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The thesis examines the doctrines of freedom and immortality as they

are found in the works of Ian Thomas Ramsey and Austin Marsden Farrer.
Chapters I and IV provide the background to the work of Dr.Ramsey and
Dr.Farrer respectively.The background is examined in both its historical
and philosophical perspectives in order not only to trace the influences
behind the works of these two sholars but also to set their work in the
wider intellectual scene.Chapters II and III  trace the development

of the writings of I.T.Ramsey on these subjects up to the delivery of

his Forwood lectures on Freedom and Immortality in 1957,while chapter

I1I examines his work from 1957 until his death in 1972. Chapters V and
VI repeat the process for the works of A.M.Farrer,chapter V examining his
work up to the delivery of his Gifford Lectures on the Freedom of the Will
in 1957,while chapter VI examines his work from 1957 until his death

in 1968.Thus,not only are we enabled to see the contribution of each of

tﬁese scholars in relation to each other and to the wider contemporary
intellectual scene but we are enabled also to trace the development of
their thoughts on these subjects with regard to their own intellectual
development.

The thesis traces their reactions to the restatement in the mid-yearsf
of this century of the two hundred year old challege of David Hume to
theology and metaphysics.Such an examination of differ:nt aporoaches
of Christian apologetic to a common problem may therefore suggest a way
forward for a renewed apologetic in the face of a radically secularised
society,vhich takes account of both the methods and results of scientific
enquiry but which nevertheless does not compromise the fundamental tenets
dfbthe Christian faith and which provides a significant place for theology
and metaphysics in the intellectual schema,
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The full references to which the abbreviations used in the text of

- the thesis refer are to be found either,in the cases of abbreviations
used widely throughout the work,in the list of abbreviations at the
 front of the thesis or,in the case of those references which are more
localised,in the notes to chapters at the end of the thesis where

they are listed according to chapter and page.Subsejuent references

to these works are listed by reference to the page oh which they
first occur.For example, Part of My Life,A.J.Ayer,Collins 1977,is
first cited on page? of the thesis and the full reference to the-
work is to be found.on the corresponding page in the notes to chapters,
i.e. Chapter 1 page? .Subsequent references then follow under chapter
and page as, Part of My Life see above p.7 .Individual secondary
works:are cited in the text itself and a full bibliography of the
works of both. I,T.Ramsey and A.M.Farrer is included at the end of the
thesis along with a select bibliography of secondary works. Thus the
flow of the text remains as uninterrupted as possible, The bibliography
of the published works of I,T.Ramsey is published separately and is

enclosed at the end of the thesis,
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Ian Thomas Ramsey,as the Nolloth Professor of the Christian Religion

at Oxford. and Fellow of Oriel College,was invited in 1957 to give the
Forwood Lectures in the University of Liverpool.The subject on which

he chose to lecture was Freedom and Immortality.In order to appreciate
the lectures,one needs to pay attention,however briefly,to the problems
facing the Church of England in the 1950°'s,not least amongst which was
the loss of the influence which it had held in the Victorian era and
~even up to the end of the Second World War.As David Edwards remarks,

"On the whole the nation insofar as it thought about the Church at all,
probably assumed that most of the Church's problems could not be solved."
(Edwards p.l). '

The problems which it faced included not only the loss of the 'working
classes',disillusioned by years of war and the contemporary social and
economic conditions and motivated by the rise of the Marxist dialectic
(cf.The Reith Lectures 1979,Christianity and the World Order,E.R.Norman,
Collins 1979),but also the 'alienation' of the scientifically minded
intellectuals,.It had to be recognised that England was fast becoming
what has been called "a secularised democracy which relied on a science

based technology". :
Professor Dorothy Emmet has remarked of Ian Ramsey that

"under his imperturbable demeanour he had a feeling

of desperation about the need to rethink the problem

of religious truth in a world where our scientific
understanding of man and indeed the understanding of
science and philosophy themselves,were changing in

vays of which most people in the Churches were unaware,"

(Edwards p.6).

. Ramsey throughout his career was,however,to urge that a new renaissance
and a new reformation were not only desirable but even at the door and
he would speak of a world in which science and humanity would be com-
bined and stand hand in hand.Indeed his last. words in the House of
Lords (on 22nd March 1372) were about "this search far a new culture
and this pilgrimage towards a better humanity."

It was stated above that the point of drawing attention to certain
features of Ramsey's career was to enable us to apreciate the Forwood
Lectures,Freedom and Immortality,but the question is,why these two ad=
mittedly "not obviously similar themes" were chosen as the subject matter
~and why they were approached in quite the way that they were.Probably the
best starting point would be the introduction to the book itself where
Ramsey suggests that the title might "stir memories of Immanuel XKant for
whon immortality,freedom and the existence of God,were (as he called them)

postulates of practical reason." (F&I p,11),



Though he purports to say little more about Kant,perhaps taking
this as a'cue from Kant himself,he asks Kant's questions of 'What
can I know,what ought I to do and what may I hope?',questions which
had a pervading influence not only in this book but fhroughout the
life of this remarkable man as well.What he hoped to show was that
the two topics of "freedon” and "immortality” were,in fact,properly
united because each made a similar claim or sort of claim;because
each appealed to a similar kind of situation,a situation which for
Ramsey was not restricted to the "observable™ factors of sense ex-
perience. _

Ramsey's initial indication of what he understands by"freedom"
reads as follows;

- "We make a free decision when we are not Just this or -
that behaviour pattern but when we are ‘'men',when each
of us is distinctively 'I'.At such moments: of decision,
when all of us characteristically use of ourselves the
word 'I' this word covers more than all language about
objects or all sciéntific language talks about.The wink
on the promenade at New Brighton differs significantly
from the fall of the 1id to clean the eye though this
in part it is.” (F&I.p26 )

He contlnues to say that a free decision

“is not just a reaction to stimuli;but involves all that
and something more besides,something which makes it all
the more appropriate to speak of it as a response to a
challenge,a challenge which is the challenge of objects
and more.” (F&I p.61:),

Likewise concerning immortality he remarks that "We are immortal
insofar as we know a situation which transcends space and time."(F&I p.89).
Ramsey'é'own belief in posthumous immortality arose out of his religious
experience which was strongly theistic,as he himself noted;it was
through Christian worship that the disclosure came most powerfully
and it was this which led him to declare,"To the all powerfulness
of God,as to the obligation of Duty we respond freely - our response has
our personal backing.In both cases we are never more ourselves than
we are then.” (F&I p.59 ),
He relates the two subjects of “freedom" and "immortality" together
"in his comment that ’ )
"Just as with every conviction of freedom there goes an
“awareness of some obligation,just as freedom is a response
to obligation,so with our convictions about our own immort-
ality,there goes an awareness of something Other which - like
ourselves - is not restricted to the spatio-temporal." (F&I p.99).
The merits and demerits,the advantages and disadvantages of such a point
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of view will be discussed iaten iet us rather,for the moment,content
‘ourselves with drawing together some kind of picture of the philosophical
climate in which Ian Ramsey was working and to vhich he was addressing o
his ideas and to picture some of the figures who influenced and shaped

" his particular modus: operandi.Whether or not we may agree with Ramsey

that on his criteria "everyone,Christian or not,can reasonably believe

in immortality.” (F&I p.143 ) he,at least,can mutter with Spinoza 'We

discern and discover that we are eternal." (F&I.p.83 ).
John MacQuarrie (God Talk,1967) connects Ransey's position
- with that of John Locke who allowed the experience of inner sense to
stand alongside the data of the senses: of sight,hearing,touch,while
D@Viﬁ Edwards remarks,”....not for nothing did Ramsey introduce Locke's
The Reasonableness of Christianity in a new edition in 1958.* (Edwards p.48 ).
Here we see Ramsey's relation to the Empiricist tradition,in his connection
with Lochke,and his relation to the Idealist tradition in his connection
“with Kant. ‘ '
The invocation to Kant in the introduction,however,who looked to

moral experience to remedy the deficiencies of strictly scientific
knowledge based on, = sense experience gives a firm indication at

the start of the book of the proceedure which is to be followed.He

is: further led to reflect that

. "perhaps indeed yant has an importance and a relevance for
us for which he is not always given.credit.While Kant may
havépeen inadequate when he argued in Religion Within the
Limits of Reason Alone,that all Christian Doctrine had to
be understoad in relation to our experience of Duty,yet
I think that Kant was abundantly right insofar as he sugg-
ested that even Christian deoctrinesonly receive an adequate
logical placing when they are given in relation to situations
which,in some very important respects,is)similar to that in ?
which we discern duty.It is with situations of this kind that
1 have been specially concerned throughout the book." (F&I.p.iw7 ).

One wonders, however, whether Ramsey's comments on Kant are not a little

naive. There is a2 tendency in Ramsey to use the work of writers and
thinkers. like Kant as source material providing grist for his own
particular mill rather than letting them stand in their own right.

It is in relation to Duty,and especially conscience as the
discernment of obligation,that we may discern the influence of a
former bishop of Durham,Joseph Butler (1692 - 1752) as also with
the notionsof probability,commitment and discernment.Butler maintained
that an estimate of "probability" remains far from certain,but,"in

matters of practice,will lay us under an absolute and formal oblig-



ation ";he illustrated this point with the example of the obligation
.which,a man feels to jump into a river‘to save a drowning child though
there may be no-éertainty of either rescue or survival.In such cases,
said Butler, probability is theAﬁUlde of life.(Intro.to Analogy,ed.Bernard,loak
“2723“?35"3§Bé§°iheme which appears in Butler's writings which Ian Ramsey
also developed concerns what he calls the "human condition".”"When we think,
we know ourselves to be more than gross: bodies,and we can be led by reason=-
able reflection to consider this little scene of human life,in which we
are so busily engagéd as having a reference of some sort or another
iova much larger plan of things.",(Butler),That is to séy that a moral
commitment to an action . is based upon the discernment that a person
- eg. 2 drowning child,- is ultimately more than the details of our bodily
behaviour - more truly personal,and eternally more significant in the |
universe and it is only when this fact breaks in upon us that we can be
considered as being truly free and making a free and responsible decision.
(cf.Dr.Williams LibY lect. 23).In thls way, then, God was to be approached
through a moral commitment to a situation.Ramsey,says Edwards "had a sense
of the divine glory which went beyond the stern imperative of duty."(Edwards
p.9 ). Ian Ramsey,it is true to say,believed that the usual approach to
freedom was very much mistaken in that it was seen as a conflict between
De€erminism on the one hand and Indeterminism on the other.The Determin-
ists would sé& that we only have an impression of freedom because we can
never be certain that all the factors relevant to some particular case
have been noted.The Libertarians (i.e.the Indeterminists:), however,would
say that as there are many matters unknown to us,we can never show con-
clusivély that any event is inevitable.H.D.lewis is not convinced though,
that "the traditional debate between determinists and indeterminists has
in fact spun as much on this particular merry-go-round as Professor Ramsey
supposes,"” (Lewis,RJ. The point is jhowever,that in,for example,the
parable of the good Samaritan (F&I p.30-1 ),whatever its faults,where"man
meets man"and "the situation takes on depth" (ig, because it becomes obser-
vables and more ),the Samaritan is "moved inwardly® - there is a response
to a moral obligation "which cannot be netted in the language of observ-
ables",we can discern the background influence of Butler and of Kant along-
side the modern Existentialists.
Another profound influence on Ian Ramsey was the Irish bishop of
~ Gloyne,George Berkeley (1685-1753).Berkeley,as summarised by Ramsey said,

“We ses God as we see persons.Hair,face,skin,all these are visible,but to
~'see' a person is to see these and more besides.™ Already the parallels

between the ideas of Ian Ramsey and those of George Berkeley become app=-



_ arent, but he continuess

“Likewise God.We look on the universe,from galaxies to mesons,
-from blood sugar to insulin,from points to entropy,from acetic
acid to Vitamin B,from Hydrogen to whatever element at the mo-
ment closes the perlodlc table,and by trem all we see God as we
see a person,through his hair and face and skin - a person who
is all these and more.The world as Berkeley taught us to look
upon it is divine,visual language,and all we need to add some
two hundred years later is that what the scientist does and
what the theologian does,each in his own way is to discover the

loglcal.patterns of the d1v1ne visual language as best he ean.”
(Relig.and Sci. p.86~ ?)

It is with almost surprising confldence that Ian Ramsey placed himself so
squarely in the traditions of bishops Butler and Berkeley because,certalnly_
in Ramsey's lifetime,it was more usual to regard man as a mere animal
thrown up by the précesses of evolution and his freedom was more usually
seen as a futile defiance of a restricting social code and of a hostile,
| or at least indifferent environment.Perhaps & common assumption was to
'think of the universe not as the language of God but rather as tending to
gfeater and greater disorder. A

Ian Ramsey certainly preferred to give an unemotional expression to
his faith,perhaps as befitted the mathematician turned philosopher,but this
may be the reason why dﬁriﬁg his life-time he did' pot usually succeed in
convincing the sceptics.

It is unfalr and in many ways false to try to divide those who in-

fluenced the writing of Freedom and Immortality into two camps labelled

"historical® and "contemporary",so for this reason,after this more general
historical introduction the references which follow will be more closely
integrated;though perhaps as we move on into the next stage of the discuss-
lon we may use some words of David Hume asa link,

In 1748 David Hume had written

"When we run over libraries.....What havoc must we make? If we
take in one hand any volume - of divinity or school metaphysics,
for instance -~ let us ask,Does it contain any abstract reason-
ing concerning quantity or number? No.Does it contain any exper-
imental reasoning concerming matter of fact or existence? No.
Commit it then to the flames,for it can contain nothing but soph-
istry and illusion." (E‘nqqu,sec 12,pt.3,ed . P D.Nidditch.)

Two hundred years later,this challenge was at its height.The emphasis on
mathematics and the eXperimental'reasoning of science was to result in a
contemptuous dismissal of both theology and metaphysics in the light of the
ascent of the more 'scientific' approach offered by conteﬁ%rary empiricism.
Professor C.H.Dodd recalls how

“Ramsey considered that the challenge that religious propositions
were nonsense should be taken up.His hope was that,by working him-
self in the new philosophy,he would be able to construct a new
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apologetic for Christianity,taking account of all that they

" were saying,employing their methods but showing their prop-
ositions up as arbitrary - a notable example of a man setting
himself to prepare the role he was to fulfil."

(The context of this is a conversation in 1938 when Ian Ramsey told €.H.
Dodd how he wanted a spell in Oxford “because the new kind of antimeta-
physical philosophy flourished there.") -

It is significant how he concludes his Freedom and Immortality with

"a protest against two popular misconceptions:that those with
.an intense affection for ordinary language must necessarily
deny metaphysics,or that those who wish to defend metaphysics
must necessarily trade in occult and shadowy worlds.Which means
that this book has been fighting on two battlefronts;and it is
a sobering reflecton that not many wars have been won under such

a necessity." (F&I p.152 ).
I£ seems to be the opinion of the vast majority of philosophers who are
acquainted with his work that in: fact Ramsey did not win,he failed ultim-
ately,in his task of restating metaphysics and theology in an age of emp-
iricism.It was not however that he dismissed empiricism outright.He acc-
epted that there was much}validity'in'David Hume's challenge,as there was
. in the challenge of his twentieth century successors,for example A.J.Ayer
or Anthony Flew.(cf.A.Flew,God and Philosophy,Hutchinson,1966) He accepted
“ihe force of C.DBroad's inaugural lecture at Cambridge in 1934 (C.D.Broad,
Determinism, Indeterminism and Libertariansm,CUP 1934,pp.27-% ) against the
attempt to base the freedom of the will on tne idea of a timeless self
acting and,with the other empiricists, he questioned whether such an idea
was “even intelligible,let alone true or false." (F&I p.20.).it was nec=
essary to show,however, just where and how empiricism was inadequate and
- just whére and how metaphysics was more than just "sophistry and illusion®,
more than just mere nonsense.He firmly believed that both Kant,for example,
and Spinoza before him,had been talking something more than sophistry and
illusion; and had tried,therefore,to argue that metaphysics had in fact

got a future,
It will perhaps be of use to recall at this point some words of

Lady Helen Oppenheimer on the philosophical climate in the early 1950's.
She writes:: '

“The philosophical world of Oxford in the early 1950's was a
strenuous and exciting world,a curious mixture of the liber=-
ating and the circumscribing.One seemed to be let out of a
large but stuffy roam onto a fresh and enticing but narrow
path which one could explore with delight,so long as one did
not stray into metaphysics.The door had been opened by Witt-
genstein,but at that stage this was still something of a secret

door.The blue and brown books,the lecture notes which had been
tha key,were still circulating,half under cover,in tynescript.

A more accesible way out had been opened in 1949 in the shape



of Gilbert Ryle's The Concept of Mind.Now one was set free into
an. outdoar world.People were whole things,not mysterious comb-

" inations of body and mind.Worries about the reality of the mat-
erial world or whether anybody else existed could be put behind
one,but at the cost of discovery that there were some ideas which
could never be formulated,some things which there was no point in
trying to say.Most of one's fellows seemed to pay this price glad-
ly,and philosophers seemed to be characteristically watchdogs rather

than explorers." ( Edwards,p.52). .
It was to this rather negative stance which condemned all metaphysics and
theology as nonsense that Ramsey was to address_himself in works which
included in their number the Forwood Lectures.The state of things sugg-
ested by lLady Helen Oppenheimer is borne out by A.J.Ayer,who studied in
fact under Gilbert Ryle,who agrees. that "the.dominant tone of Oxford phil-
osophy at the time was surly and unadventurous" (Part of my Life p23) though
it was to change somewhat with H.H.Price and R.G. Collingwood Of the three
professors of philosophy in Oxford at that time,J.A.Smith, Harold Joachinm
and H.,A.Pritchard,Ayer suggests that of the three,H.A. Pritchard was the
most gifted but "narrow and dogmatic® and "disapproved strongly of the
new tendencies in philosophy which bad been inaugurated at Cambridge by

Bertrand Russell and G.E.Moore." _

In the Oxford of the 1900'5 the Hegelian syntheéis‘of science,phil-
osophy and religion had prevailed.Wallace of Merton,for example,could
commend Hegel}s insistence that religion and philosophy coincide: in fact
he sees philosophy itself as a divine service,indeed a religion.The
reaction of philosophers in the early years of the twentieth century
came as a reaction principally against a lack of clarityvin the phrase-
ology which was bandied about.This reaction is associated most distinct-
ively in this country with the names of Bertrand Russell and G.E.Moore.
Their common aim was one of clarification.It was Moare who first ruthlessly
pressed the question, "What do you mean by so-and=-so....?" while Russell
tried more systematically to\outline a meaningful language.

Although neicther Russell nor Moore explicitly attacked theological
‘ stateménts it is plain that theology, just like metaphysics,was being
boldly challenged to prer,that it was meaningful and it is in the light
of this post Russell-Moore philosophical system,principally, that Freedonm
and Immortality came to birth.Since he had begun teaching in Cambridge,
Ramsey had accepted the challenge of the great modern Cambridge figures

and especially of Russell,Moore and Wittgenstein (to whom we shall short-

-1y turn) to think more clearly.He saw in Russell the attempt to demonst-

rate that. the task of philosophy is that of analysing language so as; to
lay bare the truth about the way things are,and in Moare a concern to keep



philosophers: from "soaring to lofty metaphysical heights by means of

the abuse of language™ (Gill p.18). He insisted on making sure

that philosophical terminology h&i a firm grounding in common sense,
s0,a8 Ramsey hiﬁself says,it was G.E.Moore who "challenged the meta-
physical ventures in Hegelianism with the question,'What does it mean?' "
(Contempy Emp. = Xian Sch.p.h-5) and Bertrand Russell who "gave a much
more systematic account of meaningful and reliable language." (iyig:p.h-j).
Indeed he says that'“of all the features of recent empiricism undoubt-
edly the most constant and important has been a primary interest in
meaning,in meaning rather than the truth as such," (ibid.p.3 ), This

is interestingly shown in the wey in which Ramsey is concerned to show
the logical and experimental relationship which exists between disclos-
ures; and talk about moral duty on the one hand and disclosures and talk
of God on the othef.His purpose is todisplay the fact that decisive and
‘morai experiences may have a religious: significance,an argument which

he develops: in the context of the contemporary debate between Bertrand
Russell and A.J.Ayer over the relation of talk about God to talk about
notions of Absolute Duty. (This debate is contained in letters written
by Lord Russell and Prof.Ayer in The Observer,on 13th.and 20th.Oct.1957).
A The controversy centred. round the claim tlet the existence of 'Absolute
~values' does not at all necessitate belief in God and has in fact no

bearing on such a belief.Such a notion led Lord Russell to remark that

"I cannot believe that a dislike of wanton cruelty is merely a matter of
taste like a dislike of oysters." Nevertheless he agreed with Prof-
essor Ayer in thinking that the question whether ethical values are abso-
lute had no bearing whatever on the question of the existence of God,

that is to say,he denied any relation betweenvhe humanistiec. and the
theistic points of view.

Ayer,however,wished to gb further and to urge that the humanist's
interpretation excludes that of the theist and to maintain,therefore, that
it is inconsistent to hold both that ethical values are absolute and yet
that they are validated by authority.lan Ramsey suggests that “For Russell,
stories of wanton cruelty evoke a situation transcending but including
observables to whose challenge he responds by resisting cruelty or work-
ing for the destruction of whatever,or whoever,is cruel.” (F&I p.44 ),

This response is unlike his response to oysters which is merely a response
to the spatio-temporal (ig taste,smell,feel etc.) but is rather a response

to a moral challenge to which he then makes an appropriate moral response.
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"It is in relation to situations such as these,which include,
" but are not limited to,observable features,that the phrase
‘absolute values' finds its justification and empirical anch-
orage.It is in such a situation that the phrase 'absolute values'

. is pegged down." (F&I p.45).
In his reply to H.D.Lewis' criticism of Freedom and Immortality (Lewis R.)
Ian Ramsey vwrote in the Hibbert Journal (FRFI) that the purpose of the

lectures was té make clear what he believed to be the empirical anchor-

age of discourse about free will and to say just what sort of situations
Justify talk about free will,to talk about the freedom which belongs to

responsible moral decision and so on.

"Wittgenstein's point of view (at any rate at one stage of his
development) was: that a significant and unambiguous language
would confine itself to the empirical propositions of sense

. experience.. Its exact formulation would yield no cut and dried
system but was rather a matter for experiment and testing and
towards this end the so-called 'Verification Principle'might

be a useful guide." (CCPC p.256).

A.J.Ayer (Part of my Life p.115) points out that though the English
-trénslation of Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico—PhiIOSophicus,for which
Rﬁssell,having suggested jits title,wrote the introduction,had been
published in 1922 and he hinself had been working in Cambridge since

" 1929 his ideas had hardly penetrated to Oxford well into the 1930's.
The Tractatus maintained that significant propositions fell into two
classes: either they were tautologies,like the propositions of logic

and pure mathematics,or they were empirically verifiable.Everything
else,including metaphysics and theology,was literally nonsensical,
vhich ties in very well with Hume's invitation to commit to the flames
any volume of divinity or school metaphysics if it didn't contain any
abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number or any experimental
reasoning concerning matters of fact or existence,on the basis that

it could contain nothing but ®sophistry and illusion®.It is interesting
to note that Ayer remarks that in the 1930's one approached the theory
of knowledge from a starting point of sense data which he suggests was,
"unorthodox by Oxford standards,but not by those of Cambridge™.He sugg-
ests,too,that by the mid-thirties Wittgenstein had already »

"moved away from the position which he held in the Tractatus,
but his current views were imparted only to the narrow circle
of his Cambridge pupils.He was at pains to keep any report of
them out of general circulation from a mcrbid fear of their
being misrepresented or plagarized.It was not until the late
1930's that one or two copies of notes taken from his lectures,
the celebrated Blue and Brown books,somehow managed to find
their way to Oxford." (Part of my Life p.120 ).
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Wittgenstein was,at this time,in Trinity College,with Richard Braith-
waite,to whom we shall refer later,next door at King's with G.E.Moore
and Maynard Keynes,the economist.,

Wittgenstein saw the function and purpose of philosophy as the
analysis of language.We would understand and communicate our own ex-
periences and the experiences of others better if we paid more att-
‘ention to' the ways in which we talk about such experiences...."the
. uses and fﬁnctionsAbf language are the beginning points for under-
standing - conceived of as 'the given' or 'forms of life'." (Wittgenstein -
Phil,Investig, .p.226.),He conceived of the philosopher's problems |
in terms of what he called psychological "disease™ or “mental cramps "

and recognised two primary mistakes in the contemporary philosophy of

' language,One is that “one narrows,'one';s thinking with only one kind of

' example“'(ipig.pafa.593).The second is the insistence that all sentences

~ of the same form (gg.the car is red,the man is good ) must have the same logic.
~ This is as naive as to insist that all currency of the same denomination
has the same international value,hence the famous Wittgenstinian maxim -
*“*Don't look for ﬁeaning,iook for use".So also Wittgenstein's insistence

~ that words are like chess pieces in that each is defined in terms of

“4ts function and thus the question, 'What is a word really?' is analog-
ous to “What is a piece in chess?" (;p}g.para.108d).That is to say,

one explains how a particular word functions, just as one explains how

a particular chess piece functions,by explaining the ways in which it

may or may not be moved."Essence”,then,"is expressed by grammar" (iyig.para.
371), and meaning is determined by the rules of the various language
“games”, FIn many ways",writes Jerry Gill,"the views of Ian Ramsey,the
late bishop of Durham,are based on the insights of Wittgenstein.In other
words,bishop Ramsey makes use of Wittgenstein's method by way of meeting
the chellenge of logical empiricism.” (Gill p.31 ). »

‘ Ian Ramsey,it is true to say,was extremely forthright in his app-
reciation of the contribution of logical empiricism.Indeed he insists
that if religious language is not anchored in empirical experience then
it can be neither philosophically nor religiously adequate.He was,however,
' concerned to make some important modifications in connection with the
logical-empirical concept of "empirical”.It was important to him that

the term ®empirical® should be given a far broader base in order to
include religious disclosure. He maintained that

"wittgensten would not allow other areas of
disciosure to be dismissed as meanlnglegs - language was soO
rich in its logical variety,and a major task of philosophy
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.was to display and present this variety against all who held
that evidence and criteria,if they be not scientific evidence
and criteria,are worthless and agalnst all reductlonlsts who
would argue that 'x is:'nothing but y',that 'x is really only

Syt (CE p.6)
Jerry Gill in his book, :Ian Ramsey - To speak Hespon51bleof God writes;

He sees in mature emplrlclsm or llngulstlc analys1s both
the tolerant spirit and analytic methodology necessary
for the construction of a balanced,reasonable and theol-
ogically adequate account of the meaning of religious
language.It is in this sense that Ramsey can be said to
accept the basic thrust of the challenge set forth by

. logical empiricism.He is impressed with the concern for
meaning and verification expressed by the movement and

. withiits desire to develop reliable,if flexible,criteria
with regard to the various usages of language.Moreover,
he is convinced that the language philosophers,following
the later Wittgenstein,are much more tolerant and sensitive
towards language than were their positivistic forerunners.
Ramsey believes 'that contemporary empiricism may revitalise
our faith and our doctrine and make what seems so often
to be the dry bones of theological discourse live'(Alden Tuthill

© lects.1963 = CE.P.59 )" (op.cit.p.50-1 ),

Giilfs'viéws'are'endorsed by Ramsey himself who writes:” We associate
: ,Wittgehstein ~ at least the later Wittgenstein - with a much newer concept
of meaning than we find either in the logical positivists or in the early
Russell." ( CE.p.6~7 ).Wittgenstein can therefore be seen as leading away
ftom any narrow,hard and circumscribed account of -meaning such as the
Verification Principle expressed.For Wittgenstein,the Verification Prin-
:‘ ciple (being itself obviously nonsense for it could neither be verified
by sensé experience nor taken as a tautology) was merely a mnemonic,enabl-
ing us to formulate the clearest and most precise,and least ambiguous of
languages,and it was valuable insofar as its talk about "verification”
and "criteria® implied that we would only understand a word when we had
elaborated a context for its use. | '

"The highest aim of philosophy’ éamsey maintained)"must be to
generalise about the logical pattern of the most complex dis-
course,not excluding metaphysical and theological discourse,.
and to give clues to its logical structure,to search for ill-
uminating paradigm cases,such as the Verification principle
provides in a simple and elementary,even if important,case,
viz.scientific discourse.” (CE.p.6-7 ),

One of the principle aims of the Vienna Circle* wWas to rebuild the bridge
between philosophy and science which had been largely broken by the

Romantic Movement and the accompanying rise of Idealist metaphysics
at the beginning of the nineteenth century.Its members saw what they

% Ssee over.,
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called the "logic of science® as constituting the future of philosophy,
‘Once’the fight against metaphysics had been won and the physical world
had beentreduced'to the elements of sense experience.It is with good
reason that the twentieth century has been characterised as the age of
analysis.The mood of discontent with the traditional approaches to phil=-
osophy in general and with the absolute Idealism of the nineteenth cent-
ury in. particular,which had found its expression with the early analytic
concern of Bertrand Russell and G.E.Moore in England,found its European
expression with the Vienna circie,whose primary conéern,as vwe have seen,
was to enable the same sort_of‘pfpgreSS‘as had been made by the natural
sciences to be made by philosophy.In the English speaking world,the closest
énd most influential ex@ression of this apmroach to philosophy is to be
foﬁnd in A.J.Ayer's,language,Truth and Logic whose logical posit-
Aiviém may be seen as,in some ways at least,é reaction against pseudo-~

scientific metaphysics.He operated on the assumption that there are only
two types of ianguage which can be said to admit knowledge and truth and
‘these are,as we have seen in the works of his predecessors,logical disc-
ourse and empirical assertions.With Ayer the attack on theology becomes
‘quite explicit and it,like much else,is claimed to be absolutely devoid
" ‘'of meaning except in so far as it can be given an analysis in terms of

propbsitions about sense experience.To such an attack as this Ian Ramsey

replied:

"The argument is that theology is 'meaningless' unless: it
refers merely to some personal ‘'thrill' or 'satisfaction'’

or 'pleasure' or 'uplift‘.For,in the first place,it is clear

- that theological words like 'God' or ‘soul' have no direct
empirical reference like,(on a common-sense view) the words
‘table’, 'sun’, 'tree’, 'book’,.'.....Nor,in the second place,
have theological words such indirect empirical relevence as
belongs to scientific words like, 'field', 'electron’, 'potent-
ial','entropy’, 'force'....The conclusion is that the propos-
itions of theology cannot be ‘verified' in terms of sense

. experience except in so far as they are about our 'feelings'
and bodily sensations,Theology on this view could never be
more than subjective.” (CCPCPp.258)..

" % The Vienmna Circle really began in the 1920's with Morits Schlick
who was professor at Keil and then,from 1922 ,in the chair of The
Philosophy of Inductive $cience at the University of Vienna.The
circle published its manifesto, fliissenschaftliche Weltauffassung:
Der Wiener Kreis (Scientific View of the World: The Vienna Circle)
in 1929 and in 1930 took over. the journal,Annalen der Philosophie,
renaming it Erkenntnis,in which Wittgenstein's,Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus had first appeared under its German title,Logisch-
Philosophische Abhandlung.
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So,while Ramsey is extremely forthright in his appreciation of the
contribution of the logical empiricists,insisting that all theolog-
ical and religious discourse must have an empirical grounding to prove
adequate,and pleading for a broadened concept of “empirical",he also
endeavours to establish that,although religious language has certain
peéuliarities,it is no more odd than much of the language of theoretical
science and personal felationships.lt is in this way {hat Ramsey can
be seen as taking a view of the nature of theological language which
distinguishéd him from many thinkers who are classified as linguistic
analysts.His understanding of the complexity and flexibility of lang-
vage places Ramsey squarely in the tradition of the later Wittgenstein,
Moreover there is a marked similarity between his view of language and
that of such thinkers as J.L.Austin and Max Black. (cf especially the

" latter part of J.L.Austin's How to do Things with Words;and Max Black's

analysis of metaphor in his Models and Metaphors and his Lectures on
Religious Belief.) The work of J.L.Austin and his colleagues on the
various. aspects of English verbal usage in linguistic philosophy

“"has gone almost entirely out of fashion,but mlts heyday
it aroused very strong feelings both among its ‘practition=
ers and amongst those....who were sceptical of its import-
ance," (Part of my Life p.295)..

Gill remarks on Freelom and Immortality that "the primary argument offered

by Ramsey in favour of the free will position is an appeal to the facets
of ordinary language which are portrayed in talk about decision and actionJY}uh.

" Such language not only has freedom of decision built into it but it def-

jes all attempts to eliminate it without eliminating the vast maJorlty [ et
of ordinary language at the same time.From Ramsey's ex;ﬁélés of free

choice one can see that for him such an option is unacceptable.This is
clearly an example of what J.L.Austin termed “linguistic phenomenology *.

(J.L.Austin,PhiloSOpQ}pgpers,p.lZO )eThe underlying conviction of such

an appeal is that ordinary language contains the ma jority of important
distinctions that need to be made concerning empirical reality.THus in
.attempting to make a case for the viability of a metaphysics that is
cognitively meaﬁingful Ramsey lays the groundwork for an understanding

of the function of the term *God".He relies to a great extent on the

work of men like Austin and P.F.Strawson (cf.P.F.Strawson,Introduction

to Logical Theory p.5?-8). though the cornerstone upon which Ramsey's

understanding of models is based,however,is the distinction between

'piéture" models and "analogue® models and for this distinction as well

as for several other ideas,Ramsey ackncwledges the influence of the work
of Max Black.
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Ramsey was particularly interested in the work of four men who became
his colleagues in Oxford,namely,Stuart Hampshire,R.M.Hare,J.L.Austin

and P.F.Strawson (Ian Ramsey took P.F.Strawson's An Essay in Descriptive

Metaphysics (1959) very seriously). It seemed to him that

through the work of such broadened empiricists,some ground was won back
for a descriptive,as opposed to a speculative,metaphysic,though he was

in no doubt that there still remained a vast apount of work to be done
especially because of his belief that personal existence,the "Volitional
Unity" of his Burney Prize essay in 1938 - the 'I' as he now preferred to
say - was even more mysterious than such men allowed.(Ramsey's main super-
visor in philosophy was A.C.Ewing,whose interests are expressed in his
book, Idealism:A Critical Survey (I93%) - These views are reflected imm-
aturely in Ramsey's Burney Prize essay of 1938 ).le believed,too,that mean-

~ingful person language,describing the person in action,could be both str-

aightforwardly descriptive and evocatively more,which was,incidentally,one
. reason why he was so interested in J.L.Austin's category of the performative
ut terance (for example,"I baptise thee") as being more than descriptive,
and it was to his own vision of personality to which he was appealing when
~ he spoke of 'I' as an "integrator" word and when he defended the poss-
ibility of metaphysical language about the 'I', _

| ‘In such passages Ramsey appears to stand closer to fhe tradition of
the French and German existentialists and espeéially to that of Kierkegaard
than many might suspect,because like many British philosophers of his day
he made little actual reference to the continentals, -

The height of J.L.Austin's influence was not reached until the 1950's.
The strongest philoséphicalcinfluence in Oxford in the years immediately
vfollbwing the war was that of Gilbert Ryle.His dismissal of the tradit-
ional view of the rélation between mind and body (which he calls the Cart-
esian myth),depicted in his famous phrase as the idea of “the ghost in
the machine" (Concept of Mind) won him many adherents among young phil-
osophers of his day.Ramsey himself had learned from James Ward and his
pupil G.F.Stout,those pioneers of modern philosophical psychology,to

reject any dualism of mind and body and to think instead of an embodied

self.He came to recognise the intimate nature of the union between the
mental and the physical,though still believing that there was in some

sense at least a citadel of the 'I' which made each personality personal.
Ian Ramsey felt himself compelled to go further than Ryle, Though Ryle was
probably the most dominant philosopher in Oxford at the time,Rgmsey'felt him



- 15 -

to be inadequate. In Tdbingen in 1967 he quoted Ryle's argument to the
effect that "the self elusiveness of 'I' is only the elusiveness of
todays diary entry which cannot be made until today is past,but which
can then be made without any kind of problem or dilemmaiIn his article
in Philosophical Quarterly in 1955 "~ I would suggest that Ramsey
already felt this way,but as a junior colleague of Ryle's in Oxford felt
inhibited in criticising him,even though the diary entry at any depth
about 'I' would be,for Ramsey,far more mysterious than Ryle allowed.

A far more thorough discussion of the relation of Ian Ramsey's thought
to that of Ryle (and for that matter of Strawson)éan be found in Ramsey's
Biology and Personality, For Ramsey then,although no-one ever has
what would be called straightforward empirical experience of himself as

a self,every person does,insofar as he is a person at all,come to use
the term 'I' and to tacitly develop a concept of the self.This is evident
even in David Hume's ironic: conclusion to the effect that "I can have no
. experience of self®.(D.Hume,Treatise on Human Nature,Part II.)
The influence of Ryle,as that of Strawson and earlier,Wittgenstein
helped Ramsey to base his case for the logical address of God talk upon
the inherent peculiarity of the logic of 'I'.Jerry Gill writes:

"It is the commoness and importance of such talk,especially
in the case of the first person pronoun that Ramsey thinks
provides the foundation for language about God.Ramsey begins
his discussion of the 'Systematic Elusiveness: of I'by tracing
the difficulties which David Hume encountered while trying to
pin down the logic of self awareness and personal identity.
Since the only epistemological objects Hume would accept were
sense experience and since one could never obtain a sense im-
pression of one's self,Hume concluded that the concept of se-

. 1fhood and personal identity are bogus.However,since people
(including Hume himself) found the concept indispensible both
practically and theoretically,he remained dissatisfied with
his analytic conclusion." (Gill p.83-84 ),

The main objection which Ramsey raised against the view of Hume and Ryle

'is aimed at what he takes to be their common basic assumption which is,
as he sees it,that they both consider that any situation which becomes
the"ob.ject ™ of a higher order action is: unchanged in the process.The
assumption that Ramsey is in effect challenging is that there is no
difference between the 'I' which is unsaid in the statement,'I am run-
ning',and the first 'I' in the statement, "I said,'I am running'." and
he would maintain that an essential change has taken place when the
*speaking'l'*has been objectified by a higher order statement.

It is absolutely essential to see the connection which Ian Ramsey
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o ) . experience
finds between his understanding of religious[and his talk about God, .

or at least his interpretation of such talk.The nature of religious
‘discourse, involving as it does both a perceptual and religious dim-
_ension (ie.it discusses that which is spatio-temporal and more),is
marked by a similar structure in the form which religious language
takes by means of models and qualifiers.(cf.RL chap.II ), This juxta-
position,which provides a bridge between empirical experience and
language on the one hand and religious experience on the other,points
to a similarity between the approach of Ramsey to theological language
and that of St.Thomas Aquinas,and it is clear that,in a broad sense at
least,Ramsey's position may be classed as one which follows the®middle
-way " of analogy,a method found,too, in the works of Bishop Butler.The
‘argument of Bishop Butler's Analogy is indeed introduced in the first
chapter of Part I on “Immortality",which,Ramsey remarks,is not just
“merely meant to establish in a general sort of way the ‘credibility
_of a future life' ", (RL p.14-15).

Ramsey did not in fact see himself as offering an original theory
of religious language but rather,as he puts it,™a generalisation of
Thomism" (RL p.185 ) for certainly,as we have noted.there is a marked
similarity between his theory of models and qualifiers and the Thomist
doctrine of Analogy with its its accompanying distinction hetween the
res significata and the modus significandi,though he does offer such a

wholly novel restatement of the doctrine as to render the connection

at this point quite tenuous.Ian Ramsey does,however,combine the best in
both empiricism and existentialism.His theology is empirical insofar as
he shows how our symbols of God have roots in finite experience....and
yet equally his theology is,as we have seen,existentialist insofar as
he insists that the disclosure of God occurs through personal situations
and that it demands an aporopriate commitment.At the same time he manages
‘to avoid the irrationalisn and obscurity by which much existentialist
theology is marred as much as-he avoids the tendency to equate theistic
statements with their empirical grounds or to assume that the latter
"constitutes verification of the former.(cf;Owen h

An important controversy was worked out between Ian Raméey and
Anthony Flew in the Hibbert Journal in 1956 (Flew,Funerals ),centering

round the question whether or not a man could witness his own funeral.

Ramsey summed up‘Flew as saying that,"after death we no lenger walk,talk,

joke,climb mountains or become buried under snow.All that remains is the

Fa
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bgdy...We may be more than bodies,but what we are more,perishes at
death." -(P+F),The crux of Ramsey's reply was to assert that personal
behaviour was more than Flew had allowed.The 'I' was "more than the

biological man,the social man,the economic man,thépsychological man,"

(P+F,p. 337) . , ,
'Ramsey's funeral'(he wrote)"does not cover all that of
“vhich Ramsey is aware when he is aware of'myself’.It is
" this 'more' for which on the day of my funeral,philos-

ophical friends,if they feel so inclined,can spend their
time choosing logically aprropriate phrases.I for my

part will be content to'enjoy 'it',untouched then (I hope)

by the need to give it a logical mapping.” (ibid.p.337-8).

Ramsey,then,appealed to his own awareness of self as a gateway to meta-

physics and religion - He told Flew:

"To talk of ifree willthas been to claim that here was some-

.thing not reducible to predictability stories,causal stor-

ies or any other of the technical tales which would profess

to reduce a 'person' to 'objects' - spatio-temporal events."(ibi§.p.334).

