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PREFACE

[T has been my privilege in the intimacy of the class-
room to become .'!"]!Llil!]"‘l with some of the diffi-
culties encountered in the effort to reconcile Ch istian
faith with scientific and ]Jli[«»u}l'{\iutl 1'nl|l‘1[r1i4>ll'~.
This l'.\]u'lh'llt't' has Lll“_il‘ll\' determined the method
and content of what has been written and those to
whom it is addressed. The attempt is made to show
that modern as compared with ancient thought
affords a \ll]u'l'iul‘ constructive basis for Christian
faith, making it possible to form a theology that shall
effectively promote present l«"lij_"inll~ life. The need
of such a llu'nluu_\' 1s evident, for construction still
‘\'it‘]d\ to 1'l'i(i<'i\m. (‘\!In't‘i::H‘\' in the realm of 3Y'S
tematic 1]\('1»]«!}_’)'. I present the results of my 1'\];4'11
ence with the IIH}H' that some of the needs, not nlll)’ ol
the theological student but of the general reader, may
be met. The difficulty and complexity of the subjects
treated invite the reader’s sympathetic consideration
of any attempt to deal seriously with them at all.
The spirit in which I have written is that of reverence
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vi A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY
for the Christian faith in its past and present forms,
and of desire to contribute to its establishment. For
.urther n'_'\]r[;llnlliull of my purpose, the reader is
referred to the Introduction.

The references by means of exponent figures in
the text are to works mentioned at the close of the
imn|\. No :lIH‘lnl»l has ln't'll made to j_{i\'w a l)”'“n-
grapny of the H'yju‘% treated, but HH|~\' |b;ll'li;il“\ to
al I\Hu\\'lmig«' ny indebtedness to others. The refer
ences do not represent all that has influenced me, for

of this I could not render an account.
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A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY

ment has produced a state, the religious performances
are obligatory upon all citizens. These early religions
consist of institutions and practices, and the worship
is external, ceremonial, and ritualistic. In these
early stages, the idividual is not conscious of any
other way of acting than that required by the common
aroup life.

It is evident from the above that 1':1||‘\' religions
have little or no creed and nullling‘ that could be
called a scientifie theological inlwl[»ld;lliull of religiou
institutions and practices. Belief in the variou
mythological tories that might be recarded as

attempts to explain religious acts was not required,
but these acts, prescribed by religious tradition
were essentl . %'l ctice l-il‘('l‘lll‘ wn‘j‘!i‘\l » h:'-'xz‘!'
ideas both in primitive religions and among certain
cl es 1 hieher levels of 421\\<"t~"”‘\‘1

Out of the o1l these early religions orew the
po 1itive religion vl took I‘E.H.'! -:‘w:l» elves many
of the more ane ‘h»'ziw»bnwgnlww 4111|!|!<|11.w‘~. Vhile
the founders of the po Iive religion react against

the backeround of religious tradition, these religious

ogentuses are both demanded by the age in which they

live and are created by it They establish a ney
order. in which the self-conscious element is oreat
mnd  definite conceptions of religion and worship
which oive ‘r‘riv'! expression to the pirit ol the
( et !uH:.
In the analysis of a positive religion, it i important
listinguish between the primary experience of
the !"H'l""\“ ind  the |]‘|A‘?|-H"‘ol‘«\h or d oma  «(
theology hich eveloped, and which in its turn
enter into a corporate form as the orthodox belief
of the relicious com nunity. The individual 18 born
y this uix"klwli:\ | theoloon and may (w(\vlrl the
relicious practice nd beliefs of his social station

W “u\lH anv leg!x ol u!luill'_' '11 own l'wu[w_"itw}

conceptions. On the other hand, when a sufficient
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A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY

of such secondary ]mnlmi as theology must be com

'ml of his followers. lhwhw\ as the science of God,

) as we may more freely say, the science of religious
\'\]nlltnu' must, therefore, be able to justify itself.

The fact that theology is the subject

of [lulull!m
thought and often of bitter

controver Yy seems to
prove that 1t has an important office to fill. To
determine in a measure what the sphere, function,
and problem of theology are in the religious life, and

to find a constructive II’\I\ for lln‘u{p‘:\' in present
thought, form the motive of the h»l|n\\ut;z page
The theme Just propos ed 1s only a pecial case

of the e pisten logical ques tion concerning the relat
4

01 I]'rll"|l O 118 ‘I»I|'|I‘k|\(\ '”u{ ol l\lll'\\l'““l' to
what 1s believed to be ].‘t\ll\

our problem more fully, i

¢
|

tion

In Hlll,(‘[' to understand

: IS necessary to outline 1ts
itement from the ~l‘xl|‘1|m'ml of the theory of know-
ledge in general. The ideas arising in our minds
on occasion of external excitation of our sense organs
*coincident.” The mind reacts
upon these ** coincident ” ideas by establishing ob
between them \‘.1.~lxi»\ the
*cohere 7’ In an organic unity
Ing may be about

are, as Lotze says,

jective relation se 1deas
) |\I|H\\11.‘<i','l‘. Think-
anyvthing, fo 1‘.‘"“'1!1 : },]|.\ 1cal
things, social and political events, individual affections
and moral and religious experiences. Thought i
conseque lvl[\ second: \ry and derivative,
supposes something to think about which is primary.
Thinking does something with something that is found
at hand. The resulting unity of ideas with the re
cognition of the grounds of thei '
truth and Lll\l\\VtMiQi' formed of
In'u'w.rl"\’

and pre

* coherence 7’ | oul
||1<l"|1 ents which are
and uln\p’rli\vi_\ valid. All that thought
can ever attain to 1s just its necessary and universally
\"!itl irl'w{ll‘t 111 ‘u'!.lw tment to ;11H\H\ The truth
s always for use. Its validity muwl\‘.nul univer-

\xlll\ are such nnl\ because these formulations are :

pnul with these primary experiences of the Founder
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In va
!n‘l‘lﬂll
Conscie
envirol
welfare
ul' SOnu
|<'tl;{'t‘. \
things i
\\41' LY
We mu
in harn
of af ti(
and dui
'hat
ends 1s
‘1111]\ fal
\'iilw‘t‘t (
use wha
as the
tool an
l\‘lxl\ \Ce
better
conduct
While
criterion
to an e
with the
aguide In
ever ilx 1
~Imnl, l
Hll}»ll«“;iﬁ
of thougl
the think
are neces
bring us !
\\Hll l‘l"
Let th



CH. 1 INTRODUCTION {

successful means to the satisfactory conduct of life.
In v \ryimg situations, some pu\u nlu act must be
pe rformed if the needs of the subject are to be satisfied.
Conscious direction of activity in adjustment to the
environment 1s the condition of preservation and
welfare. Our reflective thought is always in behalf
of some prese nt interest or tlnl. “llnll“h our know-
ledge, we are enabled to anticipate events and compel
t||ir|‘u\ in some measure at least to serve our purposes.
We must know what vs if we are to conduct life securely.
We must also know how to glli<lv our life so as to be
in harmony with the means which measure the worth
of actions 1n the ll‘,zlnl ol ]»I‘upl'n'i.\’. mul(l\ill\. jll tice,
and duty.

l'hat thought is entirely in the service of life’
ends 1s shown !\‘\' the fact that we make mistake
and fail to attain our purposes. When once con
vinced of our error, we put aside as no longer of any
use what we formerly held to be the truth, very much

the artisan throws away his broken or worn-out
tool and takes up another. Likewise, we seek to
replace our errors with the truth which shall be a
better and more trustworthy instrument in the
conduct of hfe.

While our thought carries within itself its own
criterion of truth and refuses to pass beyond itself
to an external standard, all thinking 1s undertaken
with the implication that its results are a trustworthy
oguide in dealing with reality, whatever 1t 1s and how-
ever 1ts relation to l\nu\\lwlm- may have to be under-
tood. It should, h\i\\(\(l be un"lll/ul that this
implication is clearly an assumption that the product
of thought are as trustworthy as the .mlut\l( nts of
the thinking, and that the laws of our thinking which
are necessarily followed in the connection of our ideas
bring us to results that may be safely used in dealing
with the real chain of events.

Let these lblillt'l[bl(‘\ be ;lmr“wl to Ih(:nltr"_"A\. The
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antecedents of theological reflection are individual
and social religious experiences in all their endless
variety. Included in these antecedents are the
ul»‘]m'll\t‘ revelation of different sacred writings as
something given for reflective treatment. Whatever
this given material may be, it is primary, while the
theology that results from its reflective treatment is
secondary and derivative. If so, can the theological
structure be ;|1‘wi»‘1'(l as ‘,».‘:Ill\\‘m",jl‘ of the divine
|;r‘il<: with as much confidence as the primary e ‘!‘n'li
ence and the objective revelation ? In brief, what
is the relation of theology to belief 2 What is it

function 1n the rehigious life ? I'hi question hould
be answered from the general view of the functional
" 1 .3 | ] 1:4 1 1
nature ol thought in the conduct ot lile from th
tandpoint, ever theological tructure hould be
regarded. not as an end in itself. but as subservient
to the needs and purposes of the religious life, for it

was never intended to be anvthing but functional and

instrumental, and, if the tool fits neither the subject
that uses it nor the object to which it to be ‘];‘w\
it should be put away. (lonsequently, the sphere,
function, and problem of i'w-u’u;‘-‘ orow out ol the
.:Mrih (tion to relioioun o“‘,l"n_. of a form ol
epistemol "‘1‘,i theory CONCe 0 relat ol
thought to 1ts antecedents and of { 0 reahty.

IW 1S & "iw‘u"VI tl »‘.QI out l‘l“' ( 1on that ‘I‘v
1}\f‘t>ll",‘,‘ (0)| 1'.%«1\ generation "L."u out ol U mmte
lectual, social, and religiou l1f¢ 14 n ( 1
necessary to view theological doctrines historicall
and to regard theology as both general in the sense
that 1t form Iy torically a continuou '\‘,|»(m’ and

particular in the sense of being the theology ol

orven age or mndividual. Since the earliest concer
tions of theology were formed in the sphere of philo
H!)]Il\, and imce there 1s a close relation between
M;\!u n{»lu}. and theology in their history as well a
in their content, Part I. presents an outline of the

chief 1
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CIL 1 INTRODUCTION 9

chief movements in speculative thought preparatory
to the rise of Christian theology and the general
course of its development to the Reformation. Part
[I. shows how a new philosophy and a new theology
sprang {rom the adoption of the principle of the
Reformation. This second part is not intended for
the philosopher or theologian as such, but for those
who have long clung to the ancient Christian doctrines
and are beginning to feel that they are in a language
that is foreign to the modern spirit. Frequently the
trained lill‘nin_gi;;li or }'!lf‘"» HI»;W‘I’ dismisses |\'.!le~
Hegel, Schleiermacher, and Ritschl with a few words
ol ;,Pinlu'usl or criticism, presupposing the reader’
familiarity with them. Ifor the sake of those who
may appreciate a simple statement of some ol their
doctrines, I have devoted considerable space to these
areat thinkers and to the lines of thought springing
from theni, convinced that thev have made 1t necess
to go forward in the present to a new theology rather
han back to the ancient con I:V:M;‘, of the Christian
{farth, while they give new life and strenegth to the

essential Christian faith itself. Part [1l. assumes

that the theoloey of to-day should be the utterance
of the h‘%'*ziw: consciousness which reflects the P¢ riod

in which we live, and endeavours to outline some of

the contributions which modern science, (Mi»t“.“:}\
e ¥ skl 1 . ¢lanl : 214

PSyCchnology and pnuosophy, maie Lo theology. DUy,
1 s P - 1 1 . 2 +1

1I modern science and plllw'\w]:li‘u difter from the

ancient intellectual environment in which Christian
theology had 1ts origin, 1t 1 evident that the present
basis of ihuriw‘_‘_\ formed |>_n modern 1‘:!«17‘1}:~ require
a fresh statement of the Christian faith if theology
15 1O .f|l!\i‘.{ >-!1"t‘4‘~\lll”_\ to the age in which we hive.
Moreover, if modern science and i'l:rl:‘\ﬂ}rii.\. ford

a constructive 'Iu«ir for Hlmuiug‘,‘ more 'm\«u]],,:;h- Lo

he content of the Christian faith than the ancient

speculations which furnished the conceptions used

!\_\' the early ?!n-niu;i\!l‘r. mav 1t not be [m»jh]w
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to appropriate modern scientific and philosophical
thought in such a way as to produce a theology which
shall best meet the needs of the present }_[t'ln‘l'::liull ?
q] To show this to be possible by an examination and
comparison of some aspects of ancient and modern
thought is the purpose of the following discussions.
No attempt, however, has been made to present the
history of thought exhaustively or to construct a
tlwu|w_{\‘. The sole nl;ijt has been to make clear
the relation of important movements of thought in

the past and present to the subject under discussion, 1

in the hope of preparing the way for the study and

treatment of theology itself. [T ha
' were 1
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CHAPTER II

THE ANTECEDENTS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

[T has alre: nl\ been shown that the 1"1]\ rel I"Iun\ W
were Ill-lllllll()])l‘ and ritualistic rather than doctrinal.

Sacred writings appear comparatively late in the
evolution of nlwmn while independent constructive i
thought upon what is believed 1s still later. In the !
case of Christianity, the interval between the simple

|

Ililh of the first believers in Christ and the m—t “‘}} i
efforts to formulate the contents of the Christian ‘2314-' '
l..nlh is brief compared with that of other religions. EV |4
Christianity arose in the latter days of an ancient & {8
civilization which made a permanent contribution 3ot |
to the world’s culture. E \Inunll\ was this true of H

the Greeks. Judaism itself, out of which Christianity {1

sprang, was permeated by Greek ideas and had become, I}
particularly at Alexandria, something like a philo
sophy. Almost immediately were the Christians :
compelled to adjust themselves to their Judaic and : : ‘
Greek environment by efforts to formulate their own Ll
faith. The New Testament contains the germs of {.,}‘
theology, as seen, for example, in the writings of [ |
St. Paul, while from the middle of the second century i
to the sixth the chief doctrines of the Christian faith Witk
took shape, although there have been subsequent i
additions and modifications. i
The factors, therefore, entering into the con- ?
struction of Christian theology were: first, the "
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{

significance of Christianity as it appeared i Jesus

of Nazareth and was experienced by the believes
i Him, that 1s, the °° essence " of Christianity
econdly, the Semitic and particularly the Hebre
thoueht often modified by the influence of Greel
ideas ;  thirdly, Greek ll»inlw ophy or theology
(Aristotle), which, through the medium of Greek con

ceptions used by the early theologians to formulate

their faith, eained a foothold in Christian thought

\\}\“!\ im never been ll":‘lli!h b X { nsequent

our old a well as new theology are : ke n ]

Cl vlan tney are also Hebre nd

Fowards the tho f their gen

the leaders of the Christian communit re part

concl ( partl Lpologeti but cl 1 ( hey
el ) ) eXPIre thi 10 Nnee I the ( n

faith 1in th borrowed Greelk conception 1O 1 )
ce a m S O1 1t delend | ( | t1on

the prevailing speculation.  Even Tertullia nd

‘ l 1ol | hitt "E 1‘[' ed Greek Dl ‘1 I\

{ “) 1 e 1 o5 11 Co ep 1011 \
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to think things together ? To see things from the
universal \l;m«i}mim,\\lm'h is to think them 1n relation
to each other in a system which satisfies both mind
and heart ? If this may be accepted as a working
definition of |>]|i!n~u[»|n', it 1s ><x.lm'|‘\' different from
the aim of modern systematie theologians, who would
unite their conception of God with their conceptions
of man and nature.! Such philosophy or theology
cannot be a fixed science, but each individual and
each ace w lil have a ]uhlin w!l!ﬁ.‘ \\i‘it"x most t‘wm!»h‘h"\\

expresses thought upon the ultimate questions relat

to the universe and human life. 1 know that the
content of the tei i wl“\?lr "}"1.\‘ ;1.‘ \ ."“‘1 CAurne
{ ( Nevertne l¢ | ‘n "lmn‘ Y!‘,"; H we
I'¢ ¢ the ( lopment of (-“x'o“'\ Dl l¢ wq»?,\ Wi e
tra o the course of what 18 a theology 1n the

e 0 the reflective analysis ol the consciousne
of God 1n 1t listinctive form, and In 1ts connection
with all our other consciousness of reality.” Indeed,
Arist st ed the term theology as ** the science

of the principles of Being and Knowing which find
ultimate obiect in God.” The thing itself lacking

1 1 1 ‘e
the 1 ne was found 1 Plato, who “,“‘H. indeed,
| t] be called the first vstematic theologian.”

Jven from the beginning of Greek philosophy, ther

me striving I'r1:1'.1|il‘|-1=|',][‘-, consclou on

cerning the self, world, and God.
Lh close relation that ha evidently existed
| torically between t} o'-r!w:\' and Iv]miu .%yh\' 1 ;,l,.-
common basi which 1 M"H‘_‘)HI). the mother ol
th both. Religion 1s a ge eral conception repre
enting a complex experience springing from the
constituent factors of man’s nature. Religion, more
over, 1 ‘:'w"':gkh«ll ]>l1“r">fl|1‘\ of life and the universe
\ P ";-|~‘ religion 1s a Hn'i,;‘,'h\' ic, that 1s, the con

viction of a truly existing super-sensible reality.

[t 1s an implicit interpretation of things and events
and man’s relation to them. Primitive man’s religious
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nature was awakened and developed in connection
with his experience of his natural environment.
livents which he knew were caused by himself needed
no further explanation, but other events, such as
movements and changes that were strange enough
to attract his attention and interest, were easily
regarded as produced by some hidden agency con-

ceived after analogy with the self. Any particular
object that repeatedly produced beneficial or injurious
effects w regarded as the living author of such
effect and these agencies were then endowed with
corresponding attribute What more t'nTIi!u_' than
\.~,1‘: ’:~»' it and admire, or fear and tremble, before
these beines. accordine their deeds were favourable

unfavourable ! Let them be "I’]“""“{ and then
favour won by petition, sacrifice, and worship !

In brief, primitive man’s religion was an implicit

explanation of things and events by -'[\ilihml;l:q'm 10
which were really nothing but symbolized natural

1 and effects not as vet recognized as such.
Accordingly, when Homer founded the religion of
the Greeks, as Herodotus savs.® by giving to them
the Homerie world controlled by the gods, he
idealized and personified natural causes and gave the

{
oo human attribute 'l';n* more

sober wl!uiwl
||“ \\.‘i_ n ]i: !‘I'Tt‘l lhl‘( of t

f of the eigchth century B.C

vrote | 7"’~~',’wu/ or genesis of the gods, which 1s
so a cosmogony or an account of the origin of
the world. nd indicate Progre towards scientific

explanation The next tep in the order of l‘li'\l‘:’"])

nent toward cientific thought seems to belong to
the Orphic doctrines, which gave expression to a
heightened interest in the future of the soul, regarding
1t as determined by the character of the earthly life.?
I'he Orphic ““ theologians,” as Aristotle called them,
were also not satisfied with the common YII»\"]I"'H‘_'\'
either in its morality or in its crude answers to the

questions concerning the origin of things, and they

I
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cn. i ANTECEDENTS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 15

endeavoured to render the mythical interpretation
of the world-order more complete.®

[t is, then, sufficient to say in general that mythical
beings in their relations symbolized the important
conceptions of systematic unity, cause and effect of
agencies in relation to each other, and served as the
explanation of existence. It was only necessary to
drop the symbol and explain things and events by
natural causes to have philosophy in its primary
meaning This was what took pl ice in the awakening

intellectual life of Greece, for the fw;nll‘vl conceptions
of the gods lost their hold upon the ‘u'upl(‘. and, 1n
the upper cirele t least, {lelil"'}i!:\ became the
thstitute of the discredited religion. But in doing

I!'(‘["‘l.l l

this, relicion was not neglected, rather was 1
and piritu vi1zed.?

