythology back to one source,
to physical causes only. A study of religions
has taught us the same lesson, that like the
great rivers they may indeed have one source,
but that their tributanes are so numerous that
they often impart an entirely new colour to
the original volume of water. It was this con-
viction that led me to treat of religion under
its three aspects as physical, or inspired by the
aspect of nature, as anthropological, or founded
on the nature of man, and as psychological, or
occupied with the nature of goul and its
relation to God.

A wider acquaintance with the less civilised
races of the present day—for we can know
little of them before they had entered into the
first stage of a social and civilised life—has made
us acquainted with folklore often strikingly like
that of the Aryan races, and with religious ideas
showing some rude similarities to our own.

* Although we can hardly assume & genealogical
connection between mythologies belonging to
nations not held together by any genealogical
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relationship 1 language, much may be learnt
even from-mere comeidences, if only that man,
whatever his colour and whatever his language,
represents at all times and m all places one
and the same divine thought, however disguised
and however deformed.

If what I have wntten on language has, as
I may hope, served to spread some new and
truer hight on the origin and growth of lan-
guage, as the embodiment of human thought,
1t will easily be seen that my cantributions to
the Science of Mythology form but a natural
continuation of those linguistic studies, showing
the same natural growth and development, the
same mevitable and intelligible evolution in the
growth of myths as 1 the growth of language.

All these discoveries and conquests of un-
known regions would have been impossible
without the help of such ancient and formerly
inaccessible documents as the Veda, Avesta,
the Kalevala, the Book of the Dead, and similar
works, the very existence of which was unknown
to the scholars of the last century. Half of my
own lfe has been devoted to the unearthing
and the publishing of the text and commentary
of the Rig-Veda !, and to the organisation and

1 Rig-Veda-Banhits, with the tary of Biyanms, 1349
to 1873,
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superintendence of that series of translations
of the Sacred Books of the East !, which has
become the foundation of a new, comparative
and strictly historical, study of religion®.
Religions have shared the fate of languages
and mythologies. They have been studied his-
torically and in a comparative spirit, and they
have thus been recognised as the natural out-
come of the human mind when brought in con-
tact with nature, and with what is behind this
phenomenal and perishable nature, the Invisible,
the Eternal, the Divine. This 18 true religion,
because natural religion, based on that touch
with God through nature, which has been and
will always remain the life-spring of all true
religion, however much it may have been hidden
for & time by those who, though human beings
themselves, claimed for themselves the right to
assign to their own religion a superhuman or
muraculous origin. 'What is netural is divine,
what is supernatural is human. That all re-
Lgions contain some truth was the expressed
conviction of St. Augustine, and with our wider
knowledge we need not be afraid to adopt even
wider views. There are fow heathen templea in

* Bacred Books of the nm, 49 volnnu, 1879 to 1398.

Tiehad

* Bee Progress, p , 111,
Chicago, ' vh
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which we may not ouiselves slently worship,
there are, few prayers m which we may not
1everently jom No one with any historical tact
would think of placing the higher rehgions of
mankind, the Jewish, the Buddhist, and the
Mohammedan, on a level with the religious per-
formances of the lowest savages, and few would
1ignore the fundamental differences between the
elementary worship of Vedic Rishis and the
pure and sublime enthusiasm of the Jewish
prophets Least of all need Christianity fear
comparison with any of the other relgions
known to us Even if we see the same doc-
trines, sometimes uttered even in the very
same words, by the Apostles and by what people
call the false prophets of the heathen world, we
need not grudge them these precious pearls
‘When two religions say the same thing, 1t is
not always the same thing, but even if 1t 1s,
should we not rather rejoice and try with all
our might to add to what may be called the
heavenly dowry of the human race, the com-
mon stock of truth which, as we are told, is
not far from every one of us, if only we feel
after it and find 1t?

Even Philosophy is not excluded from the
universal evolution of human thought as dis-
covered in the history of language and mytho-
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logy and religion Philosophy also, particularly
in ancient times, 18 not so much the wo*k of a few
individual thinkers, as the outcome of unnum-
bered thoughts handed down from generation
to generation as embodied 1 words, and at last
reduced to a more or less systematic form by
those who could best command the sympathy
of thewr fellow-thinkers. The crown on the
head of Plato shines with thousands of jewels
which were not of his own finding or making,
but, had been dug up and even cut and set by
honest toilers whose names are not recorded in
the book of history, but whose thoughts will
for ever irradiate the mind of all who yearn for
light and truth,

‘Whoever has followed the forward march of
these discoveries during the present century
will understand what I mean by saying that
the whole history of the world has been changed
by them, that not only have ever so many base-
less fabrics been swept away, but the study of
man or of mankind has assumed s new mean-
wg and a new dignity. That language, such
as we know it in 1ts various forms all over the
world, has been proved to be the work of man,
does not detract from, it only adds to the
dignity of language, for the Logos which haa
bean diseovered as both hidden and revealed in

b
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speech, has been recognised as bemng in very
truth tha divine Logos which the Greek mind
had postulated as 1 the beginning, which
early Christianity had accepted, and which
the mediaeval schoolmen had recognised in the
Unwersaha ante rem, as the eternal thoughts
without which there could have been no divine
words and works, no divine creation., These
Umwersaha were not, as some philosophers sup-
posed, made by us by means of abstraction and
generalisation, as little as we made the nuggets
of gold which have been lymng for countless ages
mn the bowels of the earth.

Mythology also, though it is no longer looked
upon as the work of mspired sages or astute
priests, has lost none of 1ts interest. Nay, it
holds a higher rank, smnce 1t has been recognised
a8 g well-meant though nadequately expressed
view of the world fashioned by thousands of
early posts and thmkers, nay as the firat
attempt at a solution of the enigmas of that
marvellous nature which surrounds us on all
mdes, and supports us without and within.

And even Religion, when looked upon not
as supernatural, but as thoroughly natural to
man, has assumed a new meanmng and & higher
dignity when studied as an integral part of
that historical evolution which has made man
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what le 15, and what from the very first he
was meant to be Is it no comfork to know
that at no time and m no part of the world,
has God left Himself without a witness, that
the hand of God was nowhere beyond the reach
of the outstretched hands of babes and suck-
lings ; nay, that it was from those rude utter-
ances out of the mouth of babes and sucklings,
that is, of savages and barbarians, that has
been perfected in time the true praise of God?
To have looked for growth and evolution in
history as well as in nature 18 no blame, and it
has proved no loss to the present or to the last
century; and if the veil has as yet been but
little withdrawn from the Holy of Llolies, those
who come after us will have learnt at least this
one lesson, that this lifting of the veil which
.was gupposed to be the privilege of priests, is nu
longer considered as & sacrilege, if attempted
by any honest seekers after truth.

There is still much work to be done, much
rubbish to be carted away. It is difficult to
see what purpose could have been served by
the many words fashioned by man, by the
many gods created by man, by the many
and disgonant charscters ascribed by man
to God. But we can learn lessons even from
rubbish, if only we recognise in it honesi

ba
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though unsuccessful attempts in the search
after truth.

The foliage of one season becomes the rubbish
of the next, but 1t has served its purpose. It
may be that 1t is good for us to have to begin
with carting away the accumulated rubbish of
former years and centuries, as 1t is good for
the miner to harden his muscles 1n breaking
stones and patiently working his shaft and his
levels before he can reach the nuggets that are
waating for him. Nor should we allow ourselves
to be discouraged by the thought that much of
what we now consider as pure gold and true
fact, may turn out different from what we
hoped for, may turn out only new rubbish
added to the acoumulated rubbish of former
ages. All this we must be prepared for, but if
m the end we can only pomnt to a few of our
thoughts that have become current and have
replaced the debased comage of the past, we
ought to be satisfied. Evolution was slow, and
go is the study of evolution. The shelves of
every library teach us humihity, and leave us
with the sad convictions that a hundred years
hence, or even sooner, nearly all our wotk,
whether scattered or collected, will have been
forgotten and superseded by better work. Stll
pothing is ever quite lost, and even the labout
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spent in d1ggmg for a vein of gold in a wrong
direction, is not labour spent in vain, “if it saves
trouble to those who come after us  'With that
sense of a common purpose i the work of all
seekers after truth we need not lose heart,
however keenly we may feel the imperfection of
our own work, the little we have done comi-
pared with what we might have done. Our
very mistakes may become useful warnings,
and our failures may prepare the triumphs of
those who march forward in our fuotsteps.

F. MAX MULLER.

Oxrorp, February 15, 1898,
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———

WHEN I had delivered my first course of Gifford
Lectures in the University of Glasgow, I was asked by
my filends to publish them exactly as I had deliveied
them, and not to delay their publication by trying to
meke them more complete I have followed their
advice, and I now present these lectuies to the publhe
at large, 1f not exactly as I deljvered them, at least as
I had prepared them for delivery. I was under the
impression that, according to Lord Gafford’s Will,
each course was to consist of not less than twenty
lectures. I therefore allowed myself that number
for my mtroductory comse, and I confess I found
even that number baiely sufficient for what I had
chosen 83 my suhject, namely,

(1) The defiutron of Natural Relugion,

(%) The proper method of 4fs treatment, and

(8) The matervals avarlable for wts study

In order to discuss these prelimmary questions
with any approach to systematic completeness, I
could not svad touching on subjects which I had
discussed 1n some of my former publications, such as
*The Science of Languege,” ‘ The Seience of Thought,’
and ‘ The Hibbert Lectures on the Origin and Growth
of Religion.” I might have left out what to some
of my readers will seem to be mere repetition,
but I could not have dome so without spouling
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the whole plan of my lectures Nor would it have
seemed respectful either to my audiene or to my
entics if, 1n reiterating some of my statements and
opinions, I had not endeavouied, to the best of my
power, to vindicate their truth and to answer any
lond fide objections which have been raised against
them dunng the last years

No one can be more conscious than myself of the
magmitude of the task with which the University of
Glasgow has entrusted me, and of my own madequate-
ness to perform 1t as 1t ought to be performed This
tust course of lectwres is but a smnll contiibution
towards an ymmense subject, and it 18 such as fiom the
nature of my own special studies I felt best qualified
to give. But the subject admits of very different
treatments ; and i nothing has Lord Gifford shown
lumgelf more judieious than in founding not one,
but several lectureships in Natural Religion, so that
inquiries which were so near his heart might not
sutfer from one-sided treatment. I look forward
to the lectures of my learned colleagues at Edin-
hurgh, St. Andrews, and Aberdeen, not only for in-
struction, but also for correction; though on some
powts, I may hope, for confirmation also of my own
views on & subject which has been confilded to our
united care, and which more than any other requires
for its pafety & multitude of counsellora.

F. MAX MULLER.
Oxromp, April 20, 1889,



EXTRAOTS from the TRUST DISPOSITION amd SET-
TLEMENT of the late ADAM GIFFORD, sometyme
one of the Senators of thes College of Justics,
Scotland, dated 21at August, 1885,

ADAM GIFFORD, sometime one of the Senatora of the

9 College of Justice, Scotland, now remding at Granton
House, near Edinhurgh, being desirous to ravise, consolidate,
alter, and amend my trust-sett] ts and test tary
wnitings, and having fully and matuely considered my means
and estate, and the cncumstances 1 which I am placed, and
the Just clamms and expectations of my son and relatives, and
the modes in which my surplus funds may be most usefully
and beneficially expended, and conmdermg myself bound to
apply part of my means m advancuwig the public welfare and
the canse of truth, do hereby make my Trust-deed end lntter
Will and Testament—that 18 to say, I give my body to the
earth as 1t was before, 1 order that the enduring blooks and
mateiiale thereof may be employed 1n new combimations ; and
I give my soul to God, 1n Whom and with Whom 1t always
was, to be 1n Him and with Him for ever in closer and more
congcious union; and with regard to my earthly means and
estate, I do heieby, give, grant, dispone, convey, and make
aver and leave and bequeath All and Whole my whole means
and estate, henitable and movenlle, renl and personsl, of avery
deecription, now belonging to, or that shell belong to me at
the tume of my death, with all writa and vouchers thereof,
1o and m favour of Herbert Jumee Gufford, my son ; Jobn
Cufford, Esquire, my brother, Walter Alexander Raleigh,
my nephew, presently remding in London; Adam West
Qifford, W 8, my nephew, Andrew Beott, C. A., in Edin-
burgh, husbend of my mece, and Thomas Raleigh, Esquire,
barnster-at-law, London, and the rurvivors and surviver of
them accepting, and the hems of the last survivor, and to
such other peveon or persous as I may name, or as msy be
agsumed or apponted by competent euthorty, s majorty
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being alwavs & quorum, as trustees for the ends, uses, and
purposes aftermentioned, but in trust only fopthe purposes
following (Here follow the first ten purposes) AndI de-
Jare the preceding ten puiposes of this trust to be preferable,
and I direet that these ten puiposes be fulfilled in the fist
place before any others, and befuie any resdue of my estate,
or any part thereof, 18 disposed of, and before any residue 19
ascertaned or struck, declnmng thet 1t 15 only what may
remaun of my means and estate after the smd ten purposes
e falfilled that I call herem the ‘residue’ of my cstate, and Dofini-
out of which I duect the lectureships aftermentioned to be bwonof
founded and endowed And in regmd that, in so far as T can Reudue
at present see or anticipate, there will be & laxge ¢ residue’ of
my means and estate i the senre 1 which I have ahove
esplamed the word, being that which 1emaws after fullithing
the above ten puipodes, and being of opunon that I am bound
it theie 18 a ‘2csduc’ as g0 explamed, to employ it, or pat
of 1t, for the good of my fellow-men, and having considered
Low T may best do ro, Icrect the “residue’ to be dispored of
as follows —I having been for many yea: s deeply and firmly
convinced that the irue knowledge of God, that is, of the
Bewg, Natnre, and Attributes of the Infinute, of the All, of the
Tirst and the Only Cause, that 18, the Que and Ouly Substunce
and Being, and the t1ue and felt knowledge (not mere nominal
knowledge) of the 1clations of man aud of the umverse to
Him, and of tha true foundations of all ethics or morals,
beng, I eay, convinced that this knowledge, when really felt
and acted on, 18 the means of mun’s hghest wellbeing, and
the secuity of his upward progress, I huve rerolved, from the
‘residue’ of my estato as aforesaid, to institute and found,
in connection, if porsible, with the Scottish Univermitics,
lectureships o1 clasges for the promotion of the study of sand
subjects, and for the teacling and diffusion of souud views
regmding them, among the whole population of Secotland.
Therefore, I direst and appoint my said trustees from the
¢ residue’ of my said estate, after fulfilling the said ten prefer-
able puiposes, to pay the following sums, or to assign and
make over pro%er(:y of that value to the following bodies in
tiust —Furst, To the Senatus Academucus of the University
of Edwburgh, and farlng them, by declinatwre or othe wise,
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£asoooto to the Dean and Faculty of Advocates of the College of
Ednburgh Justice of Scatland, the sum of £25,000 Second, To the

Umver-
aity

£30,000

iy

Senatus Academicus of the Umversity of Glasgow, and fail-
ing them, by declinsture or otherwise, to the Faculty of
Phymcians and Burgeons of Glasgow, the gum of £20,000
™ Thurd, To the Senatus Acadsmicus of the Umiveraity of
Aberdeen, whom fuhing, by dechnature o1 otherwise, to the

£20,000 to Faculty of Advocates of Aberdeen, the rum of £20,000.
Aberdeen And Fourth, to the Senatus Academcus of the Umveraity of

Umver-
Ry

£15,000
to Smnt
Aundrews
TUmver-
sty

To found
Chwir of
Natural

St Andrews, whom failing, by declnatmie or otheiwise, to
the Phymcians and Smgeons of St Andrews, and of the
district twelve miles round 1t, the sum of £15,000 sterling,
amonnting the sead four sums 1 all to the sum of £80,000
sterling, but said bequests are made, and saad sume sre to
be pad 1 trust only for the following purpore, that 1s to say,
for the puipose of establishing 1n each of the four ocities of
Edinbm gh, Glasgow, Aberdeen, and 8t Andrews, & Lectuie-
shup or Popular Chair for ‘ Promoting, Advancing, Teaclung,
ond Daffuming the study of Natmal Theology,’ m the widest