The conviction from which Ramsey never deviated once he had made it his

own was expressed in a contribution to the Cambridge Review

in 1956,in an article which was a response to R.B.Braithwaite's Edding-
ton Memorial lecture of November 1955 on"An Empiricist's View of the
Nature of Religious Belief. L f<Braithﬁaite argued that the
“primary use" of Christian assertions was "{o announce alleghnce to a
set of moral principles" (Braithwaite p.82) and in particular to dec-
lare the Christian's commitment to an “agapeistic® or loving way of
life connected with stories which encourage such behaviour.For Ian

Ramsey,such an account was drastically inadequate because it did not

give a full enough account of the believer's response to the discern-
ment of moral obligation.For him,the response came before ahy commit-
ment and the response to God's claim was a response to fact,though to
be fair,he does say that he sympathises with Professor Braithwaite's
aim to do justice to both the empiricist demand that meaning must be
tied to empirical use and to the religious man's claim for his relig-
jous belief to be taken seriously.To develop the argument apittle more
fully; Ian Ramsey finds difficulties which are broadly two-fold:on the
one hand while he is willing "to admit as empirical,something far beyond
what the first naive formulations of the Verification Principle would
have allowed - has he gone far enough?"(R+E.(Camb.),p.404-5 ) and on
the other,Ramsey questions whether the lecture "takes seriously enough

all that the religious man - and in particular the Christian - claims
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in his religious belief." (ibid.) Ramsey goes on to argue that comm-
itment to a way.of life ,agapeistic or any other,must be more than a
‘straightforwardly empirical claim,that is to say that the "x" pattern
of living could in principle be given an exhaustive spatio-temporal
description.If'such a way of life involved only that which was des~
criptive in terms of stmatio-temporal elements it-would lead to no
more than what Ramsey calls an “agapeistic idolatry"“.Ramsey would
see rather the notion of an agapeistic way of life as a qualified
model of "believing®,*hoping®,qualified by "all things“'whose purpose
is tb evoke a characteristiéally different situation - a situation
where the penny drops and "we pursue the story till in Bradley's sense
we are satisfied." (ibid.) Only at that point is agape disclosed and
ve respond with an agapeistic way of life.Braithwaite had,then,redef-
ined the nature of religious language by likening it to the language
of morality and commendation,and this,for Ramsey,was his major inadequacy.
It is possible to classify Ian Ramsey's position as in one respect
similar to the work,too,of men like Basil Mitchell who in his contrib-
ution to New Essays in Philosophical Theology (NEPT,p.103-6) and prob-
ably more importantly in his contribution to Faith and Logic and
in. his Justification of Religious Belief makes the attempt to
relate religious language to experience and to establish it,in theory

at least,as cognitively meaningful. John Hick,who maintained that state-
ments that make predlctlons about experiences taking place after death
are open to verification,or at least confirmation,says that rellglous
truth and thus religious languazge is unique in that it is not limited
to propos1t10nal assertions,though he does say that Christian language
can be shown to be meaningful when it is viewed as an autonomous lang-
uage game which is based on the experience of the Christian community.
(cf.W.Zuurdeeg,An Analytical Philosophy of Religionﬁwfégnggm:g;Q;ggﬁ)

especially sensitive to the interrelatedness of the various functions

of language which we find in the works of men like Michael Foster,who
maintained that revelation can be cognitively meaningful,that is,subject
to the judgement true,without being reducible to either logical or emp-

irical language.John Hutchigses who in his language and Faith h Philaderphiailestmnshe
1463

maintains that since religion is to be understood primarily as a means
" of comprehensive life orientation,the language of religion is to be
‘understood as the expression and description of various orientations

of life,and Frederick Ferré,who suggests that much of religious lang-
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uage is an empirical-theoretical model.("Theological speech projects

a model of immense responsive significance,drawn from ‘'the facts',as

.- the key to its conceptual synthesis.” F.Ferré.)*Such thinkers,like Ian
Ramsey,are concerned to preserve the empirical cognitivity of religi-
ous discourse.The whole movement of contemporary philosbphy indeed,

might be said to be characterised by a pre-occupation with Ianguage

that has questioned in many different ways the status of metaphysical
words and also a concern to give all propositions some empirical relevance,

"To face the challege which contemporary philosophy makes

- on us",&rote Ian Ramsey}"we must Jjustify a position for
theological words on the language map and in particular
elucidate their empirical relevance.“(CCPC,p.259 Do

and he continues ¢

" "There is,as Whitehead would put it,a ‘limitation’,'an ab-
ruptness' about the world.We cannot talk about anything we
jolly well like.VWe do not start our thinking from absolute.
zero,in an utter vacuum.The curious point I would like to
make is this,that the limitation is really linsuistic -
that 'given fact' and empirical ‘limitation’' express rathe-
er a demand on language that describe features of the world.
They are,]l suggest,a demand that our overall ictal language \
shall be finite,that our language hé}rarchy shall have some-
thing like what Whitehead would call an apex."(ibid,p.261 ).

Yet it is important to keep always in the fore that,as in the notes
preserved by Professor Peter Baelz when Ramsey was lecturing in 1946,
Ramsey's work shows an attempt to work towards a philosophical theology
broadly on the line of a personalised Idealism,but owing a great deal
to the tougher kinds of philosophy since the older Idealists.Izn Ram-
sey saw the world in terms of relationships between persons,and persons
as centrés of experience,experience as volition,thought and perception
which owes the continuity of its existence to being dependént on God.
The main lines of this are Berkeleian;our sensory experience is the
medium through which we can'become aware of the activity of the divine
will though he felt that religious experience was unhelpful unless a
philosophical theology based on sense experience and value appreciat-
ion was brought<to it.Ramsey's Idealism was,however,in no way the Ab-
solute Idealism of men like F,H.Bradley,for he saw that the Absolute
"could only too easily be regarded as night in which every cow - and
‘everything else for that matter - was uniformly black." (F&I p.98 ),
and he thinks that it is one of the greatest mistakes of the Absolute
Idealists to suppose that when such situations as were offered in

Freedom and Immortality were evoked,they were,so to say,structurally

¥ p.P.Ferré,language,Logic and God,Eyre and Spottiswoode:London 1662,p. H.
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homogenous,that in such situations the distinction between subject and
object disappeared.

F.H.Bradley, incidently,gives an €xcellent account of such evocation
in his Essays on Truth and Reality (F.H.Bradley,Essays on Truth and Realitx,.
" OUP,1914,chap.VI on®Immediate Experience” ) where he suggests that an
awareness: of a person as public behaviour and more would be established

by surveying this and that feature of a person's behaviour until a disc-
losure situation occured around such features as we had to date enumer-
~ated .Bishop Berkeley makes a similar point with his charater Alciphron.
(G.Berkeley,Dialogge,IV,54).For Tan Ramsey metaphysics could never deny
the observations and experiments of science apd common-sense,metaphysics,
that is,as concerned to organise common-sense assertions in accordance
with some perspective or another,a development of C.D.Broad's description
of metaphysics as "critical common-sense".Nor should metaphysical real-
ities be described as if they were physical objects.Indeed he recalled

- the famous phrase of Bishop Butler's, "Everything is what it is,and not
another thing".Ramsey,as Butler and Kant,grounded his metaphysics in ethics
‘because to him what was most self-disclosing was not walking,talking, joking
or climbing,pain or pleasure but responding to a moral claim.A moral action
disclosed the "and more" that was not dreamed of in Hume's philosophy - for
in that response,"the ‘L' knew what it was to be personal,free and more
than spatio-temporal®, '

"Metaphysics“&@e wrote) " arises from man's desire to know,
in a world of change ‘and transitoriness, just where he is
journeying; it arises whenever man seeksto map the univ-
erse and to plot his position in it,to answer Kant's three
questions,¥hat can I know?,What ought I to do?,What may
I hope?" (P for M p.153 ).

Such may be the justification for such a work as Freedom and Immortality

rising,vwhether adequately or not,to meet the challenge posed by Hume and
restated by the empirical philosophy of the twentieth century.As H.D.lewis
in his review of Freedom and Immortality writes?

"Above all,this book takes us to the heart of the contro--
versies about religion which arise from the course which
philosophy has taken of late.Professor Ramsey is thoroughly
familiar with the techniques of recent linguistic philos-
ophy and he has also wide theological knowledge and acute
understanding of theological difficulties.” (Lewis R.).

One of Ramsey's favourite quotations was from A.N.Whitehead's,Science and

the Modern World:

“Religion is the vision of something which stands beyond,
behind and within the passing flux of immediate things,
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something which is real and yet waiting to be realised,
something which is a remote possibility and yet the
greatest of present facts,something whose possession
is the final good and yet is beyond reach,something
which is the ultimate ideal and the hopeless quest.”

Perhaps the final comment at this stage should be by Ian Ramsey himself.
When Hugh Joseph asked him what he hoped to do,he replied, "I think my

ambition,Hugh,would be this,to build a bridge between theology and phil-
osophy".Thus far we have tried to show,albeit in brief,both the foundat-
jons on which that bridge was set and to offer a glimpse of the swirling

waters of contemporary philosophy which necessitated its building.



CHAPTER II
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If we endeavour to trace the development in Ian Ramsey's thought
- which led him to bring together those '"two not obviously similar
themes" of freedom and immortality for the Forwood lectures of the
same name in 1957 and to subsequently publish them in 1960,we are
afforded. surprisingly little help in our pursuit by those published
works of his which appeared in the years prior to the lectures being
given.W¥hat hints are afforded in the published material amount,for the
most part,to oblique references in works treating on what are,to a
greater or lesser degree,different subjects,and where they do appear,
the themes are rarely tied together.
In the Hulsean Sermon,preached in Cambridge late in 1950 (reprinted
in the Cambridge Review,vol.LXII,no.1751,Nov.1950,pp.194f. ) he states
his belief that "metaphysics should begin.....with econative activity,
not with cognition as a relation to static constituents"(op.cit.p.194).
So,conation rather than cognition is'the ultinate characterisation of
human self-understanding.He declares that...."personal activity always
eludes our understanding of it",because,"we can never adequately under-
stand it because our activity of understanding is itself a new datum
for understanding."(This basic datum for metaphysics is,he says,an
~ activity of which w have a "notion",and which we try,necessarily in
vain,to describe adeguately in "ideas".) This sugepstion was developed
further in 1955 in an article in the Philosophical Quarterly entitled,
"The Systematic Elusiveness of 'I'". In this article Ramsey
distinguishes between two theories about "elusiveness" which he broadly
categorises as,on the one hand,those akin to Hume and,on the other,those
akin to Ryle.The former is typified by the phrase,"I can never catch
myself at any tlme without a perception” and "I can never observe any-
thing but perceptions” (i.e.any simple and continuing self eludes Hume's
gaze (see the Treatise on Human Nature,Bk.1l,pt.IV,sec.6) ). The latter is
develofed in regard to Ryle's notion of?higher order actions,that is to
say,where certain sorts of actions are,in one way 6r another,concerned
with ar are operative upon,other actions,e.g. B hitting C ; A applauding
(B hitting C). ‘
W.H.Poteat suggests that 'I' functions in a definite logical relation
. to empirical propositions about behaviour in his: essay in New Essays in
- Religious language (“God and the 'Private 'I'",W.H.Poteat,NEinRL,ed .Dallas
M.High,OUP:NY,1969 ). "I is a logically extended concept since what it
names over and above what may be stated in and hence known by means of reports
' upon behaviour or dispositions
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.fo behaviour systematically eludes,at any given level of reporting,
incorporation into the reports of that level." (op.cit.p.130.. '

| It was Ryle who suggested that in fact self elusiveness is syst-
ematic because with any of our own operations of any order there imm-
ediately arises the possibility of an 0pefetion of ahigher order so

. that vwhen we are faced with our own operations there then arises the
(Systemafic) possibility of an infinite series of operations which
means that at no given time we ever complete self description (ie.ﬂg
can never completely describe ourselves ).This means,Ryle would say,
-thaf every time ve.attempt self-description,we add a fact to be des-
cribed.This does not mean ,however,that there is anything"mysterious”.
"It is an elusiveness only tantalizing till we see what is happening -
like trying to count pennies in a line,when,as I am enumerating the
last penny another is always added.....The penny which eludes me for
a moment I count the next moment.” (The Concept of Mind.) |

(Ramsey later develops this notion of mystery in his Alden-Tuthill lect-
ures in 1963. (The Alden-Tuthill lectures on Theological Literacy.No.l,

.“0On Understanding MysteryﬁChicago Theological Seminary Register,vol,LIII,
no.5,May 1953) " to. which we shall refer later).Ramsey concludes how-
ever that,despite the differences,behind both the account of Hume: and
that of Ryle is the same assumption,viz.that any situation ﬁhich becomes
the "object" of a higher order action is unchanged in the process.This
notion is expressed by Hume in terms of Perception,while Ryle,though
never explicitly stating it,implies it throughout his work.What Ramsey
gsaw as theigizggzmption,differently expressed, raises two difficulties
for him.Firstly,granted the assumption,he questions what is to be made
of the subject-object distinction (developed by reference to Ryle) and,
secondly,what account is to be given of what Hume calls "personal iden=-
tity"? About the first,Ramsey maintains that the objectification of the
‘subject is to deny ourselves the possibility of ever talking sense.About
the second he obserwes that "Hume confesses that,try as he will,he
'never can observe anything but the perception'.This is to confess that,
tfy as he will,all terms within the bracket in the example of "I describ-

ing (I solving chess problem C),are always,in all attempts,'objective’.
(CE op 022 ).
Self awareness is,then,logically problematical;since the self aware-

ness which characterises any highest order action as it occurs is in part
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. observationally elusive.But how can a fact which is in part observat- -
jonally elusive be displayed and how can it be talked about appropri-
ately? In answer to the first part,Ramsey remarks that "....we plainly
cannot give a straightforward account of what is observationally elus-
jve,in observation language.All we can do is to evoke or induce by some
tale or other,the sort of situation for which part-elusiveness is claim-
ed."(ibid.p.23.).In answer to the second he suggests that the problem
of personal identity,self elusiveness,and the systematic elusiveness of
'I' are all alike to be related to the inadequacy.of objective terms
and relations,worked by the ordinary subject-predicate model,to account
for a highest order action.Here we see in Ramsey the denial of the Emp-
jricist claim to be able to give full account of the matter in observat~
jonal terms only.We may see then how the systematic elusiveness of 'I’
relates to the fact that self-awareness,as characterising highest order
wgetions" or feelings of personal identity,cannot be adeqnately dealt
with in terms of those elements to which a highest order action object-
jively.refers.In Humean terms,we do indeed "feel" personal identity now
when reflecting on a train of past perceptions,but Hume's error,as Ian
Ramsey foints out,was “to suppose that its empirical anchorage could be
no other than those 'past perceptions’ alone..."(ip;g.p.}ﬂ).So,from the
point of view of language,the systematic elusiveness of 'I' makes the
claim that 'I* systematically eludes all observational language; it is
a claim that 'I' has a logical status all of its own and is not a per-
ception word. .

I have felt it important to thus elaborate Ramsey's position in
regard to the self in such detail because,as I hope will become clear,
his understanding of the logical status of 'I' is of the greatest imp-
ortance to his understanding of the notions of freedom and immortality
and ultimately to the way in which we may talk about God Himself.Ve
must therefore establish an understanding of this as the background to
his later work if we are to follow the way in which he was to develop
his arguments in relation to the topics which here interest us most
closely.(The importance of the concept of the self and self-awareness
to the work of Austin Farrer will be discussed later,both in its own
right and as a key in the relationship between the respective approach-
es of Dr.Ramsey and Dr,Farrer ).

The issue is pursued further by Ramsey in his discussion:"Christ-

ianity and Language"(Phil.Outlx.,vol.4,no.l7,00t.195h) where he aéks:_
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"What of that which is compassed by our total awareness
at the time of what Ryle wowld call a ‘'higher order act-
ivity'? What of the total experience which Berkeley called,
perhaps misleadingly, 'a reflex act' or 'inward feeling',or
reflexion,or 'conscientia quaedam interna'?

Whst of the facts compassed by the experience which
might be called not 'self-awareness' but 'self-other-awar-
eness 'insisting for example,that Bradley's 'positive whole
of feeling' - a fact commended empirically - must,as White-
head urges,be given a subject-object structure.Here is an
'experience' not only subjective but objective,an experience
to which no amount of public language will do justice.For
full treatment it needs inter alia the word 'I' besides the
word'me';which means that it both demands and eludes public

" language." (op.cit.p.337 ).
But,for Ramsey, the whole point of the matter is that in the end the con-

clusion must (in accordance with his reasoning) be that ....the word
'God' would stand in relation to all discursive knowledge (the sdiehcés,
history, 'theology',and so on) as 'I' does to me" for it is at this point
that we become most truly aware of ourselves and thus most truly free,
He elaborates further upon the status of person words ('I‘,'me', 'my'
etc.) in an interesting article,written in 1955/6,"Persons and Funerals:
What do Person Words Mean?" -

B Here we begin to see how the consideration of person words
ﬁecome closely linked with the metaphysical doctrines of freedom and
immortality and all that those concepts involve. "To understand how the
concept ‘death' functions",wrote W.H.,Poteat (Phil.Qutly.,IX,1959,46-58),
"is to understand more about how the concept self does." However,Ramsey's
purpose in this paper is to consider the issue the other way round.The
paper arose fundamentally in response to theother paper written in April
1956 by Anthony Flew entitled,"Can a man witness his own funeral®™(Hibbert
Journal,Apr,.1956,242-250 . ).Flew's papér raised at least five basic qu-
estions for Ramsey;?irstly,%hether 'life' and 'personal behaviour' are
no more than walking,talking, joking.....and the like? Secondly,whether
there is in fact anything which is perceptually elusive about character-
istically personal situations? Thirdly,whether personal behaviour is no
more thdn behaviour which is observable,or in principle observable,inc-
luding in the latter phrase all that psycho-somatic medicine,deep anal-
ysis and the like might reveal? Fourthly,whether a person is what we can
point at without needing to do more to know what 'person' means? and
fifthly,whether there are any situations which already give an empirical

‘anchorage to the phrase, "invisible,intangible,disembodied spirit” and

e - . -



- 26 -

thus give us a sense for its “being there"?

In reply to Flew's questions Ramsey cites,first of all,Bishop
. Butler's Analogy: "It is easy to conceive that we may exist out of
bodies as in them,that we might have animated bodies dr any other
organs and senses wholly different from those now given us,and that
we may hereafter animate these same new bodies variously modified and
organised - as tobconceive how we can animate such bodies as our pre-
sent."'(Anélogz ch.l). Butler,as Ramsey points out,does not suggest
that it is easy to conceive that we may exist out of bodies or in them
nor that it is easy to know what ﬁe mean by “animate",For Butler noth-
ing - certainly not a doctrine of future life - was easy.Butler's
point is,he says, "that there is something puzzling and mysterious
about human existence; that we know mightily little about it; and that
those who have attacked the possibility of a future life have been tak-
ing too cut-and-dried a view of existence." (P+F,p.332 ).

His reasons for thus citing Butler at this point is that he believes
that Butler's positive contribution (from chapter 1 of the Analozy and
the Dissertation Of Personal Identity) was that he maintained that we

"ourselves" are not "gross bodies"; "systems of matter" are not "our-
selves™.The "elusive entity'" is not for Butler properly pictured as a
soul which does some animating - what is elusive is "we" - the mystery
and puzzle is about "ourselves”. VWe are ,he says,“living beings",and
part of ourselves is a body. We are "the same living agents” though
the body changes,and this identity we know by a “"natural sense”.No per-
son in his wits can act on the assumption that he may not be the same
person tomorrow. .

What is being claimed is that in self awareness, ie.the awareness
of oneself as a living being,is something "peculiarly incorrigible and
authentic”,and that there brééks in upon us at some point an awareness
of that which is more than spatio-temporal.lt is readily admitted that
‘such a claim by itself "proves" nothing.What Butler is doing is drawing
our attention to a situation which camnot be reduced to observable be-
haviour,let alone to bodies. With this Berkeley would agree.We are each,
he would say,aware of distinctive situafions which cannot satisfactorily
be exhausted in observable terms.Ramsey had certainly been saying this
kind of thing in print since at least 1948 when in a paper given by him
at the Tenth International Congress of Philosophy ("Man and Religion:
Individual and Community",Proceedings of the Tenth International Congresé
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_ of Philosophy,August 1948,Amsterdam 1949,pp.308-10) he had declared
that, "it is the sine qua non of a religious attitude that man should

not be entirely reducible to spatlo-tem“oral terms”.The peculiarly el-
usive situations which Butler describes arm: given, Berkeley woud say,in

our experience of activity:

“An agent,an active mind or spirit,cannot be an idea,or like
an idea,whence it should seem to follow that those words wh-
ich denote an active principle,soul or spirit do not in a
strict and proper sense stand for ideas.And yet they are not
insignificant neither,since I understand what is signified
by the term 'I' or 'myself’,and know what it means,although

it be no idea....but that which....operates about them.Cert-
ainly it must be allowed that we have some notion that we

" understand or know what is meant by the terms myself,wili..
..love,hate,and so forth;although to speak exactly,these words

do not suggest so many distinct ideas."(Alciphron,Seventh Dia-
logue;cited P+ p.333: ).

Our walking,talking, joking etc.,does not exhaust our behaviour whlch is
characteristically more than anything which can be,as Ramsey says, %cash~
ed in terms of such obJects though plainly it includes reference to them”

“Here" [says Ramsey)"ls that experience of 'self-activity' which,
when they have wished to emphasise its perceptual elusiveness,
men have spoken of in terms of 'free will',a contorted phrase

“expressing the best of intentions with the worst of logic for

the phrase tries to claim that in 'will'is a situation which

escapes,is 'free' from,the rest of 'object' language."

He continues; .

"To talk of ‘'free will' has been to claim that here is something
“not reducible to predictability stories,causal stories or other
technical tales and more importantly a 'person' to ‘'objects' -

spatio-temporal events."(ihig,p.334).

In mentioning Hume in this context he refers us to his article,"The Syst-
ematic Elusiveness of 'I'"" already mentioned., Hume,he notes,

is puzzled because he has a'feeling'of 'personal identity' when reflecting
on,"the train of past perceptions that compose a mind™.Hume fecognises
that the ideas are (felt to be) connected together though we may never
perceive this connection - once again the situation is seen to be per-
ceptﬁally odd.In all of this Ramsey is claiming, "that there are cert-
. ain characteristically personal situations to be evoked in certain ways
which are not wholly tractable in terms of (public) behaviour stories,
even if these are compiex enough to cover part,ie.the public part,of

what is meant by attitudes,emotions and the like"(ipig;p.33él Among
such stories by which suitable situations may be evoked are stories ab-

out death and funerals. "Death",for example,can mean many things or at
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least can be perceivéd in many different ways.It can be lodked at,

for exmmple,from a biochemical point of view which deals with dec-
omposition and the like;(I draw these examples from Ramsey's article)-
social death,"that occasion after which a man can no longer throw

his darts or attend dinnerfarties“;psychological death,the point be-
yond which we have no lonéer the approPriate behaviour responée; st=-
atistical death and so on.The contemplation of death can often suggest
(Ramsey would say "reveal") to us that we are,however, more than the
biological man,the social mah,the economic man,the psychological man

. for as W.H.Poteat in 1959("I willAdie:an AnalysiszPhil.Otlx.vol.IX,
(1959),46-58) so penetratingly puts the matter, "If 'death’ is a con-
cept which simply correlates with or is iogically assimilable to rep-~
orts. or predictions of events,(biochemical,social,physiological,audit-
ory etc.) and 'acts' of behaviour - survival of death is a logical
contradiction." L Is it then the case that death ob-
literates everything (except the body) that is covered by the assertion,
"I am alive"? Ian Rémsey's emphatic reply would be in the negative for
though "death® may very well leave a body and mark an end to all walking,
talking etc.,it does not,however,bring to an end,what we know now,in cer-
tain situations,as something "more than" the body and any and all spatio-
temporal elements that those situations contain.(A further example of this
occurs in Religion and Science,Conflict and Synthesis,chap.2,p.40,in reg-
ard to the statement,"I am dancing") When I use the expression,"I die® of
myself what I am asserting is not assimilable to “"reports or predictions
of events" in the common sense world but it is nevertheless perféétly -
though,no doubt,strangely - meaningful.Likewise in “The Logical Character
of Resurrection Belief"(Theology,vol.LX,no.443,May 1957,186-92,reprinted
:in CE.from which page refereqces will be taken),which arosé in reply to

Nea and Layia ; bondon 1965

H.J.Paton's Gifford Lectures -~ The Modern Predicament.L "belief in the

Resurrection",is seen as, "something more than belief in a matter of fact.”
(CE.p.88).The article,appearing,like Religious language,in 1957,poses the

question whether Christians can argue that we are immortal because Jesus
"is immortal when what is so obvious is that Jesus is utterly difflerent
from us,though it does nbt go as far as to develop a full answer to this
question,pointing merely to the logical peculiarity of the resurrection
of Jesus. ) _
The disciples on the Emmaus road lacked the vital depth of-discern
-ment,"their eyes were holden”,tﬁey only knew Christ at the point of full

disclosure and then he “became invisible".It is in St.Thomas however that
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" we find the clearest éxample of someone for whom Jesus. became an
object of sense and more.This plain down to earth empiricist sees
and believes as he puts his hand in Jesus' side and touches the im-
prints of the nails in his hands and feet but now at the moment of
full disclosure his resurrection belief is more than just a belief
in a matter of fact,objects of sight and touch - He goes beyond say-
ing, "I admit it's Jesus after all®™ to make the confession, "My Lord
and ﬁy God*, - “Here is a commitment which goes beyond what is seen
«+++.Thomas sees.....but only perceptual objects.He believes in the
Resurrection as an object of sense and more.* (CE.p.18l), ~ The resu-
rréction thérefore cannot be netted in the language.of definite des-
criptions.Likewise for Mary Magdalene,the resurrection is a matter
of fact and more.Resurrection belief is therefore "a total response
to something that touches personally”(ibidp.182).

So,Ramsey finds three stages of development;Firstiy,the "mtters
of fact" which are "objects of sense™ and about which empirical quest= -
ionSban be asked,that of which legal witnesses talk,on which histor-
ical discussion can be centered,for which verification can be sought.
Then,the situation. which is "matters df fact and more" - a situation
which is empirically odd,the clue to which comes in personal situations.
To know what-resurrection means demands a fuller discernment and finally
such a fuller discernment which embraces "objects of sense and more",
evokes and is fulfilled in a response, which finds its expression in
commitment.

Ramsey is only too ready to recognise and admit that all of these
are points which cannot be fully argued.All we can do,he says,is to,
"tell tales until the penny drops and the vision comes".Then it is that
we begin to realize all that is contained in peréon words and likewise
when we observe,as in the casé\of "Persons and Funerals",the veculiar
behaviour of *deatn® in the first person singular we are struck by the
logical peculiarity of 'I' itself. .

"We have already"{says Ramsey)"an intimation of immortality
and though I cannot talk straightforwardly about witnessing
ny funeral(let alone be right or wrong in so doing)none can
assert that my body is all that is left of me at death,if

already they have known me{or at any rate themselves Jas more
than a walker,a talker or a weigher of sausages." (P+F.p.338)

The following year (1957) saw the qualification of what is probably one
of the most read of Ian Famsey's published works - Religious language

(RI& ) ~ which,while not treating of the subject of death or imm-
ortality maintains that,the "exercise of free will....links closely
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'both discefnment and commitment features such as those which character-
ize a religious situation".(RL p.28). Ramsey suggests that,"the claim
of 'free will' is that there are accasions of human activity which will
not be exhaustively unpacked in scientific language,however far those
languages go.'(ibid.p.29),It claims a "personal" situation which needs
more than scientific language to talk about it.Free will does not dény
Determinism any more than it necessarily implies Indeterminism; rather
it claims a characteristically “personal®™ situation which the language
of causal connectedness never exhausts.(Austin Farrer discusses thé
deterministfihdeterminist argument at length and especiall& in his
The Freedom of the Will - which we shall discuss later).With the

discernment that takes place in what,for Ramsey,constitutes a character-
istically religious situatibn-goes a corresponding. personal commitment,

"something which can be seen in the contrasts between choosing to do x,

and being told off to do x; deciding to do y and being ordered to’'do y."
(iyig.p.29LTo use Ian Ramsey's own words in summing this up we may con-

clude that

“in all these situations of choosing and deciding in contrast
to being told off or being ordered,there is some possibility,
some prospective situation on which our discernment focuses,
which we discern as having a claim on us.We ‘'exercise free
will',when we respond to this claim with a response vhich in-
volves our whole versonality.Here then,in 'free will',is the
kind of discernment-commitment which we have argued is a feat-

“ure of religious life.“(ibidp.29).

~Again we may see the importance for Ian Ramsey of that wvhich is spatio=-
temporal "and more",that which constitutes our “whole personality",that
which constitutes 'I',a notion which has,as we have seen, the greatest
importance in his consideration of both the themes under discussion.As
W.H.Poteat said, . - "To say 'I will die’' is to
say something which entails that certain empirical propositions z2bout the
experiencable world will at a certain time be true.But it is to say some-
thing more than and different from just this.Death,in certain circumstan-
ces,is a concept which applies to the experiencable world,but also extends
"beyond it.(I will dieian Analysis p.203).

Ién Ramsey posfulates that we may expect religious language to con-
tain what he calls 'significant tautologies' the function of which are to
commend key words which arise in connection with religious language and

therefore with its character as commitment.Under this heading is the not-

ion of exercising free will,
"Suppose someone asks us,with regard to a certain action x,where
we would say we acted ‘'freely':'Wny did you do x ?' It is true
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that we might as a first move give various reasons of a str-
aightforward kind,specifying one causal antecedent or another.

But coming nearer and nearer to the event,the ultimate reason
would always be: ‘'Because I chose to do x.' If we were further
questioned: 'Why did you choose to do x ?',the only possible
move,apart from yet another retrospective sequence of causal
antecedents.....would be to say.....'Because I'm I',.."(ibid .p.40).

In the analysis of a free response therefore,we eventually reach a pos-
ition in the question-answer scheme beyond which no further move is poss-
iblé along the same lines.This again points to the idea that the freedom
of the will comes at the moment of true and full self awareness - the
point at which I realize what 'I'm I' really meansﬂand I respond to it
with an appropriate comitment. '

. Though the evidence for the development of Ian Ramsey's thought on
the subjects of freedom and immortality,whether taken together or in iso-
lation,is limited,there is some suggestion from unpublished notes and from
lectures given during his time at Christ's College in Cambridge in the
early /forties that even as early as this Ian Ramsey was at least tent-
atively'bringing together these two "not obviously similar themes",which

in Freedom and Immortality would be combined in one brief book.(see ‘Appendix

(A).)




CHAPTER III
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The year 1957 marked not only the publication of Religious
Language, - .Drobably about the most far reaching of Ian
Ramsey 's books and his first major publication,and the giving of

the Forwood Lectures on Freedom and Immortality in the University

of Liverpool,but it marked a turning point in the intellectual life
of Ramsey himself,Though his move to the see of Durham,the pressures
of which would no doubt limit considerably the time available for
académic pursuit,was still nine years off,it seems that by this time
he had already reached the point beyond which he has little more to
say on, the Subjects of freedom and immortality.Indeed,many of his

. theories of the self had in some form or other been aired before.

He was well aware of the intellectual crisis which prevailed in Eng=-
land and recognised the need for careful thought and perhaps the

- more careful expression of that thought. "We are",he éaid at the
beginning of his F.D.Maurice lectures,On Being Sure in Religion,

"in a most serious intellectual crisis that requires a major operation,

which will test both the sympathetic sensitiveness of the surgeons and

their intellectual skills and techniques,if we are to come out of it
alive"(OBSinR,p.2 ). '
Both Religious Language and Freedom and Immortality are apol-

ogetic in nature.In Religioud Language he hoped "to show how the

contemporary philosophical interest in language,far from being soul
destroying,can be so developed as to provide a novel inroad into
the problems and controversies of theology,illuminating its claims
and reforming its apologetic.” (RL.p.1l),while the purpose of Free-
dom and Immortality was "to register a protest against two popular

misconceptions: that those with an intense affection for ordinary
language must necessarily deny metaphysics or that those who defend
metaphysics must necessarily irade in oc:ult realms and shadpwy worlds."
(F&I p.152 ), As David Edwards notes in his biography of Ian Ramsey:

‘Ramsey had a sophisticated awareness of the problems
involved in the emphasis on ethical intuition when it
vas more usual to regard all moralities,difering gr-
eatly between themselves,as the products of indoctri-

. .. 'nation by families and societies.He knew also that the
~emphasis on personality,freedom and immortality needed
to be defended when so many of the observations of sci-
ence seened to point the other way.To demonstrate that
he was not a babe in these relativist and reductionist
woods,it is enough to point to the one and a half thou-
sand pages of the five symposia which he edited between -
1961 and 1971 : Prospect for Metaphysics, Biology and
Personality, Christian Ethics and Contemporary Philosophy
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Science and Personality and Words about God." (Edwards p.36).
The rahge of Ian Ramseys writings extends,of course,much further
and from them we can see that he meets the challenge of empiricism
with a great deal of natural optimism., "I believe™, he said, “that
contemporary eﬁpiricism may revitalise our faith and doctrine and
make what seem so often to be the dry bones of theological discourse
live." (Theol.Literacy I:0n Understanding Mystery"- cited CE.p.59),
In his review of J.Hartland Swann's, An Analysis of Morals (CQR,vol.

'162,Apr-Jn 1961 228-9) he writes:

"It is a well known fact that contemporary empiricism
has by this time gone far beyond that narrow and circ-
umscribed view of meaning associated with the name of
logical positivism - Nowhere has this progress been more
evident than in Moral Philosophy,where the broader empir=-. .
icism has yielded many valuable insights into the 70g1cal
complexity of language." (op.cit.p.228 ).

As he said in his review of John Wilson's,Philosophy and Religion:
. The Logic of Religious Belief, (Wrontier vol.5,n0.3,Aug.1962,528-9)

"By this time (1962) and in the best traditions of emp-
iricists such as Wittgenstein and W1sdom there is a dec-
ided reluctance to dub any discourse 'nonsense'.There
is,on the contrary,a ready recognition of the logical
variegation of language; and a constant wiilingness to
accept,for what it proves to be worth,any discourse
with its appropriate context - verbal and social - and
to examine it with a view to spelng how that particular
brand of language works,and what is its empirical anch-

orage." (op.cit.p.528 ).

It was indeed Ramsey's continuing plea that we should recognise this

“logical wériegation'of language" and to use it as a base for inter-
disciplinary discussion which he felt to be the only way forward for
theology Indeed in his article on "A New Prospect for Theological

Studies" (Theol,vol ,LXVII n0534 Dec. 1964,527-33) he exp11c1tly states

this,

“The new prospect for theology arises as and when theology
expresses its continuing concern with problems which are

" of significance to everyone,believer and unbeliever alike;
vhen it arranges for such dialogue between the different
disciplines as can provide helpful and informative inroads
into a particular problem; and when as it listens rather
than speaks,and learns rather than teaches,it starts to con-
-struct theological discourse with a new relevance.Further
as this discourse is the currency for a common moment of
vision,to that extent will it be legltlmate to speak of

all dlsc1p11nes providing their 'own characteristic under-
standing of a mystery which confronts them all' (Fodels and
1xste£x p.70) and finding their union in a wonder and in-

8ight and worship." (op.cit.p.531 ).
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Ramsey thus argues that we should "no longer see theology as a subject
quite apart” (iE§i°P'53O ) - . ) - On the contrary,we should
see. it "engaging in dialogue with other disciplinesand making possible
their cross-fertilization,and all that by bringing them to bear,with

' itself,on teasing and stubborn problems of contemporary thought and
behaviour." (ibid.p.530 ). ... - The “most stubborn of the
problems®,as he calls them,are those which he sees as occuring on the
frontiers between different disciplines.We see here an indication of
how,for Ian Ramsey, the world,indeed the cosmos,was to be seen as an
integral unit.He introduces here for example the problems that arise
in anaffluent society at a time of rapid social change - problems for
example of labour and management which plainly need for their solution
all the help that can be gained from economists,engineers,sociologists
ana psychologists but on which presumably theology if it has any view
of man and his place in the universe,might be expected to have some-
thing to say.

"A general manager who is taunted by the tantalizing brospect
_of a production target of 1965 being no sooner reached before

" it is replaced by an even higher target for 1966, may be ex~
pressing a disatisfaction like that which theological doctrines
of the End were designed to meet.Whether these doctrines in
fact any longer meet such a need,and the conditions under which
they might be sucessful,if they are not now can be discovered
only by frank,penetrating dialogue with no holds barred and no
privileges expected or asked for on either side." (ibid.p.531 ).

The range‘of such frontier problems is vast,extending across tne whole
spectrum of our lives,corporate and individual.I hope I may be forgiven
for extending my quotation from "A New Prospect for Theology" a consid-
erable degree further,for it reflects not only that which is relevant
to Ramsey's treatment of the relation between metaphysics and contemp-
- orary empiricism bﬁt also reflects Hamsey's concern for the freedom

and rights of the individual,theperson as he most fully is or might

most fully be. A

"There are topics" [says Ramsey)"like that of the population
explosion around which cluster problems like that of ster-
jilization on which help will be needed from gynae.cologists,
lawyers,sociologists,and I dare add,moral philosophers,for

_whatever is thought about the point and purpose of moral
philosophy,or of the function of moral thilosovhers in soc-
iety,everyone would agree that the discussion of moral pro-

* blems can benefit from the critical analysis which one would
expect moral philosophers to bring to it.Other frontier pro-
blems arise around such topics as the alleged erosion by
developments in the social and biological sciences of the



' -35-

concept of personal responsibility - problems whose
discussion would bring together,for example,scientists,
sociologists,lawyers,psychiatrists to work with the
theologian.There are also problems relating to crime : -
and to the social institution of punishment,that need
examination in the light of developments in the social
sciences and in psychology,as well as develooments in
theological understanding of sin,law and the state.
Present insight into evolution,investigation into the
molecular basis of 1ife,developments in cybernetics and
" neuro-surgery - all these must as inevitably influence
our attitude to persons and socially as they appear to
challenge traditional Christian views of man's origin
.‘and purpose.Yet another frontier area is that of health
‘and healing which needs and deserves joint thinking by
doctors, psychiatrists,theologians and others; and again
it may be that educational problems are precisely those
which need a cross-fertilized study.It is in wrestling
with such problems in a co-cperative venture of scholar-
ship with other academic disciplines that theology may
find a new prospect and a new relevance." (ibid.p.531=-2 ).

But though he saw empiricismas no longer wielding the "nonsense veto",

as he calls it in On Being Sure in Religion,which it did: in

the 'thirties he still saw it as presenting us with a challenge ~

a challenge to religious people to elucidate ®the empirical anch-

orage of their religious assertions" (OBSinR.p.3).It was precisely
this.challenge that was to be met by such interdisciplinary discussion
as he was to advocate in "A New Prospect for Theology".Two years before,
"in 1962,in his lecture in Oxford on Logical.Empiricism and Patristics,
(studia Patristica vol.5.p.iii;Berlin 1962, pp541-7(Texte und untersuch-

urigen 80).) he had maintained that to condemn and dismiss the empiricism

which prevaiied in Great Britain,the United Staes and Scandinavia as
"mere positivism or antimetaphysical" was a fundamental error. "Here it
might seem",he wrote, "is no possible kind of friend; nothing disguised
about the enmity.Here is something which could be of no possible help to
Christian Philosophy.” His pufpose in this paper was to suggest that this
kind of condemnatory judgement was mistaken; and that on the contrary,'we
may have from contemporary empiricism,albeit a mellowed and chastened
empiricism,insights and techniques which can be of very positive help

to us." (op.cit.p 541 ), But why might we not dismiss contemporary
empiricism as "no possible kind of friend® ? For Ramsey,then,the answer
was that Christian philosophy had a two-fold lesson to learn from the
insights and techniques of this empiricism.Firstly it would teach us

that before rushing to facts we ought to linger over our language,ziving

it the oddness,the non-descriptive character,it must have in order to be
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suitable currency for what it talks about,It was no longer good
enoﬁgh to suppose that all language is basically descriptive -

"the tomatp is red" and. "the soul is immortal" only differing in
8o far as souls differ from tomatoes and immortality from redness.
It was no longer plausible to say that what is not in this world,is
in some other "world",for to make theology descriptive of another=-
separate - counterpart world is to raise difficulties not only about
the meaning and verifiability of theological language,but also
about the relation of any such "other" world to this one,

What Ramsey saw contemporary empiricism as saying to us was
that rather than looking for an ontological diversity of different
worlds,we ought rather to look for a logical diversity of langwge
about one world and expect to find logiml problems which are prob-
lenms about the use of words so that what once seemed to be a puzzle
about facts becomes a puzzle about language.And secondly it urges
us that to lodk for meaning over vast acreages of shadowy facts in
a counterpart world is to look for it,primarily,in situations inc-
luding but transcending the spatio-temporal situations' which the
language contrives to evoke and express.Ramsey assures us that he
is not suggesting that we should give up all question of ontology
though he would say that we ought to be more circumspect and cautious
about it.Thus he was able to write in 1950 in support of his views:

"We must give our theology a logical structure peculiar
.enough to ground it in the kind of situvation I have...
called a 'disclosure' - on such a view,to understand,
for example,the assertion, 'the soul is immortal',we
would start,I suggest,with discourse about mortality

. and develop in such a way as to lead to a disclosure
vwhich subjectively discloses to us everything that
sentences containing the word 'soul' aptly expresses.
'Immortality' is no ‘property' of a thing called a
‘soul’,and there is no logical kinship between, 'my
-soul is immortal' and its verbal kinsman, 'my flowers
are everlasting'.” (CE p.l4). :

Contemporary empiricism,therefore,broadened to include such disclosures
as Ian Ramsey would talk about,introduces for him a more generous acc-
"ount of rationality,endeavours to map mystcry,and displays a deliberate
concern for the empirical basis of the Christian faith as expressed in
its language of Bible,doctrine and liturgy knit with appropriate activity.
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The challenge of contemporary empificism was there,but it was a .
challenge which Ramsey welcomed because it brought about the sit-
uvation where Christian theology had to think about the terms which
it used and explore the nature and form of its belief.It was at one
and the same time both a time of challenge and of great bptimism.