'Hw { .rni i.\. n 1:4!'«'!l>{)_‘.|‘\ !n"u"\l‘ UI ‘;'v'l‘ \\,‘[; ) 1 |
pirit manifested in the world of material and spiritual
existences which come to be and pass away. Jut
this conception of God treasures in itself the result
of human development. Early Greek philosophy
ought only the fundamental principle that make
the world what 1t 1s, and the * §|}I‘,' 1ologers 7’ defined

that principle in terms of some natural element, like

water, air, fire, without distinguishing the spiritual
from the material. But these * phvsiologers ”’ were
|

really seeking to explain what 1s seen by some unseen
HM' \ TV cause .;1-.* i<) I('lllh* 1||4‘ \\HIH of ’}!",‘j .‘IHI
events to it. assuming some sort of order in reality
which reason mav know : they were trying to undes
7Iélli '!"‘l] 1‘<\l|1'|'{r¥iu|l~ ‘]Ivi‘lhu‘ ‘lll*l ..IV‘\'?I»J"IZ
cause and effect, one and the manv, permanence and
(E‘ \ngee.

The Christian theologian has alwavs had difficulty
in showing how the eternal God is related to His
world in which there are changes, imperfection, and
death. So after the Greek reached the thought of
an eternal ground of all things, 1t became almost

f!
I
]
M
{ |
]
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imgu»\\il)ln' to say ..‘H~| what its relation to finite
existences might be. Manv shut their eves to the

difficulty and exalted the oneness of Being. The

wav for doing so was ’m-[wl‘wl |)‘\ the ** theologian,”
Xenophanes (530 B.c.), who, in indignation towards
the shameful deeds of the ‘uwl-- of Homer and ||v\iml.
exclaimed, © There 1s one God, supreme among ﬁ,'tn(l\

and men : resembling mortals neither in form nor

in mind. (tod 18 not like anvthing man can fashion.
Without toil he rules all things by the power of
ni mind ’ Pan nenide (495 B.C.) reache v loltier
! 1 € "!‘ el n \;‘w 1 Ol to an 1deal
| 1\ yoem m RANK Ui nd
[ 1'( | M (I (¢ (
| B O1( | RNl l¢ 4},’. (
1N« begott e 1n the same and abidn
elf thy h 1tself 1t reposes.”  The otions of
Mol 't v No of this truth. but erroneousl
( 1 | t n IS¢ ( 11 \[‘ 1'¢ | 10
() he « kl\ ‘ \] Y‘m ‘1‘:7 | he \ }v: !cH
11 [ 14 of Hi cleit (505 B.C.). who taugl
{ { 11 1 ’ l ¢ Perl he sed tl
{ Tt | of | I ing that |
| ( but “(‘ cleit 0 ind Cl1 ent
it n the ":Ui L Ol 71 4'-":%{'0‘ H,‘W!: Hooest the
Divine L of the Christian era Kvervthn
] ( in ccord ( | I‘Ll‘ \\‘ivlv‘ \o%y \,
‘ b bv which all thi throu
1 ML I'l |‘r ) | ( e 0l
( ( { | human law re fed by one
e law. Nor W Heracleit without profound
1 ',‘ | 1¢ { ) "»}_ Tt 1 ln!li l|=tlvrir‘1:
mst the heart tor 1 readyv to sell the soul to
purchase its desire For the most part the know
ledoe of thinegs divine escapes us because of owm
unhe :
Pythagoras, too, and his followers attempted t

unite the world and the supreme One by holding the
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nature of things to be number. “* and from the number
One all other numbers :~}l!il):_ and the whole heavens
are simply numbers.” The number theory mean
that a thing is, at least for thought, the principie of
Its construction, and that this principle is number,
a view that .:h‘ir'i[).ﬂl'n Plato’ 1dealism. Since
the number of the oul harmonize with that of

the world-soul, man may know the supreme reality.
Hi knowledge [ay hold of eternal Being.  While

mpedoel \naxagoras, and Demo ritus explaimned
thing events by the combinati ispersion
( ele 1 difterentl ( erved, ¢ 11! i
thoueh LV 11 1] :H-‘ 11 !}‘ orld ) SOM¢
| n that mioht be L divine uni 1 L
( mj I ) \ 1 indd ( |.a (
\ t by Deq ( I'hi N Pre
lr.:MJ' '] or ti 110 }1,\'3 aevelond ! the co
ception of the World-(Gro ermanel init
and recognized the problem involved in its relatior
to the transient world of thines and event
mocrate l': Lo \Ihl] \]J totle w’TVHx\Hv"I most
to the further spiritualization of the conception of
the \\"?S'I IIAHJ'I]W‘_ ;»‘13 with dall 1ncereasime tendencey
ards duali m. I ’I""‘!'\";#il ‘!Hl»}‘f,\. never succeeded
N rngine the world oL partu I' existenc vitl
neir impertections and chanee into a vital 1ty
he World-Ground. The antithesis bet een the
nd the o wy v, being and not-being. deepened
in Plotinus an impassable aby was thought to
exist between the upreme One and matter Wi
Christian l’u‘w]l:')\' owes much to Lireel 1‘1: losophy
It received from Greek philosophy, in part at I
the untortunate conception of thi present, material
ensuous existence as something at enmit he
pirit and incapable of being united with it. \ brief
outline of thi movement i1s necessarv i order

how the intellectual environment in which Christi

Ly riy‘\.'!\)lv('ll 11 (}‘.».»‘].‘:
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) Although Socrates, like the Sophists, did not he vi
directly teach a philosophy of Being, partly because Idea
L he believed 1t was not attainable but "l”"H.\' because to u
it was lacking in ethical value and more practical the «
problems were at hand, he viewed the world as plete
‘ morally trustworthy and governed by a divine Ruler and
g who was not indifferent to human conduect. Thi or id
i belief was not yvstematically x‘:*r-!u?wwl but accom mane
' pani d his theory of the ‘H”“] life which refuted the of P:
phist’s individualistic scept m that affected the that 1
whole of human experience Iul']l‘!liu!'\\ the moral the
and religious. The strong personality of Socrate thu
left no room to doubt the reality of moral oblhication the ¢
and whatever is necessary to its fulfilment But A risti
knowledge 15 necessary to moral action nd must an e
therefore be E“'”'H“' A‘il least so far as the needs ol ’u:!lﬂ
( the moral life are concerned This must mean that which
the world-order 1s not indifferent to man’s knowing the n
and doing, for knowledge a uch cannot fail of A
reaching Being. Knowledge cannot, then, be by Plato
ensations, as the Sopl ts taucht. but bv co tlﬂ'wu 1Mpor
and judgments, which in their obje tiy agive a ledoe
trustworthy report ol reality Hence the importance that t
5 of seeking clear definitions of virtue, justice, and the ensu
agood for the proper conduct of life in the world as it comm
! 1s.  From this point, the Socrati iew of the oral contal
fe passes readily into the belief 1 mpreme Ruler versal
whom he conceived after the analogy of the soul a univer
the mind (vods) dwelling in the world. “ As the fanea
oul takes care for the bodv. so divine Providence so 1
ta ke e for the rld L espe |1 101 10N letern
}l\""\l‘:'t\ 1 :‘("‘ moral trucole to ;"4" |"“‘ "‘i 1
\,viw' \“»w“: l1ve ell ,\.‘; ha SOocrate any m;.;l«‘ { ;“»g
ol ?}:N H“MHHM 01 1:1‘ l\\w‘ 1N S ," to the !"\U“ i ;44(‘.\
1 H~)\Ii<i"N| of another and blessed life.! lew;,
- |.;l“‘\~"l":“"'| the doctrine of Socrate :u“ww"yw as a su
: the moral life and the nature of knowledge, and extend in the

it to the universe Under the influence of Socrates. ['he
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he viewed everything in subordination to the supreme
[dea of the Good. It is evident that Plato sought
: to unite the changeless Being of Parmenides with
the ceaseless flux of Heracleitus, but not with com-
plete success. Since knowledge is by conception
and cannot fail to reach |wmj_'1 these conception
or ideas may be I]wllf_"lnl of as changele and pe

|
manent realities, a view which betrays the mfluence

|

of Parmenides, who said in hi poen “On Nature’
that thought and being are identical. In these lde

the thing of the transient world ‘y.w?\\];»‘?" nd

thus acquire whatever reality they po such 1
the common .!\W‘!}H'E.NHII‘H] l’]:-'\n ldea [iven
Anistotle eriticize 7 Plato for a 10N11 to the ldea
an ex ?w‘m»".‘:r.\" llv"w[uHM lan thing 'ui('!_'lj":]

participation in the Ideas a meaningless metaphor
which would seem to indicate that Plato did teach

ilu' W-{c“(u‘tul.'jwl existence ol i!w- Il!i!" |i¢'|

\ more tistactory | M‘I!‘l‘-l\i\w'] },u“; tl
Plato in h doctrine « || el L
importance ol I;H' univel 1! principie 1in ‘I‘ KIIOW
ledge of particular things presented to the senses, and
that this universal 1s ** beyvond wnd transcends the
ensuous ps:H<H|.|' : only \ a princiy o m
common to the many individu hose individ
contan I||Hl’5i that difle rentiate ther |
versal, without which the particulars could not be, fo
univel * yi|<; il.’!!'\}x‘!’ are tern Or categoru
have no 1ignificance apart ifrom each other P (
Uso related these :rl'[;1l!rln'» ol unity these ld
determining particular groups of things, to each otl
nd finallv to the supreme ldea of the (Goo | |
gathers up into itself the significance of the lesser
ldea wnd give them unmity 1 and 1.|4[H1, i

Here again 1s a unity of differences which now appear
as a supreme \[IlllHl‘l{ existence, which expre 3 1tsell
in the ldeas to be realized as ends in the world

The

Platonic Socrates with much hesitat

o
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endeavours to explain what the ldea of the Good
means. In fact, 1t signifies the full satisfaction ol
the soul. ** This good, then, every soul pursues, a
the end of all 1its actions, «Ii\illlll_‘_‘ ity existence, but
perplexed and unable to apprehend satisfactorily it
nature or to enjoy that steady confidence in relation
to it which it does enjoy in relation to other thing

But this good of souls can only be realized in a spiritual

comimaunity \\||I«l| was lor |‘l<1'u"i;|l'iiﬂwi tate. |;\
(rood 1 .53. ) the reason or cause of there being a world
ot all whose function is to reveal in 1ts mantfold form
the nature of the Good. The ldea of the Good
O nNnu po f)rt‘ !l\( Lunion E.('x Veen ln' bie {
owledge and the objects known, for it * suppli
the ‘rivl-‘w'w ol real I'l“u!“‘l‘_" with Hw rut
in them. and . . . renders to him who knows them tl
faculty of knowing them.” 2 Still another 1mmplic
tion of the Idea of the Good that 1t 1s the final end
or purpose of the umverse being realized in particu
existences, each ftulhilling 1ts own ecial end, ch
In turn 1 oathered Ip "w?k(* ““:Mu' i‘:_:- e
(tood as the end of the ent 1|u"‘« MOC
Plato found much difliculty in showineg the velation
of the eternal, changeless |1‘i<‘.i , which science
hold of. to the world of thines and event V] he
ould 1 11IK¢ l“l' HENO¢ ( ‘ 1 \H\
\ ,,‘rw enal realit In 1 U OV
a il Plato assumed fon b
that receives all forms without itself retainn
wnd  which cannot be defined, for all definition 1
ken from a realm i which 1t 18 not fou b
which 1n some mystertous manner it a . Plat
poke of this secondary principle as 7o ¢ v Or 1
iw:g unlimited, pace, po thility, Plato,
olten olves the 14“'1\3"!!\ of the relation of the Ll
y the world of things by resorting to a figure ol

peech. The secondary yl‘ll'l;)l\‘ or formless matte

is attracted by the ldeas—the ldeas culminating in

Prin

1rom
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the Good—and moves of itself. |r||}w||tu| bv the

lesire for form, to take on form :; it 1s the maternal
DI ’Erfw.:’m} the ldeas are the ’gufwm.l] |:lil|l i;t!v. and
from the union comes the cosmos, ** the only son
ind 1mage of the invisible Divinity.” The cosmos
ha v body 1_««\«‘]“"»; by necessity, a |run:hiw¢j. a
? “ final coal for which 1t was made, an end to realize,
a soul 7" by which the unity of the world 1s maintained
and subordinated 1 the Creator (see relerence
note ol different use of the term matter and
- 7)

It 1 ) 10 avall to trv to -"g-;.il‘l awav Plato’
m, for he introduces : econdary principle

h receives for but 1s itself formle and
| { | | ‘ CONnee 1'-] n O ( (

tivel the lde gIVING T18¢ to the ug
| the evil both physical and moral
n the entire !n‘!(!rf ol li,w ensuou .Hul 0l opinion
h ( thine in 1t that cannot be fullv brought into
refation with intelheence It also seems to determine
Plato’s view of the moral and religious life which
nm | m i», Ing 111‘,(/m| l};: \,',H'iil of non ]n.‘ o

1 erfection, and 1llusion to the world of Ideas. the true

realiti 'his transient world of sense even has a f..‘.-x:.
e tor it H"m‘f\! the ||;5|.1H14-;.hq'\ Iw,:hf €S, \\‘H'\
helong ndeed, to tl iv'"r ‘leg \\MH .\vli uiier
char 00, but he | I!Jl‘ v'w!uu]‘ym-lw? of an etern:
hich is the distinctively divine factor in |
re and the truly rational and immortal part of
But the divine element in man finds the bods
prison-house, for its powers are restrained so that
1 Iw‘m‘v" | 5 a clear ]w-\‘\ic'.”j«'u‘ I",A‘IHM'I(WEW e

were once «-\,‘n'l'n‘m'ml. ,\lv!l are i1|\¢’ }:!' oners

v dark cavern, seeing only shadows which are
talen for the true In‘.:}HIu' s AIH! which shoul l arouse
the | the reminiscence of 1ts forme: experience

in the eternal home of the Ideas. But when the

oul once knows the truth \llhlil.\'. the }vzqum 0l

e e

{
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life becomes that of looking beyond the world of
sense and pleasure to the ideal and living in harmony
with true Being. But true Being in its final signifi-
cance 1s the Good which 1s also called God,the Absolute,
in whom all the other Ideas dwell. Hence it follows
that man’s well |n‘lH'_'f consists In ]i\ill‘_{ ;ll'«‘ull“llﬂ to
his knowledge of the divine reality. The divine
element in man should so t'vrlri[v|<'lc'|‘\ dominate hi
life to produce that unity of the supreme virtues,
wisdom, courage, temperance, which is justice—a
beautiful harmony of the powers of the self, like the
|

larmony that |'H~-\.H!- among the ldeas. It 1s clean
that Plato’s teaching concernine life are filled with
profound seeking for and resting in the Divine.
Hence 1t that Plato appe ed so |nl\\l’!?x!“\ to the
Church Fathers of the early Christian centuries, who
found much in him for their use in the defence of
Christianity.  How beautiful 1s the following, taken
from the Theactetus and the Republic :

In God 18 no unrighteousne at all—he 1s

altogether righteous: and there i1s nothing more
| ho 1s the most rehteous.”

Since the good 1 heavenly and the evil t‘;HH\.
we oucht to fly l\z:llrv'...rlwl to fly thither is to
become like (God, as far as this 1s possible ; and to
become like him 1s to become holy and |u t and wise.
To know this 1s true wisdom and m l‘llltwul and the
118 18 too plainly folly and vice.” The
reward of evil is to be increasingly evil and live with
the evil but when they (the evil) hear this they in
their superior cunning will seem to be listening to

fools.” In Plato’s description of the ‘,»llil«v\'wl\|u1-1'
the governor of his ideal state, he 1s really describing
the moral and religious but wise man who i.\ H‘«;nm»i‘w
to all that 1s cood and of eternal worth. This richteou
nd gentle ruler so fits the regulations of society to

men that they may come mto the * form and likeness
of God.” * And one feature thev will erase (in the

CH. 11
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human image) and another they will inseribe, until
they have made the ways of men, as far as possible,
agreeable to the ways of God.” 1

Such are some of the features of Plato’s pllilmnp]l}'
of life which culminates in a religious belief and a
theology, the centre of which is the doctrine of Ideas
as a kingdom of truth valid in itself and superior
to human opinion and choice. The conviction that
there 1s such a realm of truth is the foundation of
all progress in science, and imparts to the whole of
life the most significant inner strengthening and
exaltation as men attain their full and harmonious
realization and perfection, having their souls drawn
‘1{)\\\\%5 from the '\i'l‘ltg shadows of the world

of opinion, through understanding and reasoning

(Dialectic), to the eternal world of reality in which
the essential Form of the Good i1s supreme.? While

Plato cannot be freed from the charge of holding a

dualism, 1t 1s, however, foreign to the ~~M]|1 of his
svstem, which 1s 1dealistic and \}'i!iln.;l: tie, and
implies that a supreme Intelligence is manifested in
the world of finite existences whose function 1s to
realize the GGood as the highest meaning of the universe.
Thus Plato :‘\:»Ir!uu‘u'\ a l||*'5~li(' view of the world
and lavs the basis for a 111"“!“\1\'.