Thealogy. rense of that term, in other words, ‘The Knowledge of God,

the Infimte, the All, the Fust and Only Cause, the One and
the Bole Substance, the Sule Being, the Sole Reality, and the
BSole Existence, the Knowledge of His Natme and Attribuies,
the Knowledge of the Relations which men and the whale
umverse bear to Him, the Knowledge of the Natme and
Foundation of Ethics or Moials, and of all Obhgations and
Duties thence ariang’ The Senatus Academicus 1n each of
the four Umveraities, or the hodies subsii{uted to them re-
rpectively, ehall be the putrons of the several lectureships, and
the admimastratois of the enid respective endowments, and of
the affarrs of each lectureship 1 ench crty. I call them for
shortness simply the ‘patrons’ Now I leave sll the details
and arrengements of each lecturcslup 1n the hands and 1n the
dagcretion of the ¢ patrons’ respectively, who shall have full
power from time to time to adjust and regulate the same in
conformity aa clogely as posmble to the following brief pun-
ciples and duections which shall be hinding on each and all
of the ¢ patrons’ s far as practicable and posmble, I only

dioate leady inciples. First, The end t or eapitul

ng P F
fund of each lecturesbip shall be picserved entire, and Lo
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invested secuzely upon o1 1n the purchase of lands o1 hexitages Capital
which are hikely to contnue of the same valye, or inciease Preseived
m value, 01 1 such other way as Statute may permit,®™
merely the annual proceeds o1 interest shall be expended 1n
mamtaming the respective lecturcships  Second, The Patrons
¢ patrons’ may delay the institution of the lectureslups, and may delny
may from time to time mtermut the appomiment of leetuers metitu-
and the delivery of lectures for one or more years for the 80% o
purpose of accumulating the income or enlaiging capital ’
T'hard, The lecturcis shall be appomted from trme to time Ltctures
each for & period of only two ycsis and no longet, but the i’.‘l‘l‘;““‘“d
same lecturer may bo reappointed for other two periods of ;Lru:""
two years eaclh, provided that no one person shall hold the
ofhece of lectmrer 1n the same city for more thun six yosis
all, 1t bemg desnable that the subject he promoted and illus-
tiated by difterent minds  Fowi ¢k, The lecturers apponted Qualifica-
shall be subjected to no test of any hind, and shall not be tons ut
required to take any oath, or to emit or subsertbe any lecturers.
declaiation of belicf, or to make any promise of any kind
they may be of any denomination whatever, or of no de-
nominatwn at all (and many eainest and lugh-minded mnen
profer to belong to no ecclesiastical denomimation), they may
be of any rehigion or way of thinking, or, as 18 sometimes
saxd, they may bo of mno 1ehgion, or they may be mo called
reeptics or agnostics or freethinkers, provided only that the
putrons’ will use diligeuce to sceure that they be able
revelent men, true thikers, sinecre lovers of and earnest
anquirers after truth  Fyfth, T wish {ho lecturers to treat Suhject to
their subject as o strictly natural science, the greatest of all b treated
possible sciences, indecd, 1n one sense, the only seience, that :lw:;“.
. L&,

of Infinite Bewg, without 1eference to or rehance upon any

pposed special ptional o1 so-called miraculous revela-
tion. I wish 1t dored just as ast y or chemistry
18. I have ntentinally mdicated, in deseribing the subject
of the lectures, the general aspect which persoually I would
expect the lecturers to bear, but the lectureis shall be under
no restraint whatever m their treatment of their theme;
for example, they may freely disouss (and it muy be well to
do g0) all yuestions about man’s conceptions of God or the
Infimte, their origin, nature, and truth, whether he can
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have any such conceptions, whether Ged 15 under sny or
what limitatioms, and go on, as I am persuaded that nothing
but good can result from free disoussion  Stxth, The lectures
shall be pubhe and popular, that 1s, open not only to
students of the Umvermties, but to the whele commumty
without matriculation, as T think that the subject should be
studied and known by sall whether 1ecerving Umivermity
mstruction or not I think such knowledge, 1f real, hes at
the 100t of all wellbemg I suggest that the fee should be
8a small as 18 conmatent with the due management of the
lectureships, and the due appreciation of the lectures Be-
sides & general and popular audience, I advise that the
lecturers also have & special class of studimts conducted 1n
the usual way, and instructed by exammnation nnd thesis,

Number of Written and oral Setenth, As to the number of the lestures,
wectures.  Tnuch muat be left to the discretion of the lecturer, I shonld

Publica-
ton of
lectures

think the subject cannot be treated even 1n abstract 10 less
than twenty lectures, and they may be many times that
number  Eaghth, The *patrons’ 1f and when they see fit
may make grants from the fiee income of the endowments
for or towatds the publication 1n a cheap foim of any of the
lectures, or any part thereof, or abstracts thereof, which they
may think hkely to be useful Ninth, The  patrous’ re-
aspectavely shall all annually submut thar accounts to some
one chartered accountant m Edmbuigh, to be named from
time to time by the Lord Ordinary on the Bulls, whom failing,
to the Accountant of the Court of Session, who shall pre-
pare and certify s short abstract of the nccounts and nvest-
ments, to be recorded 1n the Bocks of Council and Session,
or elsewhere, for preservation And my desire and hope 18
that these lectureships and lact may promote and
advance among all classes of the community the true know-
ledgs of Him Who is, and there 1s none and nothing besides
Him, 10 Whom we live and move snd have our bemng, and m
Whom sall things cousmst, and of man's real relationship to
Him Whom truly to know 18 Iifs everlasting  1f the remdue
of my estate, m the sense before defined, should turn out 1n-
suffisient; to pay the whole sume above provided for the fonr
leotureships (of which shorteoming, however, I trust there
is no danger), then each lectureship shall suffer & propor-
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tional diminution, and if, on the other hand, tlere is any

surplus over and ahove the said sum of £80 gpo steiling, 1t If smplus

shall belong one half to my son, the said Heibert James sfter pay-

Ghaftord, m Diferent, and to his 1ssue other than the heirs of 8 the
vel -

entail 1 fee, whom {ailing to my unmairied meces equally gies,

m fee, and the othcr half shall belong equally umong my One Lalf

unmarr ed nicces  And I 1evoke all settlements and codicils to H J

previous to the date hercof if this receives effect, piovidng };;3_‘:‘;"1 in

that any payments made to lepatees duing my Iife shall be

accounted as part payment of thewr provisons And I con- bt 1

rent to registration hereof for preservation. and I dispense unmariiod

with delivery thereof —In witness wheieof, these precents, moues

witten on this and the six preceding pages by the said Testing

Adam West Ghfford, in so far as not wiitten and filled 1 by Clause.

my own hand, are, with the marginal notes on pases four and

five (and the word * seelnding’ on the eleventh hine f10m tup

of page third, being wiitton ou an exssure), subseribed by e

at Granton House, Edmburgh, tlus twenty-first day of

August Eighteen hundred and eighty-five yenrs, befora thece

witnestes, James Fouhs, Doctor of Medicine, 1esiding

Heriot Row, Edinburgh, and John Camplell, cab driver,

iding at No. 5 Mackonzie Place, Ediuburgh

Ap, GirFORD,

James Foulis, M.D, Heriot Row,
Edinburgh, wetness.

John Campbell, cab driver, g
Mackenzie Place, witness,
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NATURAL THEOLOGY.

LECTURE L

ORD GIFFORD'S munificent endowment of a

Lectureship of Natural Theology, to whieh I

have had the undeserved honour of being elected liy

the Senate of this ancient and illustrious University,

‘must be reckoned ameng the signs of the times, preg-
nant with meanming

This lectureship, with three others in the Umver-
sities of Edinburgh, St. Andrews, and Aberdeen, was
founded, a8 you know, by the late Lord Gufford, &
Scotch lawyer, who by ability, hard work, and self-
denial had amaseed & large fortune, and attained the
dignified position of & seat on the Bench.

I have' not been able to gather from his friends
much information about his personal character and
the private circumstances of his lifa Nor do they
all agree in the estimate they formed of him. Some
repreented him to me as & keen, hardworking, and
Judioious men, engrossed by his professional work,
yot With a yearning for quietness, for some hours
of 1dleness that should allow him to meditate on
the great problems of life, those ancient problems
which the practical man may wave away from

B



2 LECTURE I

year to yeax, but which knock at our door louder
and louder as we grow old, and will not allow them-
selves to be turned into the staeet, ikke beggars and
vagahonds Woe all know the practical man of the
world, who tells us that he has no time to listen to
these inward questionings, that he 1s satisfied with
what the Church teaches or with what men wiser than
himself have settled for hum, that he has tried to do
his duty to his neighbouwrs, and that he trusts to
God’s mercy for all the rest. Men like to entrench
themselves m then hittle castles, to keep their bridges
drawn and therr porteullis ready to fall on any un-
welcome guests Or, to quote the words of my friend,
Matthew Arnold,—

‘I knew the mass of men conceal’d

Thewr thoughts, for fear that, 1f reveal'd,

They would by other men be met

‘With blank indiffarence, or with blame reprov'd

I knew they lived and mov'd

Trick'd m disgmses, shen to the rant

Of men, and elien to themselves.’

But this was not the impression which Lord Ghfford
left on the mind of those who knew him best Somo
of his relations and & few of lus more intimate friends
seem to have been startled at tames by the fervour
and earnestness with which he spoke to them on re-
ligious and philosophical topics Even when he was
in full practioe as & lawyer, the first thing he did, I
am told, when he returned fiom the Parhament House
on Saturdays, was to lock the door of his hibrary, and
devote himself to his own favourite authors, never
looking at a professional book or paper till 1t was
necesgary to begin work on Monday. He had a sepa-
rate 8ot of books altogether 1n his bedroom, amongst
whieh he spent; every moment of his spare time during
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session,and probably almost his wholevacation. Hewas
devoted to Plato as well as to Spinoza, and read philo-
sophy both ancient and modern in all directiona, as well
as poetry and the best current hiterature of the day
But the world at laige knew him chiefly as a suc-
cessful lawyer, as a man always ready to help in any
useful and charitable work, and satisfied to nccept the
traditional forms of public worship, as a necessary
tribute which every member of a religious as well as
of & pohtical commumty must pay for the mainten-
ence of order, peace, and chanty. During the last
seven years of his hife, when confined to the sick-room
by creeping paialysis, his mind, always active, bright,
and serene, became moie and moie absorbed in the
study of the various systems of philosophy and reli-
gion, both Christian and non-Christian, and he mads
no secret to his own relatives of his having been led
by these studies to surrender some of the opinions
which they and he himsclf had been brought up to
congider as essential to Christianity, Theie ean e
no doubt that he deliberately rejected all miracles,
whether as & judge, on account of want of evidence,
or ag a Christian, because they seemed to him in open
conflict with the exalted spint of Christ's own teach-
g Yet he remained always a truly devout Christian,
trusting more 1 the great miracle of Christ's life and
teaching on earth than in the small miracles asoribed
to hum by many of his followers, Some of his leatures
and menuseript notes are still in existence, sand may
possibly some day be published !, and throw light on
the gradual development of his religious opinions,
1
m{v?«l:. volum:w h:l "I;::; f[l;:!l',vnit;;’ﬂ, publishod, Zecturer delirered on
B2
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After s elevation to the Bench gave him eom-
parative letsmie, he lectured fiom time to time on
aesthetie, literary, pmlosophical subjects, but he never
seems to have given offence, and those who knew
him, Iittle suspected this hard-working lawyer of
having his whole soul engrossed by Spinoza's Ethics
or the metaphysica of yeligion

And yet when his Will was opened, the one thing
which that excellent man, after making ample provi-
s1on for his family, had evidently had most at heat,
was to help the world to a olearer insight into the
great problems of hfe than he himgelf in his busy
caleer had been allowed to gamn, to spreu.d mors
correct and more ephghtened views on the origin, the
historical growth, and the true purpose of rehigion,
and thus to help in the future towards an honest
understanding between those who now stand opposed
to each other, the believers and unbelievers, as they
a1e called, ynaware that as we all see through a
glass darkly, we can only spesk thiough our words
faintly, and pot always, 11ghtly

Allow me to quote some extracts fiom this remark-
able Wil —

I, Adam Ghfford, sometvme ome of the Senators of
the College of Justwe, Scotland, . . . having fully
and maturely considered my means and estats . . .
amd ths ,;mt clavms and expectations of my son and

and idering myself bound to apply
part of my means wn advancng the public welfare
and the cause of truth, do hereby make my Trust-
desd, amd latter Will and Testament, that 18 to aay,
I qwe my body to the earth as 1t was before, in order
that the endurmg blocks and materials thersof may
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be employed wn mew combnations; ang I give my
soul to God, vn Whom and with Whom ot always was,
to be an Hum and with Him for ever un closer and
more conacious unon’

When Lord Gifford proceeds to declare that, after
having provided for hus 1elatives, ho feels himself
bound to employ what 18 over and above, for the
good of his fellow men, he says,—

* T, having been for many years deeply and firmly
convinced that the true knowledge of God, thut is, of
the Being, Nature, and Atéributes of the Imfinite, of
the All, of the Furst and only Cause, that is, the Oue
and Only Substance and Bewng, and the true wwd
felt knowledge (not merely nominal knowledge) of the
relations of man and of the universe to Him, und of
the true foumdations of all ethics and morals,—being,
T say, d that this lkenowledge, when really felt
and acted, on, 18 the means of man's kighest well-being,
and the security of his wpwurd progress, I huve ve-
solved . . . to wnstubute and found . . . lectureships or
classes for the promotion of the study of said eub-
sects, and for the teaching and diffusion of sound
views regarding them, among the whole population
of Seotland.’

In a later paragraph of his 'Will, he defines more
fully what he understands by Natural Theology and
by sound views, and what subjects he wishes particu-~
larly to be taught

¢ Natural Theology, he says, *in the widest senss
of that term, 48 the Kmnowledge of Qod, the Infimite,
the All, the Firet and Only Oause, the One and the
Sols Substance, the Sols Being, the Sole Roulity,
and the Sols Existence, the Knowledge of His Nu~
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ture and Attributes, the Knowledge of the Relutions
which men and the whole umverss bear to Hvm,
the Emowledge of the Natwre and Foundation of
Ethwes amd Morals, and of all Obligatwns and
Duties hence amsng.

If Lord Gafford had said no more than this in his
Will, we might have thought that he had been in-
fluenced by the high and nobls, yet not very un-
common, motives of & man who wishes to see his
own peculiar views of rehigion peipetuated for tho
benefit of mankind He would have ranked among
the pious founders and benefactors of this country,
by the mde of Chichels, Wolsey, Henry the Eighth,
and other patrons of the Church in former ages.
But no, and hers we see the wisdom and laige-
mindedness of Lord Gifford.

¢ The lecturers, he says, ‘shall be sulbjected to mo
test of any kwnd, and shall mot be required to tuke
any oath, or to emat or subscribe amy declaration of
belief, or to make any promise of amy kind, they
may be of amy demomanation whatever, or of mo
denomimaton at all (and mamy earnest and high-
manded men prefer to belong to mo ecclesiastical
denomunation), they may be of any religion or way
of thwkwng, or, as i sometvmes said, they may be
of mo religion, or they may be so-called sceptics or
agnostica or freethinkers, pronded only that the
“ patrons” will uss digence to securs that they be
able, reverent men, true thinkers, suncers lorers of
and earnest inguirers after truth.

And further—

*I wish the lecturers to treat their subject as o
atructly matural science, the greatest of all possible
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sciences, wndeed, 1n one sense, the only science, that of
Infinute Being, uwithout reference to or reliance upon
any supposed exceptional and so-called muraculous
revelation, I wwsh 4t conmdered yust as astronomy
or chemistry is. I have imtentionally wndacated, 1
describing the subject of the lertures, the gemeral
aspect whach persomally I would expect the lertures
to bear ; but the lecturers shull be under mo restraint
whatever wn thewr treatment of their theme, for
ezample, they may freely discuss—(und 1 may be well
to do so)—all questions about man’s conceptions of
God or the Infinite, their origin, nature, and fruth,
whether he cam have amy such comceptions, whether
God 8 under any or what limitations, and so om,
as I am persuaded that nothang but good can revult
Jrom free discussion.’

You will now understand why I cell the foundation
of these Lectureships a aign, and a very important mgn,
of the times Our nincteenth century, which will
soon have passed away, has been described as a cen-
tury of progress and enlightenment in all branches of
human knowledge, in science, in scholarship, in philo-
sophy, and 1n art In religion alono 1t is said that
we have remained stationary. While everything else
Lias been 1mproved, while new discoveries have been
made which have changed the whole face of the
eatth, while our philosophy, our laws, even our
morality, bear the 1mpress of the nineteenth century,
nay, of all the nineteen centuries which have pasasd
over them since the beginning of our ers, it is said,
and not without a certain kind of pride, that our
rehgion has remained unchanged, at least in all its
essential elements.
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‘Whether this is really so, depends on the meaning
which we aftach to the essential elements of religion,
and m religion, more than in anything elss, essentml
elements are but too often treated as non-
and, what is worse, non-essential as essential The hm-
torian would have no great difficulty in showing that
the Christianity of the Counecil of Nicaea 18 not 1n all
essentaal points exactly the same as the Chrishamity
of the Sermon of the Mount, and that the reformers
of the sixteenth century st all events did not conmder
the Chnstiamity of Papal Rome essentially the same
as that of the Council of Nicaea. There has been
change, whether we call 1t growth or decay, during
the mneteen centuries that Christ's religion has
swayed the destimes of the woild Yet the fact
remains, that while in all other spheres of human
thought, what 18 new 18 welcomed, anything new 1
religion 18 generally frowned upon Nay, even when
we seem to see healthy growth and natural progress
in religion, 1t generally assumes the form of retro-
gression, of a return to the ormginal intentions of the
founder of a religion, of & restoration or reform, in
the etymological sense of that word, that is, of &
going back to the original form.

‘Why should that be s0? Why should there be pro-
gress 1 everything else, only not in religion? The
usual answer that religion rests on a divine and
miraculous revelation, and therefore cannot be im-
proved, 1s neither true nor honest. And to use such
an argument in this place would be disloyal to the
memory of the Founder of this lectureship, who wished
religion to be treated ‘ without reference to or reliance
upon any supposed exceptional and so-called miracu-
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lous revelation.’” But those who use thet argument
seem really to forget that they are contradicting them-
selves They hold the Old as well as the New
Testament to have been divinely revealed, and yet
they would not deny that the New Testament repre-
sents & decided progress as compared with the Old.
Through the whole of the Gospels there seems to
sound that one deep note, ‘Ye have heard that it
wes said by them of old time—But I say unto you’
Nay, we muight go further We know that some of
the fundamental doetrines of Christianity were in the
eyes of the Jews irrehgious. The idea of a divine
sonship was not only new to the Jews, it was blas-
phemy 1n their eyes, and worthy of death, And yct
that very 1dea has become the corner-stune of & new
religion, which new 1eligion calls itself not the de-
gtruction, but the fulfilment of the old.