He opened his speech to the Parish and People Conference in Durham

in 1967 (printed in Spirituality for Today)

by t .
with the words, “My guess is that theology today,vhatever its weak-
nesses,is much closer to and much more suited to Christian devotion
than it has been for centuries.” (op.cit.p.74 ).

In this speech he recalls how hard it was for him when reading
a paper to the Oxford Society for Historical Theology very soon after
the war,when theology was still very much what it had been for a long
time,to urge that theology should take note of the growing empirical
concerns with philosophy and its interest in language which at its
most popular level had been expressed with great clarity in AJJ.Ayer's

" language,Truth and Logic some ten years earlier.It was then still

some four or five years before the explicit challenge of the Fals=~
A ification controversy occurred.Jt was more than ten years after that
before Paul van Buren,Altizer,Bill Hamilton and the"God is dead™ move-
ment and so on.All these mark different expressions at different times
of the battery of cfiticism which ted been active for the past twenty
or thirty years,yet it was Ramsey's belief that, "our present theolo-
gical travail is bringing new spirituality to birth"($p.for Today p.75)
for it asked of theology the question both whether andwhere it touched
down and brought to light questions which hung over much traditional
‘theoiogy of spirituality of whether it did not imply "such a dichotomy
between the natural and supernatural as made that theology utterly
vacuous or,if not vacuous,pointless.” (;g;g.p.76 ) but he rej-
oices in the fact that at least “whatever the case was thirty years
ago no-one is now prepared to deny the possible meaningfulness at least
of religious language." (Point,no.3,Summer 1968,p.58).,

Optimistic as he was,however,lan Ramsey was not blind to the fact
that.not everyone greeted the challenge of empiricism with open arms
as he did.In an article on "Theﬂliisis of Faith" (Thcoris to Theory,
vol.7,Jan.1973,pp23-38 he notedL“faCed with the challenge of empir-
ical knowledge men become negative,not to say neurotic,insensitive not

to'say incensed,in the defence of the status quo.™ (QE' cit.p.24 )o
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As a result of the growing importance which was being attached to the
empirical and the secular,Ramsey realised that it was becoming increasingly
unsatisfactory and difficult to read off at all easily God's purposes

in nature and history,"a point which is obvious enough to the critical
reader of the 0ld Testament and which lies behind John Wisdom's famous
remark: "The existence of God is not am experimental issue in the way it
was"(Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 1944-5)."(The Crisis of Faith
p.26). This point may be put in the words of The Fourth R:

"On the one hand there was the theological view that God
controlled the events of nature - rain or sunshine.Nat-
ural calamities were viewed as punishment,mtural pros-
perity as reward.God was directly involved alike in man's
prosperity and in his failures.Further,it was God who gave
man the victory in battles between nations.Yet for some
four hundred years men have been developing very different
interpretations of mture,human history and history.The
new ways of talking about the world,human nature and about
history,not only seem never to need the concept of God,but
often seems to be in head=-on collision with all the ways of
talking traditional to the theologian." (The Fourth R,sec.82,p.42).

Thus we are faced with the question of how we ensure that we talk sense,
and how we mke good sense rather than bad sense of vhat lies at the heart
of our religious faith and conclusions.When Ian Ramsey came to consider
such questions as a young man surrounded by loglcal positivists and
challenged at every point to elucidate the meaningfulness of religious
discourse he came to see that such discourse could not do without alluding
to the facts and the features of the world around us,and yet it could not
be satisfied with such an “empirical cashing" alone.It must,he maintained,
therefore appeal to both empirical criteria and more: but not to more such
criteria,since if this were so there would be no transcendence;nor to sinm-
ilar criteria but in another world since even if we could imagine it,it
could have no grounding at all.Faced by this predicament,he came to talk

of disclosures as that by which the transcendent made itself known both

in and through the spatio-temporal,whether subjectively as that in ourselves
which is more than our observable behaviour,or objectively as that which

we speak of in terms of the Word of God.In other words,as we lock around
us,some so-called facts are there to be discriminated and looked at.These
are,for Ramsey, the stock-in-trade of informative descriptive language - in
the case of persons,eyes,ears,hair and skin as in Bishop Berkeley's Alciphron;
but some other facts "declare themselves® and that is how we recognise

persons and personal activity.In short,what Ramsey is maintaining is
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that here,once again,we come to a position where we must,as he

would have it,conclude that theology and,indeed,all religious
claims,Christian or any other,in the end appeal to "disclosures®,
moments of vision,flashes of insight,though it is true to say that
such phrases as evoke such disclosures may in fact conceal the point
that a disclosure may not be at all spectacular,but rather possess

" the impressiveness and growing significance of a silence.Hence Ramsey's
frequent use of the two metaphors expounded in Religious language,

"the ice breaks" (a spectacular discontinuity) and "the light dawns"

(a gradual awakening).It is perhaps worth recalling,as Ian Ramsey
reminded his readers in a letter entitled The Intelleetual Crisis
of British Christianity (Theol.,vol.LXVIII,no.536,Feb.1965,p0.109-11)

that Religious Language was written at a time when ,to meet aitacks

on the Christian faith,it was necessary to show both that religious
language could not be read as if it were flat and altogether descrip-
tive 1like, "Blue Copper Sulphate turns white on heating"; and second-
ly that "what there is® is not restricted to "empirical facts™ supposed
- implicitly if not always explicitly - to be solid,independent,utterly
objective sense—data.He was to express this in more positive terms
throughout the ensuing years in all its many dimensions and applications.
Writing,for example,to his clergy as Bishop of Durham in 1968 in an
article in his Diocesan magazine he says: "We who are Christians believe
that there is a faith dimension to human existence,that there is an
eternity in which time is fulfilled,that there is a divine which is
interwoven with the secular."(The Church in the Secular City',The Bishop-
rick,vol.43,n0.3,May 1968, p.04 ).

The "problems arose vrecisely because this faith dimension was
never talked about - perhaps }t never could be talked about - in a
clear and unemeptionable way; if only the faith dimension was clear
to everybody and its description agreed by everybody there would be
no contemporary problems or controversy. .

In regard to the "more® which Ian Ramsey would say that the Christ-
ian claims,lies beyond,behind and within the secular world,he sets the
problems and difficulties into two groups with,on the one hand,what he
calls the "sophisticated® and,on the other,what he calls the "popular"
conception,.The sophisticated attempts he sees as having described the
“more* in terms of another world,another realm separated from this

~earthly realm by a gulf.This other world has then been regarded in
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. terms of some metaphysical system which,it is claimed,gives the
truth about reality,a reality regarded as something quite distinct
from the appearances which characterize space and time - This was
the same kind of metaphysics as we saw coming under fire earlier,

To talk about "another world",it was claimed,is unintelligible for

it is to use,of a world which is in principle altogether different
from our own,a language which is appropriate only to this world from
which that other world in principle differs.Metaphysics,on this view,
becomes at best a fantasy,an imaginative piece of"story:whose telling
is designed to encourage us to take up a particular attitude towards
life and to regard it,for example,as a pilgrimage or vale of soul=-
making (cf.Braithwaite and his attitude in EVNRB.).The difficulty of
this more'sophisticated® attempt therefore is its growing incredib-

| ility,unintelligibility and irrelevance.In the “"popular® view on

the other hand,this "more" is not separated by any gulf from the
present world.On the contrary,it is so clearly involved that all
transcendence and mystery is lost and all men's failures and succ-
esses are alike attributed to God and explained by immediate ref-
erence to him.Despite all this,Ramsey would assert that the claims
~of metaphysics are justifiable since behind these erroneous expres-
sions lie man's fundamental metaphysical desire to plot his position
ih the cosmos,a desire which finds its expression in Kant's questions,
What can I know? What ought I to do? VWhat may I hope? In his contrib-
ution to Prospect for Metaphysics (P for M,ch.X: On the poss.and pur-

pose of a metaphys1 theol.) Ramsey argues that the situation which

Justifies metarhysics is very like what justifies for each of us our
own use of 'I',....."In this word 'I' we have a paradigm for all meta-
physicél indicators"” (op.cit. p.163). "We speak of God*,he wrote,“by
qualifying any and all descriptive language,whether of peoole,human
behaviour,or the Uni&erse,in such a way that it tells a more than des-
criptive sﬁory,in such a way that it evokes a disclosure,and this I
suggest is most generally done either by qualifying descriptive lang-
uage infinitely,or by qualifying descriptive language negatively,"{ivid.
p.173;.This idea was put forward in’its most detailed form in chapter

two of Ramsey's Feligious Ilanguage and again in Freedom and Iﬁmortality,'

for example in the discussion in chapter five of the language of immort-
ality and,more especially,a uture® life. The possibility of metaphysics

arises therefore both because there is at least one integrator word, 'I‘
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(and hence he sees solipsism as the logical primitive metaphysics)

and because this word ‘I' is given in relation to a vision of what
is unseen,in a disclosure situation.

"The possibility of a metaphysical theology arises

when,to talk of the objective constituent of all
disclosure situations which go beyond what is seen,

to unite the various metaphysical words that are

cast up in this way we use the word 'God'.This word

'God' is modelled on,though it has necessarily imp=-
ortant differences from,'I'.These differences are in

fact grounded in the observable features of these

various disclosure situations which most aptly lead

us to God rather than to ourselves or other people.”

(P for M p.174).
In the years which followed the publication of Religious Language

and Freedom and Immortality we find this continued emphasis on the

notion of personality and the role of the 'I' such as we saw disp-
layed most markedly in Ramsey's earlier works.These references
rising more and more out of the realms of morals and ethics as time
goes on,appear as d constant theme throughout Ramsey's work.

"Can an account ever be given by the scientist himself,of the
scientist himself,in wholly scientific,ie.'object' terms?" he asked
in "Religion and Science: A Fhilosopher's Approach® (COR,vol.162,
‘Jan-Mar 1961,pp77-91,reprinted CE pp.143-58)."Here is a question
which is surely to be given a negative answer; otherwise we would
objectify the subject,so room is left for metaphysical key words."
How reminiscenﬁ this is not only of his early article on"The Syst-
ematic Elusiveness of 'I'but also the first two chapfers of his

Freedom and Immortality where Ramsey,in his discussion of freedom,

explores,firstly,the tensions between theories of predictability
and decision; on the one hand that human will is or is not,respec-
tively,a matter of what is,in principle,observable and on the other
hand that acts of will are or are not objects and then,in chapter
two where he develops his thesis that "free* decision is rightly
seen as a response to the peculiar challenge which we call moral
obligation and which is the challenge of objects and more ,The com=-
plex doctrine of free will is,he m intains,a claim that there are

certain situations in which subjectively a person transcends his

public behaviour and acts more than "officially",such as in the
parable of the Good Samaritan which Ramsey uses as an example of
a man coming to himself,teing most fully human,vhen the Samaritan

acts in response to the challenges which in the same way but object-

ively transcends any observables though it may well be expressed
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through them whereas the priest and the levite,acting in their "off-
icial" way,pass by and fail to respond to the “obligation® which
presents itself to them. (F&I p.30-31).

These same ideas are expressed in more contemporary terms in,

for example,Ramsey's discussion of Biology and Personality ( op.cit.

chapter XIII ), . ) where he says, "The claim for free
will is essentially the claim that certain kinds of personal behav-
iour (acts of will) elude the net of scientific discourse.To speak
about free will in this sense is to claim some distinctiveness about
personaliﬁy,a claim, for some behaviour,that it has a 'personal-
backing* ."(;Qig.b.l77); Ramsey with his usual form offers us three
examples of this kind of situation in which personal backing is an
important element in a discussion.We may look at one example in det=-
ail.Jim,he says,is a rather hen-pecked husband who loves to fly his
pigeons and one Bank holiday there is a most exciting pigeon race
being held in the neighbourhood.But,we find him instead on the front
at New Brighton with his wife and children."I am surprised to see
you here Jim",we say. "Oh",says his wife, "he decided to come to New
Brighton after all." We look at Jim.Did he? We picture the various

. cause-factors in a discussion which,we may easily imagine,was mostly
one-sided,and at the end of which Jim says,"Yes,let's go to New Bright-
on.' There is no need to suppose that with sufficient ability someone
might not be able to tell a compelling causal story culminating in
Jim*scrucial remark.But to answer the question whether Jim decided

in a sense which both interests the moralist and is also connected
with the problem of free will it is not a matter of whether his words
were or were not completely'determined by antecedent cause factors.
The question is,did Jim give his words a personal backing or not?
Suppose Jim winks.It may be éﬁbiguous.lt may be what we would-call
the vanquished wink.This would imply,"I have been subject again to
external pressures,and yielded.I did not behave 'like a man'.There
may ,on the other hand,be the victorious wink which would imply,"'She

- thinks she won,but actually I did it freely.But either way - vanquished
or victor -~ the wink witnesses to two senses of decision.In one case,
the 'decision' had Jim's personal backing,and in the other case it
had not.Further,only Jim can know.(¥&I p.21-2), A second example,more
clear verhaps,but less plausible is the story of a Duke of Newcastle

who dreamed he was making a speech in the House of Lords,and awoke to
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find that he was.The point is that if we suppose at the moment of
waking the Duke decided to give his words henceforward his personal

backing-once again only he would know.The causal pattern could be

exactly the same in both cases.

“"The difference is that while all of it could be des=-
cribed homogenously as ‘'he is speaking' or ‘the noble
Lord is speaking' only part of it could be accurately
described by the Duke as 'I am speaking'.The suggest-
ion is,therefore,that what is significant about a per-
sonal tacking,about the kind of decision on which the
doctrine of free will concentrates,is something denoted
by the word 'I' for each of us,and which is lost to
such object words and phrases as 'He' or 'the noble
Duke'." (F&I p.23).

The third example concems the phrases "I'm running" and "He's run-
ning" said by another person about me,and again the point is,that
while the spatio-temporal features in both cases might be identical,
in fact only the 'I' phrase can lay claim to personal backing.

Ian Ramsey's treatment of the notion of the 'soul' is very much
akin to his treatment of the 'I'. Keeping'close to the empirical

position",he wrote in Biology and Personality, "I would suggest that

the word 'soul' can only be justified in relation to certain situat-
. ions where what is more about human personality than its overt be-
haviour is disclosed." (B+P p.178).He finds what he has to say about
the soul much nearer to the Hebraic approach to Y91 (nephesh) as it
appears particularly in the Old Testament where the word “soul’ was
so used as to be a synonym for ‘I* or "person® describes the whole
living being-"objects and more®,as opposed to the more circumscribed
philosorvhical view of the soul as almost some kind of occult counter-
part to body,though this too is not without its limitations.We shall
discuss this in more detail when a little later we come to discuss

the concept of immortality as explored in Freedom and Immortality and

in the years subsequent to its publication. Suffice it to say here
that we shall give the lie to the utterence "....if we allow it to

be supposed that.....immortality is ever the 'property' of some 'thing’
or ‘object' called the 'soul®.To use the word ‘soul' in such a way
would be logically irrestonsible and cavalier."(F&I p.101).Indeed,
modern mediciné and especially the recognition of a class of psycho-
somatic illness such as asthmz have cut across the neat Cartesian sep-
aration of mind and body and now forces us to sve man as a unity.He

accuses both Creationist and Traductionist of being equally logically
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circumspect in their treatment of the logical geography of the soul.
"If we wish to maintain the theological distinctiveness of the soul",
he says, "we must at least give zome sort of hint as to the kind of
logical peculiarity which soul language exhibits." (F&I p.102).T1t is
precisely the same kind of logical peculiarity which is béing advoc-
ated here as we have earlier seen advocated by Ramsey in relation to
the word 'I'(acting especially in its role as the comprehensive integ-
rator).We find much of the discussion by Ian Ramsey of the 'I',and
thus of freedom and immortality as inseparably bound up with this,
brought sharply into focus in the many varied considerationsof per-
sonality,involving as it does the totality of the self.This is part-

icularly evident in such works as Biology and Personality where,for

instance,we find penmetrating discussion of current neurological dev-
elopments and,as is of particular interest to us,their effects on our
notions of free will and responsibility.In a reply to a question from
Dr.Rushworth in reference to the importance of environment in determ-
ining behaviour,for example,which asks amongst other things,whether
Ian Ramsey would "agree that the variability of response to the same
stimulus (ie.as applied to human beings} in a normal animal can be
taken as an expression of free-will?"(B+P p.196). Ian Ramsey answers;

"We need not deny that brain surgery could make a mar-
ionette of any of us,and that in this sense,free will
and personality might disappear.But this does not mean
that free will is no more than a variable response to .
a similar stimuli in the environment....such variable
responses to the same environment might be a necessary
criterion of free will,but it would not be sufficient.
Free will rather relates to the claim that in certain
types of activity - which admittedly occur as a resp-
onse to some kind of environmental chmllenge - we real-
ize ourselves as persons in a way that is not netted
by the disciplines of science.If brain surgery ever made
a marionette of someone,he would only be recreated as a
person as and when he learned once again,for instance,
-that kind of free response that comes from responding to
the challenge of Duty..."(ibid.p.197),

Here we see the practical implications of brain surgery and neuro-
logical research linked with and related to the discussion of free
will and the response to the challenge of Duty in a way which foc-
uses ‘and highlights what Ramsey would have us support by grounding
it as he saw so necessary in the empirical world,the world of sci-
ence and technological development though without being hound to

it and limited by it. Again,Proféssor Maynard Smith,vwhile agreeing
with Professor Ramsey that there are certain situations - for zsxam-
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ple after certain brain lesions - in which a man cannot be held to
be responsible for his actions,questions neverthless whether a man
. who has suffered a particular brein lesion is to be held not resp-
onsible for his actions,"because those actions are materially caused
or determined?" or whether he is to be held not responsible "because
of the particular kind of material causation involved?" (ﬂgy}p.l99).
Ramsey replies with characteristic emphasis on the totality of being
(including of course its transcendental aspect) that we need to dis-
tinguish betveen a man's "action® and his "behaviour*.He takes action
. to be that which embodies a mén's vwhole personality,that is to say,
that in being active,a man is being most distinctively himself.Behav-
_lour,on the other hand,he sees as the external expression of this activ-
ity,ie.behaviour is what activity yields for study.A man who has suff-
ered a particular brain lesion may well not be responsible for his
behaviour but only when and because that behaviour is not the expr-
ession of his own activity.For Ramsey,therefore,it was necessary'not
to restrict talk of responsible behaviour to those specimens of behav-
iour for which,for the moment at any rate,we have no causal explanation.
While he agrees that freedom and responsibility are not to be inserted
“into gaps which for the moment are left by causal explanation however,
he feels that the case of those who claim freedom and responsibilty
for some actions,is that in those cases.a man's activity is not some-
thing of which an exhaustive treatment can be given by the biological
sciences but is characterised by a subjectivity which can never - and
it is for Ramsey a logical never - be translated without remainder
into a causal nexus of objects.

Ramsey had argued along these lines before,not only in Freedom

and Imnortality but also in Religion and Science: Conflict and Synthesis,

B which was published

e - -

the year before Biology and Personality.In it,considering the notion

of responsibility,Ian Ramsey had written: "If a person commits (for
example ) a murder,the question will be asked, 'Did he at the time of
comritting the act lebour under such a defect of reasons as not to know
the nature or quality of the act he was doing,or if he did know this,
did he know that what he was doing was wrong?'" Could the murderer have
chosen to let his victim live - is it just a matter of biochemistry,
concerning,sy,the level of bloeod sugar in the body etc.,or is there

something more? The matter is drawn out hy Ian Ramsey by reference to



his correspondence with a Dr.Christopher Ounstead which he quotes
on pages thirty seven to eight of his Blology and Personality,in

the chapter entitled "VWhat is man?".Dr.Ounstead writes, “A scientist

cannot properly answer either of these questions....for the language
in which they are couched implies metaphysical assumptions in principle
untestable by scientific method ." @pcit. p.37 ) .Does the scientist there-
fore refuse to answer? He has in fact two roles which must ordinarily
be played simultaneously, "As a scientist he must disregard free will;
as a clinician he must constantly assert its claimsJ‘QQi@p.BB}.Ramsey
sees the importance of this - if free will and therefore morality is
excluded,the question is raised whether it must then follow that a
scientific society must become amoral."With no religious view of per-
sonality",he answers,'that seems to be the inevitable conclusion.” (ibid.p.38 ).
Iﬁ a suprlementary note to this chapter he makes the point that,

"To talk about 'acts of will' being either caused' or

!uncaused' seems to me a logical blunder - rather like

asking vhat is the square root of my singing.To talk

of an ‘act of will' does not (I suggest) name an event

in space and time.That it has one set of references to
spatio-temporal events or to observable behaviour,ve

need not doubt or deny.But what we assert is that an

‘act of will' is an ontological peculiar which,while

displaying itself in spatio-~temporazl behaviour is

not limited to the behaviour it displays in this way." (ivid.p.57 ).

But what “more®,we may be tempted to ask,is there then in an ®act of
- will" than the spatio-temporal behaviour associated with it? For Ian
Ramsey,to believe in free will is to believe that in certain cases

of decision - whose ancestry may be more.and more revealed,at least
once the decision is "taken®; at the moment of decision we know our;
selves active in a way which transcends all that scientific reports,
however complex,might relate.He sees freedom as, “endeavours after
self-realization,self-fulfilmeht and self-understanding....endeavours

to exercise an outgoing,self expressive activity."(Personalitv and
. & D Y \

Science - An Interdisciplinary Discussion, Ciba Foundation 3lueprint,
edit.ITR/R.Porter,Churchill Livingstone,Edin:London 1971 p.127). Indeed,

as Ryle had said,"Men are neither machines nor ghosts in machines."

The plea is that we talk of persons as persons and not of some form of
.compound‘of mind and body.Han.is to be seen not as just another animal

or organism,distinctive only in having a particular biological complexity
and social behaviour.Personality speaks of more than a special brand of
organism albeit with some distinctive overt behaviour.In his contribution

to Christian Ethics and Contemvorary Philosophy he develops further
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this theme of the involvementof freedom in the notion of full person-

ality. Having discussed this as we have seen in Biology and Personalitv

especially,in regzard to its practical applications,in the case of cert-
ain brain lesions or,perhaps less dramatically,in the case of the habit-

ual shoplifter,we find the discussion continued in his contribution,

"Moral Judgements and God's Commands*:

"A moral judgemeni(he writes)"occurs as and when a
group of natural properties 'comes alive', 'takes on
depth',in this sense discloses a claim emerging from

- them,a claim to which we respond in a'free'decision,
We make a value judgement rather than a plain descri-.
ptive judgement,when there arises around a group of
plain ‘facts' what I have called elsewhere a ‘disclo-
sure',what might be called 'ethical insight'.We are
all aware of what happens when (as we'd say; a puzzle
picture suddenly comes to life,when a flat set of st-
raight lines takes on depth,when yet another hand in
a formal reception is that of a friend.the plain,flat
situation.....mediates something else,reveals an'under-
current'- Around and out of the'plain facts'a disclo-
sure occurs.l have given examples elsewhere of how in
this way moral obligations or,more generally,value
claims,are disclosed thwough and around plain facts
and I would respectfully refer the reader to them.”

(CE+CP p.186).

Some of these examples appeared in the first part of chapter two of

Freedom and Immortality.One such example,the first in the chapter,

supposes the event of a road accident with the consequent screech-
ing of brakes,crashing of metal against metal and groans.From a
strictly scientific standpoint Ramsey argues,vwe find here a sit-
uation in regard to the noises,human and otherwise,comparable with
those to be heard in the case of “the zrinding of meat in an in-
efficient mincer turned by a Yile tempered butcher."(F&I p.29). In
this case too,the noise preceeds the cutting up of flesh and the
dispersal of blood.What has been done here is to regard the situat-
ion purely in "object" terms.The example is developed further; we
are asked to suppose that one person who hears this fearsome noise
is a doctor.He rushes out of his house,yet this need be no more than
a reaction to stimuli,years of practice in hospital and laboratory
leave him acting withall the efficiency of a trained automaton.Sunp-
ose then,that at the time of the accident,the dsctor was reading,
like all sood doctors should,the latest edition of the British Med-

ical Journal.Now,he might decide either to continue to read his
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jourﬁal quite unmoved by the sounds outside or,alternatively,he
might leave what he was doing and go to the crash.Yet,argues Ram-
sey we need not say that he"decided "to gé to the crash.He might go
quite‘automatically'.ItAmight still be just a matter of training

or habit,again the reaction may be no more than a reaction to stim-

uli,albeit that a far more complex reaction has taken place than
before,due to the greater range and variety of the stimuli.This
might be called an "impersonal decision",if we want to talk in terms
of decision at all,since still a scientific account of the "decision®
- in object terms alone would bé wholly adequate.Suorose,however,that
our doctor friend,hearing the noise of the accident feels,as he

night say,"obliged® to leave his journal.He might start to talk of
“duty to humanity®,of a "challenge" to which he must respond.This
state of affairs alone would,for Ramsey,mark free will and respon-
sible decision.Personal backing has been added to his “decision”.A
free decision is therefore neither merely a reaction to stimuli,though
nor is it independent of such,since the challenge issues from the ob-~
jects even'though it is not restricted to them; it is a personal res-
ponse transcending all the observables,the objects,of the given sit-
uation.Similarly our attention is drawn to the parable of the Good
Samaritan recounted by St.luke (Lk.10:30-35).(F&I p.30f.).Instead of
a motor accident those involved in the story (and it is important to
add the phrase "in the story" because the priest and the levite did
not get involved in the incident and that is the whole point) are

confronted by a traveller,wounded on his way to Jericho.Both priest

v

and levite,passing by,act in their®official" capacity,moving only
within the channels of the patterns of behaviour 1laid down by their
of fice - once azain we may speak of the situation as “"impersonal”,
Then,along comes the Samaritan.Here is not a situation of Samaritan
meets Jew, fas it was priest/levite meets object outside the category
of ritually clean etc.) but official categories are transcended and
man meets man,The Samaritan is moved (écnh«xxviceﬁ and acts in res-
ponse to the challenge befors him.He bandages the wounded traveller
and gives him all the help that he is able.Such actions make free
decision a decision personally baéked.”Such a claim disclosed through
and around plzin facts hrs traditionally been spoken of by temms like
'Duty ' or 'Moral law' and a iheological interpretation arises as and

when such terms are theologically contextualized." (CEHPp .p.166).’
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Moreover he argues;

"Natural Law.....claims that everyone who deserves to
.be .called a person acknowledges some basic moral obl-
igation,which gives rise to moral principles on which
there can be general agreement.Further,since moral ob-

. ligation has been traditionally interpreted in terms
of God's will,natural law readily lent itself in days
past to a supplementation by Christian principles whi-
ch were related to that particular mystery of his will
which was made known in Jesus Christ." (CE+CP ,chap.XX:
Towards the Rehabilitation of Natural law p.383),

Indeed,it is,then,in recognising & dominant moral clzim about *surv-
ival® that we recognise ourselves as distinctively persons.It is

not surprising then,that,as Kamsey argues,traditionally the recog-
nition of Natural ILaw has been supposed to be somehow definitive of
human personality.For this is,in effect,none other than the old point
that we become persons in discovering or discesninz moral obligation,
the point argued throughout Freedom and Immortality and especially,

as we have seen,in chapter two.Ramsey thus maintains that in resp-
onding to Duty, "we bzcome aware of ourselves and indeed our resp-
onsibility and freedom as and when we respond transcendentally to the
claim of what is a transcendent moral challenge."(B+P p.185).It is in
becoming aware of moral demand that we become aware of ourselves,our
freedom and our responsibility.The example of Ramsey's most gquoted in
this regard -is the well known story of David and Nathan (II Sam.l?:l-?a)
(cf.RL 1.113 + Medicine,Morals and Man p.166-77 ),The logical exercise
which Nathan performed was that of calling up by a parable such a des-

cription of events as might,along-side David's behaviour,produce a dis-

closure of the transcendent obligation in relation to which David would
"come to himself",which,in fact,as we know,he did.
In his activity, man not only recognises himself as fully man but,

as Peter Baelz in his Christian Theolocy and Metaphysics (p.101) sayss

“In his activity and in his perceiving -~ which is,after all,a form of
activity - man is engaged with what is other than himself,and what is
other than himself is at least as real and as substantial as himself."
(cited by ITR in his review of the book,Ch.Gtly vol.l,no.2,0ct.1668 p.170;.
In a specifically Christian context then,"coming to oneself® is the
appxpriate response to a cosmic disclosure which in one way or another

- arises around the person of Jesus who,Christians would claim,is the in-
dividuation of God himself.The claim is that when the historical pattern,

the Jesus of history, “comes alive®,the individuation,like that of the
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“universe or that of an all compelling duty,is the individuation of
God .When,further,in such a situation a self-disclosure occurs and
. ¥e "come to ourselves®,we "come alive® the phrase aptly used about
us is that we have found "eternal 1life in Christ Jesus our Lord ¥,
But how may we exﬁress this “"other" which is other than ourselves?

In an article in the first edition of New Directions

S ) ‘ “Tan Ramsey
_recélls how tﬁelve years-previously he had written in Freedom and
Immortality that philosophers wvhose concern was with ordinary lang-
uage as the basis.of their investigations and reflections would do
well to concern themselves with the most ordinary of situations such
as the casual remark on the pavement or the pooular song since in
suéh language might be found clues to a dimension of existence that
vas untouched by more precise ways of talking,in which the person

was much less self-involved.It is this"ordinary language" which we
find on the promenade at New Brighton,in road acridents,disasters at
sea,marriage,nicknames and the children's toyse ~ These exhibit such
diversity,Ramsey would maintain,as might argue for the possibility of
metaphysics (Le.for the possibility of some language used aptly about
vhat is unseen).In expressing the point rather more theologically,he
states his belief that God has not left himself without a witness in
the ordinary language we use,though this ordinary language can be so
disenfranchised as to fail to point td the rock from whence it was
hewn,.If we believe,as Ramsey would have us believe,that the ordinary
and the secular may point to the sacred,then surely we must also bel-
ieve that 'ordinary language my have this revealing quality.Ramsey
goes on to aprroach this from another direction.He states his belief
that, "the basis for all religious faith,and for Christian faith in

- particular,is to be found in éisclosure situations where (as we would
say) we "come alive®,in response to something we "see® vhich breaks
in on us,which subjectively and objectively takes on devth."(New Dir-
ections p.21,.It is with precisely such situations that we have been
involved in our present discussion;the doctor at the car accident,the
Good Samaritan and the man who dives into the river to save a drowm-
ing.child'regardless of his own safety,along with countless others

from the pages of Ramsey .- (and those of his predecessors such as

Butler), notably works like Freedom and—Immortality,experience such

disclosures as they respond with characteristic activity when and as
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they add their personal backing to their actions.

Much the same sentiments were expressed in Ian Ramsey's sermon
at the Conference of Modern Churchmen in 1969 (printed in iod.Chman,
NS,v0l.XIII,no0.1,0ct.1959,pp.7-15).1 hope that I may be forgiven far

quoting at some length a section of this sermon but,as will I hope

be seen,it is an example of Ramsey at his best and well illustrates

the points which we have so far been making,

".ve..a man finds his freedom,coms alive,when he freely
acknowledges something that inspires him,when there is

a spontaneous response to an authoritzative disclosure.

YWe may have been struggling with a problem or wrestling
with a moral decision.¥We feel caught,imprisoned in a web
of the most intriczte intellectual construction or baff-
led,oppressed by the complexites of a moral problem.Then,
in one case,a particular technique brings a solution,
there is a breakthrough,a release,the light dawns,we come
alive and in coming alive find our freedom.Or,in the oth-
er case,as we detail the empirical features of the moral
problem and at the same time survey the principles which
enshrine our ideal: again,a breakthrough;a matching; and
around a certain possibility emerges a moral obligation;
we respond to make our moral decision and in responding .
find our freedom,The 1liberal is he who is concerned for
this kind of freedom,the freedom which emerges when we
respond to an authoritative disclosure.If people or in-
stitutions,or doctrines,attitudes,structures or policies
are not to be oppressive,they must be such as to win in
this way our spontaneous acknowledgement,our free response.
The 1liberal in theology,the liberal tradition in Christ-
ianity seeks then a freed»m which matches an authority
vhich is neitheﬂoppressive nor private,neither zuthorit-
arian nor laissez-faire." (op.cit.p.8.).

Along these lines,he continues a little later in the same sermon:

"An intellectual system whether of science or politics or
theology can be (as) oprressive,it con enslave men,quite
as much as iron fetters or economic circumstances.lien can
be in captivity to a particular pattern of reasoning as
much as to a foreign power,Reason might supply,and it did
supply,particular principles,particular systems to give
the Christian faith a wide perspective and the universal
appeal,but at the next move these very vrinciples and
systems could strangle it of life.” (ibid.p. 9 ).

and he concludest
"“+e.o.vie must not be imprisoned in,or bound by a particular
styling or particular images.This vwould be idolatry." (ibid.p.9 ).
In From Fear to Faith (edit.N.Autton,London:SPCK 1971 we again find
the theme of wholeness taken up in Ian Ramsey's cont ribution, "The

nm ““VOCO"I
- Theology of Wholeness",where once again we flnsthe idea of man as

more than biological man,psychological man,sociologicel man and so
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on, : Responding freely and spontaneously to some disclosed
obligation,accepting some challenge to which I freely resgmulwhen

I say that I am inspired,that is a sense of activity altogether diff-
erent from the activity.which tekes place when I tumble down stairs
or fall off the bus: that is what Ramsey calls "behavioural activity",
because it does not have my personal mcking - unless of course I am
doing it in some comedy show.Here once again is the plea for personal

backing as we saw it in the examples from Freedom and Immortality (the

doctor,the Duke of Neweastle,the Cood Samaritan) and elsewhere.“Il have
argued",he says,"that there cén be no adequate account of human person-
ality,except by teking wholeness as a definitive category." (FuFtoR p.83),
For the Christian,this wholeness is to be found in the response to the
disclosure of God in Christ;a response vhich,exsrcised in freedom and
spontaneity,brings to man,life and fulfilment.In it self-realizétionA
expresses itself through our biochemistry and our behaviour."This per-
sonal activity,however,will never in time be perfectly expressed,for
we are,like the Author of our salvation,mde perfect only through suff-
ering and death,and perfect wholeness is but one way of styling our
eternity.” (ibid.p.84 ) A

The transition from talk about freedom and personality to talk
about immortality comes at this stage as an'easy progression.In Freedonm
and Immortality Ian Ramsey had written at the beginning of chapter four,

"What situation justifies belief' in immortality?....Any situation which,

subjectively,is my public behaviour and more. In particular,situations

of 'freedom' off'er us at one and the same time discernments of immortality
as well."(F&I p.91). He goes on to explain how this might be so. “Vhen we
are 'free'",he says, "we exhibit what we call ‘personal decision’',we are
'alive' in a sense which mortality cannot exhaust; mlf-decided,vwe are
half-alive - wholly of ficial,and from the standpoint of personality we’
are dead already." (F&I .91). Death,he hnd already shown (see for exam-
ple P+F,,Hibbert Journal,vol.45,no.4,1955—6,pp.330-338 and F&I p.64ff.)
can have mny meanings.Biological “death",for example,tz:lks of the break
down of organic vrocesses,decomposition and the like.Death for the psy-
chologist my be spoken of in terms of a point beyond which we can never
agein show certain behaviour responses.Socially,"death™ is that occasion
after which a man my-no longer throw his darts or attend his dinner par-
ties.Death for the statisticinn is something which involves the pay out

of insurance premiums and so the list might go on..Death is'ﬁhen,the
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cessation of everything which is now taken to cleracterize a person‘s
behaviour.While it is true to say that we may talk about peovle act-
ing impersonally,the butcher,the tax collecter,the doctor,the booking
clerk,the priest.and the levite,we are,it has been argued more than
this,more than our "official® self,we are more than our biochemical

. reactions and organic proceszes,our behaviour resvonses,our economic
significance and so on.When we act with our"personal backing®,when we
make our °free decision” we become ®alive® and this sense of life is
not one which death as a descriptive word can end,for *life® now ref-
ers to a situation which is not exhausted by any one or all of a set
of spatio-temporal events. "....To justify 'freedom' by apmealing to
decision-situations which exceed public behaviour....is at the same
time to justify belief in immortality." (F&I p.6A)."Just as with every
conviction of freedom there goes an awareness of some obligation",he
adds, "Jjust as freedom is a response to obligation; so with our con-
viction about our own immoriality,there goes an awareness of some other
which - like ourselves - is not restricted to the spatio-temporal."(F&I
p.99).If ,as Ramsey argues,we are not restrict:d or confined to those

. features of our existence which are in sppce and. time and are thus in
that way free,we are,in that sense,immortal.

' In his article on Immortality” in Collier's

- Encyclopaedia he again reasserted his conviction that belief in
immortality is more than a claim for mere survival.Indeed,he sees
man's belief in immortality as a conviction of his transcendence of
time, "The point....of 2ll traditional arguments for immortality must
lie in their ability....to evoke situations which give man a vision
of his transcendence." ‘ '
The traﬁscendence he says "may be disclosed as & man realizes his
mystical participation in an évolutionary process of cosmic propor-
tions,as and when he realizes his freedom in responding to Duty wh-
ich transcends the pressures of social convention; or when in moral
progress he realizes what is 'beyond morality'.,"” )

N ~ We see again the emphasis on what is the "more"®
in a situation and also the characteristic linking togzether of the not-
ions of freedom (in its relation to duty) and immortality.This was the .
same kind of thing as Ramsey had found in the works of Bishop Butler.
In his article on Bishop Butler written for the Dr.Williams Trust he

—

wrote of Butler:
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"In his discussion of a future life,Butler argues that

we know only the effects of death,and that what we know
at the present of our own-power and activity exceeds
these effects.What death is,we do not (and shall not)
know till we ourselves have died.Yhile death certainly
removes the possibility of having the sort of proof

that we have now of someone being a living person,never
theless,ve cannot conclude with certainty that death
destroys living persons.is he says (Works,vol II,p.15)

'We cannot argue from the reason of the thing,that death
is the destruction of living agents,because we Inow not
at all what death is in itself; but only some of its
effects,such as the dissolution of flesh,skin and bones.'
So,he concludes,there is a wnresumption,however slight,
that we live after deeth.is Butler remarks later,(J.Butler,
Works vol,II},'That we are living beings,affords a strong
possibility that we shall continue so; unless there be
some positive ground,and there is none from reason or
analogy,to think death will destroy us....' Such a view
indeed could ‘have no other ground,than some such imag-
ination,as that of our zross bodies being ourselves;
which is contrary to experience.' So,as he says,a suopp-
osition 'which in all reason we are to go upon' is that
‘our living nature will continue after death' Here is a
question of great consequence,and belief in immortality
will thus be part of a reasonable life and total commit-

ment." (op.cit.p.16-17 ),
But,if a notion of immortality is that of the transcendence of tinme,

then what sense can we make of such phrases as "eternal life™.In his
On Being Sure in Religion, an expanded version of his F.D.Maurice
lectures of 1961-2 . = ST Ian Ramsey arg-

ued that the word ‘eternal is a key word in the New Testament and

that since it is the aim of the divine economy to draw our minds from
the temporal and to fix them on the eternal we ought then to avoid

any coﬁfusion between thoughts which our Lord has taken such pains

- to keep distinct and which indeed our conscience tells us ought to

be so.It is when the two are confused that misunderstanding and per-
plexity arise,.If we multiply,daurice had argued in his Theological
Essays of 1852 (p.436,cited OBSR p.ll),a thousand years by a thousand,
by twenty thousand,by a hundred thoussnd,by a million we end up as far
from eternity as ever.Qur fundamental mistake therefore is to bring
Time into the question. “Etermal"is not synonymous with “everlastinz®
if everlasting is taken to mean “going on in a temporal time series
for ever and ever”...."Undoubtedly the point of the word eternal is

to draw our minds from the temporal,to fix them elsewhere" (122@@.16}
or,at least, the word “eternal" is one which, "beginning with a temp-
oral reference,will help us to draw our minds from fixing on it." (ibid.»,16-17;
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We may compare this to his artiele on "Hell"  where he ex-
plores the doctrine of Hell in very Maurician terms,treating the:
idea -of 'endless' punishment very much along the same lines as he

had treated on the idea of "eternal" life in On Being Sure in Eel-

igion in 1963.The article on Hell was originally given as a Durham
University Lightfoot Society Lecture and contains some very typical
Ramsey comments on the subject of life after death.For example,
"while talk about 1life after death will always bristle with logical
problems,nevertheless faute de mieux we must speak of it somehow or
other in temms of such features of our present existence as seem to
us most fundamental to human,and in particular (Butler would say)

moral,existence."(Talk of God p.210).)

However,vhile Ramsey agreed that the multiplication of years by inc~
.reasing degrees would leave us,at eVery stage,as far off from eternity
as ever,he saw a marked dgree of similarity between Maurice's example

of the multiplication of yeers and an infinite sequence in mathematics
(eg.z,,,i,;,Z,l,ﬁ....gg% «.+.%).In the infinite sequence we may at any
point be said to be "as far off" from unity "as ever®.Yet,argued Ramsey,
it is equally true that while there is no end to the story,nevertheless
at some stage or other we may “see" that to which the sequence is®point-
inz®,viz 1. Thus too with his example of the series of circles which he

uses in Freedom and Immortality. "If someone”,he wrote, "draws a series

of circles,centres 01'02’03'04""'On respectively,and draws to each
circlediameters A101B1,A 02B2....AnOan respectively: we might 'see' at
once that the ratio of any circle centre Or to its diameter ArOrBr Was
constant.” (F&I p.l1l4) - Herein is a disclosure situation by which we
get to know what is meant by the symbol #w.So with talk of a"future life".
*Immortality " tells us something of which we can be aware here and now
(the word belongs as we have seen to a disclosure in the present).How-
ever,while we may now have a reliable account of an infinite series of
moments,Ramsey is aware that from this we have no reason whatever to
assume that "life® after death is to be regprded as temporally contin-
uous with this life. "Qur nicture of a-continuous temporal series which,
as 'infinite' inevitably extends beyond death,is only a rough way of

- working out the significance of what is given to us now in our intimtion
of immortality." (F&I p.117), _

Ramsey was only too quick to recognise the problems and difficult-

t
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~ ies which faced those involved in comnending the Christian Faith;

the problem of how to create such disclosure situations,such moments
~of vision,and moreover how to récapture the haunting situations of .
life which,too,led to those great moments of cosmic disclosure which
stir men and become recognised as the point at which God is revealing

Himself., In facing this question in New Directions in 1969 (NI,NS,vol.