Although Aristotle, the [l\l]iil of Plato, 1s his
master’s most severe critic, there are no two Ei‘l”ll'
ulylu-!’ whose vView are so H*H('l» .lm\v'. Aristotle
often exaggerates the point he attacks, as in his
criticism of the doctrine of Ideas, which he thinks
Plato believed to exist in a realm distinet from the
world of things, whereas we seem to find the true
meaning of Plato in Aristotle’s own view rather than
in what he attributes to his master. The close
relation between the two systems renders it unnecessary
to enter into details. Aristotle makes an advance
upon Plato by being more faithful to immediate
experience, but he is no mere empiricist, for we can

e —— ———
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i only know things by their general principles. He is,
therefore, more ready than Plato to patiently rise
from the details of particular things to generaliza-

o+ tions.  He also advances beyond Plato by his deeper
interest in the phenomena of life and by his ideas of

_ organisms and development.  Aristotle introduces the
! conception of the soul as distinet from the Intelligence,
! and declares the soul to be the form which realizes
| or brings into activity and actuality the capacities of

an organic body. There 1s an ascending series of

oul-forms which makes it po ible to “look upon
hole ascending movement of organic being

eftort. after w»f:wl‘ft‘fr' wllli self r;r'h 'l ‘[Hw"l

( tence which 15 found v'r?“\ im God. . . . Inthe

ling e we reach at last the rational life ol

man hich at least, in the pure activity of con

plation, can directly participate in the eternal and

| Ll 1I T¢

\ristotle. however. 1 not avle to be consistent
th the oreganie 1de 1‘,‘!421‘[\[-4 s 1n hi conception
of it nd of the union of oul and body, for he
s n : mten }‘|‘I form !‘“» conception ol
x | substrat vhich appeared in Plato.

he dualism is more pronounced. ~Although Aristotl

) 11 19 t the tendenecv to eparate oul an
] I { ] leceedd In the vie the

[ | { tected by 7},‘ ‘lmw\. .-ﬁ,in iuul\h |f| \:(
It man eems to be born in us as an
| ( 1hstance l" n 1 bev 1’ aecay na

deatl : { { leath 1Nemaol 'HW! ‘lJ‘ II.{« ron
cease with 1 ) %nl“.\ nd do not JVJ'!I 1O 1‘!!!‘ pure
m 11 omethime divine Atl] cannot he

blect [ an ich mode a these.’® Thi
eparable portion of the soul is evidently the pure

ve reason that knows the forms or universal idea

Ol "wr»q I'his active reason in the imdividual 1

( entially identical with cre 1tive reason, Y!:“'E":"W"H"’

being that, in the creative reason, knowledge is
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eternally actual, but *“ this knowledge is in time prio
in the individual to knowledge as an actually realized
condition.” It 1s 1n so far as man’s soul 1s 1dentical
with the creative reason that it is immortal, ** where:
the receptive '»,o~-~i\t‘ intellect (;;H'nw'lthl by u!ij'%) 1S
perishable, and can really think nothing without the
~|l|>]Nr|‘| of the ereative intellect.” 17

'he dualistic character of Aristotle’s doctrine ol
man which has just been presented appears in the

antithesis between the pure reason which unite
with the Divine while the memories and affection
perish with the bod \ similar dualistic tendency
LD im his eth | doctrine, whiel ( the 0o

| 1 1? i
he full rea i1 i the ul capacitie 1t 1

) ] { 1

periecti Oof mal 1¢ 1ul 11 1 eme el
I
1 n hich the h :’I t hap ( i e mo
VIrtue re hab 1( of choice under the
nce ol "1 l. ‘aal I 1'¢ on \; Chh D1 }H( \
metry, a proport on 1n the activity, a iwm)‘ nean
1”' veen extrenies vi”\" e maniestation of  mu ral
excellences, such as noble 1deas and acts of justice,

leasant, mdicating that the ultimate
1 1 ‘»-'Hw_\ u-~i|/,(-41_ i)H! anpnropriat

leelinge g“‘ ]vv\1' maust ,11'«'\Al‘\!\vn\' iln‘ e acts, 101 a

X ] 1N« “vi‘\] L atl 11!“1' lw talkes ir!n e

oble v\vw‘: ,. 18 |‘111 ?liv‘ H'l!l‘l“"‘ m!\"i ‘H{‘.‘ U ha
1¢ 15 found m the ision of truth att ed ‘
the speculative o ("!i"ll"|'i‘1;'\" I'¢ ! e pur
Vine l'lf"'!l"ﬂ In malt \\[H' ¢ exer e 1 iperior to
1y practical or moral virtue which springs from ow
01 }“w‘l‘wi }"\ L nature. \‘\l‘ «»‘._‘} T, ?'ir clore,
to lift our thoughts above what 1s hw ind
mortal (and), as far as possible, to put oftf our mortality
‘V"‘! HH;." every 1‘?\‘” to }‘A\l‘ 1n T}.l‘ exercise ol the
hiochest of our 1acuilties : 1on ilxr ']‘_‘l! 1 be i‘;'? a sl \H

part of us, vet in power and value 1t far surpasses all
he rest. And indeed this part would even seem to

)

constitute our true self,” ?
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I. 1

A brief reference to Aristotle’s conception of God
must suffice, though it marks the culmination of his
system which he designated as First Philosophy o
Theolooy. God i1s the unmoved First Mover and
final end of all things. God 1s pure actu ity pure
I“H!IH, frt‘\wll'l 1||1‘ |l'iIH<|| l)".l\«‘lt‘ \\ili"ii are !Im\n'tl
and in turn move the lower heavens and through
them the world of things. God 1s the First Mover,
not elficiently but 'H"U“EI'A'II Jll\' a a de :uw] H}i;\l‘l U.

Thus the Pure Form or God 1s the final purpose and
f 11 ]

cause of all things which have in them aspects of the
Divine (form n so far as the re intelligible and
( h ‘!'v' in then everal deoreg the d \ o 'wl‘lll‘ t1on
!' 1SONMMe 1rom \ ‘ L we experience hen owl ‘ui“
I ( 1y w d ( ‘
In ( M e ence (
| the intellect and af e joy of pure specu
tive on of the intelhoil 1 If then God
1 \ well « N« ind then. how
onderful | And if he Liwany better off. 1t 1
t1ll I' lerful But such 1s t fact And
[ife belo { I f ¢ mind
It na that Pure ell ity of
r s God’s me blesse nd rlasting life
W v that ( | eternal ) ( O«
timuou eve ting life (od’s, for God 1s eternal
[ife v!-}“ obiect of Il\l‘ aivine ']H‘M "‘ must be the
noblest | best. from which 1t follows that *f the

divine reason has itself for its object and its thinking

is a thinking of thinking

|i now A ristotle’ view ol n wy.—- ~Hi|||‘ym‘ ‘_nnnl
be brought into relation to thi conception of God.
it 18 evident that man’s highest good 1s 1dentical with

hich man attains, and in which

the divine life to w
man finds his true elf. From th l,llui;winf.
Aristotle’s conception of God and man contains a
!H»‘,-”".‘I] l'\r‘mt‘m .4?|e} l H !H»Mv «'\[\lv \iHIl !\1> 11!4‘
aspiration of the religious spirit.* The dualism,
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||1|\\"\1']“ | i-\itlvm, l'til' “ml a8 p!l!‘q‘ !'HI‘III ll,l\ no
1'|1‘.|lll\' concelved relation to the world of forms and
matter, though it is implied that these finite forms
are all embraced in the supreme Form or divine
Intellicence. Even so there 1s the material sub
stratum  beside the pure Form rather than in vital
union with it. Moreover, the moral virtues that are
yroduced by the practical reason in relation to the
l

|
p

easures and pains that rise up from the irrational

"iw Ol life ire not to |mu-}r:;w!l'4| £0)| |-\|n'[]}|»,x~‘ \.}711

the exercise of the pure reason and the final vision

of and union with the creative reason. a view that

had gre nfluence upon !‘j’w»u"i nt "_»l'iwvw!m\"‘wi

ipon 1 ooy Nor does Aristotle seem t nve any

alue to the moral virtues. Why do they
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practical in the apprehension of God. With Kant,
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exercise of the pure reason in knowledge 15 f

only function of man that « "!l!w‘:l"*‘ib‘lji,-%"“%?';.
With Kant HH‘]"‘H:"‘)‘(?'T"“I1!""l on reaches God
by means of postulates rendered necessary by the
oral law With Aristotle, the p1 wetical re n
eals with the 1rrational and !r.u(‘t‘li' 1. and cannot

1se to God, which seems to cast doubt upon the
ltimate worth of the moral virtues. '

This sketeh of the docetrines of Plato and Aristotle
leaves much unnoticed. Their systems are great
empires of truth and mark the itellectual elimax of
the ancient world. One of Aristotle’s pupils was
\lexander the Great, who in his turn constructed a
vast political empire, which brought the Greek learn
ing into closer contact with Oriental thought, pro-
ducing in the newly founded city of Alexandria in
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forever. . Nothing occurs on earth apart from
thee, O Lord, wve what the wicked work throueh

lack of wisdom.” ** Consequently, by living out his
true nature. each man is both most trulv individual

and the same time most umversal, for he then

brings himself into harmony with the divine Mind

dwelling in himself and in the universe. 1t 15 because
the unmiversal rational principle is so important in
knowledee and n 1mn s ntial nature that to live
in han with 1t 18 virt na e ¢l Il I
0D]ed 0Ol E | lan ‘!x' ( I It L but not
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vou bhevn Grod 1 ] mit ! rd
| (1 t ¢ ( | | ) 1

Lt il 1 ( hie d the Kantian
DT p re nract |y tent | Zeno
d, ** Act consistently on one principle.” Kant

{ \ 0 Oou n \ | t the n 1 Ol

‘ Id | N I ‘ Both

. m { | the re n ma ke
men 1 | N} |1 1 ( 18 that

. Vi lividual « ind  bot ( mp
We ( N L Ccol entiv « 01 | \.];‘ macip

et act wrongl ['o univer the im ol

( therelore, mu mean, 11 1t meaa nythin

O ( celve 1t a L1 el ent 1n tlie \ 1l I 4
hich can be realized con ently t t I'¢ )
of all the other elements that make up that
em.” I'l t h¢ mame thine a the Stoi ae

of actine consistently with our own nature

While the Stoie emphasized the 1nmport e ol
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interests of human life ecan in any way contribute
to the realization of virtue, which is the sole thing
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nes are idifferent when seen in the heht of the
universal reason as the rule of action.  For the Stoie,
as Bradley savs, © The world is the best of all po ible
worlds, and everything in 1t 15 a necessary evil.”
Con t‘lllh‘luli\. the Stoie 1 ascetic and pessini tic
towards the concrete facts of present life with 1t
torm and vre ,lv\l! becomes optimistic when he

makes himself master of the world-thoueht, inwardly

appropriating the whole to himsel seeing through
| necess therebs transtorming them mto
"l‘i"\“ lh the nrst case man 1 a ":\lﬂ In l'\l‘
( ln 1o ter ol w‘ ny ‘\ Cl | |
['o ob Grod reedon I'l one pron { |
0 ( | | L1 ‘ 11 Il ( ) 11 |
( ) 01 Ol He uni {
position which can be consistent maintaimed only
| ( ] L1 naat 1 v ol the I" 1116
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ppe edl n Al otle Dt | STOIC ere no
f1:1 | O CATTV ( fi 1 | "| .
I lav n cen the 1 ( n 1
n tl un [ n onl b e ca i ‘MI i“‘ |
he 1l While 1t may Nnec or the
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101 w‘l} that they inditteren hey are
1},\\ element 1n ’;(4‘ whole ,:r“‘ the good 1l can
( ‘. | reallzea 1 U":,‘v“ ther , that . hrot '_j‘v L1
] 1y the community. "‘ the tate. "‘MI‘I‘ T:‘
point ol iew, the finite with all 1t variety t1ll
.:l»]w‘u\\ Lo 1:;" SLOIC a foreign .:?.‘(l li“wl‘ywi;‘dv‘w
vith the universal. But the Stoic in introducing

the 1dea of God as the universal Mind manifesting
itself in the world, however vaguely conceived, pre
pared the way for Christianity to take up this idea
and vitalize 1t by bringing God and men into an
mmmediate ln'lwnlmi union with each other. On the
ther hand, in failing to appropriate the particular
interests of this life in realizing the good will and in
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declaring that the ideal life consists in identifying
the rational self with the pure divine reason, the
Stoie strips man of his individuality and prepares the
way for the mystic union with (God foreshadowed in
Plato, and especially in Aristotle, but fully developed

Plotinus.

It 18 now clear that the Stoic philosophy of life
met a real moral and relieious need in an age which
had largely given up faith in the gods. Since all men
participate in the divine Mind, the Stoics were enabled
to teach the organic unity u! ||1Hm'|\ and the
brotherhood of men, which tendec | to lessen the hard
!H}‘ Ol {!u'l\ .11|(l to ))Iu?w»!l- !‘w care ot I‘II‘ 'um]'
and sick as God’s children l".'[‘l'a'\.\”‘\ towards the
Christian era and after Christ came, Stoicism became
increasingly religious in character, but it was only
one of the movements that marked this Is»l|L! ]H'IIW!.
Everywhere there was an increasing sense of need
and a deepening of the inner life. Consequently,
there was more consciousness of self and more reflec
tion upon life and its destiny. That there was much
that was cruel and shallow is granted, but it is just
possible that this very shallowness itself sprang from
v despair which could only exist in an age of deep
reflection and inner experience.

It 1s now MH ary to outline another Hn}mlmm
movement, which ¢ -rmltl)mu'vl (fli‘MI\ to the ¢ um!HmH
of things in the first centuries of the Christian era.
during which the Church Fathers gave formal expres
sion to the Christian faith. Alexander the Great
ymbolized the union of the East and the West by
tl 1sal of an Oriental woman. This union had
an mh\\u'ml result which became a permanent

e e \'n,\

possession of mankind. The two great streams, on
the one hand, the Greek learning, on the other,
(h n'Mll' religion and ;n‘l‘ll[ﬂilvln flowed together
finally in the broad current of Alexandrian philosophy,
whic ]: had a powerful influence upon the Church

18]
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{ Fathers. The causes of this union were, no doubt,
; partly political and intellectual, for frequent attempts
o were made to interpret the different lines of thought

and belief in terms of each other ; but a (|n-4'}n']‘ cause
was the increasine need of the inner hife, the growing
conviction of failure to satisfy that need, and the con

: : equent search after help from some source. The
’ intellectual produets of this syneretism are functional
! n their nature, and serve to adjust life to the changed
! G ot
n order to bring the two lines of thought toge ther
I their essential "]('r"Hk\’ was assumed, resulting in
mutual accommodation \\IHII\ requirect radical
changes. Take, for example, the two conceptior
1 nd the vorld. I'he Semitic, e pecia the
Hebrew, wl of most importance in this movement
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‘ econdary affair almost a foreign factor, remove
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moral agency in Israel’s religion, for they brought
a message from a living source of authority intended
for the immediate situation; they seized upon the
inward purpose and social conduct of man as of
essential importance. Righteousness could be gained
only by bringing the will into harmony with the
supreme Person.  Under the influence of the }Il‘n[»]:wl\.
incerity and purity of motives were emphasized, and
responsibility for sin was transferred from the group
to the individual person, while all 1'lu‘ Ilwlldl concep
tions were summarized in the immexhaustible ldeal of

the Messianic kingdom of justice, love, and
e I'l there 1s richness and ‘51'1»"‘“ in the
conceptions of the Hebrew ;-w;\llwl- which
res favourably with the purest Gireek thoughts,

[ ¢ ..‘1 7]‘l2': In tensity of conviction ,:?ui

On the other hand 11 "‘|~ ‘ll‘t‘]v -y!u\‘.H II‘MT 1]\«‘
Gireek taught the one God so far as he taught any

but the tendencv was to identify the Divine with the

world as a whole, which was a rational unity: certainly,

cau ‘ determined whole with causal relation
which were 1N\ nri‘li"‘". rlw‘l‘t' “M‘I‘:'. T}E“ll!}tl were,
the world-centred, with definite conceptions o1 a

ved order which admitted of no interruption.
racle and prophecy, in the Hebrew significance of
these terms. were an abomination to the Greek mind.
The Deity, so far as this conception was admissible,
W nn nent n '1“' COSNMOs, vet \\Hll d 1l”l’h ‘1‘
tendency that became increasingly important. In
e attempt to unite the Eastern and Western thought,
the Gireek acquired an interest n the \}n-v“fh Hebrew
conceptions as !Ml.:l‘l" .unl ]!I‘H]'Ilt'r\'. \\!:l"‘ lln'
Jews turned their attention to natural science and
' | relations of the world-system, developing
tendency towards fatalism. This fusion assumed
manv forms. only a few of which can be noticed.®

Among the Hebrews, the teachings of the Wise
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1

& | Men formed a link between the revelation of Old
! Testament prophecy and the best moral and intel-
lectual attainments of other nations. Their doctrines
e grew out of reflections upon experience, and,
because of the 1dentity of human needs and of human
reason, these doctrines often coincide with conceptions
f of life found among the Greeks. and prepare for and to
ome extent contribute to the union of Oriental and
Occidental thought. The Wise Men shared with the
priests and prophets the moral and religious training

of the peoj le |‘< :le' 1 {wv!,r-'\ altel Il\;n' 431'Y‘!I|
of the levitical Law and the observance of the

! Mosaie imstitution he prophets passionately pro
tested acainst formalism, and enforced the supreme

eternal law In a less exalted tone

v Wise Men taught the lessons of ]'!v1<i1'r tial experi

eeing with the prophets concerning the
}! inferiority of the ceremonial system, | ith them

( eremont em, but v 1 then

i ! hope 1s not evident. Their counsel
! were valued nd served to bring the l""”"" into
vith the work of the prophets, who returned

v feeling with their com endation. just

Delphie oracle approved the Wise Men of Greece

. ( ned I'hese w ngs present developmer
i the conception of Wisd which to some extent
! 1 %
! eflects the fortunes of Israel itself. In the Proverbs,
{ nip it | '\ t] i j__':'.n.”\yn‘\ l.y]v‘_v\ }.v'_
In Job, it begins to be recognized that the
| t nes prosper, Vel "'.l 11 nown
or, although he does not understand the mystery,
ertheless consoles himself with trust in the divine
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power and merey (cf. also Psalms xxxvi., xxxix.,
xhx., Ixxii.) It 18 the era of difficulties. In
Keclesiastes, the Preacher «1!‘.1[1.\' admits the dis
harmony between theory and practice, but learns
irom experience that, 1n \]»m' of the ;l})}':ll'(‘lil Pros-
perity ol the evil, good 1s best, and the m‘.l‘\ way to
make life tolerable 1s to obev the law of God. The
author of Kcclesiasticus does not seem to be in doubt

concerning the ancient doctrine of the relation of

b
riohte

ousness and temporal prospenity, although the
cireamstances are u,‘:.\‘wl[w[r"' to the Jew A ||1
LSO strives to reconciie the pract | ethics of the Wise
Men of old with the ¢ blished of religi nd
recommends the punctual observance of rites and
COre ( thu ffering from the older Proverb
VITT¢ I e 1T 1( lee the Greel nf ence. l.’:
, remaining a true Israelite

I‘ Wisdon O Solomon  r¢ yonds to the (i ek

i t ';': 111 original iu on ol H\‘ilfw‘.‘.I'i.\lnmlr
and Store conceptions of life which i1s now regarded

{
| 1 101
extending bevol | the grave, a 1!"_H":HH'! which

does not seem to be clearly expressed in other Wisdom

literature. It 18 an immortality determined in it
character by righteousness
Two questions now arise: How far w the

doctrine of Wisdom influenced by Greek culture ?
What was the relation of Wisdom to the divine Being ?
Probably the later authors were more responsive to
(ireek culture than the earlier, but all may have known
of the Wisdom of other peoples, including the Greeks,
for political relations afforded sufficient opportunity,
cert ‘.ml‘\' after the ampaigns of Alexander the Great.
The Greek influence 1s, however, most clearly recog
nized in the Wisdom of Solomon.

Acain, Wisdom 1s, for the most part, ]th'Ht'.kH(\'
'wa"‘l\wi. .m'l as \111'}1 i~ d gt'nl‘l;ll |'1IIJ|“’}tYiUIl for
the precepts that grow out of experience. But there

are traces of an implicit metaphysic. Isaiah speaks
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of the * .*lllllf of Wisdom " as one of the three chief
manifestations of the Spirit of Jehovah (Isa. xi. 2).
The Creator puts Wisdom in the inward parts and
understanding in the heart (Job xxxvii. 36). There
is also no time when 1t can be said Wisdom was not.
Wisdom 1s the first-born child of the Creator, the
Architect who presided over the birth of nature, and
sends iwllll ln‘l‘ messengers to turn men irom n'\l!,
thus bringing nature into harmony with moral end
(Prov. vii. 22-31 and ix. 3). As this passage 1s a
noble poetic personification of Wisdom, 1t is only by
implication that 1t can be regarded as identical with
the A0yos ol ”"LH]('HH\ .llfl the Stoi .H!li the
First-born Son of Philo 'th l)l'ﬂil‘ll . In the Wi dom
of Solomon, these Ult‘f.ip!l\ sical
evident ; for, Wisdom 1s ** the worker of all thing

nd “goeth through all things.” Wisdom *“is the
breath ol
flowing from the glory of the Almighty. . . She 1
the brightness of the everlasting light, the unspotted

implications are more
the power of God, and a pure influence

mirror ol the power of God. d!\l] the 1m e Of 1S ;*u‘ul

ness 20)

The later forms of Jewish and Greek thought are
In some re [--'|I~ p.lm!]wﬁ llll'iltjil the view of each
people may have been formed independently. For
example, as the Greek lost his City-State in the final
conque t of Rome and gave utterance to a r!llllj,""l
conception of life iIn a cosn H|H'm..\‘l ’rIH|<I>H}I|‘.V\
ind the 1deal of the World City, so the !li;]w tion ol
the Jewish nation made it necessary for the prophets
to seek for the realization of the In»]rw of lsrael in
the ideal of the Messianic kingdom, which was to
Mnl)l‘;uo' ;l“ races. I"():' lmlh (QIN'l«; :lntl .|t‘\\. il was
a faith in an unrealized 1deal. What the Greek sought
im an ideal which he believed to be one with the
ultimate reality of things, the Jew conceived in the
picture of a future in which the whole state of the
world would be changed—a prophecy of the reign of
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Messiah. The Jew turned from the world as it 1s,
“walting for xhv 1'nn\u|;11inn nf |\I;H““ to come.
The effect was to make religion inward, and to
emphasize the immediate relation of the soul to
God. In Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics, it has been
shown there was a similar inward response to the
Divine, even with a strong tendency to a mystical
union with the supreme Being. 1t was a subjective
relicion, originating both among the Jews and the
Greeks, and preparing the way for the rapid success
of Christianity.