There is nothing in the idea of revelation that
excludea progress, for whatover definition of ruve]&bum
we may adopt, 1t always rep ts a com
betwaen the Divine on one side and the Human on
the other. Let us grant that the divine element
in revelation, that is, whatever of truth there is in
revelation, is immutable, yet the human element, the
recipient, must always be liable to the aceidents and
infirmities of human nature, That human element can
never be eliminated in any religion, eertainly not in
our own, unless we claim infallibility not only for the
founder of our religion and his disciples, but for their
disciples also, and for a whole succession of the suc-
cessors and vicars of Christ. To ignore that human
element in all religions is like ignoring the eye as tha
recipient and determinant of the colours of Light. Wa
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know moreeof the sun than our forefathers, though
the same sun shone on them which shines on us, and
1f aetronomy has benefitted by its telescopes, which
have stiengthened the powers of the human eye,
theology also ought not to despise whatever can
strengthen the far sightedness of human reason 1n its
endeavours to gan & truer and purer ides of the
Divine A veil will always remain  No astronomer
ventures to look at the sun without darkening his
lens, and man will have to look at what 12 beyond
thiough a glass darkly But as 1 every other pur-
suit, fo 1n religion also, we want less and less of
darkness, more and more of light; we want, call 1t
Iufe, or growth, or development, or piogriss; we do
not want mere rest, mere stagnation, mere death

Now, I say once more, the foundation of this
lectureship of Natwal Theology seems to me a mgn
of the times, piegnant with meanmg. Lord Gifford,
mtelhgent observer of the world as he was, must
have been struck with the immense advances which
all other sciences had been making dwiing s life«
tame, and the increasing benefits which they had
conferred on society at large, And so he says 1n the
olearest words

‘I wh Natural Theology to be treated by my
lecturers as astronomy or chamustry s, as o strictly
natural science, the greatest of all possible soiences,
wndeed, vn one sense, the only science.’

‘What does that mean? It seems to me to mean
thet this observant and clear-headed Scotch lawyer,
though he could follow the progress of human know-
ledge from & distance only, had convinced himself
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that theology should not stand aloof fsom the on-
ward stream of human knowledge, that it should
not be treated mccording to rules of evidence and
principles of cuticism different from those to which
sll other sciences, and more particularly his own
science, the Science of Law, owed thew strength,
ther life, and their vigorous growth, but that 1t
should take its place as a sci g 5
undismeyed by dangers, and trusting in the inevit-
able triumph of truth. Whatever other Universities
might say, he wished the Secotch Universities to
take the lead, and to stietch out the right hand of
fellowship to the newest among the scionces, the
last-born child of the minetecnth eentury, the Science
of Religrom.

Some people profess to be frightened at the very
name of the Science of Religion; but if they ap-
proached this new seience moro closely, tley would
soon find that thero is nothing bohind that name
that need frighten them What does this science
consist in? Furst of all, in a caroful collection of all
the facts of religion; secondly, in & comparison of
religions with & view of bringing to Light what s
peouliar to each, and what they all share in common
thirdly, in an attempt to discover, on the strength of
the evidence thus collected, what is the true nature,
the origin, and purposs of all religion.

I ask, then, Where is the danger? And why should
our Unsversitios hesitate to recogmise the Science of
Religion 86 much as the Seienca of Language, or the
Sowence of Thought? The first Universities which
provided chairs for the comparative study of the
religions of the world were those of little, plucky
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Holland JIp 1880 France followed their example,
and M Reville was appointed the first professor of
the Science of Religion at the Collige de France
In 1886 a special school was founded at the Ecole
des Hautes Etudes in Pans for the studv of religions
In Germany lectures on the great religions of the
world were generally given by the professors who
taught the languages in which the sacred wrtings
were composed. This 18 an excellent plan, perhaps
the best that could be devised The piofessor of
Aisbio would lecture on the Qurn, the professor of
Pasien on the Avesta, the professor of Sanskmt on
the Veda, the professor of Hebrew on the Old Testa~
ment, Lately, however, separate chairs have been
created for Comparative Theology m Germany also,
and even in the Roman Catholic University of Frei-
burg this new study has now found a worthy repre-
sentative !

It may seem strange to some that Lord GCifford
should have expressed a wish that the Science of
Rehgion pghould be treated as a strictly natursl
science He may have thought of the method of the
natural sciences only; but 1t seems to me not un-
likely that he meant more, and that looking on man
a4 an integral part, nay as the very crown of nature,
he wished 1eligion to be treated as a spontaneous and
necessary outcome of the mind of man, when bronght
under the genial influence of surrounding nature If re-
Ligion, such a8 we find 1t 1n all ages and among all races
of men, 18 & natural product of the human mind—and
who denies this —and if the human mind, 1n 168 his-

1 Dl all .

v ey " Blu~
dium unserer Zstt, von Dr. E, Hardy, Freiburg 1m Breisgau, 1387,
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torical development, cannot be dissevered fiom thet
nature on whose breasts it feeds and lives and grows,
the Science of Religion has ceitainly as peifect a
right as the Science of Language to be classed as ono
of the natural sciences

But that view does by no means exclude an his-
torical study of rehigion, nay, to my mind, the more
nteresting, if not the more important part of the
Science of Religion, 18 certainly concerned with what
we call the historical development of religions thought
and language It is the same with the Science of
Language That science 18 certainly one of the natural
sciences, but we should nover foget that 1t 18 full of
mterest also when treated as an histousenl science.
The Lne of demarcation between the natural and
the historical seiences is not so easy to draw as some
philosophers imagine, who would claim even the
Science of Language as an exclusively listorical
science All depends here a8 elsewhere on a proper
definition of the termy which we employ., If we once
clearly understand what we mean by the natural and
what by the historical scicnces, wo shall quickly
understand each other, or, if we differ still, we may
at all events agree to differ. Without it, all wrangling
pro or con is mere waste of time, and may be cariied
on ad imfimtum 1,

From my own point of view, which I need not
vindicate agam, I am ablo to acecept Lord Giffords
designation of the S of Religion ss & natural

i in both ings of which that name admits
I ghare with him the convintion thnt the same treat-

L quum on the Sefance of Language, 3 'The Reience of
ﬁ;nn of the Phyuloll Sniuncn.' sea aleo M. Raoul de la
Gﬂuerla, dea do Grammars Compares, 1E88, p. 8,
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ment whichehas caused the natural sciences to gam
their greatest triumphs, namely, a ertieal eollection
of facts, will be the most appropriate treatment of the
Science of Religion, no should I differ fiom him in
looking on man, 1n s purely phenomenal character,
88 a part of nature, nay, as her hghest achievement,
80 that, 1f religion can be shown to be a natursal out-
come of our faculties, we may readily accept the
Science of Religion as one of the natural sciences, m
the most comprehensive meaming of that term  Any-
how, I hope I shall best carry out the intentions of
the founder of this lectureship by devoting these
lectures, firstly, to a careful collection of the facts of
religion,, secondly, to an imntercomparison of these facts ,
and thirdly, to an interpretation of their me

But Lord Gafford has not only mdicated what he
wished chiefly to be taught in these lectures on
Natural Theology ; he has been even more careful
to indicate the spmit by which he hoped that s
lecturers would be gmided And this seems to me the
most remarkable feature of is bequest Lord Gifford
wes evidently what the world would eall a devout and
religious man, end you have heard how m his Will
he expressed his conviction that a true knowledge of
God 15 the means of man's highest well-being and
the mecurity of us upward progress Yet so strong
was his econviction that all seientific inquiry must be
perfectly fiee, 1f 1t is to be useful, that he would hear
of no 1estaictions in the choice of his lecturers

* They may be of amy denomination whatever, be
Bays, ‘or of no denomimation at all, they may be of
any veligion or of mo religion at all , they may be go-
callad, scepines or frethinkers, so long as they have
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proved themselves simcere lovers of andeearnest im~
quarers after truth’

Now 1n this large-hearted charity, and at the same
moment, 1n this unshaken faith in the indestiuectible
character of religion, we may smely recognise & sign
of the times, Would such a Will have been possible
fifty years ago? Would any English, would any
Scotch Umversity at that tume have accepted a
lectureship on such conditions? I doubt it, and I
see 1n the ready acceptance of these conditions on
the part of the Scotch Umversities the best proof
that 1n the study snd true appreciation of 1eligion
alag, our nineteenth centmy has not been stationary.

‘When 1t was fiist suggested that one of these
Gufford readerships might be offered to me, I replied
at once to my friends at Edinburgh, Glasgow, and
St Andrews, that I could not become a candidate, It
80 happened that I was informed at the samo time that
my own Universiby might again require my services,
and I felt very strongly that at my time of life I
ought not to undertake new duties, but rather finish,
if possible, the work which I had in hand, If X
tell you that I was pledged to a new edition of the
Rig-veds, which consists of six volumes quarto, of
about & thousand pages each, and that besides that,
I was engaged in putting a finishing touch to an
English translation of the hymns of that Veda,~to
say nothing of new editions of several of my other
books, which, like myself, had grown old and anti-
quated, you will readily believe that, strongly as I felt
tempted, and highly as Ifelt honoured that I should
have been thought of as a fit candidate, I thought
1t wise not to enter on & new campaign,
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But when I was informed by your Prinoipal that,
though not a candidate, I had been elected, and
unanimously elected, by the Senate of your Umi-
versity, 1 had not strength emough to say No
Whether I acted wisely or fooliehly, the future must
show But when I had once said Yes, I must con-
fess it wes to me like the beginmng of & new life
Some of the work on which I was engaged had to be
thrown overboard, but I had now an opportumty,
and a splendid opportumty, for summing up the
whole waik of my hfe

Fagive me 1f, for a short while, I speak of myself.
I know 1t 15 very wrong, and may sound very selfish,
But I am anxious to explan to you what the mamn
outhne of the work of my lhfe has been, and why 1
hope that 1n these lectures I may be able to gather
up what seeme to me worth preserving, and at the
same time to place before you the final outcome of
Ihife-long labours, devoted to what the ancient Greeks
called 7@ uéyiora, the greatest things As s student
at Leipzig, in the year 1841, I began my studies
as & classical scholar, as a pupil of Gottfried
Hermann, Heupt, Westermann, Nobbe, and Stallbaum.
These were gieat names at the time, and excellent
teachers, but even before I had taken my degree,
I was tempted away by philosophy, attending the lec-
tures of Christian H., Weisse, Drobisch, Hartenstewn,
and Lotze Leipzg was then richer in great teachers
than any other Umversity in Germany Hartenstemn
represented the classical Kantian school; Drobiseh
was a follower of Herbart, Weisse made propagands
for Hegelianism, Lotze, then quite a young Privat-
dooent, started a philosophical system of his own,
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which now begins, I beheve, to attract attention in
Scotland also I 1magmed at that time I was a
Hegelian, and I well remember when I passed my
final Examination at Leipzig, and had been wrangling
for s long time with my Examiner, Professor Drobsch,
all in Latin, on the respective merits of Hegel and
Herbart, Drobisch, who was then Dean of the Philo-
sophical Faculty, and who I believe is lecturing still
at Leipzig, addrecsed me 1n the following words. Vir
doctissyme, quamwmas mostris sententug toto coelo dis~
temus, tamen te creo atque pronuntio magisirum
Artium et Doctorem Philosophiae wn Universitate
mosira 'The dissertation which I wrote in 1843,
m order to obtain my Doctor's degree, was ¢ On. the
Third Book of Spinoze’s Ethics, De Affectabus.

In the meantime, hike many other young philos
sophers, I had been attracted by Schelling's famo to
Berhn, where I attended his leetuies, and soon be-
come personally acquainted with the old sage. Ha
was ab that time an old man, more of a poet and
prophet than of a philosopher ; and his lectures on the
philosophy of mythology and religion opened many
new views to my mind. But, though I admired the
depth and the wide range of his ideas, I could not
help being struck by what seemed to me his un-
founded statements with regard to the aneient veli-
gons of the East. I had at Leipzig studiod Arabie
under Fleischer, and Sanskrit under Brookhans, and
I waa then reading Persian with Rilckert at Berlin.
Though I was & mere boy, Schelling was quite will-
ing to lsten to some of my eriticisms, and at his
request I then translated for him some of the most
importent Upanishads, which form part of the ancient

. 0
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Vediclitersgure Ihave never been able to recover that
translation, and 1t was not tall 1879 that I published
a new, and, I hope, more accurate translation of thesa
theosophic treatises, n my Sacred Books of the Eust,
I soon came to see, however, that these Upani-
ghads were only the latest outcome of Vedie litera-
ture, and that m oider to know thewr antecedents,
1 order to be able to appreaste the historical
growth of the Indian mind during the Vedie age, we
must study the ancient hymns of the Veda I re-
member having a most 1nteresting discussion on the
relative importance of the Vedic hymns and the
Upamishads with Schopenhasuer at Frankfort. He
considered that the Upamshads were the only por-
t1on of the Veda which deserved our study, and that
all the rest waa priestly 1ubbish (Priester-wirthschaft).
His own philosophy, he declmed, was founded on
the Upanishads, which, as he says m one of his books,
‘have been the solace of my Ihfe, and will be the
solace of my death!” To me it seemed that an
historical study of the Vedic religion ought to begin
with the hymns of the Rig-veds, as contaimng in
thought and langnage the antecedents of the Upam-
shads The first book only of the Rig-veda, the
collection of hymns, had then been published by
Frederick Rosen, and Rosen had died before even
that first volumne was printed. I felt convinced that
all mythological end religious theories would remain
without & sohd foundation till the whole of the Rig-
veds had been pubhshed This idea took complete
possession of me, and young as I was, and, I ought to

1 Upanishads, translated by Max Mtiller, in Sacred Books of the Bast,
wol1'p lx.
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add, reckless as I was, instead of beginning my work
as B lecturer 1 ome of the German Univeimties, I
went to Pams to attend Burnouf’s lectures, and to
copy and collate the MBS of the Veda and its volu-
mmous commentary It was hard work, very uphill
work indeed, for Sansknt was not known then as 1t
18 now, and the whole hterature on which Siyana's
great commentary on the Rig-veds is founded, was
then almost entirely a terra ncogmita, and had fust
to be discovered, and to be studied from MSS. 1n the
Bibliothdque Royale, es 1t was then called, or in Bur-
nouf’s private hibrary I often thought that I should
have to give it up, and retuin as a Piivatdocent to
& German Umversity, for I am not ashamed to say
that during all that time at Paris, I had to maintein
myself, as I have done ever smnce, with these three
fingers, However, encouraged and helped by Bur-
nouf, I persevered, and when I was 1eady to begin
the printing of the first volume, I came to England,
s I thought for & fow weeks only, to collate some
MSS at the East India House in Leadenhall Street,
and to make the acquaintance of Professor Wilson,
at that time the Nestor of real Sanskrit scholars in
Europe. New clouds, however, were then gathering
on my horizon. The Impenal Academy of St. Peters-
burg, even at that time deoply interested in Indian
literature, had voted large funds for bringing out an
edition of the Rig-veda with SAyana's commentary,
and had asked the East India Company for the loan
of those very MSS. which I had come to London to
copy and collate. At the same time Professor Wilson,
i the name of the East India Company, had sent
invitations to the most learned Pandits i Indis,
c2
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asking them whether they would undertake an
edition of the Rig-veda in India. All my plans
seemed thus to collapee ; but I need not trouble you
with my personsl f1oubles. Suffice 1t to say that the
Pandits of India dechined to undertake the edition of
the text and commentary of the Rig-veds, for the
sumple reagon that the study of Vedic hteratuie had
at that time been entirely neglected in India, that
the Directors of the late East India Company thought
it unfair that the MSS of the Rig-veda should be
sent to the Impemal Academy at St Petersburg at
the very time when I had come to London to make
use of them , and that, on the 1ecommendation of my
old friend, Professor Wilson, the East India Company
entrusted me with the publication of the Rig-veds at
their expense

I did not accept this offer with a Light heart, It
meant giving up my Umversity career in Germany,
and more than that, it meant severe drudgery and
the very smallest pay for many years to come. I
had no 1llusions about SAyana’s commentary, I knew
it was the swne qud mon for ell scholarlike study of
the Veda, but I had seen enough of it to know that
it certanly did not contemn the key to a real under-
standing of the ancient hymns of the Veds Besides
thet, even the Vede was to me only & means to an
end, namely, & philosophy of mythology and religion,
based on more trustworthy materials than those on
which Schelling had been able to build his later philo-
sophy of rebigion and mythology

Thus, while I determmed to work for others in
biingmg out as complete and cotrect an edition of
the Big-veds and its commentary &8 was then pos-
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sible, I made up my mind at the same time to carry
on my own work Having then settled at Oxford,
and having been appointed to lecture on Modern
Literatme and Language, I devoted my lesure to a
study of the Science of Language A study of lan-
guage is absolutely necessary as an introduction to
the study of philosophy as well as of religion.
Whatever further reseaich may teach us about the
true nature of language, 1t 15 clear, from a purely
practical pomnt of view, that language supplies at
least the tools of thought, and that a knowledge of
these tools 15 as essential to a philosopher, as & know-
ledge of his ship and his oars 1s to a salor The
Science of Language, as I treated it in my Lectures
at Oxford, 18 pre-eminently an analytical science, We
take languages as we find them, we trace them back
to their emaliest forms, and classify them, and then
analyse every word till we arrive at elements which
1esist further analysis These elements wo call Toots,
and leave them, for the present, as ultimate facts,
In tracing the upward growth of words we arrive at
a stage where we can clearly see the branching off of
& large number of meanings, springing from the same
stem And smong these earliest ramifications we
meet with & number of names familiar to ns from
what 18 ocalled the mythology of ancient nations,
We soon discover that these mythologiesl expressions
are by no means restrieted to religious idess, but thab
there is a period in the growth of language in which
everything may or must sssume a mythological ex-
pression. It was the ohject of the second volume of
my Lectures on the Science of Language, to establish
the fact that mythology, in its true sense, was an
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inevitable phase in the development of the human
mind, and that we could solve many of its riddles
‘with the help of such indications as were supplied to
us by & careful study of the general growth of lan-
guage I called this peculiar phase or affection of
language a kind of disease, though, Iike many dis-
eases, 1t ought really to be recogmised as & recuperative
cims m the youthful eonstatution of the human
mind. In some few cases only, to which, on account
of their perplexing nature, I called particular atten-
tion, could mythology rightly be considered as a
disease, a8 a premature hardening, so to say, of the
o1gamo tissues of language, namely, when & word had
lost 1ts e1yginal mesning, and was afterwards inter-
preted, or rather mimnterpreted, mn accordance with
the idess of & later age. I tried to work out this
prineiple 1 & number of essays which formed the
foundatien of what 18 now ealled Comparative My~
thology or the Sevence of Mythology In spite of much
opposition, arising chiefly from a fealure on the part of
my critics to understand the principles which I followed
and to eomprehend the objects I had in view, that
Scrence of Mythology 18 now as firmly established as the
Science of Lamguage®, and I can honestly say that
nothing has strengthened my faith in 1t so much as &
gallant and powerful charge lately made against it by a
mogt 1 d and tious eritic, I mean Professor
Gruppe, 1n lus Gmechische Oults und Mythen, 1887,
¥ shall often have to refer to this book in the course
of my lectures, I shall often have to express my en-
tare dissent from 1t; but, before we come to blows, I

1 See A, Barth, Bullstn do la Myfholupe Avyenns, in the Revus de
T Histoire des Religions, 1880, p 109,
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like thus publicly to shake hands with ax antagonist
who 18 learned, serious, honest, and honourable.