1,n0.1,Spring 1969 pp,21-24) he recalled that in a memoir of Charles
Raven he had written: ‘

"Sunset and moonlight,a moth emerging from its pupa -
or the matterns of a bird's feathering - all these
provided him with glimpses of the eternal; and God
also met him in splendour when he saw in Liverpool
a young couple lovemaking on a seat by the roadside
on St.James's Mount.When in the same city he saw the
proprietor of a dingy shop in shirt sleeves dispen-
sing packets of fish and chips wrapped in a newspaper
to a crowd of shawl cled women,agarin there was,he
tells us, 'of a sudden the glory; and God fulfilling
his eternal task,giving his children their daily bread'.
In this way,nature and human nature constantly rev-
ealed God."(op.cit.p.22.).

The disclosure situations occur,then,in the ordinary events of life
which suddenly,by the_disclosure,"coma alive®,"take on depth", ass-
ume new meaning and significance.They occur not only in dramatic
events but in the simplicity and beauty of the life of the world

as it is lived from day to day.:herever people meef people there

is Ged in the midst of them waiting to be fecognised and whose re~-
cognition gives us a glimpsé of our oun immoxtality,our “eternal life
in Christ Jesus our Lord" - that point at which we recognise the
'more“,the'transcendent dimension of our.lives.In his chapter on
the Theology of Salvation in Medicine Morals and Man ( ed, E.
Claxton and H.A.C.McKay,Blanford,1969,pp.67-77 ) with reference to

"~ St.Paul's distinction between flesh and Spirit (Rom.8,cf.II Cor)

Ian Ramsey remarks concerning this that the contrast which St.Paul
is making is not one between mind and body,arlbetween flesh and sp-
irit thought of as dichotomous but is between,on the one hznd,the
person who makes his fleshly activities his dominant concern and
pursuwit and on the other hand,the person who recognises that while
he is fleshly he is also much more,and that he mas an existence
_which while it certainly includes,also extends beyond his eating,
drinking and reproductive functions.This wider existence in which
man is fulfilled,in which he finds his 'wholeness' or ‘salvation®

Ian Ramsey sees as an existence which is revealed,an existence in
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vhich a man experiences self-disclosure,when he comes to know God
and his power and love in Jesus Christ.He wrote:

"The one may be a whole man,but his integration comes
from a purpose which is entirely earthly centered.The
other is a whole man with an integration which comes .
from a purpose which arises in a situation of a trans-

~ cendent kind,transcendent,that is,in not being restrict-
ed to the spatio-temporal elemnts of which scientific
disclosure speaks." (MM+ p.171),

The divine act of creation (Gen.2:7,cf.I Cor.1l5) wes a first in-breathing
of life - the creation of the natural man,but with God's act in Christ
there was,so to say,a second in-breathing.?hereas the first gave to

man human life,his natural personality,the second gave him eternal
life,his Christian status though from first to last man is conceived

as a unity.Ramsey's concérn to see man as a unity remeins’ a constant
theme ,as e have seen, throughout his work.The Cartesian duality,shatt-~

ered byARyle in The Concept of Mind,finds no place either,in the tho-

ught of Ian Ramsey.We may recall his comment in Biology =nd Personalitys

"The distinction between 'mind' and 'soul' has often

been greatly blurred.The Greeks by no means spoke with

one voice on the matter,as a pooular view often believes,
As for the Hebrews,the word translated 'soul’ can be
variously traznslated 'breath','life','mind’','living beinz',
'person' or 'self'.Yet while there c:n be no easy answer
given as to vhat is meant by the word 'soul'....It is un-
doubtedly true that when a personality has been accounted
for as the taking on of a soul,this soul is supposed to be
some 'thing' super-added to what wes there before.But con-
temporary philosophy would certainly warn us against taking
this kind of explanation at its face value,for what could
be meant by talking of the soul as a thing,supposing it to
be,on the one hznd,something like an object(or verhaps a
nind ) and yet utterly different from both of them since they
and not it are wholly spatio-temporal." (op.cit.p.178 ),

In 1970,in a.sermon preached to the British Association,in Durham Cath-
edral,Ian Hamsey said:

"The main mistake is to supposes that theology is prescrip-
tive,dictating the answers to ¥hich scientific enquiry must
come.But the distinctive function of thsology is...to witness
to 'depth'....to take seriously the meral dimension..Theology
needs to do a task which it avoided doing for some three hun-
dred years; and deliberately refused to do a hundred years
ago.But the road to such an integration,the road to a cont-
emporary map:iing or projection of theology,is the same as
the road to a scientific culture - through the crucible of
contemporary socirl and moral problems shared by all disc-
iplines." - (Edwards p.27).

It was in this crucible of contemporary social and moral problems that
Freedon and Immortality had been forged in 1957.Professor Braithwaite
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had once complained that Professor Ramsey sometimes used the words
"empirical"® and “fact" in contexts which surprised him.Use of these
expressions made it look to him asiif Ramsey were committing the grav-
est of all category mistakes - that of supposing an ought to follow
from an is (Camb.Rev.1955).It raises the question of how one can comm-
it oneself to an empirical fact and how a fact can have a claim on one.
He suspected that the inverted commas which Ramsey sometimes puts ar-
ound his *facts* indicated that these can only be referred to by st-

. atements whose "logic" is "odd*.in that it includes the use of a sp-
ecial "logical qualifier".Brzithwaite was troubled about this “odd
logic" not least by the problem of how it might be communicated to

a non-Christiah.As David Edwards notes in his biography of Ramsey:

"Braithwaite had put his finger on Ramsey's weakness as a
philesopher,by complaining that Ramsey could not explain

. the 'facts' of Christian belief fully to the non-Christian.
In part this was due to Ramsey's own conviction.Although
all men had a moral sense which went beyond thepiological
drive to survival,yet this did not ammount to the universal
recognition of Natural Law,let alone God,by the conscience.
For Ramsey,there was a disclosure which Christians,and only

they,saw.” (Edwards p.38).

-.This is,perh=ps,a little harsh on Ramsey since for him thz whole point
~of a disclosure was that it was an act of revelation, Admitiedly;

he did not explicate what the "more" of life was nor how and where it
was to be recognised,except to say that it could just as.easily be in
the common events of life as in the dramatic ones.

. It vas of course only his desire to show the empirical anchor-
age of all religious discourse and not to explain it away purely in
terms of empirical *facts™. _

In Theology (Jan.l965) Professor Ninian Smart claimed that all
religious language must somehow describe ultimate reality and not just
engineer the discernment of it.He 2dded: '

"If we take the descriptionsaway,we take truth away.
That is why Ramsey's position,though it so fzr need
not entail atheism,is compatible with it...!God® be-
comes the name for penny drooping exveriences...li
is as thoush someone was to ssy that 'God’ was the name
for all patches of blue...Famsey thus s rezlly dis-
pensed with trmnscendence....This is equivalent
to a superstitious atheism.” '

Edwards,commenting on the period when Ramsey became Nolloth Professor

of the Christian Religion at Oxford suggﬁstsxthat Christian belief at
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this time often seemed to be treated as an inherited tradition,app-
ealing to the imaginition,producing holiness and courtesy but ill
at ease with both science and deﬁocracy.The need to develop a dia~
logue between a traditional theology and the new philosophy was
'bincreasingly recognised,but the stress was on being thoroughly pro-
fessional,and;to be blunt,Oxonian,in philosophy.The key figure in
the Christian don‘s discussion group known as "the Metaphysicals®
“which Ramsey joined was the brilliantly graceful and ingenious
Austin Farrer,who,it appears made no secret of either his affection
for or his suspicion towards the newcomer.It is perhaps somewhat

surprising that when,in 1957, Faith and Logic,a collection of essays

by members. of this group apresred under the editorship of Basil
Mitchell,it contained no contribution by Tan Ramsey.This might sugg-
est that the new professor had yet to prove himself amongst the Ox-
~ ford rhilosophers., ' . ‘ ’

" The same year as Faith and Logic was published saw the delivery
of the Forwood lectures on Freedom and Immortality by Ian Ramsey in
Liverpool.Their publiéation by S.C.M. in 1950 was not greeted by their
reviewers with an overwhelming enthusiasm.though the journal,Theology
- regarded it as "a book which should be compulsory reading in theol-

ogical colleges”",and in the Hibbert Journal, H.D.Lewis,vhose very con-

structive. criticism we shall discuss in a little while,maintained that
"no-one who wishes to examine the problems of freedom and imrortality,
as they appear today can afford to neglect this book," J.I.Facker,

writing for the Church of England Newspaper remembering how when the

empiricist revival broke out Just before the last war,it was the del-
ight of the young philosophers to dismiss all theological statements
as nonsense on the grounds (admitted by both sides) that they cannot
be experimentally verified in the manner of scientific hypothéses,
remarks that, “Now that the new empiricism is middle-aged,...it has
become more sober and demanding " énd thus commends such a book as
Freedom and Immortality rising as it does to meet this challenge.The
Times Literary Sunplement (TLS Apr.83,1960) recognising that while,
“like Kant,Professor Ramsey justifies our belief in free will and

immortality by reference to moral duty" and "holds that the situation
of response to duty reveals a self which is not vwholly bound down by
spatio-temporal conditions in respect either of causal determinism or

- of the limits of its existence" noted that, “nevertheless a moral dec-
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ision is an event which takes place in time," and wanted to know
“how it can be exempt f:om ordinary causality".Equally,it pointed
out that "although 'going-on' is not an adequate account of immort~
ality,immortality entails at least going on after desth" and they
further,therefore,wanted to know, "What goes on and how it goes on."
- "Professor Ramsey",they concluded, "has so little in the way of a
clear answer to these questions that his book remains scarcely more
than a pointer to troblems which deserve consideration."(fhe comments
from these reviews are taken from copiés cut out from their resvect=-
ive journals and kept by Ian Ramsey amongst his private papers.)
This is,it is true to say,in many ways a fair criticism of Freedom

and Immortality. As we have seen many of the answers to the questions

raised by the critic of the Times Literary Supplement are answered
Qhen we look at Ramsey's work as a vhole.Though e may be doing this
nearly tkenty years‘on,howéver,the reviewer did have fifteen years of
Ramsey behind him but one feels that he is little acquainted with what
Ian Ramsey had already had to say.Perhaps the trouble is that Ian Ram-
sey aszumed too much and wrote too much from his own sure standpoint,
unhelpful in that he did not go so fer as to suggest ways in which
those presenting the Christian faith to non-Christians might help to
bring about the all important disclosure situations.The reviewer for

the Church Times("Two Vital Concepts",Churoh Times,8 Apr.1980; prov-

ides us with a systematic and penetrating criticism of Freedom and
Immortality,again only a short while after its publication. He crit-
icises Ramsey's use,and sometimes perhaps too fregquent use,of illust-
rations from mathemrtics and science.¥hile he would admit that some
of these at least are not unhelbful,he thinks that their use often
looks artificial "and might unkindly be described as bogus" and he
goes so far as almost to accuse Hamsey of using them merely to add

a hint of academic respectabiliiy to the work.He doubts,secondly,
whether indeed the very substance of Ranmsey's arguments "would
prove as atiractive to the empiricists as the form in which they
are dres:ed up"With regard to Ramsey's discussion of personal dec-
ision with its app:al to seelng such situations as being more than
Just this or that behaviour pattern but as the place vhere each of
‘us is distinctively 'I' ; while admitting with Ramsey that in a re-
sponsible decision there is something more than czn be explained

by references to rhysical,economic or psychologic2l determinism and



- 61 -

that at least a particular kind of fres decision occurs as a resp-

- onse to the challenge of duty or absolute value,he objects to Ram-
sey's introduction of God at this point,at least along the lines
of his empiricist argument.He sees Ramsey's reference to non moral
disclosure situations {connected with such phrases as "first cause"
and *necessary being"jas being the introduction of the cosmological
argument, "without supoort or defence,to justify bringing in God
and in aid of the transcendental character of moral obligation".

He concludes, "From the empiricisfé standpoint there is surely a
big gap in the author's reasoning here.Even to the more sympathetic
reader it may look suspiciously as though God is being introduced
to validate absolute moral values.™. Likewise with immortality.His

~ synopsis of Ramsey is,in so far as it goes,correct.At the root of

all language about immortality for Ramsey is the freedom of the

human peison and it is as a nerson-that one receives intimations

of immortality,for when one exercises personal decision one is “alive®
in the truest sense,and while death is the termination of man as an
object,bringing to an end his public behaviour,in so far as he is
an"object and more",he is immortal.The Church Tires sees this ex-
planation of immortality as on a "distinctively siender foundation"

for an examinatién of the ways in which immortality can be signifi-
cantly described.The fundamental error of the reviever is to see

Ramsey 's method and arguments as those of contemporary empiricism,
seen without qualification or explanation.Ramsey however never con-
ceded to the empiricist position but saw that it was nevertheless .
important to give discourse about God a grounding,an anchorage in
the empirical world,and it was this with which the book was involved

and not in providing a “proof " for the existence of God.

The most significant review of Freedom and Immortality,however,

was written by H.D.Lewis for the Hibbert Journal in 1961.( Lewis RJ
- y By way of introd-

uction Professor lewis describes how "the philosopher who undertakes
to write about religious questions today is apt ito .find himself bal-
ancing on a very slim tightrope.“( op.cit.n.168). If he begins to
speak of God as if he were one entity among others then he will fall
foul of many critics,not least amongst vhom are the empiricists.On
the othef side there is "the bottomless abyss of not saying anything
at all,"( igig;,p.ISBj.while he admits that at no point does Ian

Ramsey ever guite lose his foothold,Professor Lewis does add that



"he....gives his‘readers some exceedingly anxious moments by leaning
so far over on the side of the abyss of silence."( ibid. p.168).
Lewis' criticisms are both helpful and,for the most part,well
founded.He finds a certain ammount of difficulty in Ramsey's use of
the idea of personal backing in so fer as he would like to know how
it comes about,what its value is and how precisely ‘to understang
the "more" which,while expressing itself in various observable dir-
ections,ultimately transcends them.A subsidiary difficulty concerns
the dismissal of.behaviouf which does not involve the free and per-
Asonal decision as only reaction to stimuli. Thus with the priest and
levite in the marable of the Good Samaritan -

"Were they not in their way acting responsibly or should

ve exenpt them on the grounds that their choice is not
free? Many redoubtable defenders of freedom in the past
hzve "ended up in the position of holding that only good
actions,but never bad ones,are frze and responsible.That
accords well with one kind of theology,but not I imagine
one that commends itself to Professor Ramsey.”(igig.p.170 )s

He feels,too,some misgiving over Ramsey's description of a free dec-
ision as "spafio-temporal and more”,arguing that all our conduct must
in some way be said to be temporal (thoush we may also in some cases
" be said to transcend time); agein the quarrel is over the "more® and
the plea is that Ramsey be more precise over shat he means by it be-
cause all that we kmow is that it is not an idea of a timeless self.
The discussion on immortality follows very closely that on free-
dom.The main emphasis is again on the fact that we are “spatio-temporél
and more","because we are in that sense free,in that sense we are imm-
ortal," (F&I P65 ). and the same arguments for a more precise def-
inition of the "more® thus apsly once agéin.

- Lewis' suspicion is tnat Ramsey is,in fact,conceding more than
necesszry to prevailing fashion and Ramsey's arguments along these
lines come dangerously close to suggesting that because we are persons
and responsible beings we are ipso facto immortal when he says for
example, "It is in so recognising duty as something which transcends
the spatio-temporal,that we recognise our own transcendence of the
spatio-temporal,our own immortality."(F&I p,73 ). or "In some cases,
our awareness of obligation and our awareness of immortality are given
together." (¥alp.72 Je . In short,for Ramsey,as we have seen,"immort-
ality™ and “unemding 1ife" do not tell of some “property" of a *thing"

called a soul,or of some existence like our public behaviour now but



 going on and on and on.They tell rather of a situation we know now
which is characteristically distinctive in being more than spatio-
temporal. Further;while Ramsey menages to siress "the sense of wonder
and mystery and depth which surrounds the 'special situations' he des-
cribes,....even if this does lend these situations a religious char-
acter,that will not suffice to establish particular:items of relig-
ious belief." (Lewis R.P.175)

Here Lewis betrays that he has,like so many others,missed tie

point of Freedom and Immortality.If one tries to force the book to

provide ansvers or proofs or to establish the validity of provosit-
ional claims then,ultimately the book will fail to live up to the
task but then that is not the purppse'for vwhich the book was written.
Its purpose,as Ramsey points out in his feply to Lewis' criticisms,
én articlé entitled, "Some Further Reflections on Freedom and Imm-
ortality® (Hibhert Journal vol.LIX,no.235,Jly.1961,349-55) was to

. make clear what he believed to be the empirical anchorage of discourse
about-the freedom of -the will and immortality.Ramsey,it is true opens
. himself to criticism because he so often .assumes too much of his
readers.Freedom and Immortality is only fully intelligible when read
in the light of the totality of Ramsey's works.It stends nevertheless,

as a book of first rate importance not only because it provides us
with a survey of almost the Qhole of Ramsey's philosophy in this area,
though the background to its language lies eléewhere,in only about one
hundred and fifty rages but more importantly because it provides the
theological world with serious attempi to come to grips with the prob-
lems which both challenge it and face our modern world.

Ten years after the publication of Freedom and Immortality Ian

Ramsey,by this time Bishop of Durham,wrote in his diocesan magazines

"We have today reached a stage when,for very different
reasons,vways of describing the faith-dimension in terms
of traditional metaphysics as well as traditional ways
of interpreting the world have all collavpsed and broken
down and need a thorough overhzul.In this context of
breakdown and collapse it is very easy indeed to dismiss
the whole of religion and theology as a sham,the Church
as the comnunity of the immature,and to acknowledze the
seculer in and by itself =11 sufficient.”(*The Church and
the Secular City$Ths Bishonrick,vol.lt3,no.3,May 1368,46).

It was in reaction to this kind of attitude and the increasing pop-
ularity of atheistic,or at best agnostic,secularism that Freedom and

Immortzlity came to birth both as a bproduct of contemporary Christian
thinking and as the focus for tninking to come.We may recall Professor
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Dorothy Emmet's comrent on Ian Ramsey.that

“Under his imperturbsble demeanour he had a feeling
of desteration about the need to rethink the problem
of religious iruth in a world where our scientific
understanding of man,and indeecd the understanding of
science and philosovhy themselves were changing in ways
.of which most people in the Churches were unaware."
(Edwards p.6)

In an article on"The Crisis of Faith"(Theoria to Theory,vol.?7,Jdan.

1973, ) in 1973 he repeated this warning that

" ....As we face the crisis of our own time,the reaction
of our predecessors to the crisis of a past age is a
terrible warning.lMot only did they fail to face up sq-
uvarely to searching issues; their side-stepping merely
postponed until today the crisis which should have been
faced yesterday." (op.cit. p.24).

His plea was as ever for theology to step into the fray and to give
account of'itself.Long zone were the days when theology could rest

sure in its position in the life of men. "But let us not forget",he

.wrote in Spirituality for Today - S

L e T ‘ ~ "that self-
satisfiction in theology as elsewhere,very often accompanies a spiritual
' blindness; whereas tteconcept of theology,as tentativwe and exploratory
can better bear witness to every new insight into mystery and trans-

| cendence,and may thus be seen as providing ever new expressions of a
sense of finitude,which matcﬁes,as it arises from,2 new sense of the

infinite." (p.75).It was not,as we have seen,a fray into which Ian

Ramsey stepped with his eyes closed.At the end of Freedom and TImmort-
ality he wrote of its convictions that they registered a protest ag-
ainst two popular misconceptions,that,on the one hand those with what
he calls ®an intense affection for ordinary language" (F&l p.152) must
necessarily deny metaphysics or,on the other hand,that those who def-
_end .metaphysics must necesariiy trade in "occult and sh2dowy worlds"
(F2I p.152) which meant that he had been,as he had in much of his work,
fighting on two fronts at once,against secularism on the one hand and
blindness in the foce of the modern situation by theology on the other
and we recall hiscgz““:.‘?f :oi%ﬂ:l;ta sobering reflection thai not many wars
have been won under such a necessity."(F&I 1.152 .t is the generations
to come who will know the answer,and it is only a shame that Ian Ramsey
could not live to see its prpgresé so far and help it along with still

more of his wisdom and insight and piety.



CHAPTER IV
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"In reading him,if you are bold enough to begin,bear
in mind the characteristic marks of his style.His

mind was nourished by three streams; metaphysical
philosophy,the scriptures,and the poetry of Greece,
Rome, and England.But in writing he seldom refers

to others by name - perhaps only Wittgenstein quotes
less - you may often hear behind his thought the
resonance of some ancient or modern controversy,but
mostly he writes in dialogue with himself,a dialogue
closely written and compressed...He demands unflagging
concentration.This is not to say that he wrote badly.
He had the almost unique distinction among modern theo-
logians of writing brilliant and clear English,far
removed from those misty affirmations thundered from

a neo-Germanic fog which now pass for theology.But
when he wrote philosophy he let you off nothing.”(Curtis p.249).

So wrote Philip Curtis in his article,written two years after Farrer's
death in 1958,on '"Dr.Farrer's Rational Theology".

Austin Marsden Farrer,Warden of Keble College,Oxford from 1950
until his death in 1968 (and near the end of his life elected a
Fellow of the British Academy) was a philosopher and theologian of
rare.Qualities,combining,to.an unusual degree,both philosophical
sensitivity and penetrating faith.It is now generally admitted that
Farrer deservéd a wider amdience than he received during his lifetime,
He represented the best tradition in metaphysics in the line of Aristotle,
‘ Aquinas,Spinoza,leibniz,Kant and Whitehead while remaining an unabashed
spokesman for orthodox Christianity,at odds. with the then current
fashionsof Form Criticism,Positivism and neo-orthodoxy.Neglect of
his work may be in part due,too,to his remarkable intellectual indep-
endance.Hls style is brilliantly graceful and ingenious and yet even
at his best he was never an easy writer to understand.In both the
world of philosophy and of biblical studies he was regarded for the
most pa.rt with puzzled interest.During his lifetime his work received
1ittle discussion except in reviews,perhaps understandable in the light
of the dominant positivist and analytic orientation of Oxford in his
day as we have seen; yet it remains regrettable since he was so much
concerned to come to grips with the various attacks on metaphysics and
natural theology and even adopted the techniques and availed himself of
the lessons of language analysis in some of his work.He remains one of
the few writers of the post-war period to have produced work of any note
in doctrinal theology in the Angiican Communion.In his book New Directions

in Anglican Theology, R.J.Page writes,
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"By contrast to the fifty years preceding 1939,the last
quarter century hzs not been marked by outstanding
theological work of a constructive and systematic char-
acter in Anglican circles.Good work there has been from
time to time,notably by E.L.HMascall,Austin Farrer,Leorard
Hodgson and #.W.Dillistone in England....Overall,however,
one cannot escape the impression that Anglican Theology has
been too much content to live off its own fat...When one
surveys the achievements of the last several decades as
a whole,and compares them with the period 1t89-1939 the
contrast leaves one with little cause for optimism.” (Qp.cit.p.Zl )

It was in the years just preceding and during the second world war
that what has become known as neo-orthodoxy exerted its greatest in-
fluence in Anglican circles (see Alec R.Vidler,Tuentieth Century
Defenders of the Faith,NY:Seabury,1%65,pp.79-101.).%hile the writings

of Karl Barth have never been widely accepted,if read,in Anglican cir-

cles,his debate with Emil Brunner over the possibility and validity of
any natural theology warmnted observation.Barth's suspicioh of natural
theology and,indeed,of apologetics in generzl found its clearest ex-
pression in his Gifford lectures of 1238 - The Knowledge of God and

the Service of God. His influence was to turn attention to the Bible

and its interpretation,and to render questions of natural theology,

if not suspect,then.at least of lesser importance and interest than

the topics of dogmaticé and theology itself., It was during these years

© too,that the ideas-of Spren Kierkegasrd first became available to the
English reader.In the writings of Kierkegaafd as with Barth,the English
mind was presented with the rejection of any attempt to accommodate the
Christian faith into any philosophical system which sought to "under-
stand® or to explaim it.(cf.Sfren Kierkegaard's Philosophical Fragments)

For Kiérkega.ard the Christian faith

demanded a leap which inevitably took one beyond the bounds of rational

- inquiry. ~ .
Combined with the earlier sociological,theologicél and philecsodh~
jcal situation which we have considered earlier in relation to the wvork
of Bishop Ramsey the effect of such a climate was fo direct theological
‘pursuit,for the most part,away from natural theolozy to other spheres.
Not everyone however foliowgd the prevailing trend.iorks like Austin

Farrer's Finite and Infinite, which appeared in 1943,anticipate some

of the post war discussion,as did the publication of E.L.Mascall's

DY LR . "—~:‘\ﬁ. -
He Who Is which,with hls&girl}ngbXLStence and Analogy, represents an

i
attempt to reformulate the discussion of natural theology and to vre-

(7)
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sent afresh,the traditional "proofs® and the analogy of being in
such a way as to prove relevant to the discussion current in cont-
émporary philosovhical circles.At this point,hoever,neither Farrer
nor Mascall had rezlly come to terms with the vhilosophical object-
ions which were being raised by the rise of the logical Positivists
and the Empiricists to any type of metaphysical theology(cf.Malvern,

Xian Soc(Eliot,,BofTh.,GS+Y,MiD,Our Culture,TH (Maritain),AtoG(Marit-

) ain).).Farrer howeve;/ﬁgﬁland was to present the theological and

philosophical public with an apologia for theism of great originality
and importance by trying to impress upon people the fact that the
problem of speaking about God could .not be evaded merely by denying

the validity of natural theology.

"There is a superstition among,revelationists“(he wrote
in Finite and Infinite) "“that by declaring themselves

. independent of any proof of God by analogy from the
finite world,they have escaped the necessity of con-
sidaring the analogy or relation of the finite to the
“infinite altogether.They are completely mistaken; for

- all their statements about God must be expressed and
plainly are expressed in language drawn from the finite
world....For the revelation hz:s to be thought about to
be received,and can bs thouzht about only by the aid
of words or finite images,and these cannot signify of
God unless the aprropriate 'mode of signification' fun-
ctions in our minds."(FI p.2f.).

The criterion to vhich Farrer appeals in his work is rationality,
not the rationality which operates in the narrow parameters of
logical deduction,nor logic working‘in a vacuumyas it were,but
rather rationality illuminatingly at woric within the life of faith,
For Farrer,the religious thinker does not start in a world devoid
of already functioning religious belief énd experience.He starts
within a religious tradition that is as old as mankind.As Farrer
notes,many teachers have taugiit things they had not themselves been
taught;Christ for example or Mosesy "But the novelty was never rel-
igion itself.The pioneer began with a hereditary system for inter-
preting things religiously,and in so doing found himself driven to
innovation in religion -not to an innovation called 'religion'."(FS p.4),
Standing within the religious tradition in its specifically
Christian form,Farrer is concerned to test the rationality of beliefs
which he first inherited and by which he then decided to live.he was
one of the most remarkable men of his age.lle was 5rilliant1y {some~

times a little too brilliantly; original and his work is marked th-
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roughout by.the stamp of his personality though the material is .
never forced or imposed upon.His écholarship is immense,his style

of writing disclosés the mind of a poet, yet his writings are never
obscure or ciuttered and they display a remarkable frankness.This

is often to be seen in the explicitly dialogue form of his writings.
He has a capaéity for putting himself in his critics' shoes and
pointing out their difficulties.This,it is true to say,led to the

- accusation that he was,rather unfairly at timeé,conducting both sides
of an argument himself,yet the capacity to do such merits our admir-

ation. John Hick in the forward to Reflective Faith said of Farrer,

"His work is so far removed from the realm of unanalysed slogans,

vague metaphors,and all forms of sloppiness and imprecision,that to
read someone of Farrer's stature is to lose any taste for the lower
leveis of theological writing."(RF p.xiv).He remsined however for the
whole'of his career,an unfashionable thinker,or at least a non-fashionable
one,working in a field in which few theologians of his day bothered

or dared to venture,He was“a speculative theologian at a tine when the
world at large had little use for theologians and theologians little
use for speculation’,Over the years his work grew steadily more unifisd
and though he must often have been temvted to withdraw from the stresm
of contemporary philosophy,this he never did.J.H.Houlden in the preface

to The Brink of Mystery says this about hims

"For theologians,...he had a message: not to conceive
their task too mar-owly and to let a wide range of
human resources of mind ana heart contribute to the
task of clothing in words our experience of God.
Farrer built bridges,easily ruined,often ignored and
well worth keeping in repzir."” (op.cit.p.x ).

And Yarrer himself once wrote that "The grand error about  intellectual
Antegrity....is the belief that it can be achieved by
the limitation of view; by scrupulous care in eleaning
out the moat of a ivory tower or cultivating the hedges
round a fool's pzradise.There can be no integrity about
refusing to pronounce uvon things from which we avert
our eyes.Integrity of mind is the acknowledgement of
truth." (Celeb.of Faith p.15), _
He was a man of deep integrity who consistently refused to dodge logical
difficulties.
It is not my intention at this point to give any systematic
raccount of any one of the writings of Austin Farrer in any detail,
yet it is necessary that we consider at least the major of them to

. illuninate the background of his thought insofar as they meet certain
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needs, propose certain views and oppose certain contemporary schools
of thought.His work is uncluttered by the use of critical apparatus
and his works are almost entirely free from footnotes.

Without doubt the most significant of Farrer's philosophical
writings was his first major work,the massive Finite and Infinite
which appeared in 1943, By 1959,a reviewer in the Times Literary
Supplement judged that "in Dr.Farrer the academic world has one of
the most interesting minds of the century"” though his work evoked
1ittle sustained examination.It may be noted in general,however,that
there is a marked difference between his earlier and his later works,
not only in subject matter but in his whole approach to the problems
of theology.In his article in Theology on "Austin Farrer's Concept of
Divine Providence",Brian Hebblethwaite shows how by the 1960's ve
find Farrer sitting much more loosely to tradition than before.His
rejection of bglief in the Devil is an example of this (cf.love Al-

"mighty and Ills Unlimited and Saving Belief). It is a common feature
of modern theology that it has to reckon with the loss of conviction
carried by traditional arguments and has been forced to rethink the
whole apparatus of theism.Farrer hammeis out the problems posed by
the contemporary climate,scrutinizing with typical integrity the ob-
Jections and counter-objections,and especially those raised by modern
science,to the various ways of understanding the relation between God
and the world.

, When Finite and Infinite apreared,the first phase of
logical positivism still occupied a confident position on the English
philosophical scene and the propositions of metaphysics and theology
had,as wWe have seen,been arrogantly dismissed as meaningless nonsense.
Theology had for the most part retreated to a position of the discuss-
ion of the Fathers ér of scripture and seldom ventured into the realms
of philosophical discussion.Those who wrote on questions of theology
as such tended either to repeat what St.Thomas had once said,insist-
ing on the possibility of inescapable demonstration and writing with
a curious aridity,or,if they avoided St.Thomas,they philosophised naively,
ignoring the problem of the analogical language employed by theology.
It was into this situation that Finite and Infinite was born,'the first -
deliverance of rational theology to be on the one hand rigorous and fully
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aware of the difficulties of talking about God and on the other hand
to talk about a God who was the God of Christian tradition,and not a
nodified Idealist hangover.” (Curtis p.250),

Farrer faced squarely and with distinctive wit and clarity both
the superstition that traditional theology thinks of God aé a being
among other beings,and the equally unfounded assertion that the fun-
~ction' of theological arguments is to fill in the gaps in scientific

explanations.He wrote in the first edition of Finite and Infinites

"We promise also to renounce dramatic order.3y this
is meant an order which produces the rabbit of theistic
proof from the hat of impartial cosmology.It is indeed
traditional to use several hits indifferently,in order,
one must suprose,to underline the fact that tetween hat
and rabbit there is no connexion whatever.So sometimes
it is impartial cosmology,sometimes impartial ethics,
sometimes epistemology,or even aesthetics that plays
-the part: no doubt one could think of others: Ve work
up an insoluble antithesis; we fence round a lacuna of
explanation; bang goes the pistol, and therefore we say
God! " (FI p.6).

We see in Finite and Infinite the Scholsstic-Aristotelian view of

the absoluteness and independence of God from the world,combined
witha voluntaristic metaphysicé of finite substance which,like the
process vhilosophy of Whitehead, allows for an undetermined future
at all levels of the created world and for human creativity and
freedom, ' ~

Unlike the process philbsophers however,Farrer was unwilling
to give up the orthodox Christian belief that finite existence is
radically contingzent upon a transcendent creative agent. Finite and
Infinite then;was conceived by Farrer as a defence of Thomist

theology.,the defence of God as actus purus,as ipsum esse, though

Farrer indeed saw St.Thomas as remaining too much under the influ-

ence of Aristotle.

“He (ie.Farrer) saw in aprocess metaphysics of will,

the philosophy required to express consistently the
fundam:sntal point of Thomas' natural theology which

Thomas himself could not express beczuse of his meta-
physics (although he was,to be sure,attempting to say
things Aristotle did not and could not say).The phil-
osophy of essence 2nd existence reguires elaboration

in terms of will before the perfect creative agency

of God can be vhilosophically articulated.”(Henderson T

Farrer's philosorhy provides such elaboration as Henderson in the

above quote sees necessary.His early Thomism sets him in conflict
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with the divine revelationists.Even in-his last years he expresses
distrustfulness towards process theology.In Finite and Infinite
Farrer takes as his starting point for the development of his theory

. about finite entities  that point of reality which,he argues,we can
know best and which is therefore able to serve as a clue to under-
standing the being of all things,viz. acts of deliberate will.For
Farrer as for Ramsey,the stagting point of the argument is “the person®,
From the very beginning of his philosophical work Farrer understood
will as ontologically revelatory in a way that other things cannot
be.Despite his focus on will however,Farrer generalized from his
analysis of activity in the will in Aristotelian-Thomistic language

of substance,farm,essence,act and potency: so that his theology
expresses what appears to be a scholastic way of thinking.He both
developed arguments for the existence of God in terms of the essence=-
existence and actuality distinction and insisted that God himself must
not be conceived of as being dependent on anything outside‘himself.

"God wills and knows all he is,as all He wills and
knows.He is in real relation to nothing in that
nothing outside him conditions his activity......
Those who wish to make theology easier for the
imagination by receding from this position,have
removed every metaphysical reason for believing
in God at all." (FI p.58). .

Gervase Matthew OP in his review of Farrer's Finite and Infinite

(Rev.FI(GlM).) saw Farrer's study of the nature of Being as having

an especial significance for the future of Thomism in England,though
he has‘much reservation abvout describing Farrer as a Thomist.Farrer's
style,it is true,is characteristically his own,reflecting the concise
‘and compressed nature of his thinking and in such cases it is difficult
to know whether to label his writings as “Thomist" or whether rather
to go only so far as to recoénise that the thought behind them is
influenced by the thought of this particular thinker.

Both directly and indirectly by reaction Farrer owes much to the
work of the logical positivists.Hebblethwaite sugzests that Farrer's
insistence on the hand of God being perfectly hidden seems to invite
Flew's challenge to specify what difference it makes to speak of God's
‘ hand at all (Hebblethwaite p.z26-7). Farrer,indeed,was very sensitive
to the empirical demand,énd atiempted to specify the experiential grounds
both for thinking theistically and for reading naturg.history and our
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"own lives in terms of the outworkings of-a sovereign providence.
But the experience of grace,. of our own wiil being caught
up by God's will working in us,on which he laid so much stress in

“Faith and Speculation and which he regarded as the clue for inter-

preting God's action in nature and history as well is undeniably
for him private experience,whereas the empirical demand is strict-
ly for public evidence.

| fhe debt owed to Thomas,is,however,ob-

vious and it is true to say that Finite and Infinite marks the

first time that a modern English philosopher of Farrer's standing
hzd discussed and utilized Thomism in a modern metaphysical system.
As in the work of Thomas the place of analogy in mental concepts
~and the recomition of a fﬁndamental distinction between essence
and existence help to form the main groundwork of his thought.

"It is clear”,(vrites Gervase Matthew) "that a state-
ment of analogy in terms of mental concepts can form
the only bridge between Thomism and that Logical Pos-
~itivist criticue which has shown itself one of the
most vital movements of our time,”

He adds by way of warning that

"any Thomist must part company with the author
{(ie.Austin Farrer) at the phrase, 'an impoverished
by~-product form of the essence-existence argument
is that which substitutes the distinction possible-
actual'." (Rev.FI(Q; p.34).

Mascall,too,in the paper which he wroté for the British Academy on
the death of Austin Farrer in 1968,saw the error of labelling Farrer
a Thomist or neo-Thomist in the strict sense of the term.Writing on

Tinite and Infinite in the first part of the paper he says

“In this he came forth as a firm advocate of natural
theology agrinst the fashionable school of the 'rev-
elationists', Steering 2 middle-course between the
Thomists,vhom he accused of 2 rigid Aristotelianism
and of making untenable claims of inescapable demon-
strations, @«nd the 'HModerns' whom he accused of evad-
ing rezl problems and refusing to philosophize serious-
ly if at all, he set out to rehabilitate the doctrine
of Analogy in modern Form." {Proc.Brit.Acad.p.435).

Azainst the will of the "revelationists® such as Karl Barth,to whom
we have made reference earlier,to expunge metaphysics from. theclozy
he argues that even our reception and interpretation of supernatural
revelation involves a matural or rational knouledge of God and that

this presupposed rational theology; rational theology inturn,involves
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metaphysical elements,notably some notion of substance.Furthermore,
this involvment serves the interests of piety as much as those of
logic "for religion is based on respect for being - for God,yes,
but only because God is seen to be uniquely worthy of it by a mind
open to respect for being in general."(GV p.65).

Fr.Vincent Turner SJ,vriting in Theology on 'Mr.Austin Farrer's
Metaphysics of Theism”,is impressed with the way in which Farrer,
particularly in his Finite and Infinite, breaks loose from the usual
tradition.of natural theology outside Scholastic circles,most of
which has been of a Kantian and Idealist flavour and has presupposed

the habitual reduction of the notion of substance to the notion of
subject .Fr.Turner sees the phenomenalism of today and yesterday "in
its antimetaphysical agressiveness" as the heir to a tradition which

- 48 much older than Hume or Kant but "has been shaped by Kant and dig-
nified by post-Kantian Idealism itself - a body of doctrines which on
~closer scrutiny betrays some astonishing resemblances to coﬁtemporary
positivism"(op.cit.p.99).Traditional metaphysics then,metaphysics of
an Aristotelian mould,he sees as "a corpse,not only cold,it would app-
ear but rotten".He sees Austin Farrer as basically empirical in. temper,
well acquainted with philosophy “Kantian and modern,Cartesian and Berk-
eleian" and while he sees in Farrer a radical Thomism it is not one
which is merely exegetical or "a serving of. a twice cooked dish". |
Vhile he feels that it is perhaps no exaggeration to commend Finite
and Infinite as the finest contribution to natural theology that has

appeared for many a long year he expresses certain reservations con-
cerning its construction and presentation which will be dealt with
when later we come to examine the work in greater detail.
In his Twentieth Century Religious Thought, John MacQuarrie in
his chapter on Neo-Thomism and Roman Catholic Theology shows none of the

reservation of either Gervase Matthew or Father Turner in identifying

the name of Austin Farrer with the Neo~Thomists.His criterion for the
name of Neo-Thomist is the use of ideas inherited from the thought of
st.Thomas and Scholastic philosophy,many of which,as he observes,derive
ultimately from Aristotle.He believed it to have at its disposal an
extraordinarily subtle and adaptable conceptual framework.It distinguishes
between ‘act” and*actuality®and "potency* or "potentiality" and,with the
exception of God who is "pure act" (actus purus) everything is made up
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of both act and potency. Among other elements in the heritage which
neo~Thomism has received are the doctrine of causes,the proofs for
the existence of God and the doctrine of analogy along with the under-
sfanding that philosophy does not contradict the revealed truths of
theology but is autonomous in its own spher¢.Reason,correctly applied,
it is believed,will lead to results which support the assertions of
revelation. A '

These ideas are not,of course,simply reasserted by neo-Thomism.
Its task is rather to apply them anew to the problems of our own time.
These ideas find their renewed application in the works of both Ian
Ramsey and of Austin Farrer,to differing degrees and in differing ways
(cf.M-D Chenu,Is Theology a Science?).Neo-Thomism,then,recognises the
possibility of metaphysics and holds that the business of philosophy

is synthesis as well as analysis.