Another parallelism between Jewish and Greek
thought may be noticed. With the development

{

of the idea of God among the Jews, t

1ere wa an 1n
creasing tendency to think of Him abstractly and as
transce 71.1; \\w!‘,wiv \:\.(M,‘_j I\w (:]n-,-l\ " |’\ to
Aristotle. and the Stoies exalted the divine Being
but ere unable satisfactonly 1vr«'\f’[(llil the [ivine
I on to the world. There appears now 1in both
Jewish and Gentile thought a new conception, namely,

that of mediation between the transcendent God
ind His world in the hope of overcoming the in
creasing tendeney to dualism, which had already been

troublesome factor in the svstems of Plato and
Aristotle. Among the Jews, this function of media-
tion was performed by the Divine Wisdom or Word,
or by some angel who has a mission from God to men.
In Greek philosophy, a similar function is assigned
bv the Stoies to the lLogos, which 1s the MUH\.SI"!H
ot the World-Soul described by Plato in the T'vmaeus,
and is the organ of the manifestations of the supreme
Being in the world. In both Jewish and Greek
hought appears the view that man can reach God
only in an ecstasy, in which he both loses and finds
himself in the infinite One. We shall now consider
two examples of this latest form of thought, as found
in Philo, and Plotinus the chief representative of
Neo-Platonism. Both of these systems of thought
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form a large factor in the constructive basis of early
Christian theology.

Although remaining an orthodox Jew, Philo of
Alexandria (about 20 B.c. to about A.p. 40) undertook
to unite the Hebrew and Greek thought, assuming their
essential identity. Adopting the allegorizing method
of the I)!li|1i\l>|>ll"l*~ who reconciled Homer with Thales,
Anaxagoras, and Aristotle, Philo was able to reconcile
the Book of Genesis with the doctrines of Plato and
the Stoices, w lmt'uul(l II;i\(' f_:;lin('«l l}ll‘il‘ !lllllu\npll‘\' ulll‘\'
from Moses indirectly. God is exalted bevond any
distinctions and attributes that man can conceive,
and sustains only an indirect relation to the material
world. Is this exaltation of God due to the Hebrew’s
conception of the transcendent >u|»||mill\' of Jehovah
or to an increasing sense of evil in man? God’s
existence 1s inferred from the purposeful order in the
world which is due, not to the direct working of the
divine I;t‘ilw_f. but to a created imtermediate !,\\j_’(»\
or Son of God, which is little more than the sum of
the Platonic Ideas which are the thoughts of God,
the immanent plan of the world. This Logos or Son
1s not only mediator between God and the world, but,
as ”I'_fll |)llt'~1‘ makes intercession for the world to
God.”® But Philo (lv'ml‘b from Plato ** when he
personifies all the presuppositions of things and puts
them into connection with the angelology, which had
reached a high degree of development.” Nor can his
doctrine of the Logos be identified with the later
Christian doctrine, since Philo conceives the Logos
as the shadow of the Deity, which must not be called
God.® But there is a relationship which will be
considered later.

Philo also held the doctrine of degrees of being and
approximates an emanation theory, although he does
not t]i.\lilu'tly formulate it. Just as the light shining
in the darkness itself remains unchanged, but farther
and farther away appears less distinet until perfect
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darkness is reached, so the divine Being flows forth
in a logical descending order of beings, ceasing in
matter or non-being. This nulxph\\u forms the
basis of an ethic \\lm h consists in freeing man from
the material and sensuous, and his return to the
Deity. Even the Old Testament stories are made
to contain not only historical truth but deep ethical
principles. The mul of this ]mntn wtion from sin
1s to lift man out of himself, until, in blessed vision,
he beholds God while his own consciousness is merged
in the divine light ; and yet Philo, as a pious Jew
believing in the divine ]n(\um]n\ could not suffi-
ciently sacrifice God’s moral attributes, even with
the aid of the '\Ho‘”n!‘h'll method, to [N‘Illlil of his
being a true mystic or }illl‘lltl\1 His system is,
therefore, more that of amalgamation than a real
fusion of Hebrew and “IHI\ thun:hl. whose latent
dualism he renders explicit. But Philo succeeded
in stating more fully than had been done the problem
of reconciling the divine transcendence above the
world with the divine immanence in the world. The
religious consciousness needs both to rise from the
finite and relative to God and also to see (God mani
fested in the finite and relative. Philo could do no
more than !‘Xl\‘l'll;l”\\' subordinate one to the other.
[t was this problem—the centre of all \pwnlxm«
theology—which Neo-Platonism attempted to solve,
of which Plotinus, the mystic of mystics, was the
best representative, and it was just this [m»hl( m with
which the early Chnstian theologians in their turn
had to deal, and which they tre: md largely upon the
constructive bas |\1mn|\hwlh\ the spec ulative thought
of that time. There is a tradition that Ilutmu\
the head of a school in Rome (A.n. 244), and Origen
were fellow-pupils, certainly they were m]nl at
Alexandria, of the Neo-Platonist, \mnmnmv accas
(A.D. 175-242), who had once been a Christian. This
indicates the close relation that existed between early
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Christian theology, of which Origen was one of the
founders, and Neo-Platonism, the latest form of
Hellenistic thought. If, now, we succeed in making
clear the nature of this Neo-Platonic speculation,
we shall have accomplished our purpose of exhibiting
the philosophical antecedents of Christian theology
which arose upon the soil of Greek plnlu\nl»h\ supple-
mented by Oriental religion and speculation.

Although Plotinus was neither a Jew nor a Christian
it 18 Suppos sed that he felt the Ill”lh nce of the Christian
doctrine of rede mpllnn but only to endeavour to find
a substitute for it. Consequently, his philosophy is a
doctrine of redemption, and expresses that growing
sense of need which was found to some extent in P lato,
more fully in the Stoics and in Philo, and was the
common problem of Jew, Gentile, and Christian. |
believe we miss much of the significance of the
development of Greek as well as of Oriental thought,
if we fail to recognize that it issued in a deepened
self-consciousness united with reflection upon the
inner self and its needs, seeking eagerly immediate
union with the Divine through a form of intuitive
knowledge attained by the purest activity of the soul,
which 1s at the same time a surrender to the divine
light and peace.

This Neo-Platonic doctrine of l‘wll'mptiun rests
upon a speculative basis. It has been shown how
Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics grasped the conception
of the universal Reason, but failed to make clear
how the ]w(h(t Universal can have a real unity with
the changing and nn]wlhwt existences of the concrete
world. There was an increasing tendency, in con-
sequence, to a dualism which n';,nmlwl the transient
world as having in it a material substratum that
could not be finally rationalized. Plotinus, not in
consequence of Oriental influences, as some maintain,
carries Greek philosophy to its logical conclusion
along this line, missing, as 1 mlu\v its deeper
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spiritual significance, which it was reserved for
Christianity to interpret and appropriate. Plotinus
represents the relation of God, the world, and man
as an emanation of successively subordinate stages
of being in lessening degrees of reality from the
\ll]vln me Unity. It is not prope rly a p-lmhui m, as

e shall see, for, while all existences owe thei ir origin
tu the A\lm»lutu. the One is not, because of its un-
differentiated being, in the manifold <|l~1m('liun> of
the finite and relative.

[ shall now try to present Plotinus’s doctrine of
God, the world, and man, together with his view of
sin and salvation, using so far as possible his own
words. 3!

We may be assured that the primal Being or God
18 .\inx]vi_\' One in the iFHHH\\iIl}_[ manner. OUneness or
unity 1s found in every existence, for example, an
army, a flock, a house, plant, or animal—each has a
unity without which it would not be. Man, too, is
a unity of the rational and the animal, and he is also
a unity although he is a subject knowing objects, for
both subject and object are a unity. Unity, then,
everywhere stands in contrast to ;Im ality, and 1s
fundamental in everything. Hence the world of
existences in their plm ality is in contrast with the
One to which they owe their origin. The One, then,
is different from all that exists, and is the true reality,
while the many are mere appearances and not lm.xll_\
real, or, rather, all that is real in them is the hidden
Unity.

Nor can this One be described exe ept neg: vtively,
for our thought derives its de \(npn\v .nmlnm-\
from the world of sensuous experience. ** The One
being the Creator of all things is itself no one of them.”
Hence ““ it 1s not a thing, nor intellect, nor soul, nor
in motion, nor at rest, nor in space, nor in time, but
is the absolutely ‘monoform,” or rather formless,
prior to all form, prior to motion, prior to rest. For
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these things pertain to existence, and it creates them
in their multiplicity.” We cannot speak of this One
as a “this” or a “that”; nor does it partake of
the nature of understanding or absolute thought. It
1s infinite, not by virtue of being immeasurable in
extension or number, but because its power cannot
be comprehended or circumseribed ; it wants nothing
in relation to itself or to things. Happiness is not
an attribute of the One; itis happiness. It does
not think, for there are no acts of distinguishing and
motion in it. It is not good, but super-good. Thus
Plotinus exhausts his ingenuity to exalt the One
above the world of different, distinct l]llll}_'\ and
events.

Hence the need of mediators between God and the
world which we know, but which we must not think
of as the direct creation of the supreme One. And so
the Intellect or vois, the unl_\' begotten, the eikwr or
Image 18 }'I'<Nill<’wl |!‘\' the supreme !'Hll‘\' as mediator,
but we cannot except figuratively describe how this
is done. As a light shines in darkness, so the One
“ being perfect by reason of neither seeking no
possessing nor needing anything overflows as it were,
and what overflows forms another hypostasis,” for
" how should the most perfect and primal good stay
shut up in itself as if it were envious or impotent ?°
“ The second hypostasis must come into being without
any inclination or will or motion of any sort on the
part of the One.” Nothing comes from the One
but what is greatest after it, which is the Intellect or
vods which, when generated, turns back to behold its
source, becoming filled with intelligence, for ** this
vision is the Intellect.” The content of the Intellect
1s an immediate possession and not a discursive
thinking, and is, in the language of Plato, the ideal
archetype of all things which the Intellect or vois
thinks as constituting its own nature and existing in
itself. These archetypal Ideas form the ideal content
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of the universe (kdopos voyrds), and are the particular
causes of events. They are called Aéyor, and the vois
of Plotinus takes the place of the Adyos of Philo and
of the Christians.

The Intellect or vets now in its turn becomes
creator, and out of its own perfection pours forth a
mium.\' power, the image of itself, the World-Soul, as
Plato says in the Timaeus. The World-Soul likewise
turns itself to its source, namely, the Intellect, and
1s thereby formed and perfected. This World-Soul
18 indivisibly present in all things and in all lesser souls
which are aspects of itself. Of these lesser souls
there are three kinds : the first are divine or heavenly
souls ; the second are souls that waver between mind
and body, heaven and earth, such as demons or
geniuses, partly good, partly bad ; the third are souls
which dwell in matter and inhabit base bodies. The
heavenly souls are supremely happy in their con
templation of God. Their bodies consist wholly of
Iilﬂltl (ef. 1 Cor. xv. 40). The other two classes of
souls because of their contact with matter are not
free from pollution and unhappiness.

The final stage of emanation is Matter, the limit in
which the creative impulse dies out, immediately
produced by soul, and, when produced, this Matter
turns towards soul to be formed, and * the soul also
immediately adds the form of concrete things to it,
being pained by the indeterminate, as if afraid of being
beyond the pale of real existences, and not suffering
herself to stop long in the realm of not-being,” and
thus there springs into existence the sensible world
which 1s a union of Form and Matter. But there
always remains, exceeding the possibilities of Form,
the formless, non-being or Matter. Matter may be
regarded as evil in the sense of absolute lack, or want
of the good, from which it follows that all that really
is, 18 good. Souls are evil only if they give themselves
over to Matter, that 1s, affirm the utter absence of the
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good. Thus the material world of our perceptual
experience is like a husk containing within itself the
true spiritual reality, the good, which is finally the
Divine.

[t 1s now clear in what sin and salvation consist,
according to Plotinus. The soul is not essentially
vicious, but when, as in man, the soul inclines itself
to non-being and comes into contact with Matter,
her thought will be hindered and she will be filled
with pleasures, desires, and griefs. Kach soul 1s
made to turn upwards towards its supreme Source,
but may fall away from it, become estranged and
fettered by the bonds of the body. ** But her return
to pure thought when, through her recollection of
her former state, she gets a pnilll of (lt']):ll'IllH' toward
the vision of real existence, 1s called a loosening of
her bonds and an ascent to the upper world. Fnl‘
despite her fall, the soul has always a higher part.
But when the soul does |ll|‘|[} ‘_"llll the vision of the
supreme One, like that One, there will be no con
sclousness of distinetions, no duality of seer and seen.
On the contrary, it is by becoming, as it were, another
than himself, and by neither being himself nor be
longing to himself that the seer attains the vision.
And having surrendered himself to it, he 1s one with
God, as the centre of two circles might coincide.
“The wvision 1s hard to describe.” l“\'vl\‘ distinetion
and every difference disappear, ““ as one might pene-
trate into the interior of the Holy of Holies, le aving
behind in the temple the statues of the gods.” ** And
when he proceeds out nI himself, turning from a
copy unto the original, he has reached the goal of
his journey.” Thus the soul presses through appear-
ances to hml by sinking into the depths of its own
inner self. The world that is has worth only as it
pnmt the soul heavenward and to God, ves, to the

(tod even within the soul, in whom is final peace and
rest. Thus the philosophy of Plotinus becomes a
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redemptive religion of life, for to have life is to lose
the self in mystic union with God.

The emphasis placed upon the inner life and union
with God was, however, so great that there was no
room left for social relations and for the historical.
Everything is subordinated to the mystic ecstasy
in which the soul is tr: wsported out of itself into union
with God, which lnmnn.\ when 1t 1s said, ** Now the
eve has become ]l\'lll Nor 18 this inner life to be
thought of as one of inner strengthe mnu and develop-
ment of (x real personality. Here it is that the radical
defects of Neo-Platonism begin to appear, for there
IS NO Te: || unity between the supreme One and tlw
subordinate stages of existence. Plotinus failed {
recognize that ln\ supreme One is merely the creature
of the logical abstraction of unity from multiplicity
only in relation to which unity has any meaning.
Although there slips into his view the thnu”llt of a
blissful inner life of the Godhead, union with whom
15 the supreme goal of human life, there is no place
for the conception of the divine and human personality
in a union in which the individuality of each is con-
served. Still less is there a recognition of the fact
that it 1s just the nature of God as spirit to realize
His life in manifoldly different forms and in the life
and history of mankind. Nor is there an irrational
quasi-existent material substratum which is the
source of evil and eternally in conflict with the
good. This Matter is as much a creature of logical
abstraction from concrete existences as the absolute
One, and both can only be spoken of in negations
which make 1t }umnl;lv that they are ultimately
identical. And yet these unfortunate conceptions
had long been developing in Greek philosophy, and
Plotinus only carried these tendencies to their logical
conclusion, and hence is rightly called the last im-
portant representative of Greek thought.

It was, however, reserved for Christianity to
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appropriate the deeper implications of the Greek
thinkers in the Christian conception of God as a
personal Spirit, realizing His purposes in a kingdom
of individual persons, \\hm(‘ joy and glory are found
in fulfilling the will and thought of tlwn heavenly
Father, who dwells in them through His Spirit.  Chris
tianity affirms that God is [NI\UHI[IT\ who 1s the
Creator of the world and of men. These conceptions
were foreshadowed in Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, the
Stoics, and even Plotinus, and one cannot help wonder-
ing why the less valuable tendencies of Greek thought,
instead, were developed in the later centuries. One
might perhaps say, by way of explanation, that the
negations of a Philo, a Plotinus, and the Gnostics
had to take place that the wholesome affirmations
of Chris 11m11\ concerning the nature of God as per-
sonality in relation to mvn might the more readily
establish themselves and their worth upon the con-
structive basis for theology already provided by the
Greek thinkers. But, while this is true, the Christians
themselves mingled their wholesome doctrines with
the unfortunate conceptions of their opponents. The
significance of the course of Greek thought which has
been reviewed is found in the great conceptions of
life that developed in the changes that took place.
The period should be judged as a whole. Some of its
nn]mlt int features may be mentioned. There was,
for example, a steady 'rrm\th of the |u rsonal subject
towards a fulness of life and activity. Greek specula-
tion lifted man’s soul into a position of ever-increasing
significance.  The Greek placed a value upon life and
found joy in it. The soul’s activity might be differ-
ently directed at different times, but the chief import-
ance of this activity lay in man’s ability thus to call
forth the inner activity of his soul, indeed, to awaken
to the Divine in his own nature. Even in asceticism
and ecstasy, which may be due to an Oriental influence,
the chief factor was an inner activity of the rational
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nature accompanied by belief in life in the fullest
sense of the term. There was also an increa singly
bright hope of immortality, which would mean com-
pleteness of life. Towards the suffering and darkness
of the world there was a certain stiff reserve, accom
|>1n'ul however, by a fresh and elastic spirit of confi
dence in human ability to overcome evils through the
splendid human powers which would surely enable
life to be triumphant. A real contribution of Greek
culture 1s found, likewise, in its H»Hw]nlnn of the
beautiful, which became the type of what 111«‘”1 mlllu"\
piritual life ought to be. As the beautiful conveys

the 1dea of rest in the midst of ceaseless movement,

life has before it a like ideal ; as the beautiful
}Pll‘.lw‘\ for 1its own sake, not because of its uses, so the
mot ;||.\' j_'mn} 1s to be \ull;_'llt on its own account, and
the evil 1s to be put aside because it is evil and is
inwardly ugly, and ought to give place to the inwardly
beautiful. There was, however, ln the latter portio ns
of the period under review, a tendency to reduce man’s
life to a mere shadow in the effort to maintain the
purity and sublimity of the divine Being, and to with
draw from the historical and the soc |.1l and become
ascetic, but this It'lulq‘nl"\' seems to be due, I1n part at
least, to foreign influence.

The formulations of these great 1‘!)11""}'”“]\\ con-
cerning man, God, and the world, and the free personal
life of men in relation to each other and to the Father
of -\]»I!'ilr«. arose out of the needs of the time and ful-
filled their function in ministering to the moral and
religious life. They were nul]nnlf less than different
forms of the lln-ulmr\ of that age. But it was reserved
for a new order of thought in the service of a new
religion to take up into itself the logical implications
of that splendid work of the Greek thinkers and carry
1t to its true fulfilment. Whether the final ¢ ompletion
of the theology involved in the philosophical views
of life taught |)\ Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics,
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and Plotinus, has ever been written, even on a
Christian basis, 1s not at all clear. It is rather yet to
be developed, for the Greeks conceived and outlined
the ** persistent ™’ problems of life, and ages later than
our own will still seek their solution. ** Thus next to
the teachings of the Old Testament Greek philosophy
forms the most important spiritual antecedent of
Christianity.” *
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CHAPTER III
THE MEANING OF CHRISTIANITY

Tue preceding chapter raises the question whether
Christianity introduced a new factor into the world
which was not already present either in Hebrew or
Greek thought or in their fusion. It may be ul»|u1wl
that the <il|1|<ull\ of reaching a satisfactory reply is
unnecessarily increased if it is nnphc | that Christi: ity
was miraculously thrust into the world without any
connection with the previous history of mankind.
Instead, Christianity came in the * fulness of time,”
and was both old and new ; old in the sense that
human experience and thought had prepared for it,
and had, however meagrely, outlined some of its
principles ; new in the sense that these principles
received in Christianity a completion and a vital
1|ll.!lil)' never before ]m\\‘vx\wl. On the other hand,
does not this intimate relation of Christianity with the
past some what increase the difficulty of (ll\mwm hing
it from the antecedents with which it is so close I'\
joined 7 Yet the impulse is strong to ,\wk the differ
entiating significance of Christianity.