These mythological researches led me back natur-
ally to the problem with which I had started, the pro-
blem of the omgin and growth of religion. And here
1t was a simmlar summons to that which has brought
me here to-day, namely, an invitation to deliver the
first course of the Hibbert Lectures m Londonm, in
1878, that enabled me to lay before a large public the
principles of the Science of Religion and Comparative
Theology?, as apphed to the omgin and growth of
rehigion m India.

It was while engaged in these researches that
I began to feel the absolute necessity of our possess-
ing trustworthy translations, not only of the Veds,
but of all the Sacred Books of the East. I had by
that tume finished the edition of the Rig-veda and
1ts commentary, and it was expected that I should
publish a complete translation of it But here I
broke down, for reasons which those who know any-
thing of the present state of Vedic scholarship will
readily understand. The ulation of material
was top great for a mngle and no longer & young
scholar. The one scholar in Germany who by his
lexicographio labours would seem to have been best
qualified for that task, Professor Roth, declared
honestly that a translation of the Veda is a task
not for this, but for the next eentury

I had still many things to finish, and I falp the
time had come for drawing in my sails, Having
lectured for twenty-five years at Oxford, I thought
I had & right to be relieved ; nay, I felt it a duty

! Hitbert Leotures, Longmnns, 1883,
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to the Uniyersity to make room for younger and
more vigorous men. I then formed a small soawety,
consisting of the best Oriental scholars 1 Europe and
India, and we began to publish & series of translations
of the Sacred Books of the East, which by this time
amounts to thirty volumes, and will ultimately com-
piise forty-eight.

‘While engaged in conducting this undertaking, I
felb 1t necessary, befole resuming my study of
religion, to define more clearly my own philosophical
pomtion. Ihad from the very first made 1t sufficiently
clear, I thought, that to my mnd language and
thought were inseparuble, that thought was language
mwnus sound, mstead of language bemng, as was
commonly supposed, thought plus sound. It was
from that poimnt of view that I felt justified in treat-
ing mythology as I had done, namely, as an affection,
or even as s disease, of language, and 1t was in the
same gense that I had tried to read in the annals of
language soms of the secrets of the growth of reli
gion The common 1llusion that language 1s dafferent
from thought, and thought different fiom language,
seemed to me one of the best 1llustrations of modern
philosophical mythology , but I found that even pro-
fessed philosophers clung to that myth with the same
tenscity with which they ching to thewr belief in
faoulties and forces, as different from their manifesta~
tions They had so hittle understood the fundamental
prinaple on which my system rested, namely, the
absolute coalescence of language and thought, that one
of them, Professor Gruppe, published his large work
on Mythology, chiefly i order to show that instead
of explaining mythology as & peculiarity of language,
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I ought to have explamed i1t as & peguliamty of
thought What is one to say to this kind of eriti-
c1sm, which 1gnores, or rather runs its head aganst,
the very walls of the fortress which it means to
besiege? I thus was almost compelled to publish
my last book, the Science of Thought, 1n which I
collected all the facts that had been brought to light
by the Science of Language, m support of a theory
held by the most eminent philosophers from Plato to
Hegel , namely, that Logos 18 the same thing, whether
you tianslate 1t by language or by thought, and that
a8 there 18 no language without reason, neither 1s
there any reason without language

I hope to taeat this question more fully in some
of my later lectwies At present I only wished to
show what is the red thread which holds my literary
work together, and to explain to you why, when I
recerved the mwitation to lecture on Natural Theology
1n this University, I felt that, if lifo and health were
granted mo, this was the very work I ought still to
accomplish. I want, if possible, to show you how the
road which leads from the Seience of Language to the
Serence of Mythology and to the Seience of Thought,
is the only safe road on which to approach the Science
of Religion. This Science of Religion will thus become
the test, and I hope the confirmation, of previous
theories on language, mythology, and thought; snd
the work which I began at Leipzig in 1848, will, if
my life is spared, be brought to its fina] consummation
in the Lectures which you have allowed me to give in
the Umversity of Glasgow.

The task with which you have entrusted me is

! Bee Contemporary Review, October, 1888 My Predcecssors.’
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enormous—far beyond the powers of any ome man,
and I know full well, far beyond my own powers
All T can promise you is to help to clear the giound
and to lay the foundation, but to erect a building,
such as Lord Gufford shadowed forth m his Last
‘Will, to rawse a temple wide enough, strong enough,
high enough for all the rehigious espirations of the
human race, that we must leave to future generations
—to younger, to stronger, and to better hands.



LECTURE IL
DEFINITION OF RELIGION.

Definition of Religion, why wanted.

F the Science of Rehgion 18 to be treated as one of

the natural seences, 1t is clear that we must begin

with a eareful collection of facts, 1llustrating the origin,
the growth, and the decay of religion.

But we shall find 1t impossible to do so, unless we
first enter on & preliminary and, I must add, a some-
what difficult inquiry, namely, What is meant by
relignon  Unless we can come to a clear understanding
on that point, we shall find 1t impossiblo to determine
what facts to inelude, and what facts to exclude in
eollecting our evidence for the study of religion

What then is religion? To many people this will
sound a very easy question, as easy as the question,
What is man? Practical people objest to such
questions, and consider any attempt to answer them
as mere waste of time. Now it is quite true that
there 18 a kind of public opinion, which for all ordi-
nary purposes settles the meaming of words, and by
which we may allow ourselves {o be guided in the
daily soncerns of life. But in philosophical disoussions
this is strietly forbidden, ‘What is philosophy but a
perpetual oriticism and coxrection of language, and
the history of philosophy but & sucesssion of new
defimtions assgned to old and familiar terms
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@reat difforences in defining Religion.

Besides, there is anything but agreement on the
true meaning of rebgion, Most people, whatever their
opinions might be on other ponts, would probably
hold that 1eligion must always have something to do
with God or the gods But even that 18 not the case
Buddhism, for instance, which 1s & creed professed by
the largest number of human bemngs, recognises, as
taught by Buddha Shkyamuni, no god, or at all events
no creator of the umiverse, and 1t has been held m
consequence that Buddhsm could not be called re-
ligion,

Is Buddhism » Religlon?

Now it 18 quite true, we may so define religion that
the name could not be applied to Buddhism , but the
question 18, who has the 11ght so to narrow the defini-
tion of the word ‘religion’ that 1t should cease to be
applicable to the creed of the msjority of mankind?
You see that the mght of definition 15 & most sacred
right, and has to be carefully guarded, if we wish to
avold the denger of mere logomachies How often
have I been asked, Do you call Buddha's religion & re-
ligion, do you call Darwin's philosophy philosophy, or
‘Wagner’s musio music? What can we answer under
such provocation, except, Define what you mean by
religion, define what you mean by philosophy, define
‘what you mean by musie, and then, and then only, we
mey possibly come to an agresment s to whether
Buddha’s doctrines may be called religion, Darwin'a
writings philosophy, and Wagner’s compositions musio.
I know full well that nothing irritates an adversary
50 much as to be asked for a definition, and yet it 18
well known, or ought to be ‘well known, that defini.
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tion formed the very foundation of the philosophy of
the ancients, of Socrates, Plato and Anstotle, while
the absence of proper definitions has been and is stall
the curse of modern philesophy.

Deflnition of Deflnition.

But before we can give a definition of religion, we
must first give a defimtion of definition itself, however
pedantic such a request may appear.

There are at least three kinds of definitions, the
etymological, the storical, and the dogmutic

Etymologioal Definition.

Many people still imagine that an etymology 18
itgelf & defimtion This was an impression which
prevaaled widely in early times?, before the true
principles of etymology had been disecovered ; and it
prevaila even now, though there is no longer any
excuse for 1t Homer, for mstance, is very fond of
etymologies which are to account for the peculiar
chaancter of certain gods and heipes. Plato extends
this practice even more wululy, though he often leaves
us 1n doubt whether he is really serious in his etymo-
logies or not. You know how in his Cratylus (410)
he derives drp, air, from alpew, to raise, as the element
which raises things from the earth ; how he explaing
alffp, ebhar, a8 deberfp, because this element is alwayr,
runmng in & flux about the air(del et 2épa Jéwv). He
der1ves feol, the gods, aleo from the same root; fely, to
run, because he suspected, as he says®, ¢ that the sun,
moon, earth, stars, and heaven, which are still the

1 See Mill, Thres Hasays on Religion, p. 4.

L Of suhhyuhttnhumndl. i 4 tnnnirukmnm ka lnkshenam,

the
* Oratylus, 37 0,

"
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gods of mapy barbarians, were the only gods known to
the aborigmal Hellenes, and seeing that they were
always moving and running, from this their runmng
nature, they celled them gods or runners, and after-
wards, when they had discovered all the other gods,
they retained the old name’ Others, such as the author
of the De Mundo, wrongly supposed to be Anstotle,
denved alfifp, the ether, fiom del ¢y, because 1t was
always running and moving !

The Romans followed the example of the Greeks ?
Poeta ke Lucretius and Ovad 1ndulged 1n etymologies,
whenever they seemed to agree with their opimons,
and to the latest times Roman lawyers delighted in
supporting thewr defimtions of legal terms by more or
less fanciful derivations

In India also these etymological definitions were
recognised from the earliest ttmes  They are generally
mtroduced 1n the following way *This 1s the saddle-
hood of a saddle that we sit on 1t’, ‘this 18 the road-
hood of a road that we mde® on it’, ‘this is the
heaven-hood of heaven that it has been heaved on
high’' Only, while these etymologies are historically
correct, any etymology 18 welcome to the authors of
the Brihmana or the Nirukta, if only 1t explains some
meaning of the word.

In some cases these etymological definitions are
very useful, but they require the greatest caution,
First of all, many popular etymologies ¢ are phonetic-
ally untenable and historieally wrong God, for m-

1 Do Mundo, ed. Didot, vol. ail p 6328, L 23, Bid 7d ded Gei,
’ Iannh. Ddaﬂyudwhﬂnmhlhrl.nm,wl H.l Cie Nat.Dlor id, 24
Hea ALcademy, Do IEBB also P].utuuh, Jlraan. 21,
‘Vm.LLvT, Emet * Quattuor urpliun.nd.lgnﬂul in.
ﬂmu in #uaﬂﬂmgamﬂm venif. Quis enim non videt unde areni~
Larsch, L o vol i1 p 120,
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stance, cannot be derived from good, becawse phonetic
1aws will not allow 1it, and because the two words run
parallsl, and never approach one another, as far as we
can follow thewr history

But even where an etymology is unassalable
on phonetic and hstorical grounds, it can mnever
give us more than the first starting-point of & word.
It may teach us how the ohject to be named was
first concerved, but no moie We know, for in-
stance, that deus in Latin representa the Sanskrit
deva, perhaps also the Greek feds, though neither of
these etymologues is 1 strict accordance with phonetie
rules?, and that deva meant omgnelly, bright. This
18 extremely 1mportant as showing us that one of the
many conceptions of the Divine started from the con-
cept of bright and beneficent beings, such as sun, and
moon, and stars, 1n opposition to the dark and deadly
aspects of the might, but to imagme that this could
help us to understand the concept of God 1n the mind
of sugh a thinker ss Pascal, would be absmid, We
can never be too grateful, if we can discover the
germmal 1dea of & word, if we can prove, for instance,
that deus was onginally no more than a bright being,
that 8 priest wes onginally an elder, & minister a
servant, a byghop an overseer ; but if we were to give
these etymolqgies as more than historical curiosities,
and nustake for definitions, we should only prove
our ignorance of the nature of language, which is in a
constant state of ebb and flow, and exhibits to us the
process of continuous evolution better than any other
part of nature,

1 Hoo Selectad Fssays, i p 315, I still hold to the opinions there
expressed.
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Historical Definition.
We now come to historical defimtions What I call
an hwstorical defimtion 18 an account of these very
changes which take place in the meammng of & woid,
8o long as 1t 18 left to the silent and unconscious
wfluences which proceed from the vast community of
the speakers of one and the same langnage Thus an
histoneal definition of deus would have to show the
varous changes which led from deve, bright, as ap-
pled {o the sun, the dawn and other heavenly pheno-
mens, to the Devas, as powers within or behind these
heavenly bodies, and lastly to the beneficent agents 1n
nature or abhove nature, whom the Hindus called
Devas, and the Romans diz  As the biography of a
man may be called his best defimtion, what I call
biographies of words aze perhaps the most useful de-
finitions which 1t is in our power to give.

Dogmatic Deflnition,

Lastly come the dogmatic definitions, by which I
mesn definitions given on the authority of individuals,
who, whatever a word may have meant etymologically,
and whatever 1t may have come to mean historcally,
declare that, for their own purposes, they intend to
use 1t in guch and such & sense. This is chiefly done
by philosophers, lawyers, and men of seience, who feel
unable to use important words with all the vagueness
of therr etymological and historical meamng, and
determime once for all, generally by the old logical
method of settling thewr genus and their specifio
difference, in what exact semse they ought to be em-
ployed 1n future,

Let us now see how these three kinds of definition
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have been applied to the word with which awe bave to
deal, namely relrgron

Etymological Definition of Beligio.

The etymological definition of 1eligion has attracted
considerable 1nterest among theologians, owing to
that kind of tacit persuasmon that the etymology of
a word must somehow or other help to disclose its
1eal meanmng It is well known that Lactantius
derived religno from religare, to bind or hold back,
and he did so, not smply as a philologist, but as a
theologian ‘ We m1e born,’ he says, ‘under the con-
dition that, when born, we should offer to God our
justly due services, should know Him only, and
follow Him only We are tied to God and hound
to Ham (religats) by the bond of piety, and from thie
has religion itself received its name, and not, as
Cicero has mterpreted it, from attention (« rele
gendo).

Before we examine this etymology, 1t will be use-
ful to give the etymology which Lactantius ascribes
to Chcero, and which he is bold emough to reject.
Cioero says ‘Those who carefully took in hand all
things pertaining to the worship of the gods, were
called religuosi, from reldgere, —as mneat peopls
(elegamtes) were g0 called from elegere?, to pick out
likewise diigent people, diligentes, from diligere, to
chaose, to value, and infellsgent people from intel~

1 Lactantiug, InsWiwh Dw, iv 28, 'Hao conditione gignimur, ut
generat1 nog Deo justs et debita obsequis praebeamus, hunc solum
noverimus, hune gequamur Hoo vinculo pietatia obatriotl Deo et
rehgaté sumns ; unde ipsa religlo nomen acoepit, non, ut Cloero in-
tes bus est, & rele o’

Rathér from a lost verb elagare.
D
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lagere, to wnderstand , for in all these words there 18
the meaning of legere, to gather, to choose, the same
a8 1 religiosus?

Let us first clear the giound of some statements
which ale repeated again and again, but which have
really no foundation It 18 often samd that Vano?
supports the etymology of Lactantios, but Varro
simply treats of Z¥gere and I&gio, and thus supports
indirectly the etymology of Cieero, rather than that
of Lactantius.