In chaptér 7 of his Exis tence and Analogy,which discusses Farrer's
Finlite and Infinite and D.M.Emmet's The Nature of Metaphysical Thinking,
Mascall quotes Professor A.E.,Taylor's comment (JTS,vol.XLV,1943,p.239,
cited EA Mascall p.159) that Dr.Farrer “shows himself to be thoroughly
s%eeped in Thomism" and "indeed his argument is couched all through in
Thomist technical language....”.The main reason for this he sees as the
simple one,that it is appropriate to discuss the issues of rational
theology,so far as is possible,in the traditiomal language in which it
has been historically delivered to us,yet he is insistent that Farrer
18 "no blind devotee of Thomist formulae'". We may note,too,how radically
existential is Farrer's whole attitude,Fr.Vincent Turner sees this as
one of its chief merits.Dr.Farrer's book,he writes:

"is both extremely traditional and extremely 'philosophical’
precisely because its metaphysics is through and through
an existential metaphysics.Herein,perhaps,lies its greatest
originality.For with a wealth of fresh insights the old
problems of analogy and the cosmological schema are thought
out again in the context of the immanent activity of finite

selves.” (op.cit. p.lU4).
Dr.Mascall agrees, "In line with this fundamental existentialism,is
Dr.Farrer's conviction that any finite whatever,if’ we know how to look
at it,declares the existence of God."(EA p.168) (cf.Ramsey's phrase
jtﬁat the universe and in particular the world "speaks the cosmic lang-

uage of God" and the development of this in RL.),
Commenting on the centrality to Farrer's argument for rational
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theology of the distinction of essence and existence in all finite
beings,Mascall further notes that the function of the arguments de-
rived from thé particular kind of finite being which is man (the
anthropological arguments is not ultimately to call our attention
to characteristics which are possesed by man alone among finite
béings,but,by putting before us the type of finite being with which
we are most familiar (namely ourselves);to call our attention to a
universal character of finite beings as such .He further observes that
Dr.Farrer seems to be asserting that we subjectively experience our
ovn dependence and then.velidly affirm it of finite being as a whole.
(Mascall himself would suggest that we rather objectively aporehend
dependénce in all the finite beings which ve perceive and then turn
to ourselves in order to experience it subjectively.) "The charac-
ter of dep:ndence can validly be affirmed of finite being as a whole,
although it is only as it occurs in ourselves that we can learn what
dependence 'feels like'."(EA p.169) says Mascall. Compare this with
Farrer's, "There is nd question of demonstrating God from the creat-
ures by a pure inference.God,being a unique existent,must be aprre-
hended if he is to be known at 2ll.But....he must be apprehended in
the cosmologicai relation (that is,his relation to the finite world)
and not in abstraction from it." (FI p.45).

Donald MacKinnon in his paper for the Malvern Conference of 1941

. . - .
on’Revelation and Social Justice wrote, "The mystery of man's being

is seen in his freedom and its obverse,the utterness of his dependence
on gracé.Without grace man is not man." (Malverq .97 ).¥e shall see as
time goes on that herein is a major difference between the work of Ian
Ramsey and that of dustin Farrer.In the writings of the former there

is 1ittle or no mention of the concept of grace while,for the latter,
though indeed he never made it the sole basis for seeing nature and
history as the sphere of providential action,the concept is of centrzl
importance and the bveliever's experience of grace is stressed.This dis-
tinction will become more apparent when we come to examine the works of
Farrer in more specific detail.In his article "Providence and LIivine
Action”, Brian Hebblethwaite .shous hoﬁ,for Farrer, the God-world rel-
ation and the God-mzn relation are constant but that this constancy is
best conceived as the~éonstancy of consistent action in the execution
both of an overall purvose for ihe world.and of particular purposes fer

individual lives within it.The evolution of the cosmos,the developing
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history of man and of Israel in particular,the life of Jesus and
our own lives,are all to be seen as developing,dynamic affairs,
teleologicallonrdered and it is théy that are the field of the
hidden hand of God making them maké themselves, if Farrer's theory
of double agency is right.What is more,each active element in the
whble complex story,from the most fundamental particle to human
beings and human history is not only to be seen as being held in
being by the creative act of God,but also furthered on his way and
woven into the whole providential'pattern by the hidden divine hand.
Thisis not, however,to seen as a one-sided personal relation for
there comes a point when the believer,taken up into God's will,finds
himself responding to grace.for is it entirely an act on the side of
the believer,for the human response itself is to be seen as God's
action in us. 4 ' |

Farrer's vwhole theology is a theology of action and will,action
(human action,that is) being the prime analogy for our conception’ of
the divine'agency whiéh we experience in grace and discern in nature
and history as realizing specific ends,not just walting for some over-
- all purposiveness to be discerned We might compare this with I.T.Ramsey'‘s

Models for Eivihe Activity, Hebolethwaite criticises Ramsey's treat-

ment of this jdea for “collapsing all talk of God into his favourite
formula of 'models and qualifiers' ".. He continues, "Rezlizing that
the crucizl models were models for divine activity he had to say that
activity was a univocal notion since the conception of analogy had got
svalloved up by thaf of model.We might say that Ramsey's heart was in
the right place,but that his theory of religious lan:uage was inadequate
to the task of bringing out the necessary distinctions.™(P+DA,z28-9).
Everyone,even the most devoted Barthian who wishes to convey any sense
at all must of necessity use the terms of our knowledgze of the world,
ourselve% and our nature and history,but the metaphysician,"if he must
use analogy to describe finite experiences,he can,like the poet,%now
both his mystery and his analogy and out of his knowlecge find new
analogies to correcf his first choice.The theologian writing of God's
particular activity uses what words he can find in scripture or makes
for himself."{(Curtis p.25% ). For Farrer,as Lurtis points out,the crux
of how the theologian trusts his analogies depends on his belief in
the resurrection and on those stories of the empty tombd which anchor -

our talk of the resurrection to the empirical world and which,zs for
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the incarnatioﬁ,distinguishes images from platonizing myth. "For
if the images do not and did not mean in the world of flesh,what
is left but piety and morals." (Curtis p.255
As we read more of Farrer's work,we can see that Farrer clearly
intends to include himself in the retreat from absolutism.We find
iﬁ the preface to Faith and'Sneculation that by 1967 he was engaged

in a purgation of "the 0ld Aristotelian leaven from the voluntarist

metaphysics I sketched so many years ago in Finite and Infinite"(FS p.v)

and elsewhere he described Faith and Speculation as containing,

"that reform of the theology proper of Finite and Infinite, from

an actus purus to a causa sui formulation...." (Letter from Farrer,
Sept.8,1966,cited Paof G ). Scholastic Aristotelianism made the mis-
take of limiting the life of God to a life within himself.Process

theoiogy makes the opposite mistake of limiting the life of God to
his life in relation to the world.Farrer,in oﬁposition to both,argues
that God is an absolutely free and creative agent '

i | and that we cannot,therefore,deny that he has a life
apart from and independent of the world he has created.On the other
hand,such a perfect agent must be able ﬁilfully to condescend to create
a world and to relate himself to the world he creates (cf.'Thilosophical
Reflections on Creation'; O.R.Jones,pp.101-133,229-260 in Science and
Religion, IxG.Barbour;London:SCM,1968). Thus Farrer's solution to the
proBlem of the relation of God to the world is to say that God lives
both apart from and in relation to his creatures.And insofar as God
lives in relation to his creatures,he limits his foreknowledge and
control,allowing them to act freely and creatively and responding to
their actions in an effort to help them attain their hichest good,even
offefing himself up as a sacrifice in order to recreate them.to a new
life.Farrer does not so much %ejecf process theology as critically
adapt if to the characteristically Christian way of thinking.,

As Farrer began to focus directly on issues involving the rel-
ation of God to the‘world wecan see how he began to let his volunt-
arist metaphysics shape his theological conclusions rather than simply

support the traditional views (cf.final chapter of Freedom ef the ¥ill

and more clearly in his theodicy Love Almighty and Ills Unlimited,. his

apologetic work Saving Belief and in the very short A Science of God?)

In Farrer then,we find from the outset the idea of & God who is alto-

gether free and who in this freedom con choose to create a world in
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1

which images.of his own freedom (human persons) are allowed to
develop and in relation to whose activity he adjusts his own life

and upon whom he makes his actions wait. In Love &lmighty and Ills

Unlimited for example,he wrestles with the problems of providence
and evil.Here Farrer argues that if there is to be a world in which
certain unigue goods are possible,it must be such as to include

. "limitless accident®'or ®uncalculated effect”™ and that God in cre-

ating such a world must let it be itself and act to draw "some good

out of every accident™(op.cit .164). In A Science of God? he says: :

"God. thinks things as they are and designs them to
go the wy they go.He does not impose an order ag-
ainst the grain of things; he makes them follow
their own bent and work out the world by being them-
selves.It is no matter of rezret to God that the -
universe is not a piece of streamlined engineering.
It is meant to be what it is - a free-~for-all of
self-moving forces,ezch being itself with all its
might,and yet (Wonder of wonders!) by their free
interaction settling into the balanced systems we
know and into the complexities whereby we exist.”(op.cit.p.76).

'

. What we find here is the gentle persuasion of nature rather than the

forcing of things.Concern with the problem of preovidence led Farrer
to speak of God as a being with whose will the events of the vorld
and the actions of men sometimes do and sometimes do not conform.

So begﬁns the voluntaristic reform of his theology to vwhich the meta-~

" physics of Finite and Infinite and The Freeﬁom of the Will were well

suited.Here is the movement from actus vurus to causa sui described

earlier. "I make no concession",wrote Farrer in a letter on 24 larch
1966, “to those who wish to relativize God or to qualify his prior
actuality."” In thrases such as this one may perhaps see the confirm-
ation of the usuzl interpretation of his earlier thought,as indeed
he himéelf saw it, as defending the Thomist position.In his later
work where he suggests that God is to be thought of as the primary
and perfect case of free and creative will,is to be seen the change

which he described in the preface to Faith and Sveculation as the

"purgation of the old iristotelian leaven."(op.cit.p.v j.

Thus we can see how Farrer indeec steers the middle course
between the divine relativists,positing a restriction of pover in
God by recognizing no life of his beyond his relation to the world,
and the Scholastic Absolutists,positing a restriction of power in

God by making God incapable of condescending to a life in relation
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to the world.His fundamental metaphysical mrinciple indeed is esse

est operari. (FI p.21).
‘In the preface to his book Cod the Problem, Gordon Kaufman

writes, "Although the notion of God as agent seems presupposed by
most contemporary theologians.....hustin Farrer has beenbalmost

alone in trying to specify carefully and consistently just what

this might be understood to mean." _

Farrer's response to the contemporary challenge reflects both the
continuity and change within recent British philosophy.His writings
are an attempt to meet his critics at the point of their logical
interests without surrendering the tenets of his own faith and belief,
though indeed there is always to be seen the central conflict between
the restriction of philosovhy to analysis and Farrer's insistence
that it also consists in synthesis.

His refusal to exclude metaphysics from philosophy is based
neither upon the impossibility of such a venture nor upon the dlff-
iculties posed by the verification principle but rather marks an
attempt to do justice to realities,such as the integrity and freedom
‘of the self. He has what he calls "an appetite for real being" (cf.
FI p.701,GV chap.h,et al.}. Not that Farrer ever swallowed the meta-
physical pill whole.As we have seen,along with the Analysts he rejects
certain meanings of metaphysics and denies that its method is solely
deductive,His attempt to include certain descriptive and explanatory
functions within vhilosophy is far from an indiscriminate defence of
metaphysics.The analysis of language which he undertakes is far from
the quest for an ideal language of the formalist wing of the analytic
movemeat but should rather be seen as lending suprort to his view
. that philosovhical theology is explicative in function and it comports
with-his traditionalism in religion.

His work throughout distlays this tension of collaboration and

dissent.In the early 1940's we find Farrer in his Finite and Infinite

engaged with the 1ogica1'positivism of Ayer's lLanguage,Truth and Logic.

By the early 1950's,in A Midwinter Dream (University: A Journzl of En-

quiry,vol.I,pn.86-90 reprinted as "A Theologian's Point of View",The
§99£g§19,n0.5,1952,pp.35f8 ; abridgéd version reprinted as "Theology
and Philosophy",kF,pp.1-4} for example,he is engaged in a dialogue
which Doth shows his interest in the extension of religious language

(ie.the general acceptance of the propriety of more types of statements
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than the traditional two - "factual® and “amalytic®, and which inc-
ludes allusions to Wisdom's garden and to Braithwaite's adoption of
certain attitudes (principally the agapeistic). By 1958 The Freedom
of the Will can be seen as explicitly participating in the renascence
of the philosophy of mind of the late 1950's. Indeed Ryle's critique
of Descartes helped Farrer,as also it helped Ian Ramsey,to further
his own exploration of the mind-bady problem in method as well as
content (cf.FW pp.13-19). Above all, these books and their successors
of the 1960's show him appropriating more than ever the “therapeutic®
function of language analysis established by Wittgenstein.His treat-
ment of some of the problems of freedom and evil,for example ,show
this,whereby he dissolves the problem by correcting misunderstanding
in the logic of our language about it.Indeed as Hebblethwaite in his
article on Farrer's concept of divine providence says:

" ....the relatively small books which Farrer published

in the 1960's (Love Almighty and Ills Unlimited, Saving

Belief, A Science of God? and Faith and Speculation)

contain,among other things,the most direct,sustained,

and searching treatment of the problems of divine prov-

idence that modern theology has to offer,that problem

itself being the most perplexing as well as the central
problem of Christian Theiem." (Hebblethwaite p.54l),

He points out how Farrer was much too good a theologian simply to go
along with fashionable trends,though he notes that it is interesting
to see that in Farrer's later works questions are raised and answered
much more directly than in the earlier ones in that much less is allow-
ed to pass through his intellectual scrutiny unscathed.We find both
rigour and realism in his approach as he examines both objection and
cowler-objection.Above all,as we have noted,Farrer achieves an ever
more‘perceptive awareness of the challenges put to Christian theirm
by the methods and discoveries of modern science.

We have concentrated almost totally so far on Farrer's work in
the realm of philosophy but in fact Farrer wrote extensively in a
field that was to exert a fascination over him for the whole of his
1ife ,namely that of biblical exegesis.In this he displayed an imag-
inative ingenuity which provoked at one and the same time both admir-
ation and apprehension.The principle that governed his work in exegesis

was that of typology,according to which the thought and the writing of
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the authors 'of the New Testament was dominated,whether consciously
or unconsciously by the assumption thzt the words and deedé of "Jesus
were the outworking of the great Old Testament themes.This is not to
sugzest that Fafrer,like the contemporery scholars of the “demythol-
ogizing" school, thought that the gospels were pieces of imaginative
writiﬁg with 1little reliable historical basis; on the.contrary,for
.Farrer,as ve have seen,God was the ultimate ground of history. Fund-
amental to Farrer's bibliczl exegesis,as we shall.see in discussing
it more closely elsewhere,wzs the conviction found throughout his
writings,that divine truth is far nmore adequately expressed throug
images than through concepts.Farrer never ultimately worked out in
detail an epistemolozy of the imsge,parallel to the many epistemologies
of the concept which philosophers have devised; the nearest that he
came to this was in points of his Bampton lectures of 1948 entitled

The Glass of Vision which he described as an attempt to bring to-

gether his thpu:hts on three things - the sense of metaphysiczal phil-
osophy;the sense of scriptural revelation,and the sense of poetry.
‘He was far more intefested to show how images worked thén in con-
structing any formal theory about them.

’ YWe can,and shall,see how immense was the contribution of Farrer
to the intellectual life of Oxford.The excessively linguistic bias
~of English philosophy and the excessively sceptical nature of the
German New Testament critics failed to throw him off balancé.It is
ironic to think that descriptive metaphysics,constructed on our actual
or activé use of languia ge,was being attempted by Farrer years vefore
the strictures of Positivism were lifted in England by the work of
men such as Hampshire and Strawson and it is a cause of regret that
the work of Austin Farrer was so much neglected during his lifetime
and indeed for too many years éfter his dezth., A comment in a letter
by Austin Farrer to E.H.Henderson,dated 24th.March 1966,two years
before his death may serve as a fitting conclusion to this genéral
aporaisal of his work.de wrotes:

“You ask about my position in the philosophical world,

I am disregarded because I am an orthodox professional
theologizn,and because I do not keep up with the phil-
osophiczl game.Il do not attend philosophical conferences,
Idonot write for the philosophical periodicels; if any-
one bothers to criticise me I don't answer them.And why?
My attention is hopelessly distracted.Il am interested in
scripture,especially ths gospzls.l have this college,of
which I am what you'd call president.I am a2lso in charge
of the -chapel; I am an expositer of doctrine in our terribly
weak Church and I do what I can by preaching and pious
working to crumble the bread of Truth for the peovle.”



CHAPTER V



" The writings of the late Dr.Farrer constitute a xeflection of both
the continuity of,and the changes which have been taking place with-
in,recenf British philosoPhiGal theology .Throughout these changes he
sought to meet those who would consider seriously his work,at their
point of interest.He himself always remained firmly in control of
his subject matter and positive in the defence of what he believed
to be the case.For example,as we have seen,Karl Barth's work largely
contributed to the climate in which theological pursuit in England
-vas turned‘away from natural theology to other spheres.It was agpinst
Barth that sustin Farrer directed criticism in a review of Barth's
Doctrine of the Word of Gol and God in Action in Theology in 1936
(Theol.,vols.32-3,1936) .In the first place he crit-

icized Barth's method and lozic, accusing him of :putting forward
a nonsensical theory that paradox 1is the intrinsic nature of

the divine Word ( 92;gi£,p,37O}.In the second place he accuses him

of being a dogmatist only in his own sense ~ in fencing an area for
thé free oferation of the Word - and he writes

"An instructive example is his treatment of freedom
in man's response to grace.ie refuses 21l theories
* which attempt *to co-ordinate man's will and God's
and vhile asserting the absolute rezlity of man's
free act,simply appends a series of negations.It is
a unique case of freedom which does not presuppose
a previous inborn capacity; a real self-determination,
yet not so as to exclude an absolute hizher determin-
ation by God......" (op.cit.psI71)
Further, Farrer laid great stress on the notion of God's providence.,
This 'is a concedt almost entirely .absent from the works of Ian Ramsey
and constitutes one of the most major differences in their thought.

(cf.Remarks in Faith and Logic and other essays on trovidence )

'For Farrer, ".....in providence God is supposed to act in and throuzh -
natur:zl agencies to bring about his purpos.s and specifically nct in
gaps between them." (P4DA ﬁ.ZhQ). It is about providence in this sense
that Austin Farrer wrote,thouzh chiefly in nhis later works, "about
what God can and does do in and through his creatures,without forc-
ing them or faking the natural story." (ibid,24). Indeed Farrer
suggested that the whole web of creaturely events is to be construed
as pliable or flexible to the providential hand of God, Moreover,

_ this action in nature and histcry becomes manifest,not at part-
icular points in the natuial story,out when we so look at nature and

history,not just when we reflect on the believer's' own self under-
standinz. So Farrer distinguished his position from thzt of Barth in-
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ihat for him the conception of the Word suffers analysis into two
elements - language which does not represent but indicates; and the
experienced action of God. upon us,which does not represent but is,
and only indicates insofar as its incomplete,derivative and antic-
ipatory character points beyond itself to its source .Despite the
protestations of Barth,the key for Farrer is experience: language
ultimately does not represent but only points to the place where
God wills to act upon us,cither backwards to what he has done or
forwards to what he will do,finally,in the resurrection.He expresses
similar viess in his review of Melville Chaning Pearce's An Essay in
the Christian Co-ordination of Contraries (CQR,vols.123-4,pp.328-30.)
~where he writes: "....we do not experience God,existentially or
 othervise,we experience that in which the other world is hidden
and implied,'the crib in which Christ lies'." (cf.Ramsey's talk,
discussed above,of the universe talking “the cecsmic language of God"., )
Thus we can sgé that for Farrer as for Ramsey the nature of the

material world is essentially parabolic,

Both Farrer and Ramsey agree that the questions of metaphysics, ‘
and indeed of theology,are real questions.In his review of Paul Ortegat's,
Philosophie de la Religion (JTS,vol.40,pp.100-1.) Farrer contends that
the questions of metaphysics are real questions insofar as metaphysics
is the science of that which is absolute and he states his belief
that "the true metaphyeics can be demonstrated in two ways,positively
and dlalectically: positively through the evidence of its own prin-

ciples and the coherence of its own system,dialectically by victorious

confrontation with rival doctrines."(op.cit.p.100. ).

Alongside the doctrine of providence runs another doctrine which,
like that of providence,though it occupies a central position in the
works of Dr.Farrer,is again alﬁést entirely absent from the writings
of Ian Ramsey.This is the doctrine of grace and it constitutes as we have
already observed,a second major difference between the works of Ramsey and

Farrer,In his essay in The Parish Communion on "Bucharist and Church in

the New Testament™ he wrote:

"Since,then,the whole reality of the redeemed society resides
in Christ,who is both its focus,its cause and its highest archetype,
and who by the predestinating grace of God,must spread abroad his
being to embracé all béings within it,we shall see what the mystical
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identification means." (op.cit.p.83). Farrer's work remains grounded
in the natural order.He continued in the same essay:
"To embrace 1life and to suffer death are not two things,
‘but one and the same .We are in a world where the Resurr-
ection life can be possessed only by anticipation,only
in the spirit and in such a mammer that the o0ld life of
the flesh continues alongside of it and in strife agzinst
" it.Even,perhaps,were we sinless as our Lord,our fleshly
being would continue to make inordinate claims,even though
like him we never conceded them; and so we should still
"~ find the death pains of the flesh to be the continual
growing pains of the Spirit." (op.cit.p.91)

The important thing remains,however,that the believer's life and the
natural order are to be interpreted in the light of the grace and
providential agency of God.Not only can mn co-operate with the cre-
ative will of God,and,it my be noted,thereby discern God's activity
in the process,but,Farrér would suggest,in this purposive providential
agency he sees that it works in the natural order and not in the gaps
in it.

Thus we have seen two concepts essential to the thought of Dr.Farrer,
those of providence and grace,of which,in the order of knowing,grace
‘takes the primary position.Their centrality in Farrer and their almost
total absence in Ramsey reflects well.the difference between the mind
of the poet and that of the scientist..

In 1939 in “The Theology of Morals" Farrer wrote: "The gifts of
grace recover to us the pattern of the true nature and enable us to
develop its capacity beyond what nature can." (op.cit.p.178). But where
and hbw,asks Farrer,do we in fact find the moral truth that springs
from these "gifts of grace"? To follow scripture alone is,he believes,
insufficient,while to follow the dictates of conscience alone is to
desert historical revelation énd to be each his own Moses,Ultimately
théh,he believes that if we believe that grace restores and perfects
nature,we must also hold that Christ restores and perfects natural
moral "sense" or “reason".(cf.I.T.Ramsey,"The Rehabilitation of Nat=

ural Law" in Christian Ethics and Contemporary Philosophy " SCM Press:

London 1966). : '
We find once again the customary rooting of the discussion in the

finite world in Farrer's essay on "The Christian Doctrine of Man" in

the second volume of The Christian Understanding of Man where Farrer

writes:
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"Words about our final consummation or the end
‘would bear no sense unless they‘bore analogy to present experience.
And so the actual reception of graée,as being a foretaste of our end,
is our very key to the conception of it."(Xian Doct.of Man p.75),
Thus the Christiaﬁ life carries with it a sense of being in via

(cf.J.Maritain Approaches to God,Allen & Unwin 1955).In short,

"....the Christian doctrine of man's end and consummpation itself im-
plies that the creator has assigned to man a determinate nature which
can be perfectly fulfilled but not passed beyond."(Xian Loct.of Kan p.76),
This is not to sugsest that the present pattern of our nature is un- 4
alterable since gface,Farrerwould suggest,n2y 'perform upon us marvels
that we cannot conceive,but still in perfecting,not superseding our
nature - a nature which is a datum for grace and imposes a measure on
what grace may effect: just what measure we cannot know." (ibid.p.75 ).
‘ Man,apart from revelation and erace,is still mzn,and the

creature of Gdd,and,thouéh ne my be corrupt in his spiritual nature,
he s still fhe power of reflecting on his true nature and obtaining
some impression of the pattern of .- it intended by God.He may not even
.be aware,Farrer wouléd 8zy,that Cod is,but that does not prevent his hav-
ing some sense of a goal s=t before hinm, ".....beéause man as a spirit-
ual béing is essentially an aspirant,and an aspirant nust have an object
for his aspiration;.....in being aware of himself in any wise,man is
aware,however confusedly,of a pattern of true nature,™ (ibig-P-75 )5

Once again ve can draw no line that man's unaided moral reflec-
tion 1s incipable of passing since, "there is no single moral convic-
tion that nature mry not zrrive at for herself,so long as we are speak-
ing of mah's ideal for his own life on earth,or for his relations with
his neighbour."( ibid.p.78 ). (cf K.E.Kirk, Vision of God,

Kirk suggests that only in diéintereshed contemplation does man f£ind

the solution to his ethical problems.Cf, zlso F.W.3illistone,The Christ-

jan Understanding of Atonement,chap.VIIIThe Image of Perfect Intezration”

pp.310-353 and Farrer's belief in heaven in“Heaven and Hell"(Saving Belief

chap.VI) - the laying of ourselves open to be 1laid hold of by the ob-
jects of our belief )

It is,Ferrer would suggest,the paradox of our human existence th:t
men thus becomes an object to himself (c¢f, I.T.Ramsey's "The Systematic
Elusiveness of 'I'.”);' - : » . it is

the mystery of the will that he is thus concerned with realizing vhat



"he isy “that man's will is free - that it is a will in fact,and not
something else - is certainly Christian doctrine,however many. views
have been taken by Christians about the scope of his freedom ....."
(Xian Doct.of man p.88).

‘Farrer does not necessarily suggest an arbitrary freedom of choice,
that man is able to will anything t!et could ever come into his head,
but what we must assert,he would say, is that man has freedom of effort
-énd here he is in entire agréement with Ian Ramsey.It is Farrer's con-
tention that a man can recognise an aspiration as the highest he hés,
neither absolutely, or the highest possible in any given set of circum-
stances and can recognise this only by effort on his part.heérein lies
man's freedom,whether or not he chooses to make the effort and again
| in vhether he chooses to bring his actioh into line with his aspirat-
ion.Man's freedom may indeed be marred in part by impediments of one
kind or another (cflhis chapter on Adam and Lucifer in Love Almighty

~and Ills Unlihited) but Farrer suggests that it  is enough to assert

that he has some freedom,however narrow its scope.

In one of his most "formalistic" discussions (Met.of Moralg)it was
Kant's contention that if a man were to recognise a highest good as
the highest he must already be able to discriminate the pattern by
reason.The merit of Kant's position is that it gives credit to nature
(cfa Philosophy,vol.50,1575,p.135f,L Ji.acKinnon's article on"Xant's
Philosophy of Religion"), Farrer suggests thzt the faculty of judge-
ment is a faculty of récognising which is the better of two or more
objects: "In order to acknowledgze Hamlet as the best of plays I do not
need an innate knowledge of Hamlet but only a power of comparing it
with other works."(Xian Doct.of Man p.90)

The same is true of the ?ecognition of true good.ithenever we
encounter it we knos it to be suberior to all else that we know,
This does not however apply to the notiqﬂ-of the highest good,since
. good can only be apirehended as such with the co-operation of desire
and since ours is so warped as to render us incapable of recognising
it,the przsentation of the good objectively is only possible if it is
accompanied by the subjective correction of aspiration and this is
the work of the Holy Spirit.All-L need is to be a mind in order that
“there ray be something there for revelation to illumine and a desire

and a will to be clothed with the love of God shed abroad in the heert.

Here we see the classiczl Lugustinien tension -memo¥ia ,intelizent ia,vol-
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untas. (cf. inselm,Proslogion). The freedon of the faculties prior
1o the action of grace need only be therefore that they exist,not
such that they are capable of respbnding to God apért from God's
enabling action. , ' : : ,

The co-0peration.wifh God ,though, which takes place is not,
let it be understood,that of abstract intellect alone but the co-
operation of the whole self and thus man becomes rather than merely
poséesses rationality. "God in willing his own existence",vwrites
Farrer, "wills absolute good.Man is the image of God insofar as he
both has a will and wills the supreme good according to his ability."
(Xiah Doct.of Han'p.91) or,as he puts it in his feview of G.Santa~

yana's The Realm of the Spirit, "....in the Christian view,will is

the act of the Spirit,or conscious reison,penetrating as it were the
animal soul and directing the humn machine by voluntary choice,"
(op.cit.p.124 ), Thus God acts as agent in man's life,

Repeating the sentiments of The Christian Doctrine of Man Farrer,

in his review of The Realm of the gSpirit,talks of ",...the Christian,

seeing himself as a fallible and perverse spiritual soul,a will often
.abused. and never pure,yet whose vefy orinciple it is to aspire after
tfuth and perfection,” looking up “io that Sunreme Being in whom truth
and perfection are,withéut any varizbleness or shadow of turning.”
(op.cit.p.125 ), |

The year 1943 saw the emergence of Farrer's immense work Finite

and_Infinite, Its purpose was threefold, "To state the whole mech-

anism of the mind in working with the scheme of the Analogy of Being,
or,zs I have cz1led it,the cosmological idea....to reveal &1l the hidden
metaphors'and tricks of logiczl complication....”,"To show the involve
-ment of theology with an at least im?liciﬁ doctrine of finite sub-
stances,and to restate the doctrine explicitly....","To show how fer
down in our comzon thinking the question of faith enters.This is not
to use faith in a sense aprnropriate to revealed theology but as it is
an adt correlative with.thESe highl& impbrtant but not yet undeniable
intuitions which mould our practical thought.“‘(FI p.vi)It is his con-
tention that the Thomists possess the true principles for the solution
of the problems of rational theology,and,azbove all else, the problem
of analogical argument and analogical predication,though he admits
that "by their rigid Aristotelianismand their insistence on the poss-~

ibility of inescapable demonstration thoy make themselves vile in
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‘modern eyes." (FI p.vi). In other words,analogy for Farrer results
in something much more tenable than modern Thomists (thoush not St.

Thomas ] #ould have supposed.i{ef.V.Preller, Divine Science and the

Science of God - A Reformul:tion of Thomas Aquinas, chap.4,"Scientia
Dei and the Unknown God *,pp.179-266, Princeton UP,1967). The mod-

erns, oﬁ the other hand,he says,by reaction, "deny that the problems

exist,and either philosophise about the Infinite Being with surpris-
‘ing naivety or refuse to philosophisé at all and content themselves
with introducing a cértain degree of order into the deliverances of
diffused or particular inspiration."(FI p.vi). There is nothing for
it,says Farrer,but to restate the doctrine of Analogy of Being in
crediﬁle form. In short, "The way to prove the possibility of rat-
ional theology is to write it in such 2 way as to convince the read-
er that one is writing zbout something and not about nothing." (FI p.1).
In hié articlé on "Mr.Austin Farrer's Metaphysics of Theism",

Fr.Vincent Turner,while commending Finite and In-

finite as perhaps "the finest contribution to natural theology that
has appeared for many a long year....":u . (V:rurner p.100) displays
a nmarked reservation about the importance of the work.He criticises
bbth its style and construction.Certainly "to read him through and

to follow his argument in all its farts and complications and its
coherence demands an effort of close and vatient attention such as

- very few philosophiczl bodks demand."(. ibid.p,100 ). He acc-
uses Dr.Farrer of being diffuse,elliptical and “sometimes so allusive
as to be cryptic,somtimes so congested that the pursuit of thought
leaves the reader broken winded." (ibid.p.100 ‘), He thinks
that the transitions are badly managed and yet despite the faults

of consiruction and presentation he considers the substance to be
good,z1lthough he feels that pérhaps too much court is paid to the
logical positivists.Such a challenge makes it clear how the persp-"
ective had shifted from Barth.It is obvious now that Austin Farrer's

Finite 2nd Infinite anticipated in an interesting monner some of the

discussions which were to take place after the war and is thus,though
admittedly difficult and involved,of sreat importance {though this
perhaps explains why the book did not for many years,and perhaps has
. not yet,receiwd as wide attention as it ought).-

The same year s=2w the publication of E.L.Masczll's Ke Who Is

which,with his earlier Existence and tnalogy represents an attempt
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to reformulate much of the content of natural theology,specifically
the traditional “proofs" and the Analogy of Being,in a way which
took account of some of the problems being posed in philosophical
ciicles.It is fair to say,however,that both Farrer and Mascall at
this time,together with Dorothy Emmet in her Nature of Metaphysical
Thinking (1949),had not taken full account of the philosophical ob-
jections to projects in metaphysics or philosophical theology (cf.
I.T.Ramsey in Prospect for Metaphysics).Each author still felt,
however,able to move with confidence within the framework of trad-

itional theism.H.A.Hodges,as a philosopher,is someone who exhibits
in both his philosophical and theological works: the incapacity (perhaps
commendable) to. take the positivists too seriously(cf."Things and
Persons" Logical Positivism and Ethics,Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society,supp.vol.XXII,1948 and "What is to become of rhilosophical
Theology?" in Contemporary British Philosophy,ed.H.D.Lewis,Allen and
Unwin 1956).

The first part of Finite and Infinite is devoted to the analysis
of the nature of theological statements and the way in which they
are used,anticipating what was soon to become a stock phrase among

philosophers,Wittgenstein's maxim, "Don't look for meaning,look for

use", S

(cf.I.M.Crombie,"The Possibility of Theological Statements” in Faith
and logic (chap.II),Allen and Unwin 1957,pp.31-84% and "Theology and
Falsification" in New Essays in philosophical Theology,(chap.VI),part
(ii) ed.A.Flew and A.MacIntyre,SCM PressiLondon 1955,pp.109-131 by
I.M.Crombie ). o
Farrer's concern was with the exhibition and clarification of the
propositions of theistic metaphysics.The discussion of analogy in
this section is excellent; it is both detailed and careful yet of

wide range. .
In the second part of the book,which makes an examination of

finite substances,Dr.Farrer proceeds to validate the theistic hyp-

othesis by a reasoned defence of this doctrine.
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This discussion takes up two-thirds of the book,some tio
hundred pages.The doctrine of finife substance is discussed on
the grounds of,and must be understood in the light of,Farrer's
theory of the active self (cf. Christ,iaith and History,ed.S.W.
Sykes and J.P.Clayton,CUP,1472,chap.16," 'substance' in Christology

- a cross bench view:D.M.MacKinnon,pp.Z?O-}Ol.).As Bishop Berkeley
maintéined,we know what it is like to be a cause and here too the
requisite analogues are sought in the nature of finite substances
or agents,for examrle,sclves and the active self is conside-ed esp-
edanyinﬂmtmﬁyofthmtofwﬂl. _ o

Part II of Finite and Infinite can be further sub-divided

into three sub-sections.Firstly the idea of substance is examined
from a logiczl and linguistic standpoint in order that the walidity
of the use of the notion of substance may be establiéhed.The section
includes a refutation of the positivists and vindicates substance-

language,far as E.L.Mascall in his Existence and fnalozy writes,

"the notion of substance is the indispensible basis of any theistic
metaphysic,in spite of the fact that it has been alnost universally
rejected since the time of Berieley and Huﬁe."(E+A p.161). He then
goes éy_with a discussion of the self as representing,as we have
said, the most accessible instance of substance.To establish the
‘validity of the conéept of self he deﬁonsﬁgtes how the reality of
the will my be shoim Lo follow from the failure of any attempt to
reduce it to a mere logical class of mental statés or acts.(Professor

Hodgson in his review of Finite and Infinite in The Guardian, Hov.

12,1943 describes this section on ‘substance' as "a book within 2
boolz," )

Austin Farrer sums up his results by arzuing for two strﬁctures of
unity since :,he contestis,the unity of the self is neither the focus-
sing of many acts in the single act nor is it the continuity of act-
ivity from one act to the next.Both indeed belong to the unity of the

self which is neither,

E . B T - -

‘ . - o oIt
is itself indescribable, it is not a structure or pattern (accidents)
but that which has these (substance j.4 good reazson for its elusiveness
is to be found,Farrer argues, in the very foram of thousht.The unity of

- . 4 . . 6/‘ .
- the self and i structural complication cannot be grasped in one; yet
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tﬁey imply and support one another.The« ﬁnity is best seen when the
self is exposed to external things and nbt to its own constituents.,

. Thus for Farrer the self is to be'seen as 2 continuous intellective
and cfeative activity which proceeds by concentration into success-
ive particular acts.Hence it is the substantial connection provided
by activity as such and studied under the name of will which holds
together the self as well as the act.The act is not even as an act to be
seenfgelf-sufficient; its boundaries extend to embrace the totality
of a self,which is thus metaphysicdlly,and not Jjust phenomenally or
logically, one. ' ' |

| Farrer's fundamental mataphysiqai orinciple is "Esse est overari

<o (FI p.21) though by taking (deliberate) acts of will as the type

of operation whose nature is most knowable,he is able to conceive fin-
ite entities as on a rising—ﬁalling scaled existence (cf.A.0.Lovejoy,
The Free Chain of Being,NY :Harper,1950, M.D.Chenu,Néture,Man and Soc-
iety in the 12th.Century,trans.J.Taylor and L.K.Little,Chicago UP,1958

p.21 and M.D.Knowles 0SB,"The Influence of Pseudo-Dionysius on VWestern

Mysticism"” in Christian S»nirituality,BEssays in honour of Gordon Rupp,
J

ed,P.Brooks,SCM:London,1975,pp.79-95.3ee also,C.S.Lewils,The Discarded

Image,p.70f. on Pseudo-Dionysius ). On such a scéle the position of

any entity on the scale 1is determined by the.degree of consciousness,
deliberation,freedom and creativity its acts are capable of attaining.
In zrguing,therefore,to the necessity for a primary and perfect case

of being he is arguing not to actus purus or even to a being whose
essence and existence are identical,but to a pefféct,free and creative
will,to a2 being who wiils to be all that he is,and is all that he wills
to be.This accords well withAquinas' principle thzt no imzotentia can
‘be posited of God.Once again we find that Farrer's arszument is firmly
rooted in the finite world.He wrotes |

"Every argument for God's existence must start from

the vorld of finites or from the nature of finite

substance as such....¥e must take scme distinction

within the finite and then clainm to show that the
co-existence cf the elements distinguiched in the

way in vhich they do co-exist,is intelligible only

if God exists as the grounds of such co-existence."(FI p.262),

Philip Curtis in his article on"The Rational Theology of Dr.Farrex%

comments on this,that . ) o : \
"In asserting the cosmological relation -~ the relation
of finite to an infinite being - we are clarifying
vhat vwe imow in a confused way.Descartes in his Hedit-
ations III saw God as a clear and distinct idea Involved
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of finitude,in knowing the finite we grasp the in-
~ finite as the fulness of being.God and the world
in the cosmological relation are grasped together."(Curtis p.251),

This provides an 1nterest1n¢ comp_rlson with the work of E.L.lMascall
for whom the world constitues a splintered image of God' s exlstence.
Farrer's raw material is simply that vhich may be known in the life
of any human agent,though viewed in a light which may open our eyes
and make us say, "that is what really happens! "\cf;Ramsey% notion
of the "disclosure situation"in RL)Je are not then to be seen merely
as a strlng of contiguous parts,ve h@ye a past and a present 2nd we
move towards a future in which are our projects,some of them freely
chosen, and we nove,for Farrer, in the light of the rising-falling
scale of existence which we have noted earlier as a mark of Farrer's
wbrk from mere habit to coﬁscious cheice.To realize this scale is
thus to accept a doctrine of finite substance with genuine causal
relations,that is to say,my acts do really flow from me,from what
I am and what i will,and the activity so seen is the basis of our
talk about God in terms of will,intellect and goodness if we accept
Farrer's argument.If these terms are further applied to a unique
existent it is,Farrer believes,because in the co-existence of ele-
ments in our finite life we are confronted with the source of our
splintered being.

So thought r.Farrer in 1943.in'his later writings,such as

The Freedom of the Will and Faith and Sveculation, as we shall see,

he was inclined to detect in his earlier work an'"kristotelian leav-~
en” which ought,he felt,to be purged out, Notably this was to be

found in the arpuments of Part III of Finite and Infinite,relving

on the essence-existence distinction and rosing the question,why
this existence in this mode?".But he never abandcned his insistence
on the reality of the scale of being which we have mentioned earlier

(cf.the evolutionary arguments in Metaphysical Beliefs, S.E.Toulmin,

R.W.Hepburn and Al.HacIntyre,SCM.London,1957) ,known in human act,and
on the identification of existence with activity,and he never ceased
to throw light on the simultaneous nature of human act as free and
linited which is the clue to understanding the completely free act
which is God.It must be remembered throughout,however, that "for Far-
rer the crucial point is that freedom involves,indeed is,transcendence,

and on this Farrer always remained unmoved."{(Curtis p.253).
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‘We have noted in Dr.Farrer the influence of the great medieval
Bominican St.Thomas Aquinas and in Dr.Farrer's system the place
of Thomas' Five Ways is held by the 8 usiological and the 5 anth-

roprlogical arguments which appear in Part III of Finite and Infinite.