In the first place, the word Christianity is an
abstract conception. To llll<lt'l'.\‘l;lll<l its meaning, the
significance of the nature of : 1 conception and its
relation to e Xpe rience 1s pl(‘\ll])pu\l‘tl For our purpose,
it 1s sufficient to say that every mnuptmn 15 a sort
of mental tool or instrument constructed by the
individual thinker for dealing with experience. A
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conception arises in connection with the needs of life
and becomes a rule of action ; 1t 1s both a formulation
of the modes of former conduct and an anticipation of
the future, a map, a chart of life, trustworthy so long
as 1t successfully serves us in our activity but alw: \ys
leaving the way open for a new and unique e xpe rience.
\] |\HI*r Ill\ view of ((il}u‘i\1]nll~ to ,Hl .|\|]|H\
.m«l deeds as the Founder of Chris stlanity, our interest

lies in finding how Jesus understood the Way, the
Truth, and the Life He was living. What Jesus said
must be regarded as His way of expressing the modes
of living, the principles or rules of action that were
manifest in His life, all of which may be taken as the
significance of Christianity. In this manner does
Christianity become practical, a unity of rules or
principles of living validating themselves as experience
increases. If this be true, great interest attaches to
the sayings of Jesus, since they are His formulations
of the modes of life ;uwrl']ln*_: to which all Hll}_’lll 1o
live. In this sense i1s He ““ the Way, the Truth, and
the Life.”?

The question as to what Jesus Himself taucht has
l!"] to 1‘«7[11[H\'t‘[»iv\ ll\.]l !H‘HI not now IN’ (11‘('|l\>l‘1|.
Textual eriticism has shown the [»l'ulml»lq- existence of
a collection of the sayings, or Logia, of Jesus, which
are taken up and absorbed in our Gospels of Matthew
and Luke. This collection of the words of Jesus was
]ill»l»ll \\ older than \I:l”\ S (-(nln' but is evide ]IIl\
not one of the sources of 1|.l.\(m\lu . Mark, .uuvulln\'
to |"x|>l.l~. 1s the illll'l'[)n'l(’l‘ of Peter’s preac lnlll_;' con-
cerning the things said and done by Christ, and 1s the
first narrative of the career of Jesus. Matthew and
Luke use both the Logia and Mark as sources of their
Gospels. Each Gospel has a large part peculiar to
itself, in which the author Ilul\ arranges hl\ material
and changes the lmllll of view as (-nlnp;llt'(l with the
others and with the Logia. The writings of Paul,

though some years earlier than the oldest of our
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u»x‘lll\ do not deal directly with the history of
Christ’s life.  We are therefore shut up chiefly to the
Logia and the Synoptic Gospels for information con-
cerning the historical Jesus of Nazareth. The Gospel
of John introduces us to a later mmm'])tiun of our
Lord, and may be regarded as mediating between the
Synoptic Gospels and the Pauline conception of Jesus.
)f these sources of information concerning Jesu
the Logia llection 1s the earliest and most reliable,
because of its greater simplicity and directness. It is
also freer from the interpretative, apologetic element
h is found in all the Gospels, and represents the
prevailing views of the developing Christian com
munity. The ecritical distinction between this inter-
pretative, apologetic element and the words that may
be reasonably held to represent what Jesus actually
said and taught, throws much light upon the historical
Jesus.  For example, Jesus Himself says nothing of
the conditions of His birth, parents, birthplace or
early life, indeed, the supernatural element 11111 has
entered into the Chureh’s conception of Christ’s birth,
life, death, and resurrection does not appear. The

whi

portrait of these earliest sources of information is of
o' who nuimm! to the divine call in the preaching

John the Baptist, and, after baptism, devotes Him-
‘f‘!l to the re: ||1/|tllm of the Messianic kingdom, the
conception of which is 1|wpvnwl and enriched in His
own experience. Then follows a mental conflict,
variously represented by the three temptations in the
wilderness, whose power sprang out of the popular
conception of the Messiah. The rejection of a material,
miraculous Messiahship was the result of this struggle,
wccording to the Logia, and, for the most part, also
the Gospel narrative. In these earliest sources of
information, there is little of the personal element.
Jesus appears as a teacher and regarded Himself as
the greatest of the prophets and as the Messiah. He
never defined His Messiahship, but seems to have
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(ulnptul this 1dea of His mission at the hlpll m. [t
s privately avowed at Caesarea llnllf pi, and only
illl licly acknowledged on the day of His death in
I(I»I\ to others. 1t 18, however, (ll ar I]l‘il Jesus did
not share the popular view but regarded the ministry
of the Messiah as the culmination of Imv]lullt
ministry. Jesus thought of Himself as marked off
from the prophets who had gone before |'\ the posses-
ion of a «un|]>|1 te knowledee of the Father, which
implies an equally complete knowledge of men in
relation to God. This unique knowledge of the Father
revealed in His own self-consciousness was His chief
resource in His ministry, and this saving knowledge
He felt called to impart to others, and to this ministry
He devoted His hife. As to the nature of Jesus, our
sources do not show that this was ever the subject
of remark or reflection on His part. Nor are we
warranted in saying that Jesus by His words or deeds
made an absolute separ tion between Himself and
others in the sphere of character. Instead, He was
acquainted with temptation and felt the need of God’s
help, which is not, however, inconsistent with perfect
moral integrity nor with full knowledge of the Father,
which 1t was His mission to reveal to men that they
llll*_']lI be saved.?

Reserving the HJ"I")I'Q‘LHI\I‘. .l]m]uj_wll(‘ element In
the writings of the New Testament for later considera-
tion, a brief outline of the fundamental teachings of
Jesus following directly from His unique lnu\\lwlw‘
of the Father may be given. According to the pures
utterances of Jesus, the conditions of entrance ilnln
the kinedom are the better I'iu||l<'u|1—~||<‘\\. the mner
motive, and action in harmony with faith, 1In these
sayings of Jesus appears the human and familiar
element of His teaching, the direct .‘tmu':ll to the
Mor; cl and religions consciousness.  In the Beatitudes
the “poor in spirit” feel themselves superior to
tlw world’s actual poverty, and are filled with a
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longing for the Divine, and by faith already have all
things.

In the controversy with the Pharisees, Jesus frees
the ethical life from subordination to externals, and
love is regarded as the secret spring of the life, joined
with humility, which involves receptiveness, expression
of need, and prayer for God’s grace and forgiveness.
Thus morality and religion are united. These
principles are universalized in the command, ** Thou
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” It is neither
formalism, asceticism, nor mysticism, but a love of
Giod that manifests itself in fidelity to concrete human
relationships for the sake of personal worth, which
shows that the relation of Jesus is pre-eminently
social and [bl‘;ll‘lli‘.ll. Fitness for the kingdom ‘l(‘l»(‘ll(l\‘
solely upon surrender to the will of the Father and
willingness to receive what the kingdom has to give.
While Jesus applies the conception, Messiah, to Him
self as Son of God, Jesus considers it His mission to
make known the Father and the filial relation to Him.
Men are thrown back upon their own moral and
religious consciousness, and what it declares to be the
highest moral and religious end, God requires as that
which it belongs to them to do and which they can do,
else God would not require it of His children. The
theme of Jesus’ preaching is, therefore, the kingdom
of God and its coming ; God the Father and the infinite
worth of the human soul ; the better righteousness
and the command of love. Each involves the entire
sionificance of the (:1»~!N‘l4 The kingdom of God is
the reign of the holy God in the heart, and this king-
dom comes when He enters the soul. God as Father
and the infinite worth of the soul follow from the
conception of the filial relation which finds expression
in the Lord’s prayer and in such words as, ** Rejoice not
that the spirits are subject unto you ; but rejoice that
vour names are written in heaven " ; * Are not two
sparrows sold for a farthing ? and not one of them
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shall fall on the ground without your Father: but the

very hairs of your head are all numbered 7 ; and,
" What does 1t profit a man if he gain the whole
world, and lose his own soul 2 Accordingly, in the

1'1:111'1-[|llul|\ of God the Father, divine |vl'tl»\ idence,
sonship, and the infinite worth of the human soul,
llu' \\ll'>|" ‘:H\]N‘l 1S l'\]:lq"\v'd.:

The Hn«|n'| of John 1s doctrinal and :||m|<ng4'li(‘
rather than I'l“gl';l]dlll‘l'. It defines the p!llll‘i}l]t‘ ol
salvation and of entrance into the kingdom as belief
in the Son of God, which many regard as irreconcilable
with the conditions found in the Synoptics. But why
irreconcilable, for it 1s easy to 1dentify .1”":1;:!11 e to a
truth with allegiance to the teacher of that truth,
particularly if He be a living example of its practical
significance ! A\s Kant said, in believing in Christ
we indeed identify ourselves with the principles for
which He stands. The conditions of e ntrance into the
kingdom, as presented in the Synoptics and in the
(Gospel of John, are essentially the same from this
point of view,

Moreover, the moral element of Christianity and the
religious principle of sonship in the kingdom of God
required a form which would make a history possible.
These lnnl‘ll and religious principles were identified
with Christ, and Christ with the Messianic ideal of
.lli'l‘il\ll*. which made it possible for the spiritual
contents of Christianmity, that 1s, the consciousness of
Jesus, to be taken up by the historical development
and become the consciousness of the world. After
the death of Jesus, the | elief in the resurrec tion hfted
the meaning of Christianity into the eternal. and
stripped it of the limitations of a particular people
and age. Other movements contributed to the
universalizing of the Christian principle of salvation,
such as the death of Stephen, who died for its wider
dgnificance ;  also the liberalizing influence of the
Church at Antioch in contrast to the Church at Jeru-
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salem, which continued the Jewish ordinances. The
Roman Church and its influence also tended to uni-
versalize Christianity in a practical way, freed from
the danger of a return to the practices of the Church
at Jerusalem.!

Our chief interest lies, not in eritical problems
concerning the authorship and doetrines of the New
Testament writings, but in what their authors
attempted to do, which was to express their own
thoughts about Jesus for the sake of their own spiritual
life and that of the religious community. How
' Like
wise, we lull'_' to make direct l‘lll'(/ll“[”‘_’l‘ al connection
with Jesus through the authors of the Gospels, believ-
ing that we shall thus experience directly what it
must have been to be with .lc'~11~ of Nazareth as He
reallv was. This is the motive-force of eritical inquiry

functionally important their writings became

as well as of docile receptivity.  The believer, indeed,
pictures himself as now having personal relation to
the living and exalted Christ, but, to our sense-
dimmed vision, there come moments when this belief
eems to Imlt' before llw lor oing to see and toud ]\ the
iving Son of Man. And vet we are not merely
creatures of sense n this longing, failing to transform
the 1deal of the living exalted Christ into a real
presence, for the longing itself contains the profound
implied truth that, if we could only go back to the
immediate presence of Jesus of Nazareth, the meaning
of Christianity itself would be found in personal
relation with Him, and t-\pt-liv!w'ml in motives of
nul\'i‘l'" 1n }MI!II'»H\’ \\HII \‘!"}) ll'li"‘v'v‘lllll. '”!"M' 13
so implied the hope of experiencing Christ's own
mind in relation to the Father. Nothing seizes us so
[llr\‘.n‘llll“‘.' as our thought of Jesus’ relation to the
Father, for we try to repeat in ourselves what such a
relation to God means. No record or tradition could
fully express the inner consciousness of Jesus, which
was more than even His own words could utter. How
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inadequate language is to express the deep-seated
thoughts and feelings, for example, of love or of
religious experience !

Bergson has shown in his Time and Free Will that
there are two orders or aspects of the self, namely,
the objective and spatial, with its clearness and
fixity, but impersonal ; and the subjective, intensely
personal, *“ ever changing ;nnl inexpressible because

language cannot get hold of it without arresting its
mobility or fit it into its common-place forms without
making it into public property. . . . Hence we need

not be \lll})ll sed 1f only those 1deas which least belong
to us can be adequate l\ expressed in words ™ (pp. 129,
136). Applying this to the re Iwmn\ consciousness,
particularly of Jesus, the words that undertake to
express His inner life can never translate it into
objective, impersonal form, for that life is free, ever
changing yet enduring, and rises out of the fountain
of all Being. Hence even Jesus’ words, and still more
the words of others about Him, leave vast regions of
His living experience unrevealed, though it is the
true reality of Jesus as of all personal life. Believers
seem \:I‘__'lll‘l\' to l'w‘ugni’/n' this fact, for Ihv_\' never
cease II'\‘iHjJ to H’pl'mlllu‘ in thought and tln'lvl;‘\'
create in themselves Jesus’ own consciousness of
personal relation to the Father, which is the principle
of Christianity, because it was the controlling norm
of the consciousness of Jesus. It is also the principle
nl‘ redemption, which consists in return to the Father,

1 whose fellowship alone is a life of purity and joy
]M\\Il)'('. All things work together for this com
munity of souls united in love to the Father and the
Son in the Messianic kingdom that is to fulfil the ideal
of the new humanity.

[t might be objected that this view of Jesus makes
Christianity unrelated to the past and entirely miracu
lous. Instead, it 1s now well recognized that no one
15 cut off from the community into which he is born,
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and in some sense every one is the product of his race
and age. Likewise Jesus came in * the fulness of
time,” and in Him was continued, though modified
and enriched, the message ol the Hebrew ]»Iu[»]wl\,
whose deep insight u]m sented the choicest fruit of
[srael’s e xperience. Just how Jesus appropriated the
ideals of the Hebrews and enlarged their scope need
not be ]»lvwmwl in detail. Nor is it necessary to
decide the merits of the debate between Alfred ’,Hi\_\'
in his work, The Gospel and the Church, and Harnack’s
What is Christianity? as to whether Christianity
consists in a simple essence or sentiment that is
individualistic, and may be abstracted from its objec-

tive historical form, or, as Loisy holds, i»lll\tlill ||)|\
embodied in it, developing ac ording to the ch: nging
environment with a wvital relation between content
and form. Possibly Loisy makes a necessary correc-
tion of Harnack’'s view, and 1s more faithful to the
social aspects ol the Christian consciousness. Suflice
it to say that Jesus left behind Him the il||]>1<'~-lnll of
His life.  Memory and devout reflection caused that
impression to be expressed in Gospels, Epistles, the
Fathers, the Church, dogmas, ¢ Hllll‘~\l'ill~ and institu
tions, and the believer of to-d: 1V 1s called upon to utter
n ln\ turn what he thinks of Christ, which, likewise,
may become a means to a larger individual and social
religious life.?

It follows from these principles that, while we
necessarily conceive Christianity from our own ex-
perience of it, into this experience should enter some
appreciation of its entire career throughout the past
and in the present, which contains also the germs of
its future. Otherwise it would not be possible to
distinguish Christianity from some movement with
which, at a given point, its characteristic features
happened to be closely identified. Moreover, an
adequate conception of Christianity would also require
that it stand in some recognizable relation with the
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rest of the world and with its final purpose. In my
opinion, this is practically what we do when we are
called upon to set forth the significance of Christianity ;
we think of the Christianity of the present, with its
churches and missions, 1ts benevolent mstitutions, 1ts
homes and schools, with their love and sweet charity.
This 1s the Christianity for and by which we live and
expect to live, and which we define chiefly out of our
immediate n‘\}wlivllwn But the past 1s also ours. for
what we possess in the present has had a long history,
and we delicht to trace our Christian inheritance
from 1ts beginnings. Not that we wish to exchange
the present for any stage of the history of Christianity.

Our Lord looked forward to a III”(I triumph of His
cause, and, if it 1s our privilege to share what He
foresaw, why call this present any less the ““ essence ”
of Christianity than the Christ-age itself ? Our
(Christianity 1s not only conceived in the ligcht of the
present, but it is precis sely and only such a Christi: ity
as could spring up in the life of the Jewish peop e,

spread abroad in a Jewish and Greco-Roman environ-
ment, dominate succeeding centuries, win victories in
the present and be the promise of a glorious future
in God’s world. We want even the dark features of
the past, because they enhance the worth of what is
now Im\\u\\wl. The heterodox and orthodox are unl_\'
incidents of the great movement whose majesty is best
appreciated in the light of its history, and whose s1gni-

ficance 1s bound up with the destiny of the universe
itself. So powerful has been the ide: al of life expressed
in Christ to transform and redeem humanity that we
may even ask, why is it not enough that the ideals
called Christian have, since that <-.1||) period, been
the possession of the human mind ?  As a matter of
fact, there 1s a school, of whom Arthur Drews in his
Die Christusmythe (published in 1910) and Strauss in
his Leben Jesu (1835) are representatives, holding that
Christ as an idea of the divine humanity was really
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the foundation of Christianity, but that Christ histori
cally is only a myth whose origin may be tr: weed to
definite causes, and that the account of His life and
works in the New Testament are mythical develop
ments, in which faith symbolizes itself. 1t may be
;:I';illl\‘tl to this \l‘}ll)l)l. without further .‘n‘l'(-pllng 1ts
position, that the ideal of a redeemed divine humanity
1s powerful in its effects, and that when the race is once
in possession of this idea, the only reason for putting
it aside would be the proof of its falsity. In brief,
meanings are, as such, timeless, and the ** finality of
Christianity 7 may well be that certain relations of
(Gtod and man have been so ade quately conceived that
there 1s nothing further to be said ; these relations
may also be ** final causes 7’ or ** ends ’ In‘m;: realized
in the natural and social order of the world.® This
wider view makes it possible to compare the Christian
ideals with those of the intellectual and social environ-
ment of the early Christians in order to discover in
what respects, if any, Christianity introduced new
factors into the world’s his story or enriched and
(lw'}n'nwl old ('Hlll‘l'pllunn

Christianity gave to the world a better conception

of God and His relations to men. 1 hesitate, however,
to say that no one had Iil(\lt)l) slv so thought of God
and men. The conception of God as held by Plato

and Aristotle, the Stoies and Plotinus, not to mention
the Hebrews, approaches in many ways the Christian
view of God and man. But there 1s a difference
between forming a conception of the l)ul.\' as a
puwmlit\ and thinking of man’s well-being as con
sisting solely in union with God, and having this
conception become a vital principle of religious
v\[u*l'i(‘nu'. With the Greeks before ('hrist, the l\u‘M“.’
\\.I\l'lllt"l‘\' the World-Reason, while l'lu]!ml\.\\hu}_’;n\'t-
the best expression of speculative thought in the
second and third century after Christ, exalted God
above all things definite as a Being beyond any assign-
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able attributes. What a relief to think of God

Father in personal relation tomen ! As a consequence,

the Christian faith rapidly won adherents and kept
them constant and devout. But it 1s well to pause
long enough to ask if Christianity may not be the
fulfilment of the best Greek lllnlwll\ as well as of the
Messianic ideal of the Hebrews, thus standing in vital
relation to both and completing what had already been
imperfectly apprehended ?