Festus, agan, 1f he 18 to be quoted at all as having
given an etymology of relygio, sudes with Cicero, and
not with Lactantius, for he says that people are called
reluguoes 1f they make s cholce (delectus) of what has
to be done or to be omitted mn the worship of the
gods, according to the custom of the state, and do not
entangle themselves 1n superstitions 3

Of later wnters St Augustin follows sometimes
the one, sometimes the other derivation, as 1t suits
his purpose; while among modern theologians 1t has
actually been maintained that religro was descended
fiom religare as well as from relegere, so as to com-
bine the meanings of both 4.

From g purely philological point of view 1t cannot

a 1 mm,mzm.pm i l!, ‘Qlu -nhm nmnh quae -d cultum
leorum
luntdlehrehxloliu 1 do, ut el ax‘ do, 1t

et intelhgend His enim in

verbu ommibus 1nest via legend: eadem quae in uhgmln
De w lat. v 68, ed Egger Leguwo, qnod leguntur

mlhbal in delectu ,’ Nxtnoh, Etudwn und Kritthon, 1 ) 537
L l‘utul, P 238, 1 g qu praster-

rerum oram de-
hohlm ‘habent nec se luparlhhnnlbnl imphunt‘
1 ¢ ‘Relegendo se sentit religntum,’ von Drey, as quoted by Nitzsch,
by Gy
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be demued that 7elegro might have sprung from religare
quite as well as from relegere  The ordinary objection
that from relsgare we should have religatro, and not
religno, has no 1eal weight, for we find by the smde of
opinare such woids as opinzo, not opwnatio, and
necopimus , and by the mde of rebellare, rebellis and
2¢ebello  In lctor also, if 1t meant originally a man
who binds the eriminal, we should have to admit a
root Zigere, by the mde of lzgars

The real objection to our deriving religio from
relagare 18 the fact that in classical Latin relzgare 18
never used in the ssnse of binding or holding back
In that sense we should have expected olligatio, ox
posarbly obliguo, but not religio. Cicero’s etymology
18 therefors decidedly p1sferable, as more 1n accordance
with Latin idiom Relegere would be the opposite of
neglegere or megligere, and as meglegere meant ‘not
to care,’ relegere would naturally have meant ‘to
care,’ ‘to regaid,’ ‘ to revere’?, From a verse quoted
by Nigidius Figulus from an aneient wriler, and
preserved by Gellus (1v 8), we learn that religens
was actually used, as opposed to religiosus. He said:
Religentem ease oportet, religicsus me jfuas, ‘it is
nght to be reverent, but do not be religious, that is,
superstitious 2

1 The change of ¢ into { is historical, We find neglego and

intallogo and wntollign, Tha epelling with ¢ 18 the old spelling, but
there are modern compounds also which have always e, sush as

erligo, prasiky,
M. M. Hsbert Locturss, . 20,
* Goliius, ed. Hartz, iv, 9, Adjectives In osus generally imply an
excess, a8 vinoeus, muliorosus, Thus Nigidius Figulus sald * 'I:Poa in-
in semper b di verb ut vinosus, muliorosus,
copiam d 1 df rel super qua
dimtur, Quoerrca reliposus i appallabatur qui nimia ot supere
statioss religione sese alligny erat, eaque ros vitio asuignabatur.’ *Hed
D2
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The German word Andachi, hterally thoughtful-
ness, then reverence, has sometimes been compaied
with relugwo, but there 18 a shght difference. for
Andacht conveys the mesning of meditation 1ather
than of regard and reverence

There 18 one more etymological definition of 1eligion
which Gellus (1v 9) aseribes to one Masurius Sabmnus
He derived relaguosum, 1n the sense of sacred, from
relingquers, to leave or put amde, as something too
saoied for ordmaiy purposes®. As phonetic laws
would not sallow of this derivation, we mneed not
discuss 1t further

So much fo1 the etymology of religeo, which n its
first conception can only have meant respect, care,
revelence

Historioal Definition of Religio.

‘We now come to what I called the hustorcal defini-
tion, or what others might prefer to call an histoiical
dencription of the fates of the word relagio, while con-
fined to 1ts own native soll Most words, particularly
those which form the subject of controversies, have
had a history of their own Thewr mesmng has
changed from century to century, often fiom genera-
tion to geneiation, nay, hke the expression of the
human face, the expression of a word also may
change from moment to moment In one sense our
historical defimtion may be called the biography of
smm 16tn,’ thus Gellus continues, ‘quae Nigidius diaat, alio quo-

am daverticulo ngmﬂuahunh. religiosus pro casto ntque cbeervanti
cohibentique sase certis legibus finibusque diex coeptus ’

1 ‘Magyrius autem Sabinus in quos da indi,
composwit, religiosum, ngmt, est quod Eum umshtntem aliquam

a

remctum a0 sepomtum & nobs eaf relinquendo dhhun,
tamquam csertmonia & carendo ®  Gellfus, od Hartz,qx
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a word, and if only it can be recovered with any
approach to completeness, such & biography conveys
to us more information then can be gathered fiom
any logical or etymologieal defimtion

So long as the word religzo remaina on Roman sol,
all changes of meaning seem peifectly intelligible, if
only we take into account the influence of those
forces which determine the growth of meaning 10 all
words, Afterwards, when the word religio 15 trans-
ferred from a Roman to a Christian atmosphere, from
clasmcal to medueval Latin and the modern Romanie
dialects, from populss pailance to technical theology,
the case becomes different We then enter on purely
dogmatic or self-willed definitions, the natural growth
of language seems arrested, and all we can do is to
register the various meanings which have been
assigned to the word religion by philosophers and
theologians of authority and influence.

Tracing the history of mligio, we find 1t used in
Latin 1n 1ts orginal and wider sense of regard or
rospect, 1 such expressions as relygio jurigurandi,
reverence for an oath, as distinguished from metus
deorwm, fear of the godal,

Religio and metus occur frequently together, for
ingtance, Cie. 1 in Verr. 4, 45, 101, ut eam (cupudita~
tem) non metus, mon relugio contimeret, whero we can
translate the two words metus and religio by fear
and aws, fear expressing the fear of men or of conse-
quences, awe the foar of the gods It is said in another
place that when the moon was suddenly eclipsed on a

! Cie. Font, ix 80, *An vero stas nati liglone juriajurandi
ae metu deorum in testimoniie dicendi

arbitramini, quae tantum a ceterarum genbium more ac nntur
dissentiunt,” 8 .
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clear mightsthe whole army was peiturbed religione
et metu, by awe and fear Such expressions also as
reluyio est facers aligurd do not refer to religious
scruples? only, but to any qualms of conscience

After & time, however, religio became more and
more defined as the feelng of awe nspwed by
thoughts of divine powers Thus Cicero? states,
relyguo est quae superiomis cujusdum maturas quam
dummam  vocamt curam caervmomiamque affert,
‘Religion 18 what brings with 1t the care and cult
of some higher power which they call divine’ As we
find here relygro and caervmonia placed side by sde,
we find lLkewwse cwltus and religio 3 joined, the
former expresmng the outward, the lattex the inward
worship of the gods

A distinetion 18 soon made also between religion
and supersivtion, as Cicero says, mec vero super-
stitions tollenda ® relugio tollitwr, ©though super-
stition should be removed, religion 1s not’

Lastly, religio, and also the plural religiones®,
became the recognised names of outward rehigious
acts, of cult and ceremony. Thus Cicero ® distinctly
explaing relagio by cultus deorum, and he deolares”
that the religion of the Romans 18 divided into sacra,

1 Liv i1, 02. 'Ot numine aliquo defensa castra oppugnare iterum
religio fuerzb *

2 Invent_h, 53, 1

20w ND i 43, 111. Quis aut cultu aut religione dignas judi-
care (imagines'
* Ds Div 1. 72 148

" Cio. it Veorr v 18, B4, ‘Contra fu, contra auspicia, eontra omnes
divinas atqua ‘humanas religiones’

8 N.D i1 8, 8, ‘Religiono, 1d est cultu dsonnn, multo -nparlnnl.

" Do Nat Deor i 1, ‘Quumque omms un:lll(ln
n sacra ot susplols divies sit, et tertium a undnm M, 5 qua

gaussa ex et Bibyllae inm:otu-

hnuspicesve monuerunt.’
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sacrifices, and auspicia, observations of the flight of
birds, to which a third part has been added, namely,
when the interpreters of the Sibyl or the haruspices
declared something for the make of prophecy from
portenta and monstra The auspicia he supposes to
have been founded by Romulus, the sacre by Numa.
In another place he distinguwishes superstition from
religion, quae deorum cultu pro contunebur?, ¢ which
consists in the devout worship of the gods’ We meet
even with such expressions as relrgio deorum im-
mortalium %, 1 e, the worship of the mmortal gods.

So far we can watch the natural development of
the woid 7elygio m Latin It began with the mean-
g of care, attention, reverence, awe; 1t then took
the moral sense of seruple and conscience , and lastly
became more and more exclusively applied to the
mward feeling of reverence for the gods and to the
outward manifestation of that reverence in worship
and sacufice. There are some late writers who use
relrgio 1n the sense of faith; for instance, Cassiodorus
(died 562, AD), Religromem cogere mon possumus,
quia memo cogitur wt wnvitus credat ®, ¢ We cannot
force religion, for no one is ever forced to believe
against his will’. but in classical Latin religio never
has that meaning.

Thus ends the biography of the word religio, su
Icog as it lived its natural lfe, unchequered by
technical defimtion. We can clearly see that what
the Romans expressed by religio was chiefly the
moral or practical, not the speculative or philo~
sophical sde of relig The questi a8 to the

' N D .42, 117 2 Oie. Lael. 26, 96.
S Variayum Libri, 11, 27,




40 ‘LECTURE II.

existence, the chaincter and powers of their gods, did
not trouble their minds, so long as they were left to
themaelves, still less did they make their sense of
moral obhgation, which they called religeo0, dependent
on their faith in the gods only They had a feeling
of awe 1 their hearts at the might of anything that
seemed to them overpowering and beyond the grasp
of thewr senses and therr understanding They did
not care much whence that feeling aiose, but they
called 1t 1¢lzguo, that 18, conmdering, thinking twice,
hesitating, that was enough for them The 1dea that
the gods had 1mplanted that feeling in their hearts, or
that a thing was wrong or right because the gods had
forbidden or commanded 1t, did not occur to them,
tall they had come m contaet with Greek philosophy.
Their religion, if we may use that word in its later
and far moie geneinl sense, was very much what
Spinoza 1 his Tractatus theologico-poleticus thinks
that practical religion ought always to be, simple
proty and obedience, as dwstinguished from philosophy
and love of knowledge The gods were aceepted
without any misgivings, thewr approval of what was
right end good was taken for granted, and no further
guestions were agked. So great is the difference
between religio, as understood by the Romans, and
relygio a8 commonly undemstood by us, that religio
Romana would never have conveyed to Cato the
ides of his knowledge of Jupiter, Mars, or Vesta, and
the duties he owed to them, but rather that of
ancient Roman piety, There 18 a well-known verse
by Schiller:

‘Which religion I hava? Thers 8 none of all you may mention,
‘Which I embrace, and the cause? Truly, religlon it Is.’
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Here he uses rehgion in the fist line 3n a purely
modern sense, 1n the second line m a truly classical
sense What he meant was that he was held back
by awe, by reverence and humility, from deciding on
the truth of any single form of faith, and this the
Romans too might have called religion

French has 1n some expressions retained the class-
1cal meamng of religno. In such a phrase as Il «
wne relagron inviolable powr sa parvle we recognise
the Latin religio jurigurandi!

Later meanings of Religlo.

‘We now bave to follow the word religio 1 its later
wanderings Tiansferred to a Christian sol, 1eligion
became 1eally a foreign word, and as such had to be
defined by those who used 1it, and chiefly by theolo-
gians and philosophers We naturally look first to
the Old and New Testament to ses 1n what sense
religion 18 used thers But n the translation of the
0ld Testament the word religion never occurs, and in
the New Testament 1t occurs three times only ; and in
one of these passages the translation vares between
religion and superstition, Inthe Acts of the Apostles,
xxv1 B, we read: ‘I lived a Pharisee after the most
straitest sect of our religion” Heie religion, in the
Vulgate, religio, corresponds to the Greek fpnoxeis,
which means outward worship of the gods. In the
Epstle of 86 James (i. 26, 27), we have 6pnoxela, reli-
glous worship, and the adjective 6pfiorxor, 'which 18
rendered by religious, in the Vulgate by »eligiosus.

In the Epistle to the Galatians (i 13, 14) the trans-

} See Litird) s.v  Ho also cites such expressons as 4 o wne raliqron
ob un aels pour les wnter dts du o1, o1 ol se furl une religion d'dcowter log russons,
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lation the ¢Jews' relignon’ 18 meant to render the
Greek ’lovdaiopds, which 18 retained 1n the Vulgate as
Judazsmus Lastly, in the Acts, xxv 19, ¢ they had
certain questions agamst him of thewr own supersis-
teom, and of one Jesus, which was dead, whom Paul
affirmed to be alive, we have in Greek 3eicidarpovla,
which 1eally means the fear of the gods, and which the
Vulgate tianslates 11ghtly by superstitio, the Revised
Version less cotrectly by religron®

In all these passages, what 18 mtended by religro, as
used 1n the Vulgate, 18 a system of religious belief and
worship , no longer what was meant by relaguo in 1ts
classical sense The nearest approach to religio in
its orginal meaning is found in the Greek eloéBeia.
The verb oéBouat ?, expressed at first being awestruck,
standing back with awe Thus céBas u’ #e: elvopdurra
meant ‘awe holds me back while I behold.’ It after-
wards 18 used for reverence towards the gods. Thus
eboéBeia Znwos 18 used by Sophocles (Electia, 1097) 1n
the sense of reverence towards Zeus, and the same
word with the preposition els occurs in the sense of
piety towards parents, as 1n Plato’s Republic, 616 C,
eboédewn els Beods xal yovéns. After Homer we find
oéBopas used with the accusative, like vemeror, fo
nstance, oéBopar feods, I worship the gods

At first the Greeks used 3e.oidaipovlo, fear of the

1 Other Biblical mmmnm for religion are ﬂﬂnrnﬂ Oeod, Aarpsla,
lnuMla Sea E, Hal Biblical Gresk, p

! Brugmann’s derlnﬂon of oéBopae and a'lﬂu from Sansknt tyag,
to leave, 18 not tenabls, on account of the difference of meaning;
gee Kuhn's Zadschryft, xxv, p 801 If an etymology must be g!vsn.
I should connect vlﬂul with oofiw, to scare away, and Sansknt
kahubh, to perturb nnalhnnnthmtumﬂraekum‘egu-

lar, but not mthout malogy, see Ourtlus, p, 696, In kehubh we

should have to racogmse a parallel form ol kuhnbh Bnt this s
very doubtful,
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gods or of the demons, and ¢ofeicfar 5 Grioy, to fear
the divine power, 1n a good sense. But very soon
detoidatpovla was used in a bad sense, as superstition,
50 that Marcus Aurehus Antomnus (161-180, A D.)
speaks of feoceBis xwpis dewridarpoplas, god-fearing
without superstition *

Dogmatic Definitions

We have now to consider the third class of defini~
tions, which I called dogmatic. They differ from the
etymological and historical definitions in that they
give us the opinions of individuals, whether theolo-
gians or philosophers, who take upon themsclves to
say, not so much what 1eligion does mean or did
mean, but what it shall mean There 18 generally
something dictatoriel 1n such definitions I open the
pages of a philosophical journal® and I find in close
proximity the following definitions of religion. * Reli-
gion 18 our recognition of the umty of nature, and
teaches us to consider ourselves as parts of the whole;
and who can doubt its strong influence upon all our
conduct!’ On the next page I read, ‘Theology and
Metaphysics have nothing to do with Morality,’ and
soon after, ‘Religion has never becn other than
soience, plus worship or emotion.’

We can hardly open & book without meeting with
sunilar random definitions of relgion. Religion is
said to be knowledge, and 1t is said to be ignorance,
Religion is said to be freedom, and 1t is said to be
dependence  Religion 18 said to be desire, and it is
said to be fieedom from all desires. Religion is said
to be milent contemplation, and 1t is said to be splendid

1 Els daurdy, hb vi § 30, ed. Gatoker, p 62,
% The Open Court, vol 1 pp 976-08L
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and statelyeworship of God. People take every kind
of Liberty with this old word Young poets wall tell
you that poefry 1s their rehigion, young artists, that
their religion 15 art, while 1t has been said of old that
‘pure religion 1s to visit the fatheiless and widows 1
therr affliction, and to keep yourselves unspotted from
the world 1’

‘We cannot contest the nght of every one to define
religion aa he undeistands 1t For see how the matter
stands with 1egard to definition We have the etymo-
logrcal meaning of 1eligion, but that 18 not binding,
and we have the various Asstorical meanmngs of rehi-
gon, and they again are not binding What erteria
then can we discover for testing the truth of what I
call the dogmatic definitions of rebigion? Some are
clearly far too narrow, others far too wide. Some are
faulty 1 themselves, otheis prove deficient when we
try to apply them to historical facts. We must examine
the most 1mportant of them, and though such an ex-
amination, even of the most important definitions
only, will no doubt ocecupy some time, we ought to
remember how often a whole dialogue has heen
devoted by Plato to tHifdund of philosophical recon-
noitring, and ought not to grudge the time which we
have to devote to this preliminary inquiry.

