TaLupnonn ; CITE 4”8. |

“Houss, 33 te 34 Helbors Viaduct,
St. Andrew Street Helbora Cireus, B.C. I

Cutting from the W
Y,

“Dated December i

Y
/;L

DECEMBER 127H, 1924

ios3

THE FRIEND

11.

When Lord Melgund was campaigning with a
glittering host on the north-west frontier of
India, with his gay youth behind him and a
world of adventure and power lying in front, a
poor working lad of 26 winters won, by his own
extraordinary merit and perseverance, an honours

summer’s night, however, out under the stars
he and a cowmrade, deeply moved by their own
enthusiasm and aspiration, made a compact that
poor though they were they would, with God’s
help, win for themselves a university degree.
“We were both poor. He was a pupil teacher.
He could name the parts of speech, and I could
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(Hrom a sketch by P, A. Lasals, 1918)

degree in the University of Glasgow. His name
was Jones, and he was the son of a village shoe-
maker in Denbighshire, a Calvinistic Methodist.
At the age of 12 years he left school and joined
his father in the little workshop from 8 a.m. to
8-p.m. and there he toiled for four years. One
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not.” So they gathered themselves together,
dedicated themselves to the higbest things, and
set to work forthwith to bend themselves to this
exalted and rather desperate task. They kept their
compact. Theone becameCanon Redfern, Rector of
Denbigh, the other Sir Henry Jones, Professor of
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to admit a measure of freedom also to the will.
.:For both involve the power which constitute the
‘main miracle” of selfhood, the power of re-
viewing and revising our expericnces. In the
one case we reshape old heliefs and ways of
thmqug in the light of newly apprehended
truth; in the other we reshape old purposes and
ways of acting in the light of newly apprehended
good. We have simply to, accept this power of
Weelf-review and self-revision as unescapably the
central fact of our mature. In this lies the es-
gsence of moral responsibility.

WMoral Disease and Sin.

But recent psychology has done undoubted
service in bringing out more clearly the limita-
lons of moral responsibility; the fact, that is,

hat there is such a thing as moral diseasc and

hat moral disease is not the same as sin. The
bld doctrine of demonic possession afforded a
jimilar escape from the necessity of holding a
han morally accountable for all his actionms.
Ve now realise in a more! rational way that
lany persons are the victims gd uncontrollable
npulses to which their past voluntarv acts and
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to admit a measure of freedom also to the will,
Foz both involve the power which constitute the
“main miracle’’ of selfhood, the power of re-
viewing and revising our expe1ience< In the
one case we reshape old beliefs and ways of
thinking in the light of newly apprehended
truth; in the other we reshape old purposes and
ways of acting in the light of newly apprehended
good. We have simply to, accept this power of
self-review and self-revision as unescapably the
central fact of our mature. In this lies the es-
sence of moral responsibility.

- Moral Disease and Sin. -

But recent psychology has done undoubted
service in bringing out more clearly the limita-
tions of moral responsibility; the fact, that is,
that there is such a thing as moral disease and
that moral disease is not the same as sin. The

old doctrine of demonic possession afforded a |

‘similar escape from the necessity of holding a
man morally accountable for all his actions.

We now realise in a mor&rahonal way that °
many persons are the v1ct1ms$ uncontrollable

impulses to which their past voluntary acts and
.choices may have indeed contributed, but which
they -cannot (not simply will not) effectively
resist at the moment of present temptation.

“Perhaps the simplest case . . . is that of the
drunkard and the alcoholic. . . The drunkard

maintains that it is his pnvllege to get drunk
if he wants to; and he does want to. An
alcoholic, on the ‘other hand, does not want to get
drunk, but he is overwhelmed by -an irresistible
unpulse to do so. The sinner and the
morally diseased both see the ideal; but whereas
the former does not, the latter cannot, under
ordinary conditions, xespond to it.”’* There is
an obstacle in hlmself some worbid ‘complex’
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built up of forgotten experiences, antipathies

and attachments and ingrained emotions which

have little_to_do_with_his present outlook bnt