A similar remark may be made concerning human
fellowship with God, as the fulfilment of life. Here
;u:lin Plato teaches many beautiful lessons about
finding the fulness of life in being like Giod and living
in harmony with God, who is the supreme Good.
Likewise, Aristotle and the Stoics: Plotinus even
makes the central theme of his []lll“ sophy the return
to God, in which the soul attains blissful, ecstatic
intuition, merging itself into the divine Being. But
how differently does the Christian religion conceive
fellowship with God ! God is n}mwn!ul as Father
and believing men as children, whose personality
develops and fulfils itself in direct relation with God,
which 1s a distinetion of great sionificance. The
Christian faith does not lose the human personality in
the divine Being, but it is emphasized, stimulated,
renewed, and put in its true element, where it grows to
a fulness of lnlh" Pos sible nnl\ in this relation.  This
15 to be redeemed, and is a moral and spiritual experi-
ence in which individuality is preserved and empha-
sized, in dis mm.»n from the Neo-Platonie 1dea of
rede mption, w hich 1s to be so filled with the conscious
experience ol the Divine that all sense of inl\nnll
reality is lost and all distinctions are transcended,
though for us 1t 1s difficult to conceive how there can
be any sort of experience without diffe nnli'xlinn\:
yet this seems to be what is intended ; it is re: ly
ontological process in which man, as a passing p'u e
of the divine drama, 1s merged in the Infinite.
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The Christian religion also offered a new order of
things, a re-creation of humanity, a kingdom of grace
and love, while the Greek conception implied that i
was only necessary, for the fulness of life, to correct
the old. The Christian affirmation was implicitly a
negation of the old as something that needed more
than correction. We cannot emphasize too much thi
distinguishing feature of the new religion in its belief
that the [Il‘l'~l‘ll‘ order was to be lv}»lmwl Il_\' a new.
This new ideal required a vivid expression, which was
found in the conception of the * kingdom of God,”
the new creation, the new hllm.mll)‘. It meant a
l'\lhzt‘“ (-'. lll't‘. |n'j_'i!|hil|'_:. |I|~in‘|'1l. ill 1|n‘ I)It‘\l'ni |rlll
having its full significance in another world and
involving the fulfilment of all the hngn-\ that fail here
III ~l'|mlt||lllll<ln to 1|H |0V, '\l lllllllll“.:lllll ln\n‘
in fellowship with the K |Ilnl nul lht' Son. This con-
ception is especially rich in comparison with Greek
\‘ii'\\'\. | ]|1l) t‘\[m S€S 1n III\ ]u/w///r a more w im"
some idea of another life than that pu-\um«l l'»“f
Homer and other }nwl\. for Plato |‘¢‘j<'l ted as untrue
those 1'!»!11'0'[>Iiun~~ of the life after death \\llirll l‘l‘}tlt‘-
sented it as a shadowy,unde wll 'ble existence: nor, said
I’lm» may the voung read such u}»xm\ln.h passages

“1 would rather be a serf on the land of a poor
I)HII.HHIQ‘\\ man who is not well to do, than rule over
all the dead who have come to naught  (Od. xi. 489) ;
or again : * The soul flying from the limbs had gone
to Hades, lamenting her fate, leaving strength and
vouth ” (71. xvi. 856) ; there the ** souls do but flit
as shadows” (Od. x. 495). But Plato himself 1s
apparently convinced that the other life is more
desirable than this, since the soul will there be freed
from the body, which restrains the spirit ; the soul
may even continue its active life, but with a better
knowle dge ; certain it is that only to those who seek
virtue and justice is there reserved a life of blessing.’
But Socrates and Plato were unable to prevent 1lu'
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following centuries from uncertainty tinged with Cl
despair concerning the present world, with no assurance pr
of a desirable life in another. Consequently, the i
Christian faith in a new order of things, a new world Cl
even now being established, a kingdom of God, in ol
which the believer acquires a new and blessed life,
seized the imagination and the heart of a generation P
that had become exceedingly weary through unrealized ; de
hopes and longings. Whence came this assurance ? ' do
Was it not due primarily to the personal experience @
of Jesus, who had such a deep consciousness of God wh
and His own relation to Him that the invisible and the
ideal assumed the character of the real 7 Did not S
those who knew the Master come to share His ideals Ch
with a proportionate depth of emotional experience evl
which transformed these ideals into the most real of froi
all that exists ? Thus the ethical kingdom of God, con
ruled by love and grace, became the true reality and wit
more real than the present world. ".ll'llt'l}ml].l'll in : que
that |(l!l(__'«|l»l|l solved all })l'(i]»h'm\ ll_\ 11 1!1~l'l‘l|liill! lati
them and changing the point of view. That there is t Rlon
profound truth in this conception of the ideal as the ' e
finally real 1s not denied. But the interesting fact 1s in |
that the abstract conception of the invisible kingdom plet
of God, a new order, a new creation, should have fl'”'
become such a vital, present Hui]ll}\‘ as to cause the lool
believer to regard himself as not of this world, though in
living in it, but of another. 1t is more idealistic than beca
the idealism of the sublime Plato, who also recarded 31l 4
this world as transient and perishing. The remarkable the
| thing is that, under the abiding influence of the person- volu
} ‘xlxt_\‘ of Jesus, the ideal, invisible kinedom of God, tend
\ embracing all good and blessing to the believer, 'l',""“
‘ became so real a thing that even now to suggest its Chris
| ideal nature seems sacrilegious. If 1 mistake not, SOI't
, there 1s a marked difference between the Christian il
l,' and the Platonic ideal I‘(‘;llll.\} The Platonist tended the 1

to withdraw from the present unreal world, but the S
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Christian’s ** kingdom of God ™ 1s ** at hand.”
present in this world
finally to be the
Christia

.'!l“?l(l‘.'
to re-create and redeem and
Ul-embracing reality.  Indeed, the

n conception of the ™ new ™ world as a kingdom

upon the confidence that the

world 1s founded 1in God’s goodness, who wrought a
pertect work

the strict sense of reahizing all the
on. not merely perfect in the sense of
itble under given conditions and with
Indeed almighty Love forms the
whole world imto the kinedom of God.?
The Christian faith was also characterized by a new

<"l‘l ntense convietion

ol orace imnd love I'est s

demands ol rea
doine the best po

a give material,

concerning the nature of evil.
Christianity did not solve the problems 'of sin and
evil speculatively, but their actuality was intensified

from the standpoint of Iif'l‘_!lml~ v'\'}n'li!'lu"'_ Jesus’
consciousness of the divine love and of His fellowship
with the Father was |..,u,-,:l,.rr|l.l.- with sin ("onse
quently, the Christian doctrine of sin i

S hot a l"‘l'll
[ative solution of its mvystery, but is

simply an expres

of God. the loss of
whose fellowship appears as the root of evil because
in His fellowship is the only

pleteness of life and

sion of the deep consciousne

ource ol ‘IH'H‘_’I',‘L com
roodness.  The Chri tian believer
thus reflects the consciousness of Jesus and always
looks with suspicion upon any attempt to explain awav
m and evil as an actual condition of human souls,
because his religions experience makes the fact of
vtlni’w elf in the effort to fulfil

"“1' lu of what he oucht to |

sin a real ocd urrence

ah be through his own
voluntarv actions On the other hand. there was a
tenden (ireek ‘}""'ll!i'i"!f. not consistent with its

icance and unfortunately later influencing

1ight and life. to regard evil as due to a
sort of limiting principle called Matter, or that which
] \ 1 rding to [deal Forms, to make

imgs of the sense-world. The

evil 1s,
vere the necos 1ty

of fimteness, while the good 1s
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the abiding reality. The Greek as well as the Persian
conception of evil 1s more metaphysical than ethical.
Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoies are. however, chiefly
ethical, for their doctrine of the will made man virtuous
only when he willed the good habitually. Moral evil
-<l<'tn' I»HII\ Illlull"ll ignorance, ‘llnl i)llll\ bec: Lse
lll" sSenses lll'|llu‘ (hulu S }n 1u|1‘ ([l Lr llhl”n ent can
take place, but ultimately ignorance corresponds to
non-being. The Christian conception is, however,
predominatingly ethical, and concerns the inner life.
The chief problem for man is his own inner discord
which 1s due to his own misdirected will and affection

he strives for his self-realization in the kingdom
||‘ ';'P(].

\ careful analysis of Christian and Greek moral
conceptions cannot, indeed, make a sharp distinction
between them. The Greek seems to have formulated
the principles of moral good and evil so completely
that the Christian does not clearly add to then ideal
content. The uniqueness of the Christian view of evil
1 'lilt' to a new nlv[il]l nf ('.\[n'l'it‘llv'l‘ .|I|<l a4 new con
ception of life in union with the Kather, which sin
imterrupts, and, if the disturbed harmony is not

restored, the very being of the spirit suffers loss.  The
Pagan and the Christian could both use dpaprire to
express sin, which literally means to miss the mark,

but the |'.|;’.lll meant |»_\' it a misuse of his own powers
out of harmony with the requirements of true insight

the Christian implied as much, but for him moral evil
becomes wilful rebellion against the divine Father,
vith consequent estrangement and loss of the divine
presence. There was, therefore, more vivid reality
and a more intense personal relation in the Christian
conception of sin.  Herein also lies the Christian hope
of overcoming sin and its consequences; for, if sin i
i estrangement of personalities, reconeiliation through
the triumph of love may so completely restore the lost
hxl‘lluﬂlY that all traces of sin and its effects will be

the
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for ever obliterated. But if the ideal be simply right

COUSNESS ill the sense of :H‘l’iil'(i \\'llll some l‘!hllli(' or

divine law, the correction of transgression and the
removal of its consequences are difficult to conceive :
and, 1f evil be due to an ontological principle such as
the Greek conception of Matter seems to imply, it can
never be overcome and eradicated.

Again, the Christian conception of the ultimate
I‘I'H'H.l!![_\' of the world seems to be more \;lll\l;u-ln]'_\'
than that of the Greek. The term evil has both a

moral and a phyvsical significance. Disease, storm,

s'x!l‘..l'ulw, flood, lN‘\H]!‘H('(‘. even death, seem to
many natural evils, The Christian and the Greek
solutions of these problems differ. Although the
world with its suffering, sin, and death caused many of
the Greek thinkers to incline towards dualism, as in the
case of Plato and Aristotle, it was held that one need
only press bevond the transient world of appearances
to universal Reason to find that the true reality of
the world 1s a rational whole. The Greek, however,
seems never to have been able satisfactorily to relate
the finite to the supreme Being, though it was often
implied that the universal Reason can realize itself
only through finite and particular existences. The
Christian view of the world 1s more faithful to our life
1S 1t To the Christian, nothing is more unsatis
factory than to represent the world just as it is, as a
kingdom of reason. If so, there is nothing rationally
to be desired except what is, and to turn to a new and

better world becomes superfluous.  But Christianity

aives full expression to the suffering and pain of
existence, and 1s, thereby, faithful to actual experience.
Indeed, the darkness and suffering of life are intensified
in their realness by the exalted conception of the
worth of the human soul and by the demand for love
and happiness. But Christianity is as far from
pessimism as 1t 1= from a ~H}wl‘fit‘i:l‘ n!mmi\nl. With
out attempting to explain away the hard fact of sin
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reflection of the consciousness of Jesus.,  No vividly did
Jesus think of His relation to the Father that His
consciousness was filled with the Father’s grace, love,
ind strength. Nor can the manner in which the
divine assistance 1s ln‘»!u\\wl upon ll;.- ln'lx”\rl be
otherwise described. No theory of the incarnation

satistactorily exvresses the relicious faith in the divine

a tance by which man M-w\"“'mw'x are restored.
Do we not obtain more licht by reflecting upon Jesus’
vivid consciousness of the Father as the source of His
powel 'here mayv indeed be much that we do not
inderstand about the heart’s awakening, but, when
L\ .i"‘HW.. 1 \\i. it lies the believer {'I!Illi 1 ‘.v.-rw_llh
LO « }\lm @ 'w‘ |w“4“- 1‘\‘1"_'""1 II!!] T'm]|l:l“‘\ over sufler
1z except in the vivid consciousness of the Father ?
Or, perhaps the liever’ mind 18 filled with the
thought of Jesus and union with Him, and through
Hi with the Fathe: But, whatever the manner ol

concerving the lvine assistal ertain 1t that

Ce.
Christiamty came into the world with the assurance
of divine help. On the other hand, Plato, the Stoi

le other Hyusr'[“' M the divine presence accom

panying the virtuous wise man, casting upon his life

a gracious blessedness; but the idea of God assisting
the weak and helple to win moral victories and
quicken the springs of spiritual life seems to be lacking

I'o be sure, Socrates and Plato t HI'_'I“ that the god

|

ire 1 leacue with the cood man whose best interest

are served even by the natural world. But this 1s
more theoretical than pri tically ethcient : the mean-
g 1s rather that he who will, throueh his own self
discipline, become wise and pr bevond the order
ol sense-experiences to the World-Reason may be
assured of the divine presence thi hought will

JNIIW‘ he a comfort, but the mitiative li m man’
own effort

Christianity, on the other hand, i1s distinguished b
the unique belief that the mitiative is with God rather
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than with man, and that it is the divine Spirit

for man what he
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1 MEANING OF CHRISTIANITY 7l

[t would, however, be untrue to say that Christianity
first gave this conception to the world, for it was, at
least in principle, recognized by Plato, Aristotle, and
the Stoies, because they made men as rational !\.1!?1
cipate in the divine Reason. But Christianity imparted
to the conception of Christian brotherhood an intense

re:

the Father through the Son. We obtain the most

ne v consequence of human fellowship with

dequate «\leu‘pl:un ol unon among men by reflec

y
f1on upon the conscrousne of Jesus l.w',m\u- Jesu

conceived the relation of men to the Father to be like
His own in some degree, He became the Elder Brother
in the household of faith. Jesus™ consciousness of
relation to the Father is reflected in the individual’s
experience whereby men become conscious of them

15 brethren. Certain 1s 1t that this common

[ erience 1s the "‘!v"'ﬂ\ bond between the units of
Christendom ['he 1deal of human brotherhood 1
east the fashion of the modern world, but this ideal

can become fully actual in experience only when men
reproduce 1in themselves Jesus' consciousness of fellow

]

hip with the Father 5 and this experience will resu
in the fulfilment of the command to love God, and our
neichbour as ourselve
\nother feature of Christianity, distinguishing it
Irom earlier co -v'ir‘ ons of the universe, wa the
wequirement of a history. Christ’'s work was only the
peginning [Kach believer !Ill‘_‘il] contribute to the
comineg of the kingdon Jesus founded a new 1deal
world which had the value of reality. [t needs a
moment’s reflection to recognize the significance of
ving that Christianity made a real history possible
Many Gireel |'||||1- w;'lw‘r lu‘lni !lmi the wi | 1s the
expression of some fundamental principle which put
fortl I "HM‘;' nd takes them bacl nto itself n
ceaseless repetition of the same order, in which there
can never be anvthing new so as to make a true
' [ in Thales

history po 1hle Such a conception found
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and his school, in Heracleitus and Plotinus and other
In modern times, Herbert *}u‘lu'«‘l howed that the
evolution of all Illll!'_f Hlllilll‘- also devolution, or the
return of formed existences to the formle original
tate, whence again, by inexorable laws, the evolution
1s repeated. Such peculations when applied to the
practical life quench ambition and hope.  Nothing can
be other than it 15, and the thought is near at hand
that what is has already been and may be again, and
the ;»!wfwlllﬂf'%I effort of the pirit ol man does not
suthee to l'lln'; .Hl\”ll;‘,‘ new mto existence Men
oon feel themselves in the grip of Fate

It may be that Christianity OV ! le he pe |
bility of a real history theoretically clear, but. practi
ally, 1t overcan I!:'; i tes, | believe. however
that Christianity has something valuable to sav con
cerning the solution of these problem Here agam
the consciousness of Jesu hould be our guide His
fellow ::||‘ with the Father, and the teaching of a new
order of things in the kinegdom of God, won believer
W10 I"II’H' TEn rein a new e and irvviil‘ Hu;wnl_ a new
vorld, which became for them the true realitv. ['he
aisciples ente red into an inheritance which hoth
’II"II) |H‘r:"\".‘Y“‘:‘;,““”'l“‘”“y“‘ I'l Sceeed
Ing generatior of believer have caimned the e
POSSE=s10n \nd to-day who could persuade Christian
believers that their efforts and faithfulness do not

count as real factors i the progre of the divine

Kingdom What has a deeper hold upon 1 than
the confidence th what we do 1s a new factor in the
\\ull:\_ \»‘Il’l no <‘m]'|‘n'_~' of natural condition

could have |‘xwlluwl 4 Are we not origimating case

bringing forth what new (‘an the upreme eflort
of the will be ‘!Iwiri\ the ‘f.nl‘l.-{m chanves of a
universe trom eternity to eternity the e ! The
est of N ‘.«‘|-<‘||1| pon th ense ol realne It

valin !u'.luh‘ t that thi confidence has only a prad tical
significance, for Christianmity supphed the assurance of
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a new order of things in which a real history is possible

and to which human efforts are a real contribution.
We mav therefore boldly say that this world, as 1t 1

1S ot !:“l“‘l'h‘I“I"\ \\‘ntvl,‘; lnlw' \\fl"ix!n“,'urllwll
work of Christ has been accomplished and men re
deemed \re not the final realities ends and value
in experiencing subjects which make a continuou
|l| are in lie experience |u» 1‘:‘.-- 1.el t be
uflicient to say, for the present, that this view doe
malke a history possible. because 1t will then be a
history of exni ence which cannot be eternally com
pleted ; and because Christianity set up new ends to
1“ & w". b 110 ‘ .Hn‘ltw‘l ence, | ( 1 I'¢ I\
history P ible. “u,ri'«'w'y“\_ the universe is ho
fimshed without us and without ow rugele t
I' e 1deals?

|\|h|| endeavow “.TvalA'lM ome ol the
distinguish 1 features ot ( hristianit V', assunili that
I the consciousne of Jesu Himself the reality of
(‘hristianity 1s to be found. 1 have sought to do so
with the least possible use of the classic dogmas, which
are 1m o some sense |-;v~‘:m‘ of the very t g to he
understood. Relyving upon the simplest forn
CXDIC m., | have tried to state the neuishn
features of Christianity as they appeai in Jesus owl
CONSCIONSNA and in the believer experience m con

trast with the Greco-Roman hife in which Christianity
arose. Let 1t be remembered, however, that ever
meaning is necessarily the personal mterpretation of
ome thinker reflecting upon what is given for col
tructive thought. At best, the meaning can only be
le than the whole reality, whi his the hving ¢ Xperl
ence im which the ideal content finds realization
The consciousness of Jesus and the experience ol
believers who have responded to the HNpre on of the
life and work of Jesus are the primary fa aiven foi
mlv'."nla'l.:llt‘lt. In the nature of the ¢ e, Christianity

as a svstem of obiective judgment called Theology 18
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74 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY e 1

man’s product ; it is even a personal construction
serving as a guide, primarily of the individual, but also
of the religious community, and valuable only as it
succeeds in interpreting the Way, the Truth, and the
Life revealed in the consciousness of Jesus in such a
manner as to promote the reproduction in us of like
motives and deeds.
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CHAPTER 1V

'’HE BEGINNINGS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

Tue Iw||t‘\t'| bows 1N reverence before Iln' 1]|<mUI|I Ol
Jesus and lovingly follows Him, in meditation, as He
went about doing good. Conscious participation in
the mind of Jesus and in a like 14-.‘.v»\\~|\|]: with the
Father satisfies the soul that seeks to be saved Thu
the historical and the «'\|n~linu'|x1A1| stand forth as the
chief reality. But religious experience soon strives
to answer Augustine’s question:' “ Quid est, quod
amo, quum te amo ¢ " (" What 1s1t that 1 love, when
I love thee?™) The reply inevitably adopts the
I.lll‘__rll.l‘!!‘ of the believer's social and intellectual
environment,