Beligion and Theology,

In conducting this inquiry we must be careful in
the choice and use of our own words, and we must
try, as far as possibls, to use every word in one sense
only We must distingmish, for instance, between
religion and theology, though these words have often

! Ep, Bt. James, 3, 27,
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been used promiscuously By religion ewe should
always understand the subject itself, by theology the
study or science of that subject This terminology,
go far as the word theology 1s concerned, has prevailed
ever smce the time of Abelaid, and theie seems to be
no reason for changing 1t

The Greek word theologos was used originally in &
dafferent sense  Thus Homer and Hesiod weie called
theologi (Heiodotus, 1. 53), not 1n the modern sense of
theologians, but &8 conversant with the origin and
lustory of the gods Hesiod's Theogony might have
been called his Theology, or, at all events, & part of 1t,
and that name 18 apphed to simlar works, such as the
Theology of Thamyns, and of O1pheus, who 18 speci-
ally called 6 feordyos by the Neo-platonists®. Plato
and Anstotle used theology in the sense of ¢ doctrine
concerning Deity and Divine things,’ Adyor mepl 708 Geod
kai mepl Thy Oedy

In Latin theologio was taken by Vairo in the sense
of what we call religion, there being according to him
three kinds of theology, the mythical, the physicul,
and the efml The mythical theology contained the
fables about the gods, and many things, we are told,
contrary to the dignity of immortal beings. The
physcal theology was described by him as beyond
the capacity of the vulgar, while he consideied tho
ewil theology, the recerved religion of Rome, as best
for & good citazen to believe,

In Christian phraseology theologos meets us first aa
the name of the author of the Apocalypse, John the
Divine, or the theologos This name, however, we are
told, was given to him, not simply because he was

1 Bee Gruppe, Dis grischischen Oulte, pp. 682-697,



46 - LECTURE II,

what we call & theologian, but because he maintained
the divimty of the Logos In the third and fourth
centuries theologos 1s said to have meant usually one
who defended that doctrine

Later,and particularly during the middle ages, theo-
logy came to mean religious doctrine m geneisl, as
studied by theologians or priests, and Abelard’s Theo-
logra Ohristiana was meant to represent what was
afterwards called Summa theologuas, a body of sys-
tematical knowledge concermng Christian rehigion®

and Practical

The fashion which prevailed for some time, par-
ticulaly 1 Germany, of using reagion in the
sense of practical and moral religion, while re-
serving theology 8s & name of dogmatic religion,
18 objectionable, and can only cieate confusion We
may distinguish between dogmaetw and practical
relygion, and we may equally distinguish between
dogmatic and practical theology But as a theo-
logian 18 now always used in the sense of & man who
studies religion prof lly or who belongs to
the faculty of theulugy, it will be best to reserve
theology as & name of this study. A mere believer 1In
the dogmas of any religion is not yet a theologian. I
therefore propose to retain relagion 1n its gensral sense,
comprising both dogmatic and practical xeligion, and
reserve theology as the name for a solentific study of
both This wall prevent all msunderstanding, unless
we prefer to drop the name of theology altogether,
and replace 1t by the name of the Science of Religion.

* See Flint, i Encyelap, Brit, a.v, Theology,
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Comparative Fheology, -

It is likewise & mere abuse of technical terms to
speak of Comparative Relagwon. There 1s religion and
there 18 a science of religion, just as there is language
and a seience of language But no one would speak of
Compearative Language , neither ought we to speak of
Comparative Religion, It is different with mythology.
Mythology may be uged, not only for & collection of
myths, but hkewse for a scientific treatment of them,
and in the latter sense therefore it would be correct to
speak of Comparative Mythology.

‘We have thus far distinguished between

Religion, dogmatic and practical, and
Theology, dogmatic and practical

To some philosophers, and theologians also, such a
division between practical and dogmatie rehFion seems
objectionable, nay, impossible, because they maintain
that morality cannot possibly exist without some be-
hef m a divine, o1, at least, a rational government of
the world, and that dogma again would be useless,
unless it became the motive of practical morality.
This may be true, but we need not enter mto that
question st present, for by mmply qualifying religion
as either dogmatic or practical, we only distinguish,
we do not separate, and without committing our-
selves as yet to any opinion as to whether morality
can exist without dogma or dogma without morality,
we do no more by our nomenclature than admit the
existence of a common element in both,

Bohlelermacher's Dafinition of Religion,
Some philosophers, however, and particularly Sehlei-
ermacher, claim the right of usmg religion in a still
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higher sens8 They deny that religion 1s either dog-
matic or moral, they deny also that a combmation
of dogma and moralhity would give us 1ehgion. They
pownt out that when we say that a man 1s withoub
religion, we do not mean mmply that he does not
believe 1 Judaism, Chrstiamty, or any other form of
faith, or declines to submit to their moral codes We
mean really that he is without any rehgious senti-
ment Schlelermacher explans religions sentiment
a3 beng the immediate consciousness that all that
seems finite 18 1nfinite, that all that seems temporal 13
eternal. ‘To seek and find what 18 infimte and
eternal in all that lives and moves, m all changes and
chances, 1n all doing and suffering, m fact by an im-
mediate sentiment to have and know Lfe itself as the
infimite and eternal life, that,’ he says, *1s religion’—
‘From that point of view, if once reached, all events
become real miracles, all miracles become real events;
all experience becomes revelation, all revelation ex-
perience '—* If we do not see our own muacles around
us, 1f we do not percerve within us our own revela-
tions, if our soul does not yeain to diaw 1n the besuty
of the whole world and to be pervaded by its spint,
1f 1n the highest moments of our hife we do mnot feel
ourselves mpelled by the divine spmit and speaking
and acting from our own holy inspiration, if we do
not at least feel all that we feel as an immediate 1n-
fluence of the universe, and yet discover in 1t some-
thing that 18 owr own, that cannot be imtated, but
can prove 1ts pure origin ‘within ourselves, we have no
religion.’

‘We shall have to consider this meaning of religion
when we come to examine the Upanishads, the Ve~
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dénta philosophy, the poetry of the Sufls, and the
speculations of the mediaeval mystics, but 1t seems
to me that 1t would be better if a different name
could be assigned to what may be the highest height
which rehgion can resch, but is nevertheless a com-
plete transfiguration rather of human nature than a
system of doetrines about the Divine, and & code of
precepts mspired by our belef in the Divine In
German it 18 called Religiositat ; 1n English religrous-
mess or devotion might be used in the same sense.

Religion, either belief or body of doctrines.

We have shll one remark to make with regard to
the ordinary uge of the word religion,’ before we can
feel ourselves propeily equipped for grappling with
the great historical defimitions of religion which have
to be examned Like many texms of the same
charaoter, religion can be used either for our own
tellectual possession of theoretic dogmas and moral
principles, or a8 & name of a hody of doctrines and.
precepts collected by authority, ehiefly for the pur-
pose of teaching these doctiines and practices. Thus
we may say that a person has changed the Jewish for
the Christian religion, that is to say, that he has
changed s own rehgious convictions, But we may
also say that a peison is studying the Buddbist re-
bgion, erther by 1eading the sacrcd books of the
Buddhists or by watching the life of the Buddhists in
Ceylon or China, without allowing these studies to
exercwse the least effect on his own convietions This
ambiguity can hardly be avoided, and we have to make
allowance for 1t 1n all branches of knowledge. We
speak of logic, meamng either the laws of thought as

E
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we know %nd follow them ourselves, or & body of
doctzines, contained m essays and manuals, and we
shall have to bear 1n mind the same double meamng
when we speak of rehgion

A strict adherence to the termimology, as we have
now explaned 1t, will help us, I hope, to avoid many
musunderstandings, and enable us at the same time
to ssaign to each of the various defimitions of 1eligion
1ts proper place.



LECTURE IIL

‘EXAMINATION OF DEFINITIONS.

Natnral and Bevealed Religlons,

OST of the earlier definitions of religion which
we shall have to examine, have reference to
Judaism and Christianity only

These two 1eligions were eonsidered, in Europe at
least, as dufferent 1n kind from all the rest, bemng
classed as supernstural and revealed, in opposition to
all other religions which were treated as not-revealed,
aa natural, and by some theologians even as inspired
by the powers of evil.

In an historical study of religion, however, such a
distinetion 18 untenable?, for we shall find that the
claim of revelation or the rtion of & supernatural
origin is by no means peculiar to Chnatisnity and
Judaism. Most of the great religions of the world
were by their followers believed to have been revealed,
and the arguments by which such & belief was sup-
ported are much the same among all theologians.

As the founders of most religions professed to teach
what no eye had seen no: ear heard, they could not
invoke the ordinary authorities for the truth of thew
doctrmes, but had to appeal to supernstural sources of
knowledge. And even in cases where the founders

? Bee Flnt, Thetem, p, 523,
B2




52 LECTURE IIL

themselves” made no such claim, but took their stand
on the testimony of the spinit of truth only, their fol-
lowers would soon asct1be to them a higher authority,so
a3 to render all questionings and all opposition to their
doctrnes imposmble  This applies to all or nearly all
religions, and the claim of a supernatural omgin, so
fax from being exceptional, 1s really one of the most
natural tendeneies of natural 1eligion.

The student of Comparative Theology therefore can
claam no privilege, no exceptional position of any
kind, for his own religion, whatever that religion may
be. For his purposes all rehgions are natural and
historical. Even the claim of a supernstural character
18 t1eated by hum as & natural and perfectly intelli~
gible claim, which may be mmportant as a subjective
element, but can never be allowed to affect the ob-
Jectave character of any religion,

Comparative Theology

In that respect Comparatine Theology has but fol-
lowed the example of what used to be called Natwral
Theology, which was always defined as the study of
religion, imndependent of revelation. It professed to
compise all that could be known of God by the aid
of the human understanding alone This system of
nutural rehgion, such as we find 1t elaborated, for in-
stance, by Raymundus de Sabunde (or Sebonde), was
mtended at first to serve as an introduction only to
revealed religion®. But 1t soon became 1ndependent,

1 Thus we rend in the Theolgia Naturalis siwe Liber Oreaiurarum,
specialiter de homine ot de natuia gyus 1n quantum homo, et de his
qune sunt el ad d 3) et deum, et omne

debitum ad quod homo tenetur et obligatur tum Deo quam proximo,
Argentinae, 1496, ‘Liber creaturarum est ports, vis, janua, intro«
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and Natural Religion, 1n 1ts purity and Teasonable-
ness, threatenod to excel all revealed 1eligion In
the last centmy all religiong began to be ticated as
sects, 1f not as corrupticns, of Natural Religion, and a
study which at first was looked upon as a powerful
81d to faith, was afterwards discouraged as dangerous
to the interests of true rehgion

Natural Theology daffered, however, from what is
now oalled Comparative Theology in that 1t pad but
seant attention to the historical religions of the world,
framing its ideal of what natural religion ought to be,
from the 1nner consciousness only

But 1n the same way as towards the beginming of
our century General Grummar, which taught what,
according to the rules of lugie, language ought to be,
was replaced by Oompurative Gramvmar, which
showed what lenguage really had been, the study of
Natuwral or General Theology elso had to make room
for the study of Comparatue Theology, or what may be
called the Scrence of Relugions, as distinguished from
the Swwence of Religron While Nutural Theology
treated of religion in the abstract, or of what religion
mght or should have been, Comparative Theology
studies rehigions as they have been, and tries to diseqver
what 18 peculiar to each and what 18 commen to all,
with & silent conviction that what is common to all
religions, whether revesled or not, may possibly con-
stitute the essential elements of true religion,

Modus cognomcendi st golendi Devan,

The first definitaon with which we have to desl, and

which is perhaps the most widely accepted among

duetorium et lumen quoddam ad librum sacrae seripturao in quo
sunt verba Dey, et 1dec ille praesupponit 1stum,” (Titulus cext,)



54 LEOTURE ITL

Chnstian $heologians, existed, as we shall see, with &
very shght alteration, among non-Christian as well as
among Christaan theologians In most theological
manuals we find rehgion defined as modus cognoscends
et colendi Dewm, * a mode of knowing and worshipping
God’

Though accepted by most theologians as unob-
jectionable, this defimtion has not escaped eriticism
It is pmd? that a defimtion should trace whatever has
to be defined back to one genus prozvmwm, not to two ,
that 1f religion 18 & mode of knowing God, well and
good, but that 1t cannot be at the same time & mode
of worshuppmg God This may be true in logie, but
what ean we do 1f, as & matter of fact, the same name
has been given to our knowledge as well as to our
worship of God 7 In that case the definition of relsgio
as modua cognoscends et colendi Deuwm would at all
events be historically correct But that 18 not all.
There are surely many concepts which have two sides,
nay, which become complete only when we compre-
hend these two or more sides as sides of one and the
same concept We may define a triangle by its three
angles as well as by its three mdes. Our definition of
logic becomes complete only if we define 1t both a3 &
knowledge and as an art. Even while engaged in
studying logie and gaimng & knowledge of the laws of
thought, we practise these very laws, while afterwards
1n pactising the laws, we know also as logicians that
we know them It 18 the same 1n medicine, 1n law,
and in most of what we call the applied sciences

% This 13 powerfully stated by Telchmflller in his Rehgionaphilo-
nophre, 1886, p. 16,
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Knowledge and practice, émoripy and réxvp are mostly
1nseparable

And this really holds true 1n religion more than
anywhete else. Is not religion as mere knowledge or
faith said to be ‘dead, bemng alomel,’ that 1s, bemng
without works? And would not works, however per-
fect and useful, cease to be rehgions, 1f performed
without & motive, without a knowledge of God ?

Feeling or Knowledge a8 motive of action.

But we may even go s step further. All our acts
are stimulated either by feeling or by knowledge, by
percepts or by concepts A feeling of pain makes us
act 10 one way, & feeling of pleasure in another A
mere perception of distance makes the erow fly direct,
that 18 by the shortest road, and induees a peasant to
cross & field diagonally, mstead of laterally. A know-
ledge of geometry produces the same action, only
Lined with intelligence. An engineer does what the
crow does, only he does 1t, not sumply by mtmtion,
but because he knows that the hypothenuse of any
tiiangle 15, nay, must always be, horter than the two
other mdes together. In this way every act of ours
may be shown, I helieve, to be under the influence of
either feeling or knowledge, and thus the active side
of religion also could easily be shown to be insepar-
able from, though of course not identical with, the
theoretac mde,

The logieal faulf, therefors, of tracing religion to
two promvma genera instead of one, if fault it be,
would have its historical justification in the fact that
sotive religion, whether worship or morality, is, in
its beginning at all events, mseparable from religious

1 Ep James L 17.
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knowledge,ewhile in most cases 1ehgious knowledge
would by its very nature lead to religious acts

The object of religion must be defined.

There 18, however, & much more serious difficulty m
this defimtion, and this may best be discovered, 1f we
examine the same definition as we find 1t in & very
sumilar wording 1n the wntings of a heathen philo-
sopher, namely Seneca He defines religion as Cog-
moscere Deum et vmatar:?, ‘to know God and imitate
him’ Now let us 1emark that Seneca does not say,
to know the gods and imitate them, but to know God
and imitate him, ‘We must indeed not lay too much
stiess on this, for 1t 18 well known how promiseuously
philosophers of his age used deus either in the singular
or the plural Thus the same Seneca?® says ‘I do
not obey God, but I assent to him with all my heart;
he worshipa the gods best who imitates them.” Now,
1f Seneca had in his definition of religion spoken of an
imitation of the gods, we should probably have de-
tected at once the serious fault which his definition
shares 1n common with that of our own theologreal
manuals We shall see that 1n defining religion, both
definitions leave the most 1mportant part, namely, the
object of religron, undefined If Seneca had ex-
plained religion a8 a knowledge and imitation of
Mars, Bacchus, or Venus, we should have said at
once, But how do you know that there are such
beings as Mars, Bacchus, or Venus? What do you
know about their character and their proceedings,

1
B e

2 Fpist 1 85, 06, ‘Non pares Deo, sed adsentior ex animo; satls
coluit Deos quisquis eos xmitatus est.’ ’
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and why do you advise us to imitate them? The
flaw which i Seneca’s definition of 1eligion would
thus have become palpable at once, ean hardly escape
notice m the Christian adaptation of 1t If the olject
of religion, 1f what 1s to be known and to le wor-
shipped, can thus be taken foi granted and left un-
defined, by simply calling it God, we might with the
same right explain physical science as a knowledge of
nature, or maial science & knowledge of good and
evil, without stating what we mean by nature, or
what we understand by good and evil. Such de-
fmtions would be pure tautology. If we onco know
what we mean by god o1 gody, the definition of reli-
gion becomes easy enough But the discovery and
elaboration of the name and concept of gods amid
god, form really the most important and the most
dufficult chapter in tho history of religion, and to
take that fundamental cloment of religion as <imply
guanted, is to overlook the most ditficult putt n o
definition of religion.

It will be easily seen, however, that nearly all de-
fimtions of religion, and particularly those of modern
philosophers, take the objact of religion for granted,
or explain it by tevms which themselves stand in necd
of definition, Plato naturally does not like to speak
of gods in the plural, but when ho uses instead, the
Divme, vd Oeiov, he ought to have defined it. Of
modern philosophers Schleiormacher used tho Infinite,
instead of Glod; Professor PHeiderer spoaks of the
world-controlling Power; Dr. Martineau in his rocont
work on Religion of the Divine Mind and the Divine
Will, or even of the Unknown ; and the author of the
Plalosoply of Religion, your own honoured Principal,
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defines religion as & surrender of the finito will to the
nfimite wall,

If wo were all agreed on the meaning of these
terms, the Divine, the Infinite, the Unknown, the
woild-controlhing Power, the mfimte Will, no formal
objections could be taken to these defimtions But
our antagonists will not allow us to take any of these
terms for granted, or as 1equiring no defimition.