These arguments are used by Farrer to divide'the types of finite

~ : . . - 2re)
distinction available as the basis for analogical dialectic into g_bw9~f:j;n;
R TSN ’ , (
two classes.The usiological‘arguments are those which can be used -1?“"T) )
. . ! ,J-L..,"'
of finite beings in general while the anthropological are those used Eyygu?«;“

 YakTn
of the particular type of finite being that we are,ie.man. Both classes $:A)aAﬁ

are in fact to be seen a2s needed vecause God must be exhibited as the 1444fji35;
creator of all finite being while,he contends,we have no direct know-
ledge of any particuler mode of existence except our own - "Without
anthropology we should not start,and without usiology we should not
arrive." (FI p.264), (Farrer sub-divides his usiological arguments
into two classes:- ‘
A.baéed on the finitude of finite beings - includes the two contrasts
of s (1 Essence-Existence '
(IT) Actual-Possible
B.based on substantial relations,sub-dividing them into:
(I) operation and interior effect
(II) continuous ingredience
(III) discontinuous ingredience: formality and informality
(IV) discontinuous ingredience: condition and action
(V) generation
(VI) generation and deczy
(I1)-(VI) are all concerned with different aspects of the contrast
between the self-unity of an operation and the affectedness of other
operations by it.
The anthropological arguﬁents ére subdivided as follows:=
(1) Intellect as such and its humen impurities
(I1) will as such and its human limitations
(II1) intellectual and voluntary activity
(IV) moral obligation
(V) The pursuit of perfection.) .
In all thirtecn cases the proceedure is,broadly speaking,the same.
- The result of all this can be summed ﬁp in Farrer's oun words,

“The knowledge of God to which rational theology leads
us -the knowledge of him which is bound up with an app-
rehension of the universal aspects of finite existence
or of human existence - is the knowledge of existent
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perfection concesived throuzh the analogy of spirit,

and the knowledge -that this Being is the creator of

‘2ll finite existence.But that is all.We lcarn from

it that all finites,in being themselves and express-~

ing their natures in their acts,are expressing also

“the creativity of God who creates througzh them." (FI p.299),

For Farrer,freedom is to be describzd in terns of the development

of rational and fully voluntary action by the specialization of acts
which were previously different esvects of a single form.The oper= .
ation of free will he sees in the 1light of the construction of ch-
-aracter,indeed he describes character as "....the policy of choice.”
(FI ».191).We recall Ramsey% point that a free decision demands an
apovropriate response or commitment ~the adding of our personal back-
ing - in order to be a free decision (cf.F&I chap.II and elsewhere.
8imilarly in Farrer we find that in Farrer's estimation, "....the
pfactical Judgement is not complete without an act; I have not will-
ed until I have (in my own sincere expectation) committed myself,and
only then insofar as I havecommitted myself," (FI p.155).Again this
provides a significant point of compzrison between the work of Dr.
Farrer and thzt of Professor Ramsey.

If will have been noted that throughout the discussion so fer,

no mention has been made of the subject of immortality in this con-

text.The reason is that Finite and Infinite deals with the topics of

- rational theology and Farrer feels that,in his own words, " rational
theology deals with God and freedom,but not with Immortality,Providence
or Grace,except in considering their mere vossibility when the idea of
them has come from another quarter,”(FI p.300).Thus we must wait o
little longer before Dr.larrer provides us with any detailed thought
on this particulzr aspect of the doctrines which we have here set

out to explore.
Throughout Finite and Infinite Farrer avveals to the method

of analogzy propounded and employed by St.Thomas Aguinas.In his article
on "The Extension of St.Thomas's doctrine of fAnalogy to Modern Phil-

osovhical problems" in the Diownside Review Farrer continues and ex-

pands this theme:

"The modern passion for intellectual clarity really
has shown that other realitizs beside the divine
are incurably mysterious: and e have got to
wrestle with the mystery and not deny it.If we
want to borrow from the medievals,let us borrow:
what czn help us.They did develop an instrument
for wrestling with mystery,where they saw mystery,
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namely the analogical method.It is for us to apply
it in fresh fields." (ExStT p.71).

Now,as Dr,.Farrer points out,the traditional Tﬁomist.would have dréwn
. a hard and fast distinction between our knowledge of sensible finite
substances and our knowledge of God.The finite substance offers its-
elf to us through its sensible accidents while the lineaments of the
divine essence do not present themselves.in and with the immediate
objects of sense-knowledge as the forms of creaturely essence do.
Therefore our knowledge of God is analogical whereas our knowledge
of finite substance is not. "I apprehend finite substances for what
they are," wrote Dr.Farrer, "but to God's being I can only analogize
from the creaturely signs.” (ibid.p.71 ).Farier goes on to suggest
that the balance of the contest between creaturely being and the
being of the Creator has altered,and that,for the modern,what we
téke to be our apprehension of finite substances approximates far
more towards the traditional accounts of our apprehension of God than
strict traditionalism would have allowed.In short St.Thomas meant that

"The reflective mind,in connection with its apprehension
of the finite being,has a confused conception of infin-
jtude of being as that essence whereof the finite is a
reduced and limited copy,and as that existence whereof
every contingent existence is the effect." (ibid.p.77 ).

He ties this to his belief in its relation to talk of the freedom of

the will in his comment that "I believe mys2lf to have an indubitable
awareness of my own acts of voluntary decision...." (ibid.p.77 )e

This awareness is essentially an internal phenomenon.In an article,

"On Credulity",he maintained that when we ask what that true essence

of man is,which the insincere betra&s,the fool misses and the callous
ignores and the perverse distorts,we,in fact,open up a completely new
dimension of questions.We are. then up against an object which is quite
diftferently related to us from the objzcts of science or personal
understanding.The distinction he draws is between that which is "out
there" and that which is "within", "within" not as our states of mind
are "within" but "within” with a depth which is so much deeper than they
can ever attain.He elaborates on this in a way reminiscent of Ian Ramsey's
article on "The Systematic Elusiveness of 'I'." Farrer writes:

"Just as you cannot become aware of the personal real-
ity of your friend by trying on him preconceived qu=-
estions of psychological or economic science,but only
by understanding the impact of his existence,so it is
with awareness of your own being and destiny,and of its
demands on you.You cannot say: I propose to open just a
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crack of my mental door and admit only those facts

to which I have already issued blue tickets.You have
to throw the dcor open,however mysterious or terrify-
~ing or overvhelming the body of Tact may be that tum-
bles in." (On Cred. p.5. Cf.also F&I chap.III )

The theme is continued in "Does God Exist",

. where he adds:

. "Ye can become aware of a whole universe of creatures
objectively,but there is only one creature we can ex-
press subjectively,and that is ourself.I can become
aware through outward experience of the patterns of

- activity wvhich nake up miny levels and sorts of heinss,

- for example,a biologist can examine the activity-pattern
of the body of a frog.But one cannot taste what it is
like to be a frog,one can only taste vhat it is like to
be a man." (DGE p.42).

Thus Farrer would argue that what is important for us is the fact

that we experience our own existence as an activity.of self-determination.
RO To ¢ a mn,Farrer sugeests,is to b= the arch-

itect of one's own life - we Go what we choose to do,yet '"the ast-

6nishing and almost terrifying fact of our own freedom only throus

into higher relief the fact of its limitations."(ibid.n.42) Thus

we can see how Farrer contends that God desisns through us rather

than for ué (cf."Editor's Introduction”, Theodlpy: Essays on the

Leibniz, ed.;.h.Farrer tr.B “.A.Hugsald,ﬁoutledge and Kegan Paul,lt51,

pp.7-47). We experience such limitations in two sorts.There are
those imposed by the brute force of the physicsl limitatiqns of

our bodies,the fact that "I am a men and not an angel."(‘ggg.p.QZ )
and tnhere are tose linitations vhich,unlike those which limit us

by the things which we cannot do,limit us in the doing of those
things which we can do.Farrer wrote, "A11 serious men know that

they are limited not only by what they are but by what they are
called to be: not by what the humzn race has attained (vhich isn't

on the avermwe any thing very grand ) but by what the human race in
general,and they themselves in particular,are called to attain." (ibid.p.42 ).
He arsues that all finite existence is ordained because it is finite |
especially in the case of ourselves ihere we can exverience what it

feels like to be un@er divine ordinance.,Even at the point of our

most hunman,most independemt,most godlike aspect - that of our free

1111 we are no less under the mysterious divine ordinance,thoush "our

b

=y

ree will certainly hes great nley,it can even reject its true dest-
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iny: but that,we know,is a sort of suicide."(ipig.p.hu).ﬁhat in
- fact the will is,is then explained and described as, “4 power free-
ly to frame projcts seen to be good and to execute them because
they are seen to be good."(lbld.p 46 )rvational impulse,however,
invades our rational choice at every point,and the tvo aspects can
never be fully separated. . This in turn means that we can never
fully ﬁhderstand the business that we bring about and consequently
we cannot- choose what is simply good.but only the best of the poss-
ibilities that circumstances open for us. It is this fact that gives
_plausibility to the determinists'case, "so natural it is for us to
ameaéure the modicum of will we possess by the standard of this ab-
301ﬁte,creative freedom which is what we mean by God." (ibid.p.46 )
The question of what particular contingent events might suggest.
about God's activity is taken up in Dr.Farrer's Bampton Lectures .

published 1n 1“48 - The Glass of Vision. Revelation,Curtis su**ests,

was given in the forn of pronositions,but a century of critical study
nade this view szem untenable,Instead we must therefore find God's

revelation in his saving activity. In The Glass of Vision Farrer

wrote. "VWe have mot to distinzuish between God's action and ours

but between two phaéeS‘of God's action - his supernatural action,
and his action by way of nature."(gp.cit,e3l'It is difficult”,he con-
tinued, "to see how anything resembling Christianity can swrvive the
denial of this distinction,for Christianity is faith in Christ,and
Christ is God acting not only by way of nature,but supernaturally.
If you reduce Christ to a part of God's natural action,he is Christ
no longerﬁ(ibig,p,jfarrer finds the  naturalness of nature in the
fact that 1t is the real operation of second causes,vhether those
causes are bound or free.len are, for him,as free as they discover
themselves to be,and in exerc151nﬁ their freedom they express their
nxture, This does not mean,however,that man is free to do whatever
he likes.As Farrer says,he cannot exercise the activities of cither
angels or eaples,he can only exercise his own,those,that ié to say,
which belong to his nature and to his place in the total nature.It
is thus Farrer's contention that the nzturel mind ml; Fnow of God
wnatever is involved in the percention of its own necessary depend-
ence upon him,as of secondary upon pfimary being and¢ act. ¥hat the
finite mind perceives in detail and fulness,Farrer beiieves,is always

finite existencejwhat it perceives of God is the bare form of an
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absolute act,seen as enacting the various multiplicity of finite

existence,

The Glass of Vision was the nearest Farrer ever came to work-

ing out an evistemology of the image in any form comdarable to the
many epistemologies of the concept which abound in the philosophical
world,though even here it is never worked out in detail.- He described
these lectures as an attempt to bring; together his thoughts on three
things - the sense of metaphysical philosophy,th2 sense of script-
ural revelation and the sense of poetry.His method was to show how
the images worked by the use of exﬁmple rather than by the construct-
ion of any formal theory.However,he remained insistent that if the
irages are approached in a2 spirit of raticnalism then they will ult-
imately fail in their task of communicating knowledge - the images
themselves must illuminate us and indeed it is not possible (or
necessary were it possible) to get behind them to any underlying
non-metarhysical factss |

*....The metaphysician cannot point away from his

analogically expressed thoughts about the natural

mysteries to some non-analogical thoughts about

then which memn all that the analogical thoughis

mean.de has not got any su-h non-analogiczl thouszhts:

analobj is the proper form of metaphysical thought,

in the realm of thought there is no getting behind it."(GV p.74).

(cf. The Idea of the Transcendent, G.F.Noods in Soundings ed.A.Vidler,
pp.1+3-67,0UP, 1552 ), The efficiency of such thousnts depends not mere-
ly on the rational capacity of the human mind to recognise likenesses
but they are,Farrer would say,ziven by God to the Jews,refashioned
and reworked by Christ and thus continued through the Apostles and

the Church, Here Farrer's epistemolozy of the image aligns itself
with his doctrine about revelation and its communication and develon-
nent.To rationalist eyes'this\method seemed too subjective while io
traditional Evangelicals it seemed to do less than justice to the

place of faith in Christian commitment. Even though The Glass of Vision

"is primarily about revelation and "the form of divine truth in the
human mind" (o op.cit.1.)there is,however,no stu ly of divine rrovidence

as such.

In the "Editor's Introduction" to Theodicy: Essays ori the Goodness

of God, the Treedon of Man and the Origzins of Evil by G.i.Leibniz,

Farrer,having stated his belief that "Every theistic philosovpher

is bound,with whatever cautions,to conceive God by the analogy of
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-the human mind" (Theod.p.109) goes on to ask vhat material the finite
mind supposes for an analogical picture of the infinite mind in the

' making of choices or decrees? The point of this material is to mzke
the sense of "analogy" and "freedom" clearer in a particular theol-
ogical aponlication which reciprocally illuminates "freedom".The use
of such language of God,Farrer sugrests, has its first and natural
application to ourselves. We all of us choose and in our choosing
exercise real freedom of the mind (cf.I.T.Ramsey's talk of the
adding of our personal backing.discussed above). The finite mind,
as Farrer conceives it, is nothing but "a self-operating succession
of percevtions,ideas or representztions."(Theod.p.110). With regard
to some of our ideas we nevertheless have no freedom,those for ex-
ample which rerresent us to our bodies.In Farrerian terms we think °°
of them 2s constituting our given substance.Thus we regard them in
terms of sheer data as we do those reflections of our environment
which they mediate to us.They'make up & closely packed and confuse

mass and Farrer sug-ests that they represent the spiritual counter-
part to the force which we have to recognise in things as physically
interpreted,though ihdeed,being real spiritual force,it is cuasi-
voluntary in that in this sense we will to be ourselves though this
willing is merely & willing to conform to the conditions of our ex-
istence and we are,in fact,making no choice. Acting freely,or per-
forming deliberate acts,on the- other hand,contains ndt only the element
of force but also choice.This choice is exercised between alternative
possibilities arising out of our situation in virtue of the apneal
excrcised by one alternative as seemingly better.Farrer repudiates

any sugsgestion that this misht lead to a determinist position - that
would be to say that if God hezs chosen the whole form and fabric of

the world znd hzas chosen'ever}thing in it,this must necessarily in-

clude the choices we shall make.iny dioices that have already been made
for us are ?atently not real choices at all, However if we do not our-
selves exercise real choice then we can have no clue as to what any choice
would be,let alone what divine choice would be and so the whole arg-
ument falls. Farrer finds two posszible lines of escape from such a
predicament.One the one hand he suggests that we might define human
choice in such a way that it allows for predetermination without

ceasing to be choice (which is urecisely what Leibniz éttempted to

do) or,on the other hand,alternatively we may make the most of the
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negative eleﬁent in all theology.¥or,as- Farrer says, "we do not
peitively or adequately understand the mture of infinite creative
will (and ) perhaps it is précisely the transcendent glory of divine
freedom to be able to work infallibly through free instruments." (Theod.
p.111-112),

In "“in English Appreciation” in Kerysma and Myth Austin

Farrer expends his discussion on the relation betwesn poetical symbol
and literal fact., "Angels above the blue and devils underground fitly
frame the setting of man in the spiritual heirarchy,” he wrote, “but
excavation will not reach the one nor aeronautics the other."(k+M p.215).
Indeed, “"St.Augustine wes aware‘ of the importance of distinguishing
the literal from the symbolic,and the schoolmen theorized the problem
almost ad nauseam."(ibid.p.Zlé),It is in Kerymma and Fyth that we find

Farrer speaking of the use of faith to confirm evidence and asserting:

"it is possible through fzith and evidence together,and through neither
alone,to believe that Christ feally and corporeally rose from the dead.”
(ibid.p.220 ), Agein he writes: "What Christians find in Christ through
faith inclines them at certain points to accept with regard to hinm

. testimony about matters of fact which would be inconclusive if offered
with regard to any other man." (ibid.p.220)Boobyer criticises this
attitude because he feels that it "is not faith confirming evidence

but faith bringing about a  jump beyond evidence; and smll though the
Jjump may seem,conclusive proof is still lacking that we have come dovn
on something true." (Boobyer p.39,cited S of C p.275 ).In the same article
farrer expresses his belief that ﬁhe value of the existentialists is

in opening the eyes of the materialists to inverd things.Existentialism,
he believes,shows them how to talk in a tolerably hard and exact way
about personal interaction,about freedom,responsibility and decision.

In short he believes that it reveals man in something like the sense

the word bears for Christian thou-ht,though he adds the warning that

" when it is used to set up arbitrafy limits to the scope of our thought
we have every reason to suspect and hate it....“(K+ﬂ p.221),

1955 saw the publication of an article in The Twentieth Century

Encyclopaedie of Religious Xnowledre on the topic of "fnalogy™

in which Farrer sets out once agrin his views,with their attendant
Thomist background,on the use of analogy and analogical language.
He bulieves that "anzlozy is both the name of a philosophiczl problem

about the meaning of theological statements and of a particular solution

‘)‘
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offered to .that problem."{analogy p.fl). He points out that much
religious language is metaphorical,figurative or parzbolical and
that it thus bases itself upon some sort of analogy between divine
thlnvs and cre turelj things, using the latter to set forward the
former much in the same way as St.Paul uses the relation of nenbers
to head in an animal body to express the relation of Christians to
Christ.

A sermon entiﬁled,"How do we know that we have found Him?" in

Christ and the Christian provides us with a good

example of Farrer's notion of grace,vhich,as we have observed above,

is so notably absent from the writings of Ian Thomas Ramsey.To quote
this sermon at length will not only give us an insight into his
standpoint on zrace but also provide us with a most moving example

of Farfer's graceful style carried here into his preaching.Farrer writes

"He assures me,Cod assures me,vartly through my mind,

as when I reconsider the manzer and the cross,the words
and the works,the sevulchre znd the throne of Jesus,and
see that they are divine.But he assures me also in my
1life,throuzh his dealings with me; for he gives me grace.
Yes, he glves me grace; and though I spill the water of
llfe upon the ground before his very eyes,not even putting
the cup to my lips,he Torgives me,and gives me more. As
those who cannot love through the meaness and distrust-
fulness of their minds cease to be zble to bzlieve in the
love. vhich others bear them,so the despite that we do
God's srace destroys our knowledge of it.How do I know
that I have fournd Him? ¥ot,hezven knows,o2cause I cannot
sin,the nearness of his grace,and the dearnesz of his
love,offer ne oprortunities for sinning such as I had
not when he was further removed; for now I can throw

his mercy in his very face.But there is a grace beyond
grace,a grace mastering the contempt of grace,the grace
of repentance,to which he recalls me; and thus indszed I
know,not that I have found him,but that I have been found

by him." {op.cit.p. 80-7 )

His sermon in The Bible and the Christian entitled "tThe everyday use

of the Bible" contzins an early expression of Ferrer's views on hell,

2i

(cf.I.T.Ramsey on "Hell" in Talk of God mentioned above .; Farrer's

chapter on "4danm and Lucifer" in his Love flmizhty and I1ls Unlimited,

and G,Bonner, The YWarfare of Christ, Taith Press,1962 (lzst chapter). )
Yreditionst
He was later,by the time of Saving Belief,to reject[beliei in the devil

altogether.The sermon revolves around Harlowe's Fausius. Faustus express-
es wonder that Mephistorheles should be let out of hell to visit him

and is addressed by the fiend:
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-"Yhy,this is hell,nor am I out of it.Thinkst thou that
I who saw the face of God am not tormented with a thou-
sand hells in being deprived of everlastinz bliss?"

"The devil has seen God face to face", says Dr.Farrer, "though we

have only ssen him by the rushlight of faith,in a glass darkly; yet
sureiy,the equanimity is surprising,with which we deprive ourselves
of heavenly visioﬁ,and do not heed the hell we are in." (8S p.150).

Much the same idea is expressed in his article in Faith and Logic

- on "Revelation",from another point of view. Here [arrer contends that
faith is not a mere blind bellef that certain attitudes and policies,
“utterly unremunerative in this world,will be,as he says,inexplicably
rewarded in another., Faith is for him that which assures us of ever-
asting salvation,but only because 1t is a way of life hexre and now.
The way of faith convinces us not by ezsing life but by,in some myst-

rious way, decpening it. Faith ond Logic first appeared in 1957,the

product, as we have seen earlier, of the Christian dons’ discussion

group “The Metaphysiczls" of which 4Lustin Farrer was a member, In

it Farrer holds fast to his belief in inspiration, -a touch of the
divine presence in prophet,apostle and believer,thouzh there is a

new emphzsis on the imposzsibility of saying how God does this. The

same collection of essays contains another chapter by Austin Farver

on "/ Starting Point for the Philosophical Examination of Theological
Belief" (I+L ch.I pr.9-30). The eésay treats on the themes of theolog-
ical statements 2and parable and the logic behind them.This he does largely
by reference to the work of Kant.In it we find this comment on divine
providence and'manfs freedom of will: "Patient of man's im-erfections,
God forgives but does not tolerate.For,bf a costly and incessant action
bearing on man's free will,he persuades hin towards his everlasting

good S(F+L p.lE'}.Thus a claim is made on our natures which defies
descriptive explanation and links with Ian Ramsey's contention of

the "and nmore" element in the description of our being.In the same
essay,too, wve find mterial which is reminiscent of Ramsey's interpret-
ation of Butler's mixim thet "Probability is the very guide of life ™.
"It is a logiczl_trutﬁ",he says, "“thzt the claim m2cde on us by a drown-
ing man caniot be deducad from any genuinely descripiive statements that.
we may make either about hin or about ourselves; tut that is not to deny
that the claim arises out of his nature and ours.” (ibid.132 ).Thus once

again we can see that despite what are undcubitedly major differences
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" between the works of I.T.Ramsey and A.M.Farrer,there is also 2 great
deal which is similar,and the consideration of such may prove to be

of vital importance for the future of English apologetic.



CHAPTER VI
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The year 1957 saw not only I.T.Ramsey's Forwood-lectures on Freedom
and Immortality but also Austin Farrer's Gifford lsctures on The
Frecdom of the Will, Two years later,in 1959, Ian Ramsey was to rev-
lew the published form of those same Gifford Lectures in The Journal
of Theological Studies, - He was not entirely satisfied
with what he read.Certainly ‘'none but Dr.Farrer could have written
this book.Its literary brilliance delights the reader; its metaphors
~ are elegently complex and its aphorisms sparkle." So wrote Ian Ramsey
(Rev.FW.ITR.p.458). Nevertheless there were certain aspects of the
problems raised by the lectures which remained for Bishop Ramsey
elﬁsive; once formulated they tended to disappear "in a wonder that
is akin to worship and a sense of creaturely dependencev“(ibig.
p.458). Just how this disappearing takes place remains for the most

part,hovever,unexplained.
What Farrer in The Freedom of the Will is attempting to give

the reader,is a credible and possible account of the relation which
' exists between our conscious action and the kind of physical action

pattern which is the study of the natuml scientist.Any action per-
formed by us of which we are aware (ie. conscious action)is a pattern of
iphysical functioning which 1ike all of the higher forms of organis-
ation has what Farrer calls the real power to bewitch the lower forms
and lead them a new dance.He never abandoned his insistence on the
reality of the scale of being which we found earlier in Finite and
Infinite which sees created things ranged in order from lifeless:
matter at the bottom to man at the top and in which the human act -
takes i1ts place.Nor did he ever abandon the identification of exist-
ence with activity (esse est operari) even as he attempted to purge
out from his later works the "Aristotelian leaven" which he felt to

 be present in the earlier ones\and especially in Finite and Infinite.
He argues unceasingly that the nature of the human act as free and
unlimited glives us,by analogy,a clue to the understanding of the
completely free act which is God,though he admits that "no analogies
are more than partial,and all parallels,if we allow ourselves to be
nisled by them are misleading."(OLBS p.5). He seeks throughout his
work therefore,to give full value to the laws of nature and the phy-
-sical’ processes vhich are the object of the scientist's study. Never-
theless he is equally clear that a mechanical view of the universe

fails to do justice to both the multiplicity of existing systems and
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to phenomena such as reason or will which exist alongside them. The
hand of God is to be seen,therefore,not only in the evolutionary
process,but in history and in individual lives,insofar as we per-
celve what it is to co-operate with God's providential grace.Des=-
pite its limitations,therefore,the natural universe in general and
the natural world in particular is not a closed system but open to
the control of the divine will which brings to fruition particular
effects ffom the mass: of interlocking systems of which it is com-
posed .Again we find the theme,recurrent in Dr.Farrer's philosoph=-
ical writings,of God mking the creature make itself; that is to
say,he draws out what he sees as the peculiar relation between free
creaturely activity and the continuing activity of God in the aff-
airs of the created order.This applies,as we have sugssted,not

only to evolution in general but to individual lives as well and

- nowhere more so than in the life of Jesus.Whenever the eye of faith
looks at the created world it must perceive,then,both the creature
making itself and God making it make itself. Farrer further distinguishes
different modes of the divine action in relation to the different
levels of creaturely existence., Brian Hebblethwaite represented this
position clearly when he wrote: '

"In. the case of mere physical forces,there is the high-
.est degree of mutual externality between the two; it
is natural enough to speak of God's action here as the
.action of a cause.In the case of rational creatures
- there is more mutual penetration; the entry of the div-
ine into the human may be called inspiration on the one
slde and co-operation on the other.In the person of
Christ the mutual interpretation is complete; it is
necessary to talk of a personal identity.”(Hebblethwaite p.547).

Farrer thus believed that,at the human level,God's usual mode of
activity is by the employment of human hands. '

The Freedom of the Will is written in the soliloquizing sfyle
vwhich is so rarely absent from Farrer's writings,though it is here
self-confessedly more evident than elsewhere, He wrote:

"eese] have used the device of a running debate between
.the doctrines of freedom and necessity.I hope that my
‘readers will recognise this as what it is,a convenient
method for discussing everything,first or last; and
that they will not complain either because my determin-
ist changes colour like a chameleon,ar because,at any
given point,he lacks the complexion of what they take
to be the true doctrine."(FW.pp.vii-viii),

This is,of course,exactly ﬁhat happened = his critics complained,
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perhaps not altogether unfairly,that Farrer was conducting both
sides of the argument according to his own rules,and that as a
consequence while the book runs on quite happily,the reader is
sometimes surprised just how far he has been taken.Nevertheless,
it was Farrer's specific purpose to write in this way and he does
" 1t,it must be admitted,for the most part successfulli.

The importance of the will in rational theology is a thenme
vhich runs throughout the work of Dr.Farrer.The scale of being
which we found expounded in Finite and Infinite and which is de-
veloped in The Freedom of the Will is essentially a scale of free-
dom which moves from mere habit at one end to fully consclous choice
at the other.Behind the theory of the scale of being ( scala natura )
one -may find traces of the Platonic and neo-Platonic concept of
fpérticipation“ - the theory that lower things in the world of "many"
share in the perfection of the one ideal form that they more or less
resemble -~ that the Thomist doctrine of Analogy seems to presuppose.

In the later The Freedom of the Will,Farrer examines this doct-
rine of the will ,since without will,which must be,by definition,to
some degree free, the doctrine of finite selves which pervades his
writings cannot be maintained.The unity of the self is concentrated
primarily in the act of will, He wrote in The Freedom of the Will:
"To discuss free will is essentially to discuss will.The addition
of the ad jective 'free' does not distinguish one sort of will (free).
from another that is not.'Free' is like ‘'proper’,'normal’,‘healthy’,
and a string of othcr words which negate privations or exclude mor=-
bidities."(F¥.p.105). |

The Gifford lectures are an outstanding refutation of philos-
~ ophical determinism.What Farrer‘sets out to show is that the deter-
minist case - whether ancient or modem - is never satisfactory as
the whole story and that it is in telling the whole story that theol-
ogy becomes relevant as a necessary supplement.The fact that we act
in one way rather than in another cannot ultimately be explained by
purely physical laws.Ultimately these provide for us only the direct-
ing framework for such patterns of action.Indeed,if our actions were

decided for us by physical laws alone,necessary as these are,conscious-

ness would be denied any natural utility.

"You camnot play croguet if the mallets turn out to
.be flamingoes uncurling as they swing and balls turn
into hedgehogs.We can play croquet or indeed perform
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any physical act because we can rely on the results
which are intended in our actions: and we do not deny
that much of our life is not intended: I do not plan
how.to walk or breathe.l am given a fixed pattern.But
I may impose my own super-pattern on my materials; and
my knowledge of my freedom here is that which is most
luminous to me: in the light of it I can interpret my
neighbour,and face his claims since the freedom I have
is the freedom to choose,but the claims which confront
me I do not choose.I can choose to ignore them,but not

without triviality can I claim to make up my life as a
poem as I go along." (FW p.l10 ).

o A ~ Thus,my freedom is a freedom of choice
and it is exercised in the field of the natural world within the
context of the multiplicity of natural laws which compose the cre-
ated order.

Farrer is insistent,despite the arguments of Professor Ryle ,
that while these two ways of talking about the person - the conscious
subject and the physical object - may fit together,and fit very well,
they will never fuse. ' | . '

"In speaking of any person,“(he writes) "we must
either ride our mental horse or our physical horse.

~The fact that the two horses keep in step with one
another all along make it comparatively easy to vault
from the back of one to the back of the other but our
speech still cannot ride both at once; even less,by
any logical magic,turn them into one horse and ride

that." (FW p.11),
Farrer's argument in The Freedom of the Will is developed by reference
to A.J.Ayer,G.Ryle and Lord Samuel (the context is set by a series of
broadcasts,afternards published under the title of The Physical Basis
of Mind in which seven scientists summarized,in several aspects,the
then present position of physiological knowledge.Reply was made by
Ayer,Ryle and Lord Samuel who was a friend of Einstein and President
of the British Institute of Phllosophy.Amongst his works is his Essay
in physics, 1951 (NY:Harcourt Brace 1952).). By means of the solilo-
dquising idion he thus maintains in The Freedom of the Will a non -
~ determinist positiou against Lord Samuel's position that the "inc-
reased exactitude both on the side of psychology and neurology"(FW p.21)
might bring these two types of statements closer together. He attacks
Ayer's contention that "anyone vho has reflected on what the expression
of a mental state and what a report about alterations in the Dbrain

means,will see that there can be no further link between them,than....

de facto concurrence,for what on earth could any further link be
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supposed to be? (FW p.8).Ayer's sugeestion is-ihat to attempt such
& link is to murder the language in which we try to frame it and
that all that would be thus created would be a hybrid from talk of
neurology and consciousness.While Ryle attacks Ayer's dualism by
taking the sentient,intelligent,active bedily man as: one,Farrer,
while often close to Ryle,attacked,as we have seen,any attempt to
fuse the physical and the mental.We may recall at this point the
similar arguments raised by Ian Ramsey in his Biology and Personality
debate which we have discussed above.

In the face of the arguments presented by such meén there devel-

ops Farrer's own complex theory,in terms of what he describes as
"éreas of bodily functioning" which,vwhile seeking to do full justice
to the realm of physical. law,refuses,as we have seen,to accept them
és capable of providing any full or ultimate explanation.Whenever,
says Farrer, there is a conscious act - be it playing tennis or doing
mental arithmetic - some bodily function is involved,though he would
admit that it is pYain that this "area of bodily functioning" varies
enormously .Further all that goes on in this bodily functioning is
never available to consciousness and it is neurology which can look
at what consciousness misses.Farrer is ultimately arguing (as does Dr.
Ryle from whom Dr.Farrer is not,in many instances,as we have noted,all
that distant) against the kind of dualism which finds its classic
expression in Descartes and he is arguing for the "single history"

of a person being partially determined by physical factors,partly
by mental,vwhere we can do without neither one nor the other.While

 he maintains that "the intelligible coincidence of mind and nerve

is found not in the brain but in the hand; not in abstract thought
but in bddily conduct" (FW p.23),Dr.Farrer argues against the Berkeleian
line,and says that "we must insist,...that no sensations,vwhether of
movement or anything else,are directly produced.They are produced,"

he argues, "indirectly by executive actions making changes in the -
body,and it is these changes that are reported by sensation.Never-
theless,our power to give ourselves sensations within certain ranges
often appears for all practical purposes absolute; and so provide a
full-blooded analogy to the ghostly experience of imagination,vwhere
also within limits,we can imagine what we will "(FW.p.35), while we
must regard the laws of nature as, “"generalisations about the working
unifarnity of existing things.”(FW p.75). Internal action is then,
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concerned not with the brain but with acts carried by action patterns
~ rooted in the brain.The crucial thing is,however,that freedom always
involves transcendence and on this Farrer,like Ramsey with his insist-
ence on the “and more" factor, remained,as we have seen,unmoved.

| Thus we can see that the importance of the will in rational
" theology displays itself as a dominant,if not the dominant, theme
in the philosophical writings of Austin Farrer. It constituted,for
him,both the prime analogy between finite and infinite and is the
focus in The Freedom of the Will,of the paradoxical relation which
exists between primary and secondary causality.On the broader per-
spective,The Freedom of the Will represents a further outworking of
the problem of divine providence which runs throughout Dr.Farrer's
work (as it did through the works of St.Thomas),the problem of the
co~operation of the human will with the divine.Clearly not all of
God's purposes are realised here and now; it is axiomatic to Dr,

“Farrer's position,however,that no gap in scientific explanation

will ever be found,but it remains equally axiomatic that the fabric
of nature is plastic to the divine moulding,both in general and in
.particular,within,that is,théframework of the necessary conditions
of the physical universe. !

Ultimately,Farrer would recognise,eternal life must be postul-
ated as the only final theodicy.(cf.J.Pieper, Death and Immortality,
Burns and Oates,1969 and J.R.Lucas, "The Soul",chap.V,Faith and logic
ed.B.Mitchell,Allen and Unwin,1957 ). It was Farrer's belief that the
soul is itself naturally immortal and this,too, finds its expression
in The Freedom of the Will.The phrase "naturally immortal® is one
which may lend itself all too easily to misinterpretation.¥hat if
does not mean is "immortal independently of God",to suggest such is
to deify the soul.It is possiﬁle to consider “the soul is naturally
immortal" as analogous to "Granite is naturally durable" (an exanple
suggested by Farrer himself (FW p.102).) ~ "In the system in which we
have our present being,the destruction of granite can be seen to be
difficult and the perishing of the soul (we should be taken to hold)
impossible."(FW p.102), Here "haturally” means "in accordance with
the laws of nature®. A third possibility is to take naturally as im-
plying that the naturalness of the soul lies in its relation to its
creator and not inits relation to/with the rest of the created world.

(cf.F¥ p.102). It is the latter of these two, (already having dismissed
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"naturally" as implying independence of God),‘to which Farrer declares
his allegiance,since he feecls that the former leaves no hope for the
soul's survival except as part of the "natural’ world. If we say,for
whatever reason,that the human person is continued in another form
after death,Dr.Farrer recognises that it is incumbent.upon us to ind-
- icate what is continued (since the body evidently is not), Farrer
writes: -

"To speak of immortality is to make a distinction between
_something which undergoes a transformation and circum-
stance in the alteration of which that transformation
consists.A complete account should specify (a) what
abides, (b) what circumstances are removed,(c) what cir-
cumstances take their place.It has to be conceded that
we cannot give a proper account of (c) this side of the
grave . But unless we can distinguish (ag from (b) we can-
not talk about immortality." (FW p.1O4),

We must distinguish,therefore,what survives from what it survives.
Farrer distinguishes firstly,form from matter; '"The form,pattern or
rhythm of our lives: operates a matter of minute physical emergies,
but it is not (as we have argued) reducible to them."(FW p.105).
To make such a distinction Farrer attends to what he calls "the
purposes”. "The soul",he says, "in this life is not the single mis-
' tress of her matter but enslaved by her dependence on it."(FW p.105).
¥What he is saying is that the acts of the soul have a material pur-
pose; they are directed to maintain the position of the soul in the
material field,a position of which it is relieved by death.Whatever
the medium of the new post mortem position,Farrer believes that fund-
amentally it will allow for a simplification of purpose.

Farrer then returns,in The Freedom of the Will,to the consider-
ation of the will and we find the reiteration of the Thomist maxim
of esse est operari which we found to be so fundamental to the earlier
Finite and Infinite. In The Freedom of the ¥Will,he writes '"We call
nothing an exercise of will which does not constitute an act,though
the act may be invisible and internal,say the registration of a dec-
ision far my guidance tomorrow." (FW p.109). Farrer's language here
is reminiscent of J.L.Austin's notion of the performative utterence, .
a notion which we considered earlier as taken up by I.T.Ramsey in
his discussion of such planning in Freedom and Immortality (promising

today to buy my son a'toy tomorrow ),
He contends that acts of will do not cause events but rather

take their shape in them. "There is one thing called 'action' in
virtue of perfarmance," he writes, "and 'volition' in virtue of being
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willed.An action is what a personal agent does,or in which he acts.
That is the special way it is brought about.To be able to recognise
‘an act is to see this." (FW p.112). Further, "to understand action
would be t6 understand its voluntariness,and to_understand'how it
is' voluntary would be to understand'how it is free,'Free’' and 'vol-
untary' seem to be nothing more than two formal aspects of a complex
reality,personal action."(FW p.114). .

As one progresses through The Freedom of the Will one finds
more and more that is reminiscent of Ian Ramsey and it becomes inc-
reasingly obvioms that they are faced with what are,fundamentally,
the same problems,primarily the problem of apologetic in the face
of an alienated scientifically minded intellectual class whose th-
ought patterns were fashioned in the forge of linguistic philosophy
and shaped by the intellectual strictures of Logical Positiviem,

Though,superficially at least,representing almost diametrically
opposed schools of thought within Christian apologetic,on a philo-
sophical level,both in fact coped with the subsequent progressive
secularisation of thought by a fundamental appeal to the same grounds
which find their focus in the philosophical writings of the thirteenth
century Thomas Aquinas.Both in dealing with the mind-body distinction,
both in the form in whicﬁit was presented by Descartes and particu-
larly in the form in whlch it was presented in Gilbert Ryle's The

" Concept of Minderoduce an alternative way of thinking which lays
great stress on the notion of the self, Ramsey as we have seen,for
example in "The Systematic Elusiveness of 'I' ",presents the self |
as the sum of the empirical parts plus more and this is drawn out

. a8 we have seen in his debate on the relation of biology and person-
ality. ﬁuch the same kind of thing is to be found in The Freedom of
the ¥ill; the natural scientiét,though able to give account of the
many physical aspects which enter into our being,is ultimately in-
capable of any full and final description which can give an adequate
account of the person/self.Farrer writes:

"You may seem to reduce the gap between 'body' and
.'mind' by interpreting the workings of the ‘'mind’
in a body-like manner.But only at a price - You .
open. & hiatus in your thought about the mind itself.
‘There is an area which the paraphysical story cannot
be stretched to cover; that intimate province of the
person which each of us is,going about iis own bus-
iness according to its proper manner of proceeding.
The paraphysical account proves to be at best a diag-
" ram we make of mind-at-a-distance;it can never close
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.in upon its object,or coalesce with the mind's own
way of thinking itself.” (FW p.175).

Furthermore,having rejected the Aristotelian theory of nature on
the ground that it projected mental or linguistic form upon the
inanimate world, he adds;-

"There is no getting away from the significant tauto-
.logles that I am myself,and that no other thing is I.

The person 'I' is never a bunch of electrons,but the

person 'I' is.often a hungry creature; he may therefore
reasonably claim a direct perception of hunger at work,
independently of any subsequent reflective attempt to
formulate or diagrammatise the working of hunger (FW p.206).

In an article on '"Predestination” in Christianity according to

. Saint Paul, we find Farrer further engaged in the struggle to
relate the notion of free-will to that of the divine providence.In
it he affirms his belief that the thought of God and divine care
fit our every action like a glove,yet without constraint since "what
he designs for us is that we should freely act; what he creates is
liberty."(Predest; P.99). To enter into God's plan is,he believes,
to be most sovereignly ourselves since it is through giving us both
the power and courage to be ourselves that he fulfils his purposes
in us. Any positive act in which we engage,therefore,gives effect
to everlasting love.He lays stress on the inescapability of this
love which is God JHe writes i

"We cannot escape from God,any more than we can escape
from the atmosphere; but then we do not want to; for
why? we should cease to breathe.We can never draw a
line and say 'God on that side,I on this'.God is on
all sides; he has beset us behind and before,and laid
his hands upon us; such knowledge is too wonderful we
cannot overtake it.”(Predest.p.99).

In such a light,to talk of divine predestination is to do no more
than to talk about the God who' is the object of faith,the God,that
is,who saves.Nevertheless,it remins an incontrovertible fact that
free beings have abused their freedom and it is this which,for Farrer,
provides the ground of God's acting through his predestinating grace,
both entering in and working through our freedom.In effect,for Farrer,
God loves us into loving him; our freedom consists in “a sharing ir
the freedom of that son,who is divinely free to be all that his Father
begets in him,and wholly himself in being the home and vessel of the

Holy Ghost."(Predest. p.101).
The theme of the divine predestination reoccurs in an arrangement
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. 6% homily and verse entitled Said or Sung which appeared in
1960. In the chapter on “Craggy Doctrine"(SS chap.III) Farrer re-
futes any claim that divine predestination might be linked to the
notion of physical determinism.While determinism may discuss whether
men: really act by choice as they think they do or whether they are
worked by their nerves as puppets are warked by strings or whether
men may be fooled into acting by what Farrer calls “a sort of Guy
Fawkes conspiracy”(SS p.17), the question of divine predestination
takes it for granted that we do make real free choices.How then do
we relate the making of free choices to such predestinating grace?
It is clear that if we believe in God at all,then we must believe

in both his wisdom and his foresight - "God does not push his creat-
ures into existence like ducklings into a pond,to sink or swim and
to fend for themselves.He has a plan for them."( ibid.p.18.).Comparison
with plans of human contrivance is ultimately a futile operation
since all such plans are imperfect because they,by virtue of their
human origin,leave out all manner of factors - God on the other hand
"..se.leaves no factors out of his reckoning,nor does he plan for an
imaginary virtue we haven't got,he plans for the very men we are.”
(ibidp.19).He continuess

“"His plans for us are what perfect wisdom suggests
.to infinite love; his plans for us are his love,
they are all the good that his love can see for us,
as a parent's plans for his child would ideally be
- he looks at the child and loves it,and in loving
it sees vhat opens out before it.” (ibid.p.19 ),

The same volume contains a chapter entitled, "Dying to live"” in
which Dr.Farrer suggests that to have immortal life is to "live by
the only imperishable principle there is,and that is the will of
God."(SS p.156). To attain to immortal 1life,therefore,that life of
which Christ speaks, one must enter into the state whereby the eternmal
or divine will takes the place of the perishable or human will.The
most perfect example of the achievment & such a-state is,of course,
to be found in the utter surrender of Jesus to the will of the Father
on the cross.Our attempts to give,so often end in the failure of the
retraction of what we have given to God but *,...the death of the
cross was a self-giving final and Absolute; and it was also entirely
free,it gave to the Father a soul unsullied,it was the gate of immortal
life.” (ibid.p.156 ) : :

On the cross,Christ suffers willingly so long as our sin is
mortified by his death. In Lord I Believe we find how
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this bélief'is related to Farrer's conception of heaven and hell.
"then we meet him and see in his hands the impress of the force
with which we have hammered the nails we shall be in hell," he
wrote,but he continues, '"but he will draw our eyes to his,and then
we shall be in heaven."(Id.I Believe p.68). This bears an inter-
esting comparison to the very Maurician concept of the heaven-hell-
God relation which we found in the work of Ian Ramsey for many of
the ideas are fundamentally the same, (Cf. "Hell" in Talk of God).