The New Testament writings have often been
1«"_".H'[|'|1 as :t”t»ltilr-: an n}'.lwlm" but progressive
expression of faith; in them is the beginning of
theology, and Christianity frequently appears as
world-principle. In the Synoptic Gospels the i
torical and biographical predominate : 1t is Jesus ol
Nazareth. In the ,\!'U\](llll‘ |':[>|\l|nw “we have a
doctrine of the Person, but no history of His hife ™
this Person is ** regarded sub specie aeternitatis, intex
preted according to His place and function in universal
history and as the central term in a theology or system
of religious thought. In other words, the (historical)
Jesus 1s a \_\'llllb(ll which the |':[H~1l|‘ Q'\'lhl‘l“' fon
human belief and apply to human experience, indi
vidual and 4‘()“1'4‘11\1' 72 But, as 15 well known, the
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mission resulted in the formation of manv Greek

|

(i‘llil‘ hes, to \\!u.m ,|<‘\\‘l\l| ('1:!111"v11<»!(~ were lt'li'l‘_}]\‘

\ll these diverse elements (‘lv(lll‘llll‘i] to mwii!\ 4‘\«“1
I other and to influence the authors of the New Test
ment. and are reflected i themr writings. On the

ne hand. it was necessaryv to present the new faith

0 as to commend it to the Jewish mind by showing its

relation to the Old Testament. vet make 1t clear that
(Christiamty w a real advance ; and on the other, to
convince the Greek that Christianity was the true

nhilosophy of life, which fulfilled but transcended the
best th s 1 7\\" ‘:fv‘t‘z\ 11‘I’wl,n”

The first Christians were. for the most part, Jewish

lavmen unrestrained by the logical precision felt by
the Scribes, and, consequent fan and enthu

feeline had a large part in t! nterpretations of then
laith. I'wo motive vere at \‘.M‘h‘lll the formation
of this earliest theology : first, the need of interpreting
the per onality of Jesus. both becanse of what

tlready known of ”." and parti wirly bed 1s¢ 0O
what seemed to depend upon Him in the future
econdly 1t W necessary to pre ent the clan ol
Jesu 0 to win the Jews ar | to defend Hn 1 st
hei For both reasons, the oldest Christian theology
partakes largelyv « J¢ h conception o T

the Messiah was the first confession. If tl

dented by the Jews because Jesus died, the Chrstia
lwg-i\ that He shall come again, which could only
be finally proved by the future. But, b D] o
the word * Messiah  to Jesus, the Jewish conception
{ things o coms was seanstersed to Him. Th
proph { Damel are ppropriate ind the con
4:],1 on Non ol \‘ N wlry‘u‘i | l-l' | 1 “ OWwWl
elf-desienation Soon all the Jewish apocalyptic

iil o
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to this objection. But the greatest stumbling-block
to the Jewish mind was the death of Jesus: how
could the fact of His death be united with faith in
Him as the Messiah, whatever new meaning Jesus may
have I"” into the l'wnu-[»linn ? This (llll'\”“ll led to
the theology of the Cross. Emphasis was laid upon
the forebodings and prophecies of Jesus. It began to
be held that His death would have a saving influence
upon His people.  But the conception of suffering as
having a vicarious power and as enlisting God’s mercy
for Hi ,n'upln' was alreadv a |l||I of the Jewish '.ll‘ll.
as shown by the fourth book of the Maccabees. Then
!H]]‘&< 1' .111‘1 H'!t‘!!l!lll!l| ln!lt‘t"lllulh were J'i[hllW' to
the death of Jesus, so that St. Paul. when he became
v Christian, found the formula, ** died for our sins.”
Uready on the lips of the early Church. The next
ep was to 1'\])|‘||ll the death of Jesus by the Old
[estament, with the result that His birth, death, and
resurrection are shown to be according to the .*l'll‘!
tures 'hus the Old Testament with its treasures
s appropriated by the new faith ; Jesus was still
further exalted by the Spirit descending upon Him at
the Baptism and becoming the source of His miracles.
He is the Messiah and David’s Son.  Then later the
\ f Jesus was l'\!!:dlhl"l by the story of His
the conception by the Holy Spirit.  Very
early the 1dea of pre-existence was also brought into
connection with Jesus, and it was inferred that Jesu
Himself lav hidden with God from eternity. Such
re the first attempt by the use of Jewish onceptions
to explain the personality of Jesus of Nazareth, with
the result that His simplicity, love, and human kind
ness were in danger of bemg forgotten. Had the
Jewish Christian Chureh remained the only represent
tive of Christianity, it never could have elaimed the
vorld for 1ts own. It was St. Paul who took the
m and fratful germs of Jewish Christianity to
his Gentile churches, and thus introduced Christianity
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ci. v BEGINNINGS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 79

into the Greek and Roman world. St. Paul uni
versalized Christianity. To St. Paul, Christianity
was entirely a religion of redemption, Jesus was the
Redeemer through God’s grace. Thus he preached
to the Gentiles, freeing them from obligation to keep
the Jewish law, and substituting the freedom of the
Spirit in Christ.  Jesus, the Son of God, died on the
(ross, manifesting God’s love, grace, and forgivenes
rose again from the dead and ascended to heaven.
These conceptions of “Non of God” and * descent
from heaven” were congenial to the Greeks, who were
reminded of their own mythology, but the death of
Jesus still Anl»!u‘.ll‘wl difficult to reconeile with div mity.
The difhiculty, |IH\\Q‘\1'I', Wwas 1n }».!ll removed l).\ the
conception of the resurrection and ascension.

Another IIIII!HH‘IIH fa Iu|‘rnlllll|l\l1|n'_' to St. Paul's
conception ol Jesus was his doctrine of salvation
His view of the world and of man was radically pessi
mistic.  Sim rules man: the flesh wars against the
pirit ; human powers are of no avail. St. Paul put
out every other light and thought of the world as in
utter darkness that he might enhance the supremacy
Ol ,'<'r~\l~. \\Iluw' 411‘A1l| on ]lu‘ ('l'nw as >Son ot ';(rl’l(
resurrection, and ascension make Him the only Lord
and Saviour of men At that time the titles Lord
and Saviour were universally applied to gods and
kings, and their use by St. Paul had the effect of
bringing Jesus nearer to the dignity of the Godhead
The title ** Son of God” also underwent a change
from it ienificance in the earliest Christian com
nunity, for St. Paul now thought of the ** Son of God

a heavenly being eternally with God, ** the image ol
God,” after which God created man These concep
tions were ('nng‘vm‘!! to the Greek mind and had much
to do with the spread of Christianity in the Greek and
Roman world. This * Son of God ™ became man fo
our sakes, that we also might be sons of God. Thu
Paul became the ereator of a new Christology, and
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furnished the theme for the subsequent speculations
concerning the person of Christ. St. Paul did not,
however, mean that the supreme Deity but the Son
of God descends into this world and becomes flesh in
order to reveal the love of God. A similar change
took ;.!,u'n- in the r’un(‘t'pﬁun of the ‘lljil‘il of God or
of Christ, called also the Holy Spirit, given to all
believers in the Christian Church. As yet the con
ception of the Spirit had not become prominent. But
St. Paul already uses the formula, Father, Son, and
Spirit, thus anticipating the Trinitarian doctrine.

St. Paul also had an anti-Jewish apologetic, in
which Christ was made the end of the law, and justi
fication by faith and freedom in the Spirit were
substituted for salvation by works. The Jewish
doctrine of justification implied that God is the judge
who punishes or rewards, for whom Paul substitutes
the God of mercy who forgives sinners on the ground
of their faith, and in support of this view he appeal
to the Old Testament. Abraham ** believed in Jeho
\'.lll, :i!l1l H' "4‘l'|\'ul)wl 1t to llinl for Ii‘_’]l“‘“lh!lt‘\-”
(Gen. xv. 6). “ The righteous shall live by his faith ™
(Hab. 1. 4). Thus Paul brought the Old Testament
into line with his doctrine of justification by faith,
and the God of Jesus Christ was shown to be the God
of Abraham. In a similar manner. the author of the
Epistle to the Hebrews transformed Jesus into a High
Priest after the order of Melchisedec, thus making Him
>:I|H‘Iinl' to |4l‘\'i .xluf .\4!‘1”). ;Hul even to A\I'Hil.‘m.

The conception of Jesus as High Priest after the
order of Melchisedec, and as Son of God with the new
meaning given to the term, removed Jesus from men
and gave rise to the question as to His relation to God.
As reflection dwelt upon this problem, the supreme
God recedes from contact with men and the world,
il”«l. "U"“.l“”‘iill il‘_"'ll('ii“ are i”']“”lw!'“'L !il'?“ we
may refer to the pi‘u}u'_rl‘.t! of the (iw‘wl of John, where
(vod 1s said to have created the world through His Son.,

ali
(n
de
+1

vl
fai




cu. v BEGINNINGS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 81

who is the Logos become flesh and dwelling among us.
[t is not necessary for us to enter upon the discussion
of the source of this Logos doctrine. It may have
been Philo’s writings, although the conception was
already widely prevalent and can be traced in earlier
Greek philosophy. Its ontological character is evi-
dent. So also 1s the ulllli\ of the umupl'un as
the basis of an .|[mln"vllv to the Greeks and those
familiar with Greek thought.

This brief outline of the complex movements
«'-.Iﬁ uning and llli!'l!b[‘l'?ill‘_\" the life and work of Jesus
cannot now be made more complete. I have pre-
sented some of the results attained by those who have
msi«lw a critica I study of New Testament writine
regarded as the natural products of the early Church.
None of these writings are strictly ln.wfl l}»lm although
based upon historical material. * And since the evan
gelists in any case are not chroniclers but preachers,
the effort to disentangle ‘ the historical Jesus’ from
their account must be fruitless, because perverted by
llegitimate dogmatic considerations. It was by the
wpostles” preaching of Christ that the Church came
into existence ; their ])l't’.u'llill;. .uw'ul‘eiin'ﬂ‘\'. nmust
remain the vital soil of her life and the final court of
wppeal by which the truth of her message is san
tioned”” (summary of Kihler’sposition, by Mackintosh,
Doctrine of the Person of Christ, p. 313). It seems to
tollow from such a statement that it would be highly
iHlll‘bl‘l‘ll!T .|H;i|_\'li<';\“_\' to determine the elements in
the New Testament writings that do ('(‘“Illh'[‘\ show
who and what Jesus was, freed from extraneous con
siderations ; that it ought to be possible to follow the
L)j_:lv.ll slvwiu]mwm of the lntvl'}m't.lli\‘v ‘1|m1u:4'!l('

lement which, it is frankly admitted, is in the New
Testament writings, even in the Synoptics ; and that,
finally, the apostolic ** preachers ” and New Testament
writers in general should form ** the final court of
.f}mmi " for the Church and the believer. Manv are

G
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always found who are unwilling to assent to the latter
statement, for the mind of all ages has been disturbed
by the controversies that deal, not with the real
Jesus, but with the titles, Messiah, Son of Man, Son
of God, High Priest after the order of Melchisedec.
Nevertheless, the obligation has always rested heavily
upon many to receive as 111||H\ ‘|111|||>Il1|l\\1' llu'
“illegitimate dogmatic considerations = which render

‘fruitless the effort to disentangle the historical
Jesus.” But how sharp is the contrast with the
simplicity, nearness, human love, and kindliness oi
Jesus of Nazareth portrayed by the Logia, indeed, by
the .\.\nuptn-x if we may trust the results of the
critical study of the Gospels that there are such say
ings of Jesus distinguishable from the interpretative
;ulmlu},fvli(' element! If so, how can this other element
be M‘ll:ln\' authoritative for those differently con
ditioned ?

[t 18, of course, true that the : ap Mln ition of thes
titles to Jesus served the ||m‘m e of ]»H'\ll\ll\“ l]u-
precious truths of the real Jesus, whom they in a
measure helped to conceal. It was because St. Paul
and others succeeded in conveying to their readers
Jesus' own consciousness of the Father's love and
mercy, His readiness to forgive and save unto the
uttermost, that the Christ of whom they spe: ko stall
ils\l)il'ml 1||1> }wlil‘\u‘l \\ill! ll(v|r(‘, (‘lulll"lf_'q',.ullnl Ju‘\”lllrl
for this reason a certain sanctity attaches to the
symt bols of faith lrl||r|4l\u| The Gnostics, however,
were not so successful, for they lost this familar,
human Jesus in their subtle abstractions and faneiful
interpretation of the relations of God, the Son, and
the »\',)llit to the world and to men. To these we now
turn.?

The Gnostics were believers who sought to jilx‘xli(\'
to reason what faith ;u'('v]n\. and to show the rela-
tion of “I:I‘ﬂi'.n!lil(\ to Paganism and to Judaism.
Although Irenaeus speaks of the Gnostics as ** a body
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of men who set aside the truth, putting in its place
fables and vain ;_"«*lw;x|n;1iv\ \\'i"l\'l‘(“.\' }wl‘\'t‘minj_f the
good words of Scripture, which they handle deceitfully

and destroy the faith of many,” > a more generous
judgment would regard them as conscie miulh thinkers
endeavouring to adjust the claims of the Christian
religion to the scientific reason. The ‘-nwn« doc-
trines appear in the Apostolic age, as, for example,
the 1“.lt'hin},f\ of Simon A\l:l;,,'ll‘\ and his followers, ** as
well as the false doctrines which Paul combats in
Corinth, Thessalonica, Ephesus, and Colossae.” But
it is only in the second century, under the influence of
the Hellenic p IIIIIN)} |1\ ol \lt sxandria, that Gnosti-
cism assumes a formidable speculative character. 1t
-iHn'm‘l in a threefold form : the first lwmiul
Christianity as only a purified and expanded Judaisn
the second was animated by hatred of Judaism, .nul
sought to substitute purely heathen ideas for Christian
doctrines, ascribing a dignity equal to that of Jesus
to Pythagoras and Plato, and in general making
Christianity approach as nearly as possible to Pagan
ism ; and the third, of which Marcion was a lrmv
sentative, sought a pure Christianity freed from
Pagan and Jewish ideas.®

[t was about A.pD. 130 that the flood of Cinostic
theories began to appear, pretending to give the
deeper and truer view of Christianity. Being put
forth by able Christian men and appealing particu
larly to the cultured, these views had much immfluence.
The factors entering into Gnosticism often reflect the
prevailing thought of the age, such as the distinction
between spirit and matter, which was viewed as the
source of evil, while spirit was the sum of light, truth,
and reality ; the present world including man is due
to the union of the two elements, the material imprison-
ing and hindering the spiritual.  The Gnostic believed
in a higher world, where spirit exists in purity and
power ; in this higher world are hierarchies of beings
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84 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY »er.1

(aeons), all divine and all manifesting the central
source called God. The world gives evidence of being
pervaded by a certain wisdom setting it in order,
indicating some intelligent agent as its artificer, who
is the Demiurge, the God of the Old Testament, but
subordinate to the supreme God. Christ is a wonder-
ful concentration of the light and virtue of the spiritual
world, and appears at the proper time to deliver those
who are in the power of evil so fur as they are suscept

ible to salvation, and they are saved according as they
apprehend the significance of Christ’s coming and
acquire the true view, the true gnosis of things. * The
hope of the Gnostics was to rise clear of all material
entanglement into the realm of light, knowledge, and
incorruption. What this would prove to be remained
very vague ; no details could be given ”’ (Rainy).”

It may be noted in passing that the term Matter
was used by the Greek philosophers, the Persians,
Philo, Plotinus and utlm'\‘, and so was differently con
ceived, but never refers to matter as it appears in sense
nl»j«rl\ of our material world, though 1t 1s necessary to
its formation. What 18 1t but a recognition of the
privation and limitation that must be the fate of finite
existences 1if there 1s to be a world at all ? Or 1s 1t
the logical concept of pure being abstracted from all
attributes ?

It 1s im[mlt int, however, to note that. while
Gnosticism like Christianity emphasized the redemp-
tion from !lw evil, it extends the uonu[lllun of evil to
the world as a whole, which for the Christian is j_mwl«
that the hwh ney of Gnosticism 1s towards fatalism,
while Christianity affirms personal freedom and re
sponsibility, and creation in the image of the supreme
God, who 1s the God of the Old Testament and
not a Demiurge; that the Gnostic doctrine of the
Redeemer’s person: ity was Docetic in tendency, for
their mnu[mnn of matter as evil did not allow a real
incarnation ; that the Saviour—the pure spiritual
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BEGINNINGS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 85
principle—descends upon the Messiah, pu-pm'«l by
the Demiurge, who dies on Calvary, while the Saviour
is viewed as ';It'\lﬂll\l\ departing from the Messiah of
the Demiurge—the God of the Old Testament. The
Church, of course, believed otherwise, but as yet the
doctrine of the person of Christ had not been formu-
lated, and the need of (Iuihjj SO lw}_::lll to be felt. The
Gnostic method of salvation was by mental and
spiritual illumination, while, for the Christian, salva-
tion was by grace and the surrender of the will, which
were within reach of all ; the Gnostic instead divided
men generally into two classes, the spiritual and the
carnal or material. KEven ordinary Christians as men
of mere faith take Christianity literally and have only
v relative suited to them, but the truly
piritual, the Gnostic proper, by their own enlightened,
illumined nature respond to the revelation of Christ
and experience its power. Only a few can attain to
this state, |n1 they form the true Church.

t this point, reference may be made to the relation
of Gnosticism to Christianity. The New Testament
writings have some features in common with Gnosti-
cism, which doubtless furnished a starting-point from
which even a conscientious thinker might be led into
this heresy. For example, Jesus spoke in parables,

)

which to many were dark and mysterious sayings.
Mark’s Gospel shows also that certain disciples, as, for
ex m'\p]u P 11«‘] ‘|I|<l the two sons of Zebedee, were the
recipients of Jesus’ special love and confidence. Then
there was the (ll‘nlni\v of the S[»il'ii after His death,
which was thought to mean a substitute for Jesus and
a continuance of His work. The Gospel of John, too,
l“"“‘ of a lllll(;lln' knowledge of God and of the Son.
St. Paul, however, contributed most. He thinks of
the world as corrupt; and it would be easy to infer
from Paul that Matter itself is the abode of evil.
Paul’s Christology also contains the elements of the
Gnostic doctrines concerning Christ, for Paul regarded

{1
s

h

i

¢

I



86 A (CCONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY vr.1 Ct
Christ’s nature as heavenly in its origin.  This heavenly a
Being humbled Himself to become man, yet His W
humanity was only after the ** fashion ™ or * simili b
tude 7 of the ]nnl.\' of sin. How easy it would be to b
draw the Docetic conclusion which the Gnosties held ! h
\fter a short time He ascends to heaven, triumphing f
over principalities and powers. St. Paul, too, fre- a
'||1|'l|1|l\' refers to those that are of the flesh and those G
that are of the Spirit.  Likewise the Christian teachers t]
were skilful in distinguishing the double meaning in
the Old Testament. Faith takes only the immedi a
- ately given copy of the eternal truth which the .\'p!'ll P
' of Wisdom I«'\\’:l'r. SUgee 1§!<: |'1:HH.> 41. U!‘.t tion 3 t]
I etween H]H‘e.mll :lhll I\llll\\hwl'j-‘. 'I'|H' (:Htrlit S, Mm ]
! wise, songht a higher spiritual knowledge surpassing
the ~\"‘1fm1{r concreteness \\Iii( h ljllll :H!E”l‘lll'll‘l ..m'! (
{ this hicher ‘v.?w'.'\lt'l‘l‘;t' 1s attainable n[l|.\ [i‘\ a few. n
H ‘ But Gnosticism, although having these points in d
common with the New Testament writings, especially d
those of St. Paul, did not succeed in making its abstrac tl
tions and faneiful constructions the medium of pre ¢l
E erving the wholesome content of the Christian faith e
| in the historical Jesus, and in this chiefly lies the
[ heresy. The best representatives of the more dange 1
| ous speculative Gnosticism were Basilides (about C
| \.D. 120) and Valentinus (d. about A.p. 160). Marcion, t
' though less speculative, caused much disturbance in
the Christian community, for he endeavoured to free cl
Christianity from Pagan and Jewish ideas. For him 0
there was an antithesis between the Law and the o
E | (xo i"'[' Nature reveals to the Pagan at most the 1’
| Almighty ; the Law reveals to the Jew the righteous al
God ; but Christianity is absolutely new and, there el
| fore, sudden, because it reveals the good and com tl
8 | passionate One. Christ was not born at all, but cane b
" directly from heaven into Capernaum in the fifteenth W
1 vear of the reign of Tiberius as revealer of the good it
: God, in contrast with the righteous world-maker, the !
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anery Jehovah of the Jews. Jesus has no connection
with the Messiah of the Old Testament, although He
|>»'\ accommodation .|Hv“wl the term to Himself. His
|.m|_\ wias an appearance, His death an illusion, with,
however, a real meaning. ||||v[m|_\m\ relates Marcion
to Kmpedocles, whose doctrine of Love and Strife he
.ll‘vlil‘uy;lv ited as the good principle of the universe or
Grod, and as the bad l»r‘iill'iltlt- or Matter, over which
the devil rules and to which the heathen belong.®
[Knoueh has been said to show that the Gnosties,
appiving the allegorical method to the N‘H}rhua'n
particularly the New Testament, and ‘!“Il!lll;x(l“l |'_\'
the Hellenic thought of Alexandria, attempted to

transform ('h tianity into a world 1 ]iin‘\;rfl' having
mtological w;_!?}l‘l!l«‘w'. dissolving the ‘l“—fi!ll‘?!\v
Cl tlan principle ol lvation into a transcendental
metaphvsics of the world’s beginning and course of
development. It was only through the formation of
dogma under the dominance of the Roman Church
that the distinctive iristian 1deas of salvation could
enter upon a course of historical development. How
ever cumbersome tl ecclesiastical :‘l1| dogmatic

ucture became in later centuries, the core of mean

ing, the precious Christian teachings of salvation, wer
conserved and made the possession of the later genera
tions, and even of the prese nt.