If religion 18 knowledge, they say, does not all
depend on what we know? If religion 1s behef, must
we not ask, first of all, what 1t 1s that we are to
believe, or how our mind got possession of the con-
cept and name of divine beings that are to be beheved 1
Let rebgion be fear or love, worship or meditation,
its essential character must always be determimed by
the ohject to which 1t looks If we call that object
God, does that tell us anything, so long as 1t is left
uncertain what 18 meant by God, whether something
wisible or invimible, something comprehensible or in~
comprehensible, something that can be named or
something that must for ever remain nameless ? How
often 1n the rebigious battles of the world do we hear
the combatants say, What you call Ged, I deny to be
God. If you call me an atheist, I call you an idolator.

Fichte on Atheism,

When Fichte was acoused of atheism, what did he
reply ¢ ‘Your God,’ he said, ‘is the giver of all enjoy-
ment, the distributor of all happmess and of all un-
happiness among human beings. That 18 his real
character But he who wants enjoyment is & sensual,
earnal man, who has no religion, and 1s 1ncapable of
religion. The first truly religious sentiment kills all
desire within us. A god who is to serve our desires,
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15 & contemptible being, an evil being, for*he supports
and perpetuates human ruin and the degradation of
reason. Such & god 18 m truth the prince of this
world, who has been condemned long ago through
the mouth of truth What they call God, is to me
not-God. They are the true athests; and because I
do not accept their not-God as the true God, they
call ms an atheist’

Gosthe mnd Lavater,

And even in & more fiiendly encounter, as that
between Goethe and Lavater, we see how entirely
what the one and the other called religion was deter-
mined by the object to which ther religion was
dnected ‘To recognise God wheresoever and how-
soever he reveals himself, that is true blessedness on
earth; Goethe says, and he would call that trme
religion. His frend Lavater, on the contrary, could
see the Divine revealed 1n one person only, 1o Christ,
80 that his personal religion conssted, a8 he declared,
in his own soul being hid in Christ,

All definitions of religion, therefore, in which the
object of religious knowledge or reverence or love is
loft undefined, may indeed interest us as throwing
hight on the relation between the subject and the
object of religion, between man and what is called
God, but they can hardly claim the title of a formal
and complete definition, in the recognised senss of
that term.

Different clasyes of Definitions,

We can best examine some of the most important
and instructive definitions of religion by classing
them, not according to the subject of religion, which
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is always mfan, or according to the object, which 1s
called by various names, but according to the form
m which this relation between man and God is
supposed to mamfest itself

Most defimtions may be arranged under two heads,
m go far as they lay the chief stress either on the
practical or on the theoretical side of 1ehigion.
Let us begin with the former

Pructioal Religion

The old scholastic definition, according to which
religion 18 ‘the chain of conscience by which we feel
ourselves bound to the Godhead in all we think and
will and do 1,’ refers to the practical mde of rehgion,
to what has been called our conscience or the voice
of God within us, so far as 1t regulates our actions.

Kant,

It is well known that Kant took a similar view of
religion  ‘ Rebigion,’ he wrote, ¢(as subjective) con-
s18t8 in our recogmsing all our dutieg as divine com~
mandments 4 or, ‘1n our regarding God as the uni-
versally to be revered lawgiver for all our duties®’
He 18 very careful, however, to exclude mere cultus
or worship from the sphere of religion, and he declares
that any attempt to please the Deity by acts which
by themaelves have no moral value, by mere external
worship, is not religion, but sumply superstation 4

Catrd,

We must lhkewise class here the definition of

religion given by the suthor of the Phulosophy of

140 quo tando et volendo et agendo
pumini nos nhstnnhl -nnhmlu. Ammon, Summa Theolog Chnet, § L.
9 XT{bbert Leotures, p 14
9 Raligion innarhalb der Grenzen der blossen Vernunft, p. 180,
¢ Hitibert Loctures, p. 18,
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Religion, though 1t sims at a highes phase of
rehigious morality than that of Kant According to
him, fRebgion 18 the suriender of the finite will to
the nfimite, the abnegation of all desire, melination,
volition that pertains to me as this piivate individual,
the giving up of everly aim or activity that points
only to my exclusive pleasure and interest, the
absolute identification of my will with the will of
God?,
Pllelderer,

A similar thought underlies the definition which
Professor Pfleiderer has given in the second edition
of his excellent work .Die Relugionsphilosophie?, of
which an Enghsh tianslation is now in course of
publication, or has lately becn completed. ‘Religion,’
he writes, ‘18 the relation of our life to the world-
controling Power, which 1s to become & community
of Iife with 13’ ¢Relation of our life to the world-
controlling Power’ 15 only a more generalised con-
ception of what D1. Caud has called the sumender of
the finite will to the infinite. But the highest object
of religion is concerved as the same by both philo~
sophers, fthe community of life with the world-
controlling Power’ bemg evidently intended by
Pfleiderer for what Dr. Caiid calls *the absolute
1dentification of my will with the will of God.'

The dafficult point, however, in all these definitions
of religion as the submitting of our will to the will of
God, seema to me this—that they leave unexplained

 Qawrd, Philosophy of Religion, p. 286.
® Pfleiderer, vol, 11 p 28,
3 It is almost lm:Enuibla ‘to render the exast meaning in Englisl
'Der i der Ligio: in allen ﬂnﬁn Formen lat jone
die wel acht, welcha zur
I-ebmlgemnmao'fmn mut 1hr ‘werden wilL* h. o 4
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our knowledge of the will of God, nay, even our know-
ledge of the existence and character of what we call
God.

Martinesn.

Nor 18 much hght thrown on that dark point if we
aimply substitute belief for knowledge In his recent
work, On the Study of Relgwn, Dr, Martineau
defines rehigion as ‘& belief in an Ever-living God,
that 18, 8 Divine Mind and Will, ruling the Universe
and holding moral relations with mankimd’ Here
s belief 1n an Ever-hving God’ has as much to be
accounted for as & knowledge of God, and the defim-
tion of God as a Divine Mind and Will would Llke-
wise call for an historical justification. If a definition
of religion could be silent on these ponts, or could
take man’s knowledge of God and of the will of
God, or man’s belief in a Divine Mind and Will,
for granted, all difficulties would certainly seem
to vamsh., But a glance at the history of reh-
gon teaches us that we should thus leave unex-
plained those long periods during which the human
mind, after many struggles, arrived at last at the
abstract and sublime conception of a Divine Mind
and & Divine Will. If religien has become, as no
doubt it has m many minds, & complete submission
to the will of God, such submission must, 1n the
beginning, at all events, have been preceded by an
1ntellectual atruggle which left behind as 1tg resulb such
concepts and names as ¢ God’ and ‘the wvll of God.
Man's readiness to submit to the will of God would
be mconceivable without a previous concept of God
which justified such submission and rendered it
mtelhgible All definitions, therefors, of religion as
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sumply practical, and particularly that of "Kant, seem
to me hke the defimtion of a fruit-bearing tree,
which should 1gnore 1ts mwisible roots.

Schenkel and Newman

In order to averd this dificulty of taking the
concept of God for granted in our defimtion of
1eligion, and making our ience the bum
with something unknown or undefined, some theo-
logiens maintain that our comscience 18 the very
faoulty which gives us an immediate knowledge of
God, and wish us to accept conscience as the religious
oigan of the soul In Germany this view has been
eloquently defended by Dr Schenkel, in England by
John Newman, who has always pomnted to conscience
as the creative prineiple of religion Stall we gain but
Little for & better definition of rehgion by adopting
this opiion, which may be quite true as a matter of
personal experience in the nineteenth century, but
which fals to 1emove the historical difficulty, how
from the earliest times the human understanding elabo-
rated the idea of the Godhead, and thus and thus only
made religion & possibility 1.

Theoretioal Religion,

Equally defective, however, are the other defimtions
of religion, which I call theoretical, as opposed to
practical They seem to look to the imvisible roots
only, and forget the tree and the fruit which these
roots were meant to support and to nourish. With-
out its practical results, nay, without its practacal
purposes, religion would never have been religiom.

1 fae Professor Flint’s remarks in his Bawd Lectures on Theiem,
». 2.
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It mght hiive heen theory or dogma, 1t might have
grown into & system of philosophy, but never mto &
religion, whether manifested by outward worship or
by mnward piety.

Mozt philosophers 1n attemptang to define religion
in 1ts theoretic chaiacter, have explaned 1t as a
sentiment, few only as simple knowledge, like all
other knowledge Even in ancient times, sentiments,
particulaily the sentiments of fear or admiration o1
reverence, were supposed to form the very essence of
religion Fear, the ancients declared, made the gods,
and even 1n modern Chnstian phraseology, the fear of
God, Gottesfurcht, ¢6Pos Geod, are often used as synony-
mous with 1eligion

Lotzs,

Lotze, whose views on the philosophy of religion
deserve far more serious consideration than they have
hitherto recerved, particularly i England, combines
the sentiments of fear and reverence 1 his definition
of religion, and adds to them a third, namely the
sentiment of mo1al goodness

Religion, he says, ts, (1) Of p 1 fael-
ings of fear, of complete dependence on unknown
powers, which form a motive leading man to seck
comfort in a view of the woild not supported by ex-
perience.

(2) It conssta of aesthetic feelings, which suriender
themselves 1n admuation to the Besutilul, and lead
to the evaction of an ideal world.

(8) It consists of moral feelings, which lead to an
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attempt to construct such a system of the univeiso
s should 1n turn make them (our moral feelings) in-
telligible 1.

Author of Natural Religion

The author of Natural Relagion, whoever he may
be, lays the chief stiess on the sentiment of admira-
tion, defimng rehigion a8 & habitusl and permanent
feeling of admiration

Goethe.

Goethe preferred reverence instead of admira-
tion, though he speaks of the iesult rather than of
the nature of 1ehigion ¢ A threefold reverence,” he
writes, ‘has to be called forth in man by religion
& reverence for what 18 above, for what is around, and
for what is beneath us The last 1s the most difficult,
and has been 1ealised by Christianity only, because it
alone has been able to 1ecogmse even msery and
poverty, scorn and contempt, shame and disgrace,
suffering and death as divine, nay to honour and
cherish even pin and crime, not as impediments, but
a8 helps to the Sant’

o,

Mill also, in his Three Essays on Religion, pub-
lished after his death, in 1874, would seem to trace
back rehigion to a feelng of admiration, or, as he
expresses 1t, to & craving for an ideal object. ‘8o
long a3 human Iife is imsufficient,’ he writes, ¢to
satisfy human sapirations, so long thers will be a
craving for higher things which finds its most obvious
satisfaetion in rehigion’ And again : ¢ The essence of

! By some accident the opinions of Lotze were in the first editi
asoribed to Teichmiiller, whose recent death hus h:nn fe?ﬁ "o:
savere loss by all studonts of religious philosophy.,

o}
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1eligion 16 the strong and eainest direction of the
emotions and desires towards an ideal object, recog-
msed a8 of the highest excellence, and as 11ghtfully
paramount over all selfish objects of desire 1.’

After having examined these two classes of defimi-
tions, which look exclusmively to either the practical
or the theoretical side of 1eligion, we have stall to say
a few woids on the views taken of religion by omne
of the most theological of philosophers, Spinoza, and
by one of the most philosophical of theologians,
Schleiesmacher

' Spinozs, 1632-77

Though Spinoza defines true 1eligion and pety as
love of God, founded on a knowledge of his divine
perfections—a, definition with which Leibniz seems
to agiee—yet he conmders that with us practical reli-
gion should come first, should 1n fact remain the only
1eligion for the majority of mankind, while a higher
and philosophical faith should be reserved for the few.
What Spinoza means by practical religion, is sumple
obedience to divine commands, while the higher reh-
gion consists in the intellectual love of God, 1nsepar-
able from a true philosophical knowledge of God and
man, and leading to that true blessedness whach arises
from the eonseiousness of our own Glod-given powers
The former he considers as based entirely on sacred
books and historical revelation, the latter on the
haighest knowledge which can only be the work of our
own mind The former ought to be beneficial, the
Iatter ought to be true, the former 18 to serve for the
public good, the latter is to lead to that peace and

1 Three Essays, P, 104
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love of God, which passeth all understending Spinoza's
view of religion does not i this respect differ mueh
from that of the BrAhmans As they look upon the
first and second period in & man’s hfe as a discipline
to subdue our human passions and weaknesses,
Spinoza too expects practical rebigion to cwb the
passions and thus to prepare man for a higher life
Only after this has been achieved 1s the mind prepared
for & purer ight In India this progress from &
lower to a higher religion was supposed to take place
1n the same individual, when passing through the four
stages of his life, the four 4sramas In Spinoza’s
time, and 1n the society by which he was surrounded,
such a hope was impossuible Few only might find
the way to the highest bestitude; but even for those
who rested half-way, practical rehgion supplied, as
Spinoza thought, all those comforts which human
nature requires 1 every stage of its growth.

This wes the man who not more than 200 ycars
ago was considered the most dangerous hexetic by his
Jewish co-religionists,

Hchlelermacher, 1768-1834,

Let us now hear what Schleiermacher has to sy
on religion, he who has likewise been spoken of as &
most dangerous heretic by his Christaan co-religionists.
I mentioned already that he recognused true religion
nexther in thoughts nor 1n deeds, nor in both combined,
but rather in a certain disposition o1 tone or character
of the whole man, 1n what 18 called in German religides
Stvmmung Religion was to him a kind of musie
pervading all our sentiments, our thoughts and vur

Fa
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acts ‘Religion,’ he says?, ‘13 neither knowing nox doing,
but an 1nchnation and determination of our sentiments,
which manifests 1tself m an absolute feeling of de-
pendence on God’ Oragamn ‘Religion consists in our
consclousness of absolute dependence on something
whieh, though 1t determines us, we cannot determine
m turn?’

He tries to desciibe this feeling or this disposition
and inchnation of the mind or the heart in ever vary-
g expressions  He calls 1t ¢ & sentiment, senae, taste
of the Infimite’ In his Second Discourse on Religion,
he 15 anxious to show that religion 18 nerther meta-
physics nor ethics, nor a mixture of both, though
something of each 18 mixed up with all positive
1ehbgions  ‘Religion 18 not knowledge, because the
measure of knowledge 18 not the measure of piety
Observation may be snid to belong to rehgion, but the
observation of religion 1s different fiom that of science
It does not mm at knowing the finite 1n relation to
the infinite, nor the nature of the highest cause by
itself, o1 m 1elation to fimte causes. It strives to
view the univelse, to watch 1t reverently in 1ts own
manifestations and acts, and to let 1tself be g1asped and
filled 1n cluldlike passivity by 1ts immediate influences
Religion 18 the immediate consciousness of all that 18
fimte within the infinite, of all that 1s temporal within
the eternal’

¢ This intuition, however,’ he adds, without senti-
ment would be nothing, and ocannot have either the
right origin or the right force Sentiment also wath-
out mtwtion would be nothing, and both together are

1 Ghrisllichs Glaubensiehrs, § 3 * Hidbori Lecturss, p 19
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”
something only when they are undivided, and because
they are origmnally undivaded’

Hogel, 1770-1831.

TIn oppomtion to this sentiment of dependence and
devotion which, according to Schleliermacher and his
pumerous disciples, constitutes the essential character
of 1ehigion, Hegel defines religion as perfect freedom
If the sense of dependence comstituted religion, he
says, the dog might be called the most 1ehigious
ammall. Religion, with Hegel, 18 perfect freedom,
1t 18 1n faet the Divine Spint as becoming conscious
of Himself through the fimte spmmt Or agan.
‘Religion 18 the knowledge acquued by the fimte
spuit of 1ts essence as absolute spiiit.’

Fichte, 1762-1814

‘With equal boldness does another philosopher,
Fichte, define religion, not as sentiment, but as
knowledge ‘Rebigion 18 knowledge,’ he says. ‘It
gives to man a clear insight mto himaelf, answeis
the highest questions, and thus imparts to us a
complete harmony with ourselves, and a thorough
sanctification to our mmnd?’

! What waa considered a rather coarse joke of Hegel's has now
hecome & serious dootrine, ‘The feeling of rolmous devotion,’
Darwin writes, ‘28 a highly complex one, consusting of love, com-
plete submission to an exalted snd mysterious superior, a strong
sense of dependence, fear, reverenco, matitude, hopo for the future,
and perhapa other elements No hemng could oxperienco en complex
an tion until ad d 1n hw and moral facultiea
to at least o moderately high level Nevertheloss we sse some dis
tant approach to this state of mund in the desp love of a dog for his
master, sssocisted with complete submission, some fear, and per-
haps other feelings.” M. Houzan (Fiudss sur les Facuités Meniales des
Ammausz, ;x 271-278) thinks that thers are many persons and even
peoples not so religious as du% ’ The monkeys of the Sundn
Isles, we are told, gather shortly before sunrise 1n the highest trec-
'ﬂﬁ Mdl :;alnu the r1mng sun with clamorous shouts, Open Court,

s P
¥ Hipbert Loctwrss, p 15, 'We must here 1emember that Tenowladge
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lo‘rr'ln sccount for these different definitions.