J
w

'in iove Almighty and Ills Unlimited Farrer postulates that the
primary distinction between man and the beasts lies in man's cepacity
to think rationally and to give subsequent expression -to that thought
in speech.Through this "reason" he shares,however faintly, in that
truth. which is the mind of God,and becomes a copy or reflection of
the divine likeness - in short,it is through this that he is a person
(cf.P.Tillich,Theolbgy of Culture,chap.II,"The Two Types of Philosophy
of Religion",pp.10-30,0UP 1964). As he was later to write in Saving

Belief';

¥ eeerssssGod 18 not the animal that we are,nor an animal
at all.We do not share an identity of nature with him,
but are the remote of fprints of his likeness.To acknow-
ledge the infinite Creator in the facts of finite exist-
ence requires therefore a positive attitude,an incipient
faith,from the very start."(SB p.24),

We find In love Almighty and€ Ills Unlimited a fundamental shift in
position concerning Farrer's account of the immortal nature of man.
In The Freedom of the Will we read that "Immortality is not a gift
of grace; the soul is naturally immortal"(FW p.102) and decided,if
we agree with Dr.Farrer,that’natural’ here meant the relation of the
soul in its nature with the divine nature. In love Almighty and Ills
Unlimited, Farrer categorically states that man is not first an imm-
ortal soul,but “an animal on whom the capaclty for everlasting life
has been conferred." (op.cit.p.107)This does not seem to accord well
with the fact that man as fundamentally a reasoning animal is thus
by néture a reflection,however poor,of the divine and is thus by

Farrer's own reckoning to some degree,however small,naturally imm-

" ortal. In Love Almighty and I1ls Unlimited it is suggested that the
capacity for everlasting life is conferred by the fact that man has
been enabled to talk and in acquiring speech he has required the
rudiments of reason (see LAIL p.107). Speech,indeed,Dr.Farrer suggests,
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"opens a path to knowledge, justice and love and even to the notion
of God Himself."(IAIL p.110). While yet transformed by the capacity
for speech man remains an animai and as such a physical thing.As a
speaker and thus as a reasoning person he is capable of an immortal
destiny; as a thing and as an animal he is open to destruction and
certain to die.The relation of our present being to our future imm-
ortality is as of seed to plant or caterpiller to butterfly ( although,
these examples,though unable to be bettered,remain wide of the mark).
"What,ultimately,God does for us and shall do for us is God's secret;
‘that he willd it is our faith."(ibid.p.110-111). This faith finds
its expression throughout the work of Dr.Farrer.Elsewhere it finds
expression in such phrases as, "....there is another life; God raises
the dead"(ibid,p.176) or, “If there was ever a speaking and loving
person,there is a creature for God to immortalize.”(ibid,P.190).
Farrer is,however,ready to recognize that such a distinction,
that while men suffer and perish as animals,they are redeemed and
- saved as rational persons,cannot so easily be drawn since as he per-
ceives, "Spiritual redemption may be offered a person who lacks the
bodily means to profit by it."(ibid.p.113) - If man is damned as a
body,how shall he be saved as a soul? Farrer writes, "It is a common
though not always acknowledged.observation that the gospel is preached
to multitudes with whom its acceptance is not a live option or psych-
ological possibility.”(ibid.p.1l4). Such an observation enables Dr.
Farrer to bring in once again the question of divine providence.The
believer's standing in faith must be seen as the work of God - God
has made'us'capable of receiving his Gospel by his whole way of work-
ing the infinite complexities of the bodily world and thus we are
recipients not only of spiritual grace but of a physical providence
as well, ‘ R ‘ .A
In the chapter entitled "Adam and Lucifer™ Farrer expresses his
belief that "the power,or shall we rather say,the liability,to sin
is inherent in a finite free will; inherent therefore just as much
in angels as in men."(ibid.p.143). The scope of our freedom he bel-
leves is to be found within this world,so constituted as it is,and,
as & result he says, "Our voluntary acts,whether virtuous,blameworthy,
or indifferent can only realize natural possibilities and carry nat-
. ural cpnsequences."(ihig.p.158).
"The Descent into Hell and the Ascent into Life" in The Gospel
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of the Resurrection published in 1962 raiseé the question, “What

is it to have died and to be dead?"(GofR p.97). "What",asks Dr.
Farrer, "is the tenuous thread which spans the abyss of not being,
-to join our being what we were with our being what we shall become?"
(ibid.p.97). While Farrer expresses his belief that resurrection
will be our refashioning in the stuff of glory he admits that(being
this side of the grave) he does not know its mode “but Christ knows;

for he descended into rell." (ibid.p.97).
The following quotation is a fine example both of Austin Farrer's

views and of the brilliance and lucidity of his style. In The Gospel
of the Resurrection he wrote,

“Christ became progressively a man by everything he

did or suffered up to the peak of his maturity.Then,

in the flower of his age,he died.When he died his making
was not finished;for what sort of a man was he to
remain? Not the sort of man we are,nor the sort of -

man any of us here have seen,but the sort of man we
must each of us be one day by God's grace; not the

. man in flesh and blood,but the man in glory.And how

was he to reach that state? How is anyone to reach it,
anyhow while this world lasts? He must pass the dead
point of Hades.The parallel rays of the sun,passing

the lens. of a burning glass,are so deflected that they
slope together and cross all in a single point,a point
ideally speaking,with no magnitude; which point being
passed,they fan out again into a fresh cone.The cone
spreads to light,and,were it unbroken by any obstacle,"

- should expand to all infinity.Death,the anihilation

of all we were,is the point of no magnitude into which
our being must contract if it is to expand into the .
flower of glory.This is the pinpoint,this is the needle's
eye,which we must pass to enter the Kingdom of Heaven. .
Here the rich unloads his wealth,and the proud his state,
Yes,and the poor his skin and bones,to slip through into
a better world." ( ibid.p.98). )

- To be in such a state is to be in heaven and heaven,for Farrer,is
nothing but Jesus Christ,and those in union .with him,

1964 saw the publicafion of one of AustinFarrer's most popular
works,a little book of about one hundred and fifty pages entitled,

Saving Belief - A discussion of essentials (SB). Its subject matter -
ranges,as the title suggests,over all the major topics of the Christ-
lan faith,from proofs of God's existence to belief in heaven and hell,

Within the book,Farrer further explores his beliefs on freedom and what
"1t is to be a free-thinker.To be such is to.submit to the facts, "Free-
dom can only be freedom to embrace and explore the world," he wrote,
"not even the humanist can create his universe; He must respond to
realities according to the demands they make on him; and it cannot
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‘surprise him that, in the eyes of a believer,the supreme freedom
should be freedom to know God and to respond to him.“(SB p.33).
Indeed ";...God does not limit us by being limited; he orly limits
us by being true."(lbldr34) and here,as elsewhere,Farrer maintains
his principle that nothing should be asserted about the divine which
contradicts or undermines what we know about the natural and the human.
Here again we find raised the question of providential care. Though
the world is made to run itself and God by setting the world outside
his own being assures his freedom of action in respect of the world,
nevertheless every creature contained in it is confronted by the
omnipotence which made it: |

"“The sun in the height of a clear noon, radlates on every
.earthly thing that lies open to his light; and so a trans-
cendent Godhead must radiate on every creature subject to
his will,All things are external to his being; nothing is
outside the sphere of his action.And it is the present
relation of every creature to almighty Goodness that makes
the core of the belief in Providence." (ibid.p.43 ),

(Both editions of Saving Belief, published by Hodder and Stoughton,
though published at a three.year interval, read,in the paragraph
quoted above, "moon" in the first line (1ine 21 SB). English usage
makes such a reading difficult - what is meant by "the sun in the
height of a clear moon"? It woul& accord well with the context and
facilitate a better idiomatic rendering of the text to alter the
reading,as we have done,from "moon™ to read, "the sun in the height
of a clear noon". Then,the meaning of the passage is obvious,the sun
stands in direct relation to the earth and,while their beings remain

quite distinct from one another,the earth remains bathed in the sun's
light.If,however,the reading in the text is allowed to stand as pub-
lished and the reading "moon" 1s correct then there is a fundamental
shift in meanihg and the relation between sun and earth,and consequ=-
-ently of God and world,to read back the analogy,becomes indirect
rather than direct,and the earth is bathed only,in this context,

in the reflected 1light of the sun. A poscible,though nonetheless
hypothetical, explanation of such a use of the image of the moon
would be to say that the creator God does not stand in direct rel-
ation to the created world,in that he acts in a direct providential
way within the natural complex of eystems,hut acts rather only through
the person and work of Christ (here represented by the image of the
moon) thus making his relation to the world in éffect,;gﬁirect.Such
“an explanation is well within the bounds of credibility and entails
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no alteration of the text.The context of the passage, however,aceords
befter with the variant reading-which we have sugcested,since Farrer
is not engaged at this point in any form of specifically Christolog-
jcal debate but is considering rather the pure relation of God té

the world.If we state the problem thus; either God stands in direct
relation to the world or God stands in indirect relation to the world,
therefore,either God stands in direct relation to the world or God
does not stand in direct relation to the world (ip because that rel-
ation is indirect) then the extent of the antithesis of meaning is
clear and it makes a tremendous ammount of difference to the notion
of the relation between divine,providential (and indeed predestin-
ating) grace and the freedom of the world,within the parameters of
the physical laws of the universe and of those creatures endowed
through speech with the germ of rationality to operate within such

a sphere,whether such a relation is posited as direct (God~world)

or indirect (God-Christ-world) even though the Godhead is essentially
one, )

The fact remains,however, that "God is God; he can and does give an
entire,an adequate and an undivided attention to every single creature
and every single circumstance." (SB.p.45). The world in which God thus
acts is an unimaginable complex of multiple planes; atomic,molecular,
cellular; vegetable,animal and social.God's acting,however,does not
ent2il the curtailment of the natural running of the created order at
any level,the constituent elements run themselves and by their mutual
interaction run the world. "Géd not only makes the world,he makes'it
make itself or rather,he causes the innumerable constituents to make
it."(sB p.51).

- In Saving Belief,as elsewhere,Farrer considers it absurd to att-

enpt to defend God's providencé or to justify the tolerance of the evils
he permits without some reference to the idéa of resurrection,the sup-
reme act of providential caring and love,In Christ we find the Godhead
clothed in flesh.To argue for divine providence without the notion ‘of
resurrection is,for Farrer to" agree to box with my hands tied."(SB p.55).
“How am I to strike the balance of God's dealings™,wrote Dr.Farrer,
"if I leave out that single weight outweighing all which he has flung
into tﬁe scales,his own Godhead clothed with flesh,draring us into the
fellowship of immortal being?"” (SB p.55).

In 1959 in the Introduction to The Easter Enigma: An Essay on the
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Resurreétion with special reference to the data of Psychical Research

he wrote of Christ's resurrection that ,as faith conceives it,it "is

" unigue in kind”" and that "Christians will always resist the reduction

of it to a level with any class of facts whatsoever.What Christ did in
rising from the dead is what no other man has done."(Easter Enigma p.11).
The resurrection constitutes a miracle unlike any other.(cf. T.A.Roberts,
The Gospels and the Resurrection,&ﬁgsaxéw°L1P%ﬁ&ﬁ@ilt represents a
unique manifestation within this world of transition which God makes
for us out of this way of being into another,though at no point in the
story are the natures of such beings forced or violated in being thus
fulfilled and transformed.

In vhat way is the immortalisation of such a creature meaningful,
the creature which,unlike all others,bears the stamp of the divine image?
It is Farrer's contention that God would never let perish a mind capable
of abstracting itself from the mere concerns of its body,except of course
if the creature brought it upon itself by its invincible perversity and
80 he concludes that . "we shall not dream of justifying God's way with
men,if we are obliged to leave out of view the very highroad of his good-
ness, immortal hope." (SB p.56).

In shaping us thus for immortality,God sets a path along which
e may walk and endows us with the grace to walk along it it.Such divine
action is seen primarily,Farrer would argue,in the life and death and
resurrection of Jesus. since that is precisely what God does about the

salvation of the world.Thus in the common case of a good man,a good: human
life, humanity supplies the rettern and God the grace.In the case of Jesus
on the other hand,divine redemptive action supplies the pattern and man-
hood the medium or instrument:

"A good man helped by grace mey do thlngs divinely,
Christ did divine things humanly.therever the eye

of faith looks in the created world it perceives

two levels of action.There is the creature making

itself and there is God making it make itself."(SB p.75).

'This God does by making them make themselves by their own principle of

action,
In The Triple Victory (1965) Farrer expresses the matter thus :

“The two-sidedness of Christ's action is perfectly
expressed in the text of St.John, 'I am the Res-

~urrection'.What does this mean,'Il give resurrection'
or 'I rise from the dead'? It means both,and it
means more.It means 'I achieve resurrection in my=-
self,and so I win it for others'.It means more still;
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it means 'I do this,because of what I am.This is what
divine sonship,taking hold of mortal flesh does to it'."

(TV p.25).
Here too}in SaQing,Belief, we find the principle of esse est operari.
"The will of God",writes Farrer, "is God himself in action,and God is
always in action."(SB: p.97) and we see,too, the relation of such a
principle to the idea of man's freedom of will (and therefore cf

choice)s

"It is indeed the supreme parad'ox of our condition,

.that an Almighty power respects our free-will; but

his respecting of it does not mean that he sits back

and watches it.He works upon free creatures through

all the infinite operations of his providence."(SB p.97).

Thus the process is in no way forced,and the divine cannot be said
to act by incursion on the physical laws of the created order but
only by his movement within and through thenm. ‘

Farrer is concerned to avoid a two-decker system of heaven and
earth,He contends ihat the division of angels and men is no more than
a "parish boundary" and that between men who are living and those who
are departed,'a hedge between two fields" (SB.p.130). The great divide
is that which separates the Godhead from all and every created being.
In the chapter on "Heaven and Hell",Farrer admits the lack of poss-
i1bility in knowing,this side of the grave at least ,by what sort of
Joint the new immortal life thus far postulated will fit onto the old
life.We cannot know what the new life is going to be like,but in what
ever else it may consist,heaven is certainly not,for Dr.Farrer,an op-
tional extra but a fundamental tenet of our faith.To use one of Austin
Farrer's most well known phrases, "Heaven is not a cash payment for
walking with God,it's where the road goes"(SB p.140). Our immortality
is the new gift of Godjheaven is the presence of God only insofar as
the presence of God is what makes heaven heavenly since it is nonsense
if it is taken to define a geographical region (or even a condition)
in which those who have died find themselves.One does not enter the
presence of God, therefore,merely by exchanging life for death.Hell,
on the other hand, is,for Farrer,not to be séen as anything which gives
shape to the Christian's experience but is simply rather something to
be shuddered from.It is here that we find expressed,Austin Farrer's
. renuhciation of the traditional belief &n the Devil,for while "Christians
 profess a credal belief in God and resurrection to eternal life,they
do not profess such belief in the devil or everlastiné,torment."(SB p.150),
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"The doctrine of hell," he continues, "has certainly found a place
in authoritative statements of Christian teaching; it has never
formed part of a creed properly so called."(SB p.150). What Dr.
Farrer means by the acceptance of a credal formula is the laying
open of ourselves to be laid hold of by it.Hence the Christian may
believe that there is a hell, but he does not believe in it or-in
the Devil in the same way in which he might belive in heaven and
in God,for he does not put his faith in it (cf.H.H.Price,"Belief
*In' and Belief 'That'",chap.VIII of B.Mitchell ed.The Philosophy
6f Religion,Oxford readings in Philosophy,OUP,1971,pp.168-79).

" For the temper of Austin Farrer's traditionalism,however, it is int-

eresting to compare Saving Belief with contributions to the same
discussion by other;Cambridge,men.(cf.for eg. Soundings ,ed.Vidler;
Honest to Cod,J.A.T.Robinson; Objections to Christian Belief,D.M.

MacKinnon.)
In A Science of God? Farrer reiterates his belief that

man's freedom lies in the fact that while God thinks things as they
are, and designs them to go the way they go,he does not impose an
order against the grain of things but makes them follow their own
bent and work out the worid by being themselves.The world is just
what God designed it to be,a free-for-all of self moving forces each
being itself and yet by free interaction creating,with all the rest,

the balanced system which we know with all the complexities whereby
we exist.

Farrer's language about the person is here remarkably akin,af
times,to thé language which we found in the philosophical writings
of Profgssor Ramsey.While he would not have us forget the physical
side of our nature,he reminds us that. "We are physical plus......
and of course it is the plus that specially interests us...."(SofG p.102).
Again ,this kind of talk is exactly parallel to the “....and more”
theology of I.T.Ramsey which we explored in our discussion of Ram-

Here  however,

sey 's Freedom and Immortality. Farrer's view implies that God wills

the brain etc. to function harmoniously as the seat of man's thought
and action but that he creates them indirectly,in and through his
positing of the étomic,molecular and organic processes which const-
. 1tute them.(of .Hebolethwaite p.232 and I.T.Ramsey's Biology and Per-
sonality debate ). s C

These same factorssbecause God has created them as free and
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cabable of following their own bent, because he never forces the
story, sometimes cause gréat damagg.What we are facing,therefore,
is the problem of the primary-secondary causality relation.Farrer's
contention is that God's action in the world occurs in and through
the whole matrix of secondary causality both particularly - the
cooperation of individual spirits with God - and generally - in
the processes of evolution. God does not overide the natural causal
sequence and yet nevertheless every situation in life is a field for
divine operation. . |

In the following year,only a year before his death in 1968,
Austin Marsden Farrer published his last major work, Faith and Spec-
ulation,which contained the Deem's lectures of 1964. In this book .
Farrer takes occasion to purge out "the old Aristotelian leaven from
the voluntarist metaphysics I sketched 80 many years ago in Finite
and Infinite."(FS p.v ). Here too,Farrer's two level approach to the
God-world relation - God making the creature make itself - which we
found in the final chapters of The Freedom of the Will, finds its

re-expression as the subject matter of the final chapters of Faith

-and- Speculation. Here Farrer acknowledges explicitly that there is

no way of identifying the hidden action of God's grace except from

the standpoint of experience.Here we can see a feature of Austin
and may

Farrer's later writings,the attempt to map.out what mayAnot legit-
imately be said about how God acts in the world. In his article on

"Austin Farrer's Concept of Divine Providence”, Brian
Hebblethwaite divides the main features of Farrer's characterisaiion

of the problem of primary and secondary causality into its positive

and negative aspects.On the negative side,Farrer both rejects those
theories which assimilate God's mode of action to that of the creatures,
making Him,as it were, an agént among agents - since divine action,as
we have seen,takes place in Farrer's estimation without the forcing
of the natural order and the consequent competing with creaturely
agencies on the side of the divine and he rejects those theories of
nature which do not allow room for divine action; that is to say,
where the grid of causal uniformity is made to fit too tightly.
Positively in these lectures,Farrer stresses the experiential value

" of co-operation with the divine will which,incidentally,represents
_Farrer's fundamental understanding of prayer (cf.Hebblethwaite p.549),

B Feith and Speculation provides,too, an interesting exanple of

‘“
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the respective apmroaches of Ian Ramsey and Austin Farrer to the
problem of the relation between theistic belief and “the philosoph-
ical empiricism which marked the middle years of this century.Farrer
begins by postulating his belief that "however long the believer is
given to explain himself,and at whatever point the test is applied,

a strict empirical criteria for truth of fact must condemn theistic
 belief" (FS p.16) and that so much is evident & priori and in advance
of any experiments being made.Two conditions must therefore be fulfilled
before serious consideration of theistic belief can take place.Both
the structure of believing thought must be allowed free operation and
the question must be raised, "What refinement of the empirical prin-
ciple could conceivably square with the validity of the thought struc-
ture thus deployed?" (FS p.16). We may recall Bishop Ramsey's concern
to consider the tenets of contemporary empiricism and to explore in
what ways the basis of empirical thought might best be broadened and
-extended to encompass the propositions of theistic belief.Here we find
both Ramsey and Farrer engaged in the same way in facing the problen
of the alienation of the scientifically minded intellectual classes
which we have earlier discussed.Both are asking the question, (here
postulated by Farrer) “Is the empirical principle so stretched as to
cover the theological genre, still of any substance? And will it,even
g0,allow this or that theological assertion?"(FS p.16).

In Faith and Speculation Farrer actually goes so far as to use
the term model (and especially the notion of the Personal Model) to
describe the analogous relation which exists between man and the div-
ine (cf.FS esp.chap.III) in much the same way as Ramsey employs the
model and qualifier technique which he developed in his Religious
Language (cf.RL chap,II) and which is so much the distinctive mark
of his work.Here we can see héw both authors are appealing,ultinmately,

to the Thomist doctrine of analogy to provide the base for their thought
~though their interpretation of Thomas is so radically different.Farrer
is,of thetwo,thse most obviously Thomist in his thought in adopting in
particular St.Thomas' maxim of esse est operari, though both reflect
St.Thomas' skill in speaking persuasively to protagonists of another
view - always with the hope of arriving at mutual understanding,.

- Farrer,in particular,displéys an appreciation of Thomas' dialogical
method while Ramsey displays greater appreciation of his sense

that mentalxapport,common ground,was the prerequisite of any dialogue
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that haopes to arrive at consensus.
Farrer makes it clear in Faith and Speculation that he believes

that it is "the object of religion to establish a positive relation
between men and their Creator"(FS p.53). He makes use of many forms
of the model,the foremost amongst which is the use of the personal

model which he takes up,as we have noted,in the text of Faith and
Speculation in the special form of the hapny relation between friends.
As by actions directed at our friends we draw responses from them and
in the process of free mutuality,thereby come to know them; so too
the relation between a man and his creator establishes a positive
rapport between activity on both sides. In so far as the relation of
theistic belief to empiricism raises the fundamental question of
whether there is any empirical verification of our engagement with
the actual will of an actual God,we are forced to admit that any such
verification is only of a general kind,that is to say,it consists
- only in so far as we find "life" and blessing in the process,through
God uniting us with his will and therefore with himself here and now.
Ultimately,we cannot directly experience in the present,the mainten-
ance or restoration of the relationship beyond this life and thus
the final verification (in empirical terms) of divine fidelity escapes
us and in the end _"we can in the only possible way,experience the
active relation of a created energy to the Creator's action by emb-
racing the divine will."(FS p.66). Grace,in this cdhtext,ie seen as
the action of the Creator in the creature; "He acts in the crezture
everywhere; when he acts in the rational creature he is pleased tb
act in that creature's mentzl and voluntary life,bringing them into
his own.For of such a conformity or union with the divine,mind and
will can be made capable,Physical or animal enérgjes cannot.,"(FS p.67).
Such action takes place,as we‘have seen, throuzh creaturely agencies
without forcing them or competing with them. In the final analysis,
for Farrer,there is only one practical relation of the human person
to the divine and that is "the voluntary relation of which faith,ob-
edience,love and their contraries are the modalities.” (FS p.99).
Indeed, "at any given moment a man will be called upon to make some
voluntary reaction.Becaus% it is what he is called to do he must view
it as his own.Anything preceding it may be taken as signifying the
divine will which calls for it."(FS p.93-9).
At the end of Faith and Sveculation, in the Deems lectures,we
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find Farrer's refutation of the Aristotelianism which is to be found
in his earlier works. There he writes: '

"Freedom of choice finds its place in Aristotle's system,
Dbut not at the level of divine existence.It is the disc-
retionary adaptation of means to ends on the part of a
changeable being in pursuit of its own fulfilment.The
supreme Being doubtless has supreme Freedom,since he
immediately and timelessly does all that a rational mind
can wish to achieve.But his freedom is not expressed in
decision,nor is it creative.Aristotelianism accommodates
activity within a framework of essence.Essence gives
activity to aim,and the Supreme Activity is supremely
expressive of the essence which it perpetually actualizes.”
(Fs p.139).
He concludes :

", ...the ghost of an Aristotelian theology continued to
Jhaunt a Newtonian universe.Kant was still struggling
with it in his Critique of Pure Reason and (to descend
from the sublime to the ridiculous) so was the author
-of Finite and Infinite."(FS p.140),

Thus was completed the reform of Farrer's theology already begun in
Love Almighty and Ills Unlimited and A Science of God? and explicitly

" undertaken in Faith and Speculation. Shortly before his death in the

Autumn of 1968,Austin Farrer wrote an article in the Dictionary of the

History of Ideas (Dict.of Hist.of Ideas) on the subject of "Freewill
inTheology™. In it he reviews in brief the conclusions reached over a
lifetime of reflection,a reflection subjected constantly to review
and intellectual testing.We find here his belief in free-will as un-
inhibited ,intentional action and the assertion of free-will as the .
negation of constraint and he provides the reader with an incisive
account of the history of the notions of freewill from the early Greek
sophists to the linguistic philosophers of the twentieth century.

A short while later Austin Marsden Farrer died leaving behind

~him a lifetimes work,a ma jor contribution to philosophical theology

in this century but in which,above all else, he had sought to do what
he most desired, "to crumble the bread of truth for the people”,to
use his own rhrase, and the humility of the man and of the priest

never fails to shine from the pages of his work which always ~ sparkles

with the ingenuity and brillance of a first class mind.
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Our examination of the philosophical.writings of Jan Thomas Ramsey
and Austin Marsden Farrer end especially those which touch on the
topics of freedom and immortality has served to illuminate for us
some of the major problems faced by contemporary apologetic.We have
exanined the way in which two men have,from different standpoints,
aprroached a common problem,a problem which,incidentally,the thurch
still faces,the problem of apologetic in the face of the.radical
gsecularisation of modern society.Both were forced to face squarely
the Empiricist challenge as it presented itself in the middle years
of this century in the writings of Ayer,Flew,Bralthwaite and others
in whom the challenge of David Hume,two hundred years earlier,to
theology and netaphysics found its modern expression.The propositions
of theoloéy and metaphysics were contemptuously dismissed by such
as meaﬁingless nonsense and s0,in a sense,the battle was doubly
difficult.Not only had the Christian apologist to argue for the
.;érity of theological propositions but he had first to defend them
against the charge that they were in fact not propositions at all
but meaningless combinations of words.To this battle came Ian Ramsey
and Austin Farrer,employing in the task all the resourcefulness:of
first-class minds,fullyaware of the problems which faced them. Iaﬁ
Ramsey,at the end of his Freedom and Immortality,wrote: ‘

"None of these convictions is,in itself,very startling
or novel,but at least they register a protest against
two popular misconceptions:that those with an intense
affection for ordinary language must necessarily deny
metaphysics,or that those who defend metaphysics must
necessarily trade in occult realms and shadowy worlds.
¥hich mezns that the book has been fighting on two

battle-fronts at once;and it is a sobering reflection

that not many wars have been won under such & necessity.”
’ (F&I p.152.)9

The same might be said,too,of the philosophical writings of Dr.Farrer.
They faced,also,the challege of neo-orthodoxy vhich in the years
just preceding and during the second World War exerted its greatest
influence in Anglican circles and which found its clearest expression
in this country in Dr.Karl Barth's Gifford Lectures of 1938 on The
Knowledge of God and the Service of God. Farrer's Finite and Infinite

N

anticipated,as we have seen,much of the post-war discussion which
arose around this turning away of theological pursuit from natural
theology ,appearing at a time when,too,logical positivism occupied a

confident position on the English philosophical scene,"the first
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delivermnce of rational theology to be on the one hand rigorous and
fully aware of the difficulties of talking about God and on the other
hand to talk about God who was the God. of Christian tradition,and not
a modified Idealist hangover,"(Curtis p.250.).

_ | "Both thinkers drew on sources,both ancient and modern whose
ideas can be seen in varying degree throughout their work,from the
Greek and Roman poets to the Existentialists of modern-day Europe.

0f particular note amongst such influences was the thirteenth century
Dominican ﬁaster,Thomas Aquinas.The climate in which Thomas lived and
worked was to a large degree similar to the climate and the conditions
to which both Ramsey and Farrer directed their work. In Aquinas' time
the Moors,despite their defeat by the crusaders,still laid siege to
the @hristian world and further afield the Tartars were making the
Westerh world aware of the power and the human resources of the Asiatic
continent.The founding of the latin kingdom of Jerusalem served to
make more acutely felt what has been called “"the haunting shadows of
Islam,” M-D .Chenu,in his book Toward Understanding_ét.lhomas,wrote
of this situation: "Now thistians were becoming conscious of the
facts that faith had touched only a part of the human race and that
there existed a whole world containing tremendous secular resources."

(op.cit.p.11.)

Thus Thomas Aquinas wrote in a situation of changing social,

economic and political conditions which swept across the face of

the Western world. Feudal society was crumbling under the wheels.

of an advancing technology which,linked with the speclalisation of
craftsmen and a rapid growth of population led to the gradual develop-
ment of urban céntres.Here the new class of matured persons had won
for itself a whole series of new freedoms.

In the twentieth century Europe of Ramsey and Farrer we see a
similar rapid change in the social and economic climate.Like that
through which Aquinas lived,it was marked by an increased technology
and the subsejuent secularisation of society.Developments in comm-
unication and travel facilitated the rapid social changes which were
to take place under the influence of the rise of the Marxist dialectic
on a population of Europe,tired,and discontented after years of war.

Thus social chanée,an increased technology and the secularisation
of the HWestern world played their part in influencing the philosophical
climate to which bpth Aquinas, in the thirteenth century,and Ian Ranmsey
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and Austin Farrer in the twentieth,direéted their atiention.

Of the two twentieth century authors,Austin Farrer is,of the
two,as ve havé observed,the.most obviously Thomist in his outlook,
though not necessarily in himsglf a Thomist in the full sense;though
each adopted from Aquinas,whether consciously or not,different traits
and ideas whether erroneous or valid.Their primary apreal is to the
Thomist doctrine of analogy,though they also share with Thomas in
giving a large degree of importance to the notion of the active self
and its place within the ontological schema of the universe,

Both Ramsey and Farrer demonstrate an abiding concern with the
"more” of existence; man is to be seen as the sum of his empirical
parts "plus” or "and more",and it is to map out,though not to try to
explain away,this "more" which has been one of the major purposes of
this wbrk.Their concern with the techniques employed by,and the results
achieved by,the specialised sciences displays an open-nindedness
becoming of those who would seek to do full Jjustice to the whole
spectrum of facts,rather than limiting themselves,as has been the
fault of some contemporary schools of thought,to a narrower and more
1imited world view which does not take account of all there is.Whether
or not they proved succeszful in their apologetic task,their intellec-
tual honesty remains both a noteworthy and a praiseworthy feature
of their work.Both display,too,with St.Thomas,a concern to iap out
the common ground as a prerequisite to dialogue,always with the hope
of arriving at a mutual understanding.They were,of course,able to
say things which Aquinas could not say in his work just as he had
sought to say things which Aristotle did not,and could not,say.There
are,of.course,too,areas touched by either Ramsey or Farrer,touched by
one and not by the other.The doctrines of grace and divine providence,
which feature in the writings of Dr.Farrer are,as we have seen,largely
absent from those of Professor Ramsey.

For both Ramsey and Farrer, however,the doctrines of freedom and
of immortality oécupied an important place in the cosmological schema.
Their. intimate relation to the all-important doctrine of the person
reveals for us the immense depth of metaphysical insight employed by
these two men,

There are many who would say thai,despite their efioris,both

Ramsey and Farrer failed,in the last analysis,in their task.To some

degree at least,this must be true and it is easy for us to criticise
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in retrospect and with the wisdom of hindsight the work of either’
of these scholars.Yet,they must equally retain the important posit-
ion which they undoubtedly hold in a continuing and,let us hovpe,
‘expanding debate.The sirictures of early positivism having been
1ifted - in no small part due to the work and the efforts of Ian
Ramsey and Austin Farrer - the field has becohe clear for a more
open and honest dialogue. -

It is an unfortunate,though perhaps inevitable, fact that at
certain points,differences in their respective approaches and views
have served to highlight the drawbacks in the works of the other,
and have therefore in. some way tended to mute the apologetic force
or effectiveness of their writings,rather than presenting a united
front for contemporary Christian apologetic in the face of a secular,
and often a hostile and unsympathetic,scientific and technological
world. A

The importance of their contribution must not,however,be under-
estimated.Their unstinting efforts gave a new credibility to theology
and to metaphysics which has enabled the dialogue of the later years
of this century to take place.The process is by no means complete and
to look for an end at this point would be to deny the possibility of
further progress and intellectual advancement.We can,and must,however,
learn both from the insights and from the mistakes of such men and of
their predecessors,both ancient and more recent as they applied the’
resources available to them at the time,to the task.Only if we can
thus leérn to apply what they have to offer to the ongoing situation
. can there be a hope for a renewed apologetic and a future for reason-
able dialogue which may take account of the transcendent and the in-
visible as part of the structure of the cosmos and thus learn more
about ourselves and about God in a way which will better enable us
to do full justice to both our freedom and our dependence and our
creatureliness and our immortal selves.

The insights of Drs. Ramsey and Farrer into the use of the cat-
egory of models,both ds a radical reinterpretation of the work of
St.Thomas and as,in some caées,a wholly novel contribution to the
debate,and their work on the use of analogical methodology which
played such a part ih the formulation of their thought must surely
play a great part in any future work to be undertaken in this field.
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Reflection from a distance will inevitably  highlight those places
where Ramsey and Farrer failed,as well as where they were successful
and . they would be the first to press that we should bring to bear the
full force and vigour of our critical faculties in the examination of
their role in the history of Christian apologetics and philosophical
endeavour.Their shunning of the arrogance which has marked much of
modern thought has surely,too,much to teach us about the way in which
future endeavours are to be approached,Their work,while honest and
forthright,alwsys sought to do” justice to that in which they believed
and they were,while open,uncompromising. :

What we may find in the work of Dr.Farrer and Professor Ramsey
are not final answers but pointers along a continuing and exciting path.
What we have been provided with is not the finished building but a firm
foundation on which we may build& and if by their work we are enabled to
 continue, in honest dialogue,to press the claims of Christian apologetic,
which takes account of both the discoveries and the work of the natural
acientist and of the transcendent dimension of all existence and the
tenets of the @hristian faith,then they will not have laboured in vain.



Appendix (A)

In a set of hand written (lecture ? ) notes entitled "Freedom and
Miracle" he begins by asking a question remarkably similar in form
tO’the words which opened the published form of the Forwood Lectures
over a decade later (and it was even then,in 1960,described as being
"well ahead of its time”).The notes begin by asking,"What is my pur-
pose in uniting these not obviously similar themes?" while the intro-

duction to Freedom and Immortality begins with the words, "It may

seem very surprising to some readers that these not obviously similar
themes of freedom and immortality should be brougnt together in one
brief book."(F&I p.dl), -

The notes continue,"iell,what I hope to show is that each makes
a similar sort of claim about the universe and each appeals to a sit~
uvation similar to the other in some very important respects.Further
I believe it is in such a situation that we my find an empirical
basis for metaphysics and QQC theology alike."

Behind all his. discussions is the hope that his hearers might be
able to see the sort of defence that might be given to certain tradit-
ional concepts by one who "nevertheless wishes to give full credit to
the approach and techniques of contemporary empiricism".His first move
is to discuss "what is commonly called 'free will'" and his intention
is to see "just what is being.claimed about what".(It is interesting
to note that next to this Ian Ramsey has written an aside -'What is all
the fuss being made about?'). He sees the problem,as commonly set out,
as being one of science versus morality.He notes that "free will is a
threat to the universality of causation" because, "it challenées the
claim of science to be completely adequate™ though he does indeed qu-
estion whether science does in fact demand completely determined patt-
erns (and indeed goes so far as to maintain that the "claim of science

is not so much for universal causation as that going on,

contains more than spatio-temporal factors".)

He sees the claim of*freedom™ as......"a situation of'willing'not
.....wholly netted by observational language" (157/1).
A Paper clipred to a letter dated January 22nd.1945,headed Magdalene
College Cambridge and signed by a John Knaresborough,inviting Ian Ramsey
to lecture to a course of chaplains on the 7th.,8th.,and 9th. of Febru-

ary that year are a small set of brief notes,again handwritten,obviously
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intended as the substance of (at least one of) those talks or lectures.

These are,for the most part,unintelligible,unreadable or both but which

on the third page have Freedom (and the importance of the individual)

and -Immortality (and life) linked closely together.These notes,it may

be remembered,predate Freedom and Immortality by at least a dozen years.
" There are also several typed sheets,undated but probably of the same

period,one of which is headed,"Immortality".The paper is typed but con-’

tains a number of pencilled alterations,though these are,for the most

part,stylistic.In this paper,under the sub-title of "moral considerations”,
Ramsey notes that it is said that certain duties,our own moral develop-
ment for example,imply immortality but he questions whether we know of
any,of are capable of specifying any such unconditional and universally
recognised "duty“.Some moml improvemant,for example,may be very self-
centered,though he does not in fact develop how this might be so.le
further questions whether we may know any such duties without having to
know first that we are immortal.He goes on in this section to draw;his
(reader's or) hearer's attention tlat it has been held that frustrations,
unrewarded goodness etc.,demand future existence.We cannot believe that
injustice will prevail.Of course this proposal depends upon the assumption
that the universe is,on the whole,good.This in turn raises the whole qu-~
estion of a prior belief in God as the Christian tradition has held him
to be.Finally,our acting on the assumption that our efforts give resulis
of permanent value,raises the difficulty tﬁat " permanent value™ may be
secured for someone without personal immortality for the agent. Under
"empirical considerations" he postulates that in fact popularity of belief
is important because we cannot think of our entire cessation but rather we
think of death in terms of sleep and look toward the future in terms of
Spring after Winter as well as abnormal psychical facts - a rather weak
point on which he does not elaborate.While he readily admits that none of
these features of moral and empirical experience prove immortality,pever-
theless he does suggest that they are features which are coherent with
such a belief.Nor,he says,are there positive arguments against it, births
and deafhs are "haphazard® only in relation to one of many cause-factors.
From a metaphysical point of view he maintains that an adequate account
of self and ownership ("to account for the fact that we speak of events
5eing more") demands, "non-spatio~temporal self constituents as a further
abstractive fromkhe subjective side of the active unity".One phrase which
he sees as needing to be unpacked in this context is the phrase "Personal

Activity " (not only into observational sentences and what he calls 'prim-
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itive’ sentences but also into sentences which use a word like 'soul'),
“"The subjective aspect of the active unity",he says,"is never adequately
deéscribed in spatio temporal events." In support of this he argues that
this is the point behind Berkeley's "notions" and is involved in the spec-
jal place which Descartes gives to the "cogito" - In being aware of our
own activity we are aware of our "eternal self",Because of the non-spatio-
temporal soul (or because of the inadequacies of language,relating to
spatio-temporal facts only) no subject can ever be adequately described

in temporal terms or be said to cease to exist without misusing language,

" ie.without supposing incomplete language to be complete.From this,Ramsey-
conéludes that in this sense we then "persist”,"both temporally and more
concretely".To all of this he adds several comments,noting firstly that if
this means survival (= temporal persistence)(= volitional harmony with God)
for all,it need not necessitate immortality and he also sees and admits

| the dilemma of universalism which leads either to a situation which is
'morally comproﬁising or involves some limitation of God,though again he
does not explicate how,and he adds that if we accept the moral difficulties,
then probably the best comment is to remember the construct character of
time.The comments here are underdeveloped and mey be intended to be used
in conjunction with other material,either lectures or some other form of
teaching.This opinion may also hold for a comment that the appeal of the
Christian to Christ is not for propositions nor as an analogy but for a
demonstration of the power of God.(cf.the article in Theology,May 1957,
P.191 which we have discusced earlier.There we read that,"Christ is no
term in an argument for immortality from analogy,but rather a focus for
resurrection-vision and devotion.....Can Christians argue that we are
immortal because Jesus is immortal,when what is so obvious is that Jesus’
is utterly diiTerent from us? How easy to get off on the wrong logical
foot....." (Loglcharacr of Resurrec” belief p.191 ) ),

As Ramsey said-in the early 'forties,any apuroach like this which
closely linked activity and immortality could readily provide a thought
background in which to express the géspel.Here is the germ of the idea -
which was later to bring together the '"not obviously similar themes of
freedom and immortality......in one brief book" (F&I p.1l ).Ramsey fur-
ther thinks that resurrection of a "body" (which he interprets as meaning
the “permanence of some 'filling'") is demanded if we are to avoid the
"fallacy of misplaced concretion”; it is,he says,"an expression of the

point that ‘versonal activity™ would not be exhausted by the logic of
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spatio-temporal events,bdt is nevertheless in part worked according
to it." | |

In another paper of the same period entitled,"The Quest for a
"Christian Philosophy™ he discussed his concept of metaphysics and
its role as well as outlining several theories of the self.In a sec-
tion entitled “the relevance to free will discussions" he wrote that,
"facts of will' are not spatio-temporal events, (whose unigueness is
to be analysed in terms of non causation)" yet he adds,”neither does
the unicueness and personally responsible character of an act of will
"arise from some mysterious relation between soul and empirical self
as fhbugh of two independent entities and against a background of a
Pﬁre Ego theory of the Self.” In such a theory,he says,adequate acc-
ounts of tle self demand that the subjective side of the active unity
should be specified totally in terms of the empirical "data® of “minds*
and ‘'bodies' but also in terms of a "timeless self-constituent™,a soul
or spirit which is itself an abstractive,yet different altogether from
any and éll of the abstractions of the serial theories,in being non-
spatio~temporal.Rejecting all the presupﬁaéitions of theories of self
he hefe claims to offer "a new interpretation of free will",declaring
that the 'ultimacy',the ontological uniqueness,of the will is to be

understood in terms of the metaphysical givenness of the concrete

active unity.The. individuality,the responsibility of the will is to
be refered to this active unity which not only requires a ®soul® for.

its most comprehensive description,but for which we would claim that

it is only in virtue of this "soul" that any adequate analysis of own-
ership can be made.