It may seem difficult to understand how 1t 18 pos-
sible that men whose knowledge and whose honesty
of purpose admit of no doubt should have arrived at
such different, nay contradictory, definitions of religion.
How could Schleiermacher see in religion absclute de-
pendence, when Hegel perceives 1n 1t the most abso-
lute freedom? How could Fichte define religion as
the highest knowledge, while Agnostics 1n ancient as
well a5 m modern times have 1epresented the object
of religion as beyond the sphere of human know-
ledge? Such contradictions have ofien been poimnted
out and made use of 1n oider to prove the vanity of
all human knowledge, or, at all avents, the futility of
philosophy, when appled to religious problems But
there is no reason to despair. I believe that the
Science of Thought, as based on the Science of Lan-
guage, pupplies & golution to this as to many other
11ddles of philosophy There 18 but one solution for
them all, and this consists 1 our defining the words
which we use in philosophical discussiona

Ab fist sight dependence seems indeed the very
opposite of fieedom, but we have only to dofine de-
pendence 88 trust, and then dependence or trust in
God as the wisest, the most perfect and most power-
has been used 1n very different senses, varying from mere ace
quaintance with a subjeot to a ';m'fant understanding of 1t. Thus
while most theologiana uss behef as different from or even as opposed
to Iknowledge, Dr Flint, 1n hig Lectures on Thewm (p 86, Appen
dix X, On Intwtion, Feehing, Bolief, and Knowledge in Religlon),
deolares that ‘beliof 18 1nseparable from knowledge, and ought to be

1 ‘with k ledge’  This may tluow light on
the real mtention of his definition of religion, “Perhaps,’ he says,
!if we say that roligion 18 mon’s beliof 1n 4 being or beings, mightier
$han himself and inacessaiblo to his senses, but not indiffsrent to
his sentiments and actions, we have a definition of the kind required.’

(Tluhm,up 32) But can belief 1n what 18 inacoesaible to our sensug
be rightly called knowledge ?
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ful Being, is changed at once into a perfedi consensus
or accord with the will of God, nay into perfect and
unhesitating atoneness with even His most mserutable
counsels So long as man stands face to face to God,
conselous only of s own physical weakness and of
ihe overwhelming power of what 13 above, and be-
neath, and around him, he may feel himself dependent
only, a ereature, & slave, & mere nothing, but when
he has discovered the omnipresence of the Divine, not
only without but within himself, then that feeling
of dependence 18 1nevitably ehanged into & feeling of
union, trust, and love, and he begins to understand
what was called of old the liberty of the children of
God

So sgain, when the Agnostic seys that we cannot
know God, when he calls God the Unknown, nay even
the Unknowable, he 18 perfectly right so long ashe uses
the verb o know in its o1dinary sense 7' know, in 1ts
ordinary sense, means first to perceive through the
senses, and then to concerve by menns of languaye
All our phenomenal knowledge 1s such and eannot be
otherwise. Nuhal est am wntellectu quod mom ants, or
rather, quod mom eimul fuerit wn sensu?; and nikil est
im wniellectu quod mon svmul fuerit in lingua, Now
to know the Divine by this knowledge, by the same
knowledge with which we know a stone, or & tree,
or & dog, would be tantamount to annihilating the
Divine A known God, 1n that sense, would wpso facto
cease to be God. It would become a phenomenal
object, an 1dol, if you like, or a fetish, or & totem, but
not what we mean by God  Seitur Deus mesciendo

! This saying, commonly aseribed to Locke, I have trnoed back to
Sir Thomas Bodley I have seen it quoted aleo by M Morus, in a lettar
to Descartes, March 5, 1649 (Doscartes, Guvres, vol x. p 218), amcet
axiome & Arigtote, € n'y o rien dans Pintellect qui n’aft passd poy les soma,
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But a8 soon as we recogmse that the very coneept
of phenomenal is impossmble without the correlative
concept of the mowmenal, or, ;n other words, that
there can be no appearance without something that
appears, and, behind 1ts appearance, 18 or exists by
and 1 and for itself, as soon as we have learnt to
recognise the mnvisible in the visible, the eternal in
the tempoial, the infimte jn the fimte, the Divine
Presence in nature and 1n man, then we ean under-
stand what Fichte meant when he called religion the
highest knowledge, for 1t 18 religion 1n 1ts truest sense
which opens our eyes and makes us perceive the nou-
menal mn the ph ], the supernatural in the
natuial, and thus changes the very veil of nature into
anevel-ceasing revelation of the Divine All religions
may be called endeavours to give expression to that
sense of the real presence of the Divine n natuie and
m man Philosopheis called that sense the ssnsus
numanis, and when the ancient Greeks said that ‘all
things are full of the gods?, whatsoever appears
before our sight, or our hearing, or any other sense,’
they meant what we mean, that by knowing the
finite we know the infimte, by knowing nature we
know God, by knowing ourselves we come to know
the Highest Self, that Self which poets and prophets
heve called by meny names, but which, by its very
essence, 18 and must be above all names, the Un-
known, 1n one sense, and yet the fountamn of all
knowledge, 1n the tauest sense of the word.

1 A1} kal T8y wadaidv elwely Twes mpofixfsoay Bri wdvra rabrd lom
By whda Td xal B’ Spforudv IvBaAAbueva Hudy wal &' drofls wal s

aleffoems Amst, ed Didof, ui, ; 636, 1. 88. Ds Mundo, cap. vi.
Of Plato, Legg , 899 (Jowett, v. 470).




LECTURE IV.

P of

ESIDES the defimtions which we have hitherto
examined, and which all proceed from men who
took an historical and impartial view of religion, there
18 another class which betiay a decadedly polemical
spint, and which proceed chiefly from what aie called
positivist philosophers Even they cannot deny that
religion has a deep foundation i human nature, but
they look upon 1t as & mistake, as a disease, as some-
thing that ought not to be, and they aseribe its origin,
not to the noblest, but rather to the meanest and most
selfish motives of our human nature.

‘Wundt.

Professor Wundt, for instance, a most eminent
German physiologist and psychologist, declares that
all percepts and sentiments become religious as soon
ag they have reference to some ideal existence which
can supply the wishes and requirements of the human
heart! It cannot be demied that this 18 one side of
religion, but 1t is not the whole of it, nor would it be
true to say that all wishes, even the most selfish and
sordid, were ever supposed to receive their fulfilment
from that ideal existence which is postulated by
religion.

1 T dller,

il , xxxill, Gruppo, Dic Griechischen
Culls und Mythen, 1887, p 246
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Feuerbach

Feuerbach was more decided still, and declared
that the gods were nothing but the wishes of men,
conceived as 1eahsed But there are wishes and
wishes, and even admitting that some of the ancient
gods represented the very lowest wishes of men
1ealised, there would be others also, representing the
1ealisation of the highest ideals which the human
mind can concerve

Generally speaking, positivist philosophers have
added Little to an histoical study of rehgion They
have told us, not so much what religion hes been, as
what, according to thewr view of the development of
the human mind, it ought or it ought not to have
been

Gruppe

There is one exception, however In & decidedly
learned work, published mn 1887, Die Grechischen
Culte und Mythen, Professor Gruppe has put forward
a view of religion which deserves the most careful
eonmderation, and which I, at all events, cannot pass
over 1n silence, considering that the greater pait of s
first volume, consisting of more than 700 pages, is
duected against myself His book 18 certamnly m-
structave, and though I differ from Professor Gruppe
on slmost every point, I cannot but admire his
learning, nor should I ever wish for a better and more
veliant antagonist Let us hear then the worst that
can be said of religion,

Helfishness the Hource of Religion.

Agcording to Dr Gruppe, who may well be taken
a8 the most powerful representatave of the extreme
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positive and, at the same time, negative® school of
philosophy, religion exiats sumply because 1t satisfies
certain selfish instinets of man It has no other
raison d'étre. The rapid spreading of rehgion all
over the world 18 ikewise ascribed to a social mstinet
which 18 supposed to be gratified by certain advan-
tages which all rehigions provaide Religions, we are
told, do not only give pleasure, but they enable the
mdividual members of a society to develop thewr
facultzes far better than the mere laws of family and
state would allow. By an inner bond of thought
and feeling which umites a 1eligious commumty, the
individual gains more power of resistance in the
struggle of all agemnst all It 18 only because 1t
answers these requuements of society that rehgion
flourishes. It keeps the poor and miserable quiet
by promieing them pleasures in the world to coms,
and thus enables the rich and noble to enjoy their
pleasures on earth in safety. It alone can strengthen
law and morality in a state of society where there 1s
no eyuality, and 1t would probably cease to exist
altogether, 1f all inequalities on earth could be re-
moved Without accusng the founders of religion of
selfish motaves in the lowest sense, Professor Gruppe
18 nevertheless convinced that they were all uncon-
scious egotists, They enjoyed the reverence shown
them by the multitude to that extent that they did
not shrink, as he thinks, even from a martyr's death
But generally, while professing to found & new king-
dom of heaven, they succeeded in founding & kingdom
of this world.

The three true causes of the wide and rapid spread of
roligion are therefore (1o, p 278), according to him—
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(1) the uhconscious vamity of its founders,

(2) & belief 1n the happiness which 1t procures to
1ts believers, and

(8) the substantial advantages which socioty derives
from 1t.

This would really, so far as I can judge, leave
the question of the origin of religion mn the mind
of 1ts founders unsolved, but this, we are told, 1s
of little consequence, for the mere fancy of any
single ndividual would Have answered the purpose.
Besides, 1t 18 assertod (p 276) that all historical reli-
grons presuppose older religions, and are reformations
1ather than original intellectual crestions, while the
first conception of religious thought required no more
than a high degiee of persomal energy to induce
people to believe what was 1rrational, and to do in
therr primitive sacrifices what was absurd Here,
again, however, the question why any single in-
dividual should have invented what was so utterly
urational, remains unanswered.

Professor Ghuppe's formal defimtion of religion I
must give 1 his own words —

‘Wo call religious belief & heliof in a state or m
8 bemg which, properly spesking, lies outside the
sphere of human striving and attainmont, but can be
brought into thw sphere 1n & particular way, namely,
by means of sacrifioial ceremonies, prayers, penances
and gelf-denial It mught seem posmble that on the
strength of such & belief an individual should sumply
for hus own benefit invent means by which such &
possibulity could be realised But m hustory the re
ligious belief alweys meeta us as & dootrine, professing
to be able to produce the umon with thoss beings,
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and the attanment of that state fo a lafge number
of men Such & doctrine we call religion’

His definition too narrow

You see that 1t would be difficult to take a lower
view of religion However, as I remaiked before,
everybody 1s at hiberty to give his own dogmatic
definition of religion The only question 18 whether
the definition given by Professor Gruppe, and eagerly
adopted by those who claim the name of positivist
philosophers, compiehends really all that in the
history of the world has been comprehended under
the name of religion  That there have been, and that
posably there are even now, human beings to whom
religion 18 nothing but disguwsed selfishness, may be
true, but that there have been, and that possibly there
are even now, human bewngs willng and able to
surrender their own will to a Divine Will, can hardly
be doubted even by Professor Gruppe. His definition
of religion is therefore at all events too narrow, and 1t
might posmbly be found to apply to religion, not in
its original, but 1n 1ts most depraved state; not as
conceived by the founders of rehgion and by those
who were found willing to become martyrs to thewr
convictions, but as adopted by those who under the
cloak of religion were bent on gratifying the lowest
passions of human nature On ths point Professor
Gruppe is not quite explicit, and we must wait fur
the appearance of his next volumes, before we can
believe that the impression left on our mind by his
first volume is really quite correct.

So far as he has gone at present, his argument
seems to be this, that religion is something so nra-
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tional, not "to say, so absurd, that it could have been
invented once and once only 1n the whale history of
mankind He denies altogether that religion 1 &
general charscterstic of man, and that there 1s any
excuse for 1t erther in human nature or mn 1its sur-
roundings Once, or posably twice only, he main-
tains, did such a paradox as 1eligion enter into the
heart of man All mmilanties therefore which have
been discovered between religions are ascribed by
Professor Gruppe to an historeal transmission, which
began probably not much earher than the seventh
century B0, We are mnot told as yet where and
when thie monstrous bu th took place, but everything
seems to point to Phoenicia, or possibly to India (1 o.,
p 499) We are given to understand in several
places that the Nile has borrowed from the Ganges,
not the Ganges from the Nile (pp 499, 502, 507).
The grester antiquity of the Egyptian Literatme is
questioned again and again, and 1n Babylon also no
trustworthy dates are admitted bofore the seventh
century (p 845) That missionarmes could have
taavelled to Gieeco, Italy, and Contral Europe from
the South 18 smd to be proved by discoveries of
articles dropped on their journeys by early commer-
cial caravans That Eastern Asa, Chins, and Japan
could have been reached by early missionaries from
Inds, is said to be proved by the success of Buddhist
misgionaries at a later time; and that from Eastern
Asia the tranmt to Amorica was not altogether impos-
sble is now admitted, we are told, by the most
competent authorities. Again, we are reminded that
the Mohammedan religion found its way in later times
from Eastern Asia to Australia, on one sde, and to
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Madagascar and Africa on the other, so”that there
really was no physical 1mpediment that could have
prevented the spread of the esliest religion 1n the
same directions Even Northern Asia, we are told,
was 1 later times touched by Persian influences, and
might therefore have been reached by the emisseries
of those who had made the first discovery of rehgion,
At all events, no difficulties 1n the historical spreading
of this religion, when once discovered, could compare,
according to Professor Gruppe, with the difficulty of
accounting for the repeated discovery of something so
opposed to all the laws of thought as religion. Ome
man, he thinks, mn the whole history of the world,
may have commutted that logioal swmeide (p 277),
possibly two, 1f America could not have been reached
from China, but ceitainly no more.

This 18 Professor Gruppe's theory, which sounds
almost incredible in the nineteenth century after
Christ, but which is put forward and defended with
80 much earnestness and so much learning that 1t
requires and deserves a careful answer. When philo-
sophers had proved, or mmagined they had proved, that
religion 1n some form or other was inevitable, and
inseparable from human nature, to be told that rel-
gon would never have arisen but for the chance
diseovery of one sngle individual—and he a fool—
15 ptarthng. When archagologists had proved, or
imagined they had proved, that the images of
Egyptian. deities went back to 4000 B.0. and that
some of the statues of Babylon could not be much
more modern %, to be told that in Babylon everything
before the seventh century is nothing but constructive

1 Sayce, Hibbort Leciurss, p. 88
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chronclogy, and that in Egypt all dates before 1000
B 0 are uncertain, was enough to rouse considerable
indignation Still one cannot help respecting the
opinions of a man, who, besides bemng a classical
scholar, has made himself mester of Hebrew, and has
not shrunk fiom studying Sanskrit, Zend, Hierogly-
phics and Cunerform Inseriptions, before he ventuied
on his dangerous voyage of discovery. In spite of all
diawbacks, I can staongly recommend lis book as
contaaning most useful mmformation I myself feel
most giateful for 1t, for I am convinced that if my
own system can 1esist so powerful and well delivered
an attack as Professor Gruppe's, 1t need fear no serious
danger 1n future.

There 18 another advantage to be derived fiom the
study of Professor Gruppe’s woik. If other writeis
tell us the best that can be said of religion, he tells us
the worst. Most writeis who aie honest enough to
point out the weak pomnts of religion, and who do
not ghut their eyes to the infinite mischief that hags
been wiought 1n 1ts name, always plead for its purifi-
cation and refoermation, not for its total abolition.
They see the rubbish, but they also see the grains of
gold even in the most degraded fooms of religionm.
Not so Professor Gruppe Looking on all religion as
an outrage on human reason, he hopes that the time
may come when religion will have clean vanished
fiom the earth, and when the world will have become
so perfect that no more perfect world could be
imagined or deswred It 18 well that we should ses
ourselves as we aie seen by others, end no onme cer~
tainly has enabled us to do that better than Professor
Gruppe.
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We have now fimished our historieal u;'vey of the
most important definitions of 1ehgion, though I am
well aware that there are others which would have
deserved and would have repaid a careful exammna-
tion! Ths survey has taken up much of our time,
but the advantages which accrue from a caz eful defini-
tion of religion, and of all the words which we use in
philosophical discussions, will be percerved again and
again at every atep of our mquuaes.

Universality of Religion

Let us to-day take one instance only. No question
has excited so much interest and has produced so
much heat and passion as that of the umversality of
religion Aie there at piesent any human beings
without religion, or does history tell us of any? You
may read book after book on the aubject, and you
will ask how 1t is possible that on so sunple a matte
of fact there can be any difference of opimion. But
not only 18 there difference of opimion, but there 15
flat contradiction The same ti1bes who are deseribed
by some observeis as deeply religious, axe described
by others as without an idea of anything super-
natwial, How is this to be accounted for}

- JAngle of Vislon.
Some allowance must, no doubt, be made for the
angle of vision which varies in every observer, This
does not necessarily arise from dishonesty, as is sq

! Strauss defines religion ss a feehng for or tonch with the Uni-
verse (Geftthl filr das Universum) ; nfnng a8 love of the Infinile 3
Daniel Thompson 1n hus work on Tha Religious Senttmenis of the Human
Mind, 1888, a8 the aggregate of thon sentiments m ths lmml.n mlnd
AnsIg 10 with the subsiat b

the order of nature (inclusive of the observer) -ml a postulpted
supernatural

[¢]
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often Eupp:l!ed, but