The final part of .the paper is given over to a very brief discus-
sion of God and the world,of Time,creation and Immortality.On the sub-
Ject of the latter he has thié to say: "Because of its non-spatio-temporal
soul,no 'subject' can properly be said to cease to exist,nor for that
matter can it ever be described as a whole in temporal terms.But if we
distinguish between survival (mere "going on*) and immortality (invol-
ving the will) this has no need to raise difficulties.Immortality would
be 'permanent' volitional harmony with God,hell, *permanent® rebellion...."
(Ramsey's development of the concept of "Hell' has been refered to elsewhere).

We can see here clearly the close connection that is already being
forged between freedom and immortality via the notion of will,both of

vwhich Ramsey establishes as involving the will in a very important way.



An interesting éection occurs in-a set of lecture (?) notes in which
Ramsey discusses notions of Duty and moral responsibility in relation
‘to the notions of the Eternal and Immortality,where once again he arg-
ues strongly for the concept of Person as the starting point for disc-
ussion,for example he writes, “.....Not altogether unlike Spinoza,I
_think that once sempiternity is given up,we must seek for our Eternity
in the concept of Person....." Here too,he argues for the existence of
some sort of timeless constituent to be included in the definition of
the concept....."I would suggest then that each self,besideé having a
body and mind,has also a timeless constituent - in virtue of which bod-
ily'events and mental events belong to the same person." This timeless
constituent is seen then as a unifying factor:

“This Timeless Self is that in virtue of which all my actions
are ‘mine'.A touch of timelessness,so to say,makes my whole
world akin" (and he continues)"'Eternal’,then,I would define
as that characteristic which belongs to ™myself": my volit-
ional unity when we have abstracted the spatio-temporal el-
ements.We are Persons and qua Persons,Eternal.There I suggest
our concept of Immortality must start.”

Here then,in bold and direct terms from the early 1940's is the setting
forth of the possibility of connections existing between the concepts of
immortality,the person,the will and ultimately,freedom which is its full-
est exercise when acting in love.Ramsey asks, ".....with what character-
jstic can an Eternity constructed of Timeless Persons be best character-
| ised?" and he answers, “let me say immediately that I believe that the
volitional unity will have as its ultimate constituent,feelings leasti
adequately described as 'Love'." He here supports his thesis by refer-
ence to Bradley's Ethical Studies where Bradley says:"Here our morality

is consummated in oneness with God,and everywhere we find 'immortal love

and MacTaggert's exposition of love in his chapter on "Emotion" in The

Nature of Existence.This love which is immortal is,he says,that emotion

which strings essentially from a sense of union with another self.
Freedom too,for Ramsey consists in-a volitional unity with God,here the

strands of thought meet in one; in this freedom and immortality stand in-

separably together.
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Further copies of the printed bibliography at £1.25
(post free in the U.K.) may be obtained from Ann Loades,
Department of Theology, Abbey House, Palace Green, Durham DH1 3RS.
'Photo-copies of the bibliography re-arranged as indicated
above, are obtainable from the same address at the curregt

price for each photo-copied page.

Ann Loades

Editor



It is the intention of this work to provide not only
a comprehensive bibliography of the-works of

Ian Thomas Ramsey but also to give some indication
of the tremendous scope and variety of issues on
which he had something to say. His contribution

as a philosopher and as a bishop to contemporary
society was immense; the price which he paid for
such concern, the highest.

Jonathan H. Pye



1

1943

The World of Books: A Contemporary Querist, Revieﬁ of
Jacques Maritain, Redeeming the Time
The Récord, Fri 21 Dec 1943, p 47k,

1945

Review of M, Farber, The Foundation of Phenomenology:
Edmund Husserl and the Quest for a Rigorous Science of
Philosophy

Cambridge Review, vol LXVII, no 1632, 1T Nov 1945, p 110.

Review of D. M. Emmett, The Nature of Metaphyéical Thinking
Cambridge Review, vol LXVII, no 1633, 24 Nov 1945, p 132,

1946

Revievw of T. D. Weldon, Introduction to Kant's Critique of
Pure Reaaon
Cambridge Review, vol LXVII, no 1640, 23 Feb 1946, p 273.

Review of W. A. Sinclair, 4n Introduction to Philosophy
Cambridge Review, vol LXVII, no 1643, 27 Apr 19L6, p 330.

Baptism and Confirmation: Their Historical Development and

Relationship, in Confirmation Today (The booklet of the

Diocesan Synod - Leicester Cathedral, 22 Oct 19L6)
Leicester Diocesan Press, 1946, pp 2-10.

1948

Sermon, BBC Home Service, from Christ's College, Cambridge
‘Duplicated Sheets, 2 May 1948,

Review of J. 8. Lawton, Confliet in Christology
Theology, vol LI, no 335, May 1948, pp 189-91.

Sermon, BBC Home Service, from Christ's College, Cambridge
Duplicated Sheets, 21 Kov 1948.

1949

Some Reflections on a Contemporary Problem raised by Science

and Religion .
Cambridge Journal, vol I1I, no 5, Feb 1949, pp 288-300.

University Sermon on Conversion
Cambridge Review, vol LXX, no 1711, 26 Feb 1949, pp ‘437-39.

Review of C. Dawson, Religion and Culture,
Cambridge Journal, vol II, no 11, Aug 1949, pp 694-96.

Man and Religion: Individual and Community
Proceedings of tha Xth Intermational Congress of Philosophy,
Aug 1948, Amsterdam, 1949, pp 308-10.



1950

Hulsean Sermon
Cambridge Review, vol LXXII, no 1751, 25 Nov 1950, pp 194 f.

1951

Review of J. Murphy, The Origins and History of Religions
Cambridge Journal, vol IV, no 4, Jan 1951, pp ho5-k7,

Science and Religion
Church Pastoral Aid Society Fellowship Paper, vol XIII,
no 149, May-June 1951, pp 1-15

Review of E. Cassirer, The Problem'of Kknowledge
Theology, vol LIV, no 377, Nov 1951, pp L433-35.

1952

Miraoles: An Exercise in Logical Mapwork (Inaugural lecture,
Oxford, T Dec 1951)
Clarendon, Oxford, 1952.

Reviev of C. Dawson, Religion and the Rise of Western
Culture
Cambridge Journal, vol V, no T, Apr 1952, pp huh-bT,

The Challenge of Contemporary Philosophy to Christianity
Modern Churchman, vol XLII, no 3, Sept 1952, pp 252-69.

Joseph Butler (1752-1952)
Ozford Magasine, vol LXX, no 2L, 19 Jan 1952, pp 394-97.

Review of D. S. Baillie, The Mystery of Love and Marriage, .and

The Theology of Sex and Marriage )

Review of F. F. Rigby, Problems of Personal Relationships
Student Movement, Oct 1952, pp 31-2.

1953

Notions and Ideas in Berkeley's Philosophy
Proceedings of the XIth International Congress of Philosophy,
Amsterdam and Louvain, 1953, vol XIII, pp 66-T1.

Review of J. Wisdom, Philosophy and Psychoanalysis
Ozford Magasine, vol LXXII, no 3, 29 Oct 1953, pp 52-4,

Sermon preached at the Festival Service of Trinity College,
Dublin
Hermathena, no LXXXII, Nov 1953, pp 113-27.

Review of C. E. Raven, Natural Religion and Christian Theology
Cambridge Journal, vol VII, no 3, Dec 1953, pp 189-90..



195k

Discussion: Christianity and Language
Philosophical Quarterly, vol b, no 17, Oct 1954, pp 332-39.

Review of H. H. Farmer, Revelation and Religion
Cambridge Review, vol LXXVI, no 1846, 13 Nov 1954, p 175.

1955

Review of F. H. Heinemenn, Exziatentialism and the Modern
Praedicament .
Hibbert Journal, vol LIII, Jan 1955, pp 198-200.

Review of W. T. Stace, Religion and the Modern Mind, and
Pime and Eternity, and Mysticism and Philosophy
Mind, vol LXIV, NS5, no 253, Jan 1955, pp 110-12.

The Systematic Elusiveness of It
Philosophical Quarterly, vol 5, mo 20, July 1955, pp 193-204.

1956

The University Sermon
Oxford Magazine, vol LXXIV, no 11, 2 Feb 1956, pp 232-23k4.

Review of H. J. Paton, The Modern Predicament
Ozford Magasine, vol LXIV, no 12, 9 Feb 1956, pp 260-1.

Religion and Empiricism: III
Cambridge Review, vol LXXVII, no 1879, 3 Mar 1956,
pp hok-5.

A Report and Recommendation for the Royal Commisgion on
Medical Education prepared by a Joint Committee of the
Church's Council of Healing, the Institute of Religion and
Medicine and the Guild of Catholic Doctors

Apr 1956 .

Review of B. Kimpbell, The Symbols of Religious Faith
Philosophical Quarterly, vol 6, no 23, Apr 1956, p 189.

Spirituai Healing
Central Society of Sacred Study, Leaflet 215, Apr 1956,
pp 15-26. .

The Paradox of Omnipotence A
Mind, vol LXV, NS, no 258, Apr 1956, pp 263-66.

. Cambridge by Birth, Oxford by Adoption
Cambridge Review, vol LXXVII, no 1885, 19 May 1956,

pp 583-T.

Empiricism and Religion: A Critique of Ryle's Concept of Mind
The Christian Scholar, Bloomfield NJ, vol XXXIX, no 2,

June 1956, pp 159-63.



Persons and Funerals: What do Person Words Mean?
Hibbert Journal, vol LIV, no &, Jly 1956, pp 330-38.

Review of R. Niebuhr, Religious, Soetal and Political Thought
Oxford Magasine, vol LXXV, no 5, 15 Nov 1956, p 125.

1957

Religious Language: An Empirical Placing of Theological
Phrases
Library of Philosophy and Theology, SCM Press, London, 1957
(Also published by Macmillan, NY, 1963).

Browne, 2. Sir Thomas
Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart vol 1, cols 1h23-4,
3rd edn, TUbingen, 1957.

Review of E. E. Evans Pritchard, Nuer Religion
Ozford Magaszine,vol LXXV, no 10, 31 Jan 1957, p 2kbk.

Ethics and Reason
Chureh Quarterly Review, vol 158, no 2, Apr 1957, pp 153-60.

Review of New Essays in Philosophical Theology, ed A. Flew
and A. MacIntyre
Philosophical Quarterly, vol T, no 27, Apr 1957, pp 185-87.

The Logical Character of Resurrection Belief
Theology, vol LX, no LL3, May 1957, pp 186-92.

Review of -Basil Mitchell; ed, Faith and Logie
Review of M. B. Foster, Mystery and Philosophy
Hibbert Journal, vol LV, no 4, Jly 1957, pp 414-6.

Review of J. M. Todd, The Springe of Morality
Church Quarterly Review, vol 158, no 328, Jly-Sept 1957,
PP 364-66.

Review of Max Huber, Jesus Christues als Erl8ser in der
Liberalen Theologie
Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol VIII, no 2,
Oct 1957, pp 378-80.

Review of R. Hostie, Religion and the Peychology of Jung
Journal of Theologtcal Studies, NS, vol VIII, no 2,
Oct 1957, pp 380-1

Review of J. Pieper, Justice and The Silence of St. Thomas
Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol VIII, no 2,
Oct 1957, pp 413-1k.

Christ: Life, Teaching, Conception of - as Son of God;

Evil, Problem of; Sin and Salvation (articles)
Telugu Encyclopaedia, Oct 1957.
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Review of E. Cahn, The Moral Decision: Right and Wrong in
the Light of American Law ~
Chugg ?uarterly Review, vol CLVIII, no 328, Jly-Sept 1957,
PP -1
Review of D. M. MacKinnon, A Study in Ethical Theory
View Review, Dec 1957.

1958

Review of R. Bultmann, Primitive Christianity in its
Contemporary Setting
Philosophy, .vol XXXIII, no 12k, Jan 1958, pp 83-L.

Review of F., C. Happold, Adventure in Search of a Creed
Modern Churchman, NS, vol 1, no 3, Jan 1958, pp 201-2.

Two Moralities
Journal of the William Temple Assoctation, Spring 1958,
pp 4-11.

Reviewv of K. Barth, Church Dogmatics II (Doctrine of God Part I)
Modern Churchman, NS, vol 1, no 4, Apr 1958, pp 254-6.

Review of J. Pieper, Justice and The Silence of St. Thomas
Modern Churchman, WS, vol 1, no 4, Apr 1958, pp 258-9.

Review of H. A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church
Fathers

Philosophieal Quarterly, vol 8, no 32, Apr 1958,

pp 186-8.

Review of C. A. Campbell, On Selfhood and Godhood
Oxford Magazine, vol LXXVI, no 18, 8 May 1958, p k29.

Review of R. L. Colie, Light and Enlightenment
Ozford Magazine, vol LXXVI, no 18, 8 Mey 1958, p 429.

Review of D. E. Roberts, Existentialism and Religtous

Belief, ed R. Hazelton :
Church Quarterly Review, vol 159, no 331, Apr-June 1958,
pp 2T7-79. - .

Review of H. F. Hallett, Benedict de Spinosa
Church Quarterly Review, vol 159, Oct-Dec 1958, pp 580-82

Editor - John Locke, The Reasonablencss of Christianity
with a Discourse on Miracles and Part of a Third Letter
concerning Toleration :
A & C Black, London, 1958
(Also published by Stanford UP, California, 1958)

Deismus II: Begrifflich; England III Religionsphilosophie
im 19 und 20 Jahrhunderten
Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, vol 2, cols
58-9, 3rd edn, pp 486-91, Tlbingen, 1958.
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Ian Ramsey played a major part in the group which produced
the Report The Family in Contemporary Society (1958), one
of the preparatory reports for the 1958 Lambeth Conference.
This working party was officially sponsored by the Church
of England Moral Welfare Council which was at that time in
the process of integration into the Board of Social
Responsibility.

1959

Reviev of H. D. MacDonald, Ideas of Revelation
View Review, 1959.

Review of J. S. Lawton, Miracles and Revelation
View Review, 1959

Paradox in Religion
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary
vol XXXIII, pp 195-218, Harrison and Sons, London, 1959.

Review of E. A. Sillem, George Berkeley and the Proofs for
the Ezistence of God
Philosophical Quarterly, vol 9, no 34, Jan 1959, p 85.

Review of J. B. Wilson, The Truth of Religion and Language
and Christian Belief
Hibbert Journal, vol LVII, no 2, Jan 1959, pp 201-3.

University Sermon - The Feast of Meeting (preached before
the University of Oxford, 2 Feb 1958)
Churceh Quarterly Review, vol 160, Jan-Mar 1959, pp 11-20.

Review of W. M. Watt, The Reality of God
Philosophical Quarterly, vol 9, no 35, Apr 1959, p 192.

Review of A. G. Wernham, Benedict de Spinosza: the Political
Works .
Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol X, no 1, Apr 1959,
p 229.

Review of I. Leclerc, Whitehead's Metaphysics
Review of W. Burnett, This i{s my Philosophy
Review of E. V. Sinnot, Matter, Mind and Man
Churoh Quarterly Review, vol 160, Jly-Sept 1959, pp 399-LOl.

Review of G. F. Woods, Theological Exzplanation
Hibbert Jourmal, vol LVIII, no 1, Oct 1959, pp 85-6.

Review of P. Ramsey, ed, The Works of Jonathan Edwards: The
Freedom of the Will
Philosophical Quarterly, vol 9, no 37, Oct 1959, pp 377-8.

Review of A. M. Farrer, The Freedom of the Will
Journal of Theological Studies, N¥S, vol X, no 2, Oct 1959,
pp 456-9.



Review of M. Argyle, Religious Behaviour
Frontier, vol 2, no 3, Autumn 1959, pp 219-20.

Ought Suicide to be a Crime?
General Synod Board of Social Responsibility, 1959

1960

Freedom and Immortality (the Forwood Lectures in the University
of Liverpool, delivered in 195T)
SCM Press, London 1960.

Review of G. S. Hendry, The Gospel of the Incarnation
Modern Churehman, NS, vol VIII, no 3, 1960, pp 204-6.

Review of Ninian Smart, Reasons and Fatiths,
Philosophy, vol 35, no 321, Jan 1960, pp 86-8.

Review of W. F. Zuurdeeg, An Analytical Philosophy of
Religion
Hibbert Journal, vol LVIII, no 2, Jan 1960, pp 192-3.

Charles Darwin: The Origin of Species
Leicester Cathedral Quarterly,vol 1, nos 1, 2, Jan-Apr 1960.

Review of A Symposium: Essaye in Unitarian Theology
The Unitarian, March 1960, pp 21-22.

Review of J. Wach, The Comparative Study of Religions
Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol XI, no 1,
Apr 1960, p 2h2.

Review of H. D. Lewis, Our Ezperzence of God
Hibbert Journal, vol LVIII, no 3, Apr 1960, pp 307-9.

Review of G. W. H. Lampe, I Believe
Hibbert Journal, vol LVIII, no 4, Jly 1960, pp 418-9.

Review of F. H. Cleobury, Christian Rationalism and

Philosophical Analysis
Church Quarterly Review, vol 161, Jly-Sept 1960,

pp 355-57.
Review of W. F. Zuurdeeg, An Analytical Philosophy of
Religion

Chureh Quarterly Review, vol 161, Jly-Sept, 1960,
pp 355-5T7.

Contemporary Empiricism, its Development and Theological

* Implications
The Christian Scholar, Bloomfield NJ, vol XLIII, no 3,

Fall 1960, pp 1TL-8Lk.



Review of E. Coreth, O. Muck and J. Schasching, Aufgaben
der Philosophie
Review of C. Cirne-Lima,Der Pgrsonale Glaube

Journal of Theological Studies, RS, vol XI, no 2,

Oct 1960, pp 436-T.

Reviev of J. Heywood Thomas, Subjectivity and Paradoz: A
Study of Kierkegaard
Philosophy, vol 35, no 135, Oct 1960, pp 366-T.

Review of J. Wilson, Language and Christian Belief and The
Truth of Religtion
Philosophical Quarterly, vol 10, no 41, Oct 1960, pp 382-3.

Atheism; Christian Ethics; Deism; Immanence; Pantheism;
Theism (articles)
Colliers Encyclopaedia, Colliers, NY, 1960.

1961

Review of K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV (Doctrine of
Reconciliation, part II)
Modern Churchman, NS, vol IV, no 2, Jan 1961, pp 134-8.

Religion and Science: A Philosopher's Approach (based on a
lecture given at Sion College, London, 30 Nov 1959)
Church Quarterly Review, vol 162, Jan-Mar 1961, pp TT7-91.

Review of L. Monden, Le Miracle, Signe de Salut
Review of C. S. Lewis, Miracles
Theology, vol LXIV, no LL48, Fed 1961, pp T3-h4.

Review of G. Harland, The Thought of Reinhold Niebuhr
Ozford Magazine, NS, vol 1, no 19, 11 May 1961, pp 342-3.

Review of J. Hartland-Swann, An Analyeis of Morals
Chureh Quarterly Review, vol 162, Apr-June 1961, pp 228-9.

Some Further Reflections on Freedom and Immortality
Hibbert Journal, vol LIX, no 4%, Jly 1961, pp 348-55.

Review of J. Coliins, God in Modern Philosophy
Hibbert Journal, vol LIX, no 4, Jly 1961, pp 379-80.

The Challenge of the Philosophy of Language
London Quarterly and Holborn Review, vol CLXXXVI, Oct 1961,
pp 242-9.

Review of A. C. Bridge, Images of God
Frontier, vol L4, no 3, Autumn 1961, pp 216-17.

Frontiers of Christian Thought II: The Frontier of Philosophy
Learning for Living, vol 1, no 2, Nov 1961, pp 13-15.

Review of 0. C. Thomas, William Temple's Philosophy of
Religion
View Review, 1961.



On Communicating Religion, Probleme in Christian Education

No §, (the substance of & lecture given under the auspices

of the Institute of Education in the University of London)
The National Society, 1961

Editor - Prospect for Metaphysics: Essays in Metaphysieal
Exploration, Introduction pp T-11, On the Possibility and
Purpose of a Metaphysical Theclogy pp 153-T7 ’
George Allen and Unwin, 1961
(Also published by The Philosophical Library, KY, 1961).

1962

Review of J. L. Moreau, ianguage and Religious Language
Church Quarterly Review, vol 163, Jan-Mar 1962, pp 104-5.

Review of O. C. Thomas, William Temple's Philosophy of
Religion .

Ozford Magazine, N8, vol 2, no 16, 15 Mar 1962,

pp 262-3.

Christian Education in the light of Contemporari Bmpirieism
Religious Education, vol LVII (NY), no 2, Mar-Apr 1962,
pp 95-97.

Review of L. A. Reid, Ways of Knowledge and Experience
Journal of Theological Studies, BS, vol XIII, no 1,
Apr 1962, pp 231-2.

Understanding your Faith: No. 1, Truth and Religion
London Churchman, vol 13, no 10, Oct 1962, pp 9-12.

Review of D. J. Elwood, The Philosophical Theology of
Jonathan Edwards
Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol XIII, no 2,
Oct 1962, pp hee-g.

Review of J. Wilson, Philosophy and Religion: The Logic of
Religious Beltef
Frontier, vol 5, no 3, Autumn 1962, pp 528-9.

Deism; Immortality (articles)
Colliers Encyclopaedia, Colliers, NY, 1962.

Logical Empiriciam and Patristics (delivered at the 3rd

International Conference on Patristic Studies, Oxford,

Sept 1959) x
Sonderdruck aus Studia Patristiea, vol 5, pt III, Berlin,
ed F. L. Cross, 1962, pp 541-7, Texte und Untersuchungen
zur Geschichte der Altchristlichen Literatur Band 80.

Sterilisation
General Synod Board of Social Responsibility, 1962.
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1963

Review of W. G. Maclagen, The Theological Frontier of
Ethice : '
Mind, vol LXXII, NS, no 286, Apr 1963, pp 29u4-8.

The Alden Tuthill Lectures 1963 on Theological Literacy:
1. On Understanding Mystery, 2. On Being Articulate about
the Gospel, 3. A Logical Exploration of some Christian
Doctrines
Chicago Theologtical Seminary Regieter, vol LIII, no 5,
May 1963

Review of G. E. Myers, Self, Religton and Metaphyeics
Philonﬁhical Quarterly, vol 13, no 52, Jly 1963,
PP 2T73-4.

Review of A. Vidler, ed, Soundings
Frontier, vol 6, no 2, Summer 1963, pp 150-1.

Biology and Personality: Some Philosophical Reflections
Philosophical Forum, vol XXI, 1963-kL.

On Being Sure in Religion (F. D. Maurice Lectures for 1961)
Athlone Press, London, 1963.

Puntghment
General Synod Board of Social Responsibility 1963.

1964

Review of K. Barth, Church Dagmafica III (Doctrine of
Creation parts 3,.4)
Modern Churchman, NS, vol VII, no 3, Apr 1964, pp 187-92.

Good Stewards of the Manifold Grace of God
Christian Education, Jly 1964, pp 2-5.

Review of K. Barth, Church Dogmatice IV (poctrine of
Reconciliation part 3) .
Modern Churohman, NS, vol VII, no b, Jly 1964, pp 243-7.

Review of J. E. Smith, The Spirit of American Philosophy
Religtous Education, vol LIX (RY), no L4, Jly-Aug 196k,
p 348.

Review of T. 8. Kepler, The Meaning and Mystery of the

Reaurrection

" Religious Education, vol LIX (NY), no 5, Sept-Oct 196k,
pp 430-1.

Towards the Relevant in Theological Language
Modern Churchman, NS, vol VIII, no 1, Oct 1964, pp 46-58.

A Newv Prospect in Theological Studies
Theology, vol LXVII, no 534, Dec 1964, pp 527-33.
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History and the Gospels, Some Philosophical Reflections
(delivered at the 2nd International Conference on New
Testament Studies, Oxford, Sept 1961)
Studia Evangelica, vol I1I, ed F. L. Cross, (Texte und
Untersuchungen 88) Akademie-Verlag, Berlin, LXXXVIII,
1964, pp 201-19.

Miracles: An Exercise in Logiecal Mapwork, in The Miracles
and the Resurrection
SPCK Theological Collections, No 3, 1964, pp 1-30

Religion and Seience: Conflict and Synthesis (first given
in 1960 as the fourth in the series of Annual Theological
Lectures arranged by the Church of Ireland in the Queen's
University, Belfast)

SPCK, London, 196k4.

Models and Mystery (Wnidden Lectures for 1963)
OUP, London, 196k,

1965

Charles Earle Raven 1885-196k
Proceedinge of the British Academy, vol 51, 1965,
pp L6T-8L.

In Memoriam - Charles Earle Raven (1885-196hL)
Modern Churchman, NS, vol.VIII, no 2, Jan 1965, pp 132-5.

Discernment, Commitment and Cosmiec Disclosure
Religious Education, Chicago, vol LX, no 1, Jan-Feb 1965,
pp 10-15.

A

Letter: The Intellectual Crisis of British Christianity
Theology, vol LXVIII, no 536, Feb 1965, pp 109-11.

Capping the Fool
Foolseap, vol 2, no 3, Apr 1965, p 7.

Revievw of A. A. Luce, The Dialectte of Immaterialism
Journal of Theological Studies, RS, vol XVI, no 1,
Apr 1965, pp 267-TO.

Review of H. Meynell, Sense, Nonsense and Christianity
Journal of Theological Studies,NS, vol XVI, no 1, Apr 1965,
pp 270-T1.

Controversial Broadcasting and the Dialogue with Humanism
The Christian Broadcaster, vol XII, no 2, Jly 1965,
pp 22-25.

Het empirisme en de theologie
Wending, Jly-Aug 1965, pp 349-36k.

Contemporary Philosophy and the Christian Faith
Religious Studies, vol 1, no 1, Oct 1965, pp 47-61.
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Reactions: Jesus Today
Breakthrough, no 12, Autumn 1965, pp 21-2.

The Authority of the Church Today, in Authority and the
Church, ed R. R. Williams
SPCK, London 1965

Christian Discourse: Some Logical Explorations (Riddell
Memorial Lectures, 35th series, 5, 6, 7, Nov 1963)
OUP, London, 1965

Editor - Biology and Personality, Introduction pp 1-8,
Biology and Personality: Some Philosophical Reflections
pp 17h-206 '

Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1965

Abortion
Decisions about Life and Death
General Synod Board of Social Responsibility, 1965.

1966

Religion and Science, Conflict and Synthesis
Adult Teacher (the monthly magazine of the Methodist
Church, Tennessee) vol 19, no 10, June 1966, pp 2-L.

Review of H. P. Owen, The Moral Argument for Christian
Theism

Theology, vol LXIX, no 556, Oct 1966, pp b57-9.

Review of G. W. H, Lamp? and D. M. MacKinnon, The Resurrection
Mowbray's Journal, no 84, Autumn 1966, pp 6-8.

A Symposium of Christianity and Buddhism
Japanege Religions, vol 4, no 2, 1966 (magazine issued by
the NCC centre for the study of Japanese Religions, ed
Doi Masatoshi) )

Talking about God: Models Ancient and Modern, in Myth and
Symbol, F. W. Dillistone, (first given as a paper for the
Modern Churchman's Union 196k4)

SPCK Theological Collections, no 7, 1966, pp T76-9T.

A Personal God, in Prospect for Theology, Essays in honour
of H, H. Farmer, ed F. G. Healey, pp 53-T1
Welwyn, Nisbet 1966.

Editor - Christian Ethics and Contemporary Philosophy
(Library of Philosophy and Theology) Discussion of
R. Braithwaite, An Empiricist's View of the Nature of
Religious Belief pp 8L-88;;Moral Judgements and God's
Commands pp 152-7T1; Towards a Rehabilitation of Natural
Law pp 382-96

SCM Press, London, 1966.
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)

Berkeley and the Possibility of an Empirical Metaphysiecs,
in New Studies in Berkeley's Philosophy, ed W. E. Steinkrauss
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966.

Address at the Dedication Service
University of Oxford Institute of Education, 1966.

Bishop's Letter, Dec 1966.
1967

Inthronement Sermon
The Bighopriek, vol 42, no 2, Febd 1967, pp 21-28.

Review of W. I. Matson, The Existence of God
Journal of Philosophy, (NY), vol 64, no 4, 2 Mar 1967,
pp 128-33. .

Growing Edges
The Bishoprick, vol k2, no 3, May 1967, pp k5-UT.

The Plowden Report
Learning for Living, vol 6, no 5, May 1967, pp 22-25.

Presidential Address to the Diocesan Conference, Sat 27 June

and note
The Bishoprick, vol 42, no 4, Aug 1967, pp 65-70, T0.

Review of M. E. Marty, Varieties of Unbelief, and Religion
and Humanism (Broadcast talk by R. Hepburn and othersg
Frontier, vol 10, no 3, Autumn 1967, pp 229-30.

Some Reflections on Current Liturgical Experiment: Holy
Communion - Series II
The Bishoprick, vol 43, no 1, Nov 1967, pp 2-6.

Review of J. A. T. Robinson, Exploration into God
New Christian, no 55, 2 Nov 1967, p 19.

Models and Mystery (reply by Ian Ramsey to a discussion by
R. B. Braithwaite, J. Millar and T. Bastin)
Theoria to Theory, vol 1, 1967, pp 263-69.
Ethical Language (article), ed J. Macquarrie, Dictionary of
Christian Ethics
SCM Press, London, 1967.
Bishop's Letter, Jan-Dec 1967.
1968
Review of J. MacQuarrie, God Talk: An Examination of the

Language and Logic of Theology
Church Quarterly Review, vol 169, Jan-Mar 1968, p 1lll.
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Theology Today and Spirituality Today
The Bishoprick, vol 43, no 2, Feb 1968, pp 26-33.

The Church and the Secular City
The Placement and Movement of Assistant Curates
The Bishoprick, vol 43, no 2, May 1968, pp 43-53, 56-7.

Review of T. McPherson, The Philosophy of Religion
Trivium, vol III, May 1968, pp 109-12.

Subseription and Assent to the Thirty Nine Articles
Jly 1968.

The Wav Ahead for Christien Thinking
Point, no 3, Summer 1968, pp S57-63.

Reply to Notes and Queries by W. S. T. Wright
Anglican Thinking and Explorations into Unity (an address
given in Newcastle at & meeting during the week of prayer
for Christian Unity 1968)

The Bishoprick, vol 43, no 4, Aug 1968, pp 76-9, 68-T3.

Review of P. Baelz, Christian Theology and Metaphysics, and
Prayer and Providence, The Hulsean Lecture for 1966.
Church Quarterly, vol 1, no 2, Oct 1968, pp 170-1.

Making a Tradition
Frontier, vol 11, no 3, Autumn 1968, pp 218-222.

Anglican/Methodist Proposals
The Bishoprick, vol 44, no 1, Nov 1968, pp 2-1T.

Survey of Ethics: The General Concept of Theological
Morality 1960-1966
Theological Book List, {(Theological Education Fund of
the WCC) 1968, pp 56-63.

Faith Alert, ed I. T. Ramsey and M. Perry (prepared for
the Lambeth Conference 1968)
SPCK, London, 1968.

Polanyi and J. L. Austin, in Intellect and Hopa, Essays in
the Thought of Michael Polanyi, ed T. A. Langford and
W. H. Poteat

Duke University Press, Durham BC, 1968.

Theology Today and Spirituality Today, in Spirituality

for Today, ed E., James, pp TL-86 (A report of the Parish

and People Conference, Bede College, Durham, 28 Aug-1 Sept 1967)
SCM Press, London, 1968.

Pagtoral Care and the Training of Ministers (chaired by
I. T. Ramsey)
1968

Bishop's Letter, Jan-Dec 1968,
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1969

Palm Sunday: The Sunday before Easter (this article largely
reproduces a sermon broadcast by the BBC on Palm Sunday 1968)
The Bishoprick, vol 44, no 2, Feb 1969, pp 26-30.

Violence in Contemporary Society
Anglican-Methodist Proposals - The Service of Reconciliation
The Bishoprick, vol hlh, no 3, May 1969, pp 46-50, 50-52.

Sermon preached at Durham Cathedral to mark the 150th

Anniversary of the Institution of Civil Engineers
Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers, vol 43,
June 1969, pp N9-KNl2.

Introduction
The Bishgprick, vol Lk, mno 4, Aug 1969, pp 6u-66.

Our Attitude to Heart Transplantation
Buprswood Herald, vol 3, no 3, Autumn 1969, pp 9-1l.

Opening Sermon at the Conference of Modern Churchman
Modern Churchman, NS, vol XIII, no 1, Oct 1969, pp T-15.

William Temple: Some Aspects of His Life and Thought (2nd
William Temple Lecture, delivered at William Temple College,
Rugby, 22 June 1968)

The Bishoprick, vol 45, no 1, Nov 1969, pp 2-1k.

Review of H. Montefiore, The Question Mark
View Review, vol 20, no 4, Nov 1969.

Review of T. F. Torrance, Theological Science
Times Literary Supplement, 25 Dec 1969, p 1lLTT.

Joseph Butler 1692-1752, Some Features of his Life and Thought
(Friends of the Dr. Williams' Library Lectures 23)
Dr Williams' Trust, London 1969.

Pop and Revelation
New Directiong, vol 1, no 1, 1969.

Reasonableness of Faith Today
Rochester Cathedral Lectures (duplicated) 1969.

Hell, in Talk of God (Royal Institute of Philosophy Lectures II,
1968-9) (first given as a Durham University Lightfoot Society
Lecture) .

Macmillan, London, 1969, pp 207-25.

Theology of Salvation, in Medicine, Morals and Man, ed E. Claxton
end H. A. C. McKay (this paper is essentially a modified :
version of part of a paper already published in a symposium
entitled The Whole Man, ed Dr J. McGilvey)

Blanford, 1969
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Bishop's Letter, Jan-Dec 1969.
1970

Processions and Witness (part of an address given to the
Convocation of York on 13 Jan 1970 and slightly ammended
for publication here)

The Bishoprick, vol 45, no 2, Feb 1370, pp 24-8.

On Kot Being Judgemental (the 3rd Margaret Allan Memorial
Lecture delivered in Edinburgh to the Scottish Pastoral
Association, Nov 1969)
Contaet (the magazine of the Institute of Religion and
Medicine), no 30, Mar 1970, pp 1-16.

Bookshelf 2
Learning for Living, vol 9, no 4, Mar 1970, pp 31-2.

Note
The Christian Religion and Art - Towards a Doctrine of
the Procreatorship of Man '

The Bishoprick, vol 45, no 3, May 1970, pp 45, 45-55.

On Not Being Judgemental (the 3rd Margaret Allan Memorial
Lecture, delivered in Edinburgh to the Scottish Pastoral
Association in Nov 1969)
Review of H. Cunliffe-Jones, Christian Theology eince 1600
A Manual of Prayer and Readings with the Sick - a
Recommendation of N. Autton's A Manual of Prayer and
Readings with the Sick .

The Bishoprick, vol 45, no b4, Aug 1970, pp 44-56, 56-T7, 5T.

Review of W. Moberly, The Ethics of Puniehment
Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol XXI, no 2, Oct 1970,
pp 530-32. :

Condemnation and Acceptance I
Burrswood Herald, vol 3, no 7, Autumn 1970.

Ecclesiasticus 43.32, Science and Religion, Pest and Future
(sermon preached by the bishop of Durham to the British
Association in Durham Cathedral on Sept 6, 1970)
The Placement and Movement of Assistant Curates

The Bishoprick, vol 46, no 1, Nov 1970, pp 2-T, T-8.

In Search of Absolute Moral Values (Review of P. Roubiczek,
Ethical Values in the Age of Secience) )
The Times, 21 Nov 1970, p 1k,

Review of Irish Anglicanism, ed M. Hurley SJ
New Divinity (Dudblin), vol 1, no 2, Nov 1970, pp 55-6.

Review of R. C. Miller, The Language Gap and God: Religious
Language and Christian Education
Religious Education, vol LXV (Chicago), no 6, Nov-Dec 1970,
pp 52h4-8.
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Condemnation and Acceptance II
Burrswood Herald, vol 3, no 8, Christmas 1970.

Review of P. Geach, God and the Soul
University of Leeds Review, vol 13, no 2, 1970.

Concept of the Eternal,in The Christian Hope (first given
as the Presidential Address to the Society for the Study
of Theology 1969)

SPCK Theological Collections, no 13, 1970, pp 35-h8.

The Fourth R: Commission on Religious Education zn Schools
London, National Society, 1970.

Bishop's Letter, Jan-Dec 1970.

1971

Review of Readings for Holy Communion (NEB)
Prayers for Embertide
The Bishoprick, vol 46, no 2, Feb 1971, p 2k, 25.

Review of T. F. Torrance, God and Rationality
The Spectator, 10 Apr 1971.

Reviev of I. Trethowan, Absolute Values
Review of J. MacQuarrie, Three Issues in Ethics
Review of K. Ward, Ethics and Christiantty

Church Quarterly, vol 3, no 4, Apr 1971, pp 333-6.

The Industr1a1 Relations Bill (this article reproduces the
substance of a speech in the House of Lords on Tues 6 Apr 1971)
Review of R. L. Hettlinger, Growing up with Sex
Review of the Crockford Preface, Crockford’s Clerical
Directory 1969-70

ﬁge Bishoprick, vol 46, no 3, May 1971, pp 39-k6, 47-8,

Religion and Broadcastlng
The Brigade (the magazine of the Church Lad's Brlgade),
vol LXXIX, no 2, Jly 1971, pp 6-T.

The M1ners' Gala 1971 (copy of the speech made by I. T. Ramsey
at the Miners' Gala, Durham, 17 Jly 1971)
The Bishoprick,vol U6, no b, Aug 1971, pp 52-60.

The Influence of Technology on the Social Structure
(Trueman Wood Lecture)
Journal of the Royal Society of Arts, vol CXIX, no 5181,

Aug 1971.

‘Letters to the Editor

Theology, vol LXXIV, no 609, 1971.
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The Influence of Technology on the Social Structure
(Trueman Wood Lecture)
Teilhard Review, vol 6, no 2, Winter 1971.

Our Understanding of Prayer {Archbishop's Commission on
Christian Doctrine, Occasional Papers no 1)
(based on one of I. T. Ramsey's addresses in the Oxford
Mission of 1969)

SPCK, London, 1971

Prayer and the Departed (A Report of the Archbishop's
Commission on Christian Doctrine)
SPCK, London, 19T1.

Bighop of Durham's Commigsion on the Church in Sunderland
1971 .

Words about God: The Philosophy of Religion
Forum Books, SCM Press, London, 1971
(also published by Harper and Row, NY, 1971)

Language and Religion
SCM, Harper Torch, 1971.

Introduction, Epilogue, and Human Personality, in Personality
and Science, ed I. T. Ramsey and R. Porter, Ciba Foundation
Blueprint

Churchill Livingstone, London, 197T1.

The Theology of Wholeness, in From Fear to Faith, Studies
of Suffering and Wholeness, ed N, Autton
SPCK, London 19T1.

Bishop's Letter Jan-Dec 19T1..
1972

The Bishop - one article in a series on the life and work
of our Clergy from Curate to Archbishop
St. Nicholas'e Magasine, Durham, Feb 1972, pp L-10.

Review of J. Morton, Man, Science and God
Review of A. R. Peacocke, Seiaence and the Christian
Experiment

The Guardian, 17 Feb 1972.

Moral Problems Facing the Medical Profession at the present
Time
Inaugural Lecture at the 15th Annual Meeting of the
British Medical Association, Nicosia, Cyprus, 12 Apr 1972.

Comment on the Archbishop of York's Call to the North Letter
The Bishoprick, vol 4T, no 3, May 1972, pp L2-3.

Theology in England: Its Changing Face
Escape, vol 4, no 6, May 1972, pp 21L4-222.
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Moral Problems Facing the Medical Profession at the Present
Time (Inaugural lecture for the BMA Conference in Cyprus,
Apr 1972)

The Bishoprick, vol 47, mno 4, Aug 1972, pp L4B-61.

Crisis of Faith (an address to the Church Leader's Conference
in Birmingham, Sept 1972)
Theoria to Theory, vol VI, 1972, pp 23-38.

Epilogue to T. F. Sovler's The History of the Town and
Borough of Stockton
Stockton-on-Tees, PP xvi-xvii, 1972.

A Persqnal Credo
Private Paper, prepared for the Church Doctrine Commisgion,
1972.

Facts and Disclosures .
Procesdings of the Aristotelian Society, LXXII, 1972, pp 115-133

Bishop's Letter Jan-Apr, Aug-Oct 1972.
1973
A Review of David Hume's Dialogues Coneerning Natural
Religion, ed and commentary by Nelson Pike
Religious Studies, vol 9, no 3, 1973.
Northumbrisa
The Methodist Conference Handbook (Newcastle-upon-Tyne),
1973, pp 21-29.

Models for Divine Activity (Zenos Lectures for 1966)
sCcM, Lomdon, 1973

19Tk

Religion, Philosophy of (article)
Encyclopaedia Brittanica, 15th edn, Chicago, 1974, vol 15.

Censorship
The Crucible, Jan 1974,

Censorship
Index, 3 June 197k.

1975

On Dying Well
General Synod Board of Social Responsibility, 1975.

JE———

Contemporary Philosophy and its Relevance for Theology
Chichester Cathedral Lectures.
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