At first, Christianity, arising among the humbler
(M|

sses and marked by religious fervour, felt no need
ol Ilit‘:»l'l;'k' 1 \!*l‘ll!‘«.'.ll\l"‘. But, when it came into
contact with that pec uliar fusion of Greek and Oriental
thought and religion which appeared in (inosticism
and Neo-Platonism, there arose the pre blem of differ
entiating ( hristianity so as to illh‘l‘{»lt'f and conserve
the Christian ideas of salvation, and not only to defend
‘V.‘.i ol ‘Iil(‘)lll !l:t‘t(l to ;1||. ,I‘lli’ “Hllmll ( |Hllt‘|l. II}MII
which fell in no small degree the prestige of Rome
tself as the chief city of the world, contributed much
to the undertaking. Norare the political changes, due
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to the decline of the Roman Empire and the barbarian
incursions, to be neglected. Ail these things contri
buted to the formation of Christian dogmas and to
their acceptance as the final truth of Christianity.
The dogmas themselves had an important function to
perform in adjusting the Christian community to its
environment.

The first marks differentiating Christianity from its
rivals were found in the Rule of Faith and in the
formation of the New Testament. Then came the
work of the Apologists and the beginnings of Christian
l|1t't»|<'*j_\§ which served as a vehicle for the faith and as
a powerful instrument for its defence and promotion
in the individual and social religious life

Very early it was believed that there was an
identity between what the churches possessed as
Christian communities and the doctrines or regulations
of the Twelve .\[m\ﬂvx. through whom there was a
direct. connection with the Master. * Before the
violent conflict with Gnosticism, short formulated
summaries of the faith had grown out of the missionary
practice of the Church (catechising). The shortest
formula was that which defined the Christian faith
as belief in the Father, Son, and Spirit. [t appears to
have been universally current in Christendom about
the year 150. In the solemn transactions of the
Church, therefore, especially in baptism, in the great
prayer of the Lord’s Supper, as well as in the exorcism
of demons, fixed formulae were used.” * They
embraced also such articles as contained the ll:w\.!
important facts in the history of Christ.” 7 As early
as A.D. 140 the Roman Church "Nl\\(‘\\!‘(l a fixed creed
which every candidate for baptism had to profess, but
it is not probable that all the Christian communities
had such creeds. These formulations expressed the
facts upon which Christians based their faith, and
were rules of faith rather than of conduct: for there
was no objection to the Christian interpretation of the
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moral aspects ol life, but to the adoration of Christ,
and to the worship of God as the Christians conceived
Him. Consequently, these formulae served as a dis
tinguishing mark of the Christian community as well
as a bond of unity.

There is a somewhat precise statement of this
requla fidei in 1 Cor, xi. 1 and 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; another
im Hermas, Bk. 1. Commandment 1. Irenaeus
(A.D. 120 to A.p. 202) gives a short summary of the
faith : ** The Church, though dispersed throughout
the whole world, even to the ends of the earth, ha
received from the Apostles and their disciples this
faith ; 1n one God, the Father Almightyv, Maker of

heaven, and earth, and the sea, and all things tl \re

in them ; and in Christ Jesus, the Son of God, who
hecame mcarnate for our salvation : and in the Holy
Spirit, who proclaimed through the prophets the
-'ll-|w|1~ itions of God, and the advents, and the birth
from a virgin, and the passion, and the resurrection
from l}u' (]ux“. lllfl lln‘ :|~1‘Q‘H\iull Into lH‘:l‘.!’H 1 liu'
flesh of the beloved Christ Jesus, our Lord, and this
future manifestation from heaven in the glory of the
Father ‘ to gather all things in one,” and to raise up
anew all flesh of the whole human race.” ® Tertullian’s
summary of the faith is more extended.?

The appeal to an objective standard, like the regula
fidei, was accompanied by the growing importance of
certain writings which 1t was the custom to read in
the churches, and which were finally declared to be the
New 'I‘i'\l.llllt‘nl. as a «'n”('(‘(l“ll ol .\lmx]ui](‘ \'\ll7i!"_’
ranking with the Old Testament. There is no definite
history of this process, tor the Canon emerges quite
suddenly ; as early as *“ 150, the main body of Christen-
dom had still no collection of (-‘ux}wlx and |‘1(--~‘||-\
possessing equal authority with the Old Testament.”
The Canon first appears in the same ecclesiastical
district where there are the best evidences of the
existence of the ,\]m\h»“r e v/)//'l ‘/I//r/_ The conflict
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of the Church with Marcion and other Gnostics pro-
moted this movement to form an authoritative collec-
tion of Apostolic writings as a weapon against the
enemy, and the next step was to declare that the
Church alone possessed the true writings, i.e. every
thing apostolie, consequently, authoritative. The
gradual formation of the conception of the Church
also accompanies the development of the New Testa-
ment Canon. Omitting the complex details of these
movements and their relations, we pass to the Apolo-
gists and their attitude towards these standards of
belief.1

The Apologists regarded the requle fider and the
New Testament as affording the means of defending
Christianity and differentiating it from other forms
of faith and |\'|.u\\|w}t,:<'. but their attitude towards
these standards of belief varies. Justin Martyr, for
example, insisted upon the recognition of certain
definite traditional facts as the standard of orthodoxy,
but he was such a thorough student of Greek
philosophy that he found in it a strong support
and preparation for Christian faith. Tatian, Irenaeus,
and Tertullian recognize nothing but the traditions
and the Scriptures. Tatian ridicules philosophers. !
Tertullian would confine all investigation to the limits
of faith: “ Let our ‘seeking,” therefore, be in that
which 18 our own, and from those who are our own,
and concerning that which 1s our own,—that, and
only that, which can become an object of inquiry
without impairing the rule of faith.”  “ All doctrine
must be prejudged as false which savours of con-
trariety to the truth of the churches and Apostles of
Christ and God. We hold communion with the

Apostolic Church because our doctrine is in no respect
different from theirs. This 1s our witness of truth.”
The Scriptures, moreover, belong only to Christians,
and heretics are not to be recognized as having a
right to base arguments upon them.”* How different




ci. v BEGINNINGS OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 91

1s the attitude of Clement of Alexandria (d. 217), who,
with Origen his pupil and successor, may be said to
have founded Christian theology! Clement regards
human knowledge as necessary for the understanding
of the Scriptures, and says that * it 1s necessary for
him who desires to be part vker of the power of God.
to treat of intellectual subjects by philosophizing.” **
It is even desirable to know and use philosophy as a
help to the truth, for * philosophy has come down
from God to men, not with a definite direction, but in
the way in which showers fall down on the good land,

and on the dunchill, and on the houses.” * For,

perchance philosophy was given to the Greek
directly and }vli«s.»l‘l]\_ till the Lord should call the

(ireeks. For this was a schoolmaster to lead the
Hellenic mind,” as the Law, the Hebrews, © to Christ.’
Philosophy, therefore, was a preparation, paving the

way for him who is perfected in Christ.” **  Thus the
difference in the attitude of the defenders of Christi

anitv towards the tandards of belief wa reflected In

their treatment.

The peace of the Christian communities was, how
ever, frequently disturbed by the violence of persecu
tions and the bitterness of controversy and ridicule.
I'he persecutions began with the Jews and spread to
the Gentiles. It 1s said that there were ten great
persecutions, extending from Claudius in A.D. 53 and
Nero in A.D. 64 to A.D. 311, when edicts of toleration
were issued by Galenius, one of the subordinates of
Diocletian.’ The controversial attack was directed
"»'_"..i:r" Christ, who was said to be of i|T<';fi|!i'z.|I»' birth,
of humble life and lowly associates, finally sufiering
an ignominious death, whereby He could not be the

Messiah.'”  Celsus regarded Jesus as an impostor, but
the Syncretists and Neo-Platonists viewed Him as
at least a distinguished sage. A second charge was
umed at Christianity itself as a new religion of bar
barian origin which affirmed absurd facts and doctrines,
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such as regeneration and resurrection.” Also objec-
tions were made on the ground of contradictions
between the Old and New Testaments, among the
(iospels, and between Peter and Paul. The Christians
were also attacked because of their blind faith and
their denial of the gods ; their lack of patriotism and
their superstition ; even the charge of unnatural
crimes was made. Thus the age of persecution
expressed itself against what was really purest and
best in 1t.1?

The Apologists addressed, sometimes, the emperors,
for example, Hadrian (A.p. 117-183), Antoninus Pius
(A.p. 137-161), and Marcus Aurelius (A.n. 161-180) ;
sometimes the governors of provinces, and sometimes
the intelligent public in general. It is doubtful
whether the apologetic writings ever reached the
emperors themselves. We might expect that Marcus
Aurelius, himself a Stoic philosopher and moralist,
\‘.Hll|i“l:l\('li\h‘nmltn1‘1(&!]11)]4»@1'\('{ ,\lw]iitn.\lilii;ulw\"
and Athenagoras in behalf of the persecuted Christians.
The persecution was, however, political rather than
religious, and the real teaching and pl';u'lirw of the
Christians was probably unknown to the emperor, who
mentions them in his Meditations (xi. 3), only once,
as dying through sheer obstinacy.

The Apologists sought primarily to lead the
authorities and the people generally to be more
tolerant towards the Christians by refuting the charges
against them, and, secondly, by showing the reason
ableness of Christianity and by defending it against
the Gnosties.  Their argument was both popular and
theoretical. Popularly, they defended Christianity
against the charge of being an apostasy from the
Jewish religion, that the servant-form of Jesus was
inconsistent. with the conception of the Messiah, and
that the divinity of Jesus contradicts the unity of
God. The slanderous accusations of immoral conduet,
secret vice, and superstitious fanaticism were refuted.
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A positive argument was made in support of miracle
and the resurrection of the l)ml)’. both of which were
offensive to the Greeks.2

Our interest, however, centres in the more theoreti-
cal arguments of the Apologists which form a transition
between Gnosticism and the more scientific theology
of Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Athanasius, and
Augustine. A simple statement of their main position
may be made as follows : The Apologists assumed as
iill;l”_\' true \\||411 was lbi‘“(‘\l‘(l l;»\' llw l‘«'“‘_‘inu\ com
munities, namely, the requla fidei, or formula of belief
in Father, Son, and Spirit, together with certain
sayings and events connected through the Apostl
with Jesus; the Old Testament and, after about
A.D. 150, the New Testament were ;.u-l-lnml as the
S.'lxl»Will'x‘\, The contents of these uhjw tive expre
sions of faith were regarded as the revelation of the
Logos in the race as a whole and particularly in Christ.
This objective revelation in Christianity was perhaj
not anything new in content, but it was new in |1~
Illlltllnll ol (um[»]\Ym: and confirming as true what
!Ilt' l.w_fth ilr da l)..'”!.u,!ul‘.l\_ a Nocrates, ;:I|<| d l'|wiu
had already vouchsafed unto men. For centuries
(ireek p}n!mup‘ y had been developing into a religion.
\fter Anistotle, the ethical and religious features of
thought predominated until, at the beginning of the
Christian era, there was a distinct longing for a reve
lation which should confirm as true, as well as com
le«'. the moral and religious thought of the best ol
Platonic and Stoic teaching. The Apologists found in
Christianity real revelation, and had no doubt as to
what is revealed. Thus, through the aid of Christi
wnity, the noblest features of Greek }lll|n l-,‘ 1y, as a
t]lml\ of the world and a syste m of morality, attained
to \utul\ over the |m|\lh~1 » past and descended
from the circle of the learned to the common 'nnlm
The Apologists proclaimed Christianity as the realiza
tion of an :K‘N'lllh'l‘\' moral theism, which they declared
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10 be llll‘ true me aning ol ‘-Iu l\ I)IIIIH u‘»ll\ \\||1 II free vl
from the perversions due to the later forms of Alex
andrian Syncretism and Gnosticism.  This real kin
ship of ideas between Christianity and Greek philo
sophy in its purity constituted the fitting refutation
of erities like Celsus, and commended it to thoughtful
Greeks, who in large numbers became Christians.®
Such a position was also acceptable to the Church,
for it made its beliefs appear reasonable without the
sacrifice of the historical form of the revelation. It
is not altogether clear why the arguments of the
Apologists were accepted while similar efforts of the
Gnosties to e Xp lain Christi ity to the cultured world,
as the highest wisdom, were rejected. The churches
however, regarded the work of the \pologists favom
ably for many reasons : first, there was by this time
an mmtense lnn:ll!;" mn many 4|l|.‘|l'!«'l*- for Ii'll'gl'vliw
revelation of the way of life ; ideals had already been
conceived that were unattainable by mere human
strength; the need of divine help was keenly felt ;
secondly, the representation of Christianity as the
reasonable religion, which fulfilled the moral and
spiritual 1deals of the past, appealed to the good sense
of the intelligent man of the age ; and, thirdly, the
Apologists contrived to make room for * tradition
including the life and worship of Christ, in such a way
as to furnish this reasonable h'llgum with a confirma
tion and proof that had hitherto been eagerly sought
but sought in vain.””  As a matter of fact, however.
no special use was made of the historical. Nor wa
the person of Christ of so much importance in the
scheme of salvatior as it .1|r[r1‘\|l4‘|i to be later. The

confession of Christ was involved in the acknowledg
ment of the wisdom of the prophets, but no new
content of truth was received throuch ( 'hrist, who, as
a great ylv«';l"‘n‘l'. made 1t ;n'w'!»l;il)h' to the world and
\Hl']iuﬂlt‘llwl it. Nor was the method of the A\]mlu
oists new, for tlw only adopted the methods and
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results of the labours of the Jews of three centuries
previous, who, having received a Hellenic training,

i set forth the religion of Jehovah to the Greeks in a
i spiritualized form as the absolute philosophy, whereby
the positive and historiec elements of the national

religion were transformed into proofs of the truth of
that theism. lakewise, the Christian .\!mlnul\'ra
l\'.l“l!l‘__{ upon the Stoiec and Platonie lillilﬂ\«»]-}l\ﬂ
found m the historical features of Christianity a reve
lation and confirmation of the spiritnal and moral
theism which formed the content of their teac !;\' g
Besides, the Apologists did not question authoritie
or introduce foreign elements, All these condition
led to the favourable acceptance of ** the marvellon

1o l"‘.(\"'\’ Christianity to the wor
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the earliest extant. His other pl‘im'i[nll \\‘l'i!illg 18
the Dialogue with Trypho, which expounds the reasons
for regarding Christ as the Messiah of the Old Testa-
ment. Both 4pologies show a thorough acquaintance
with Greek philosophy. He appeals from the scepti-
cism of the later forms of Greek thought to the older
and purer. Socrates and Plato prepare for him the
way to Christ. The prevailing scientific conception of
the world is made to support the Christian faith and
hopes. The Word or Logos is the first birth of God,
who is otherwise incomprehensible.*® The natural
world and all living creatures express this divine
Logos in different degrees. The Christians are not
atheists or teachers of new divinities, but worship God
mu-ltlll(ﬂ to truth, yet are pers secuted, like the Stoics
and Socrates, for no other reason than faithfulness to
the Word 1n \\lll(‘ll they partake. Socrates and other
teachers had the Word only partially, our Teacher
completely, \\In mee it follows that we have the more
reliable truth. Why, then, persecute us? Thus

Justin reasons. Our Teacher foretold even the perse
cutions we suffer, and taught us to worship God accord-
ing to truth. ** And we reasonably worship Him,

having learned that He is the Son of the true God
Himself, and holding Him in the second place, and the
prophetic Spirit in the third.” * Whatever either
lawgivers or philosophers uttered well, they elaborated
by finding and contemplating some part of the Word.™

For each man spake well in proportion to the share he

had of the Spermatic Word. . . . Whatever things were
rightly said among all men, are the property of
Christians.  For, next to God, we worship and love

the Word, who i1s from the unbegotten and ineffable
God, since also He became man for our sakes, that, be
coming a partaker of our suffering, He might also bring
us healing.” ' Thus Justin emphasizes Christ also as
Redeemer, while other Apologists mainly consider
that man is able to redeem himself, if only his reason
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is graciously stimulated so that he may know how to
trunihv vie tul\ over evil powers. He also endeavoured
to give a positive significance to Christ’s death, and
spoke of the blood of Christ as cleansing from sin
which through Him 1is forgiven. But Justin still
occupies the moral and philosophical ground in the
view of salvation according to which Jesus saves as a
Teacher through whom men gain the knowledge of
the true God, of His will and promises, and the cer-
tainty that God will always grant forgiveness to the
repentant and eternal life to the righteous; this
knowledge 1s sufficient to lead man to turn himself to
God, which 1s hife. At the same time, Justin intends
to !'1*Q;ll't| .l"\ll\ as |ml'({ ;:WI “wh'vm('!‘ as \\'t‘”
divine Teacher.?

The work of the Apologists strengthens the self-
consciousness of the Christian communitv and tends
to augment the importance of the objective standards
of faith to which Tertullian and Irenaeus exhibit
increasing devotion. Tertullian contributes to later
theology the terminology, one substance, three per-
sons, used in the formation of the doctrine of the
Trinity and of the Person of Christ, as well as a series

| dogmatic conceptions, such as satisfaction, merit,
sacrament, original sin ;% while Irenaeus makes a
positive contribution to the content of dogma by his
fundamental 1dea that the Creator of the world and
the supreme God are the same, and that Christianity
means a real redemption effected by the appearance
of Christ. Thus the I’vlwll of Christ begins to assume
theoretical importance in distinguis lnnu Christianity
from its rivals. ”t‘ll"«‘ful‘lh Christ 1s to be thought of,
not unl_\' as the ;ulwlll:vlv vxprv\\iun of the divine
Logos, making Him the supreme Teacher, but as
Redeemer, the incarnate God. This redemptive con
('v}»ﬁnn of the Person of Christ becomes the theme
about which the theology of the Church is to be
formed.
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Belief in Christ as both Teacher and Redeemer
soon led to reflection concerning His ability to save,
which seemed to require that He be exalted to an
eternally constituent factor in the Godhead, for if He
be God, surely He can save unto the uttermost. Con-
sequently, every effort was made, not only to accept
what is given in the Christian belief as true, but to
formulate it sub specie aeternitatis. But in order to
conceive the relations of God and the Person of Christ
s0 as reasonably to satisfy the confession of faith in
Father, Son, and Spirit, God must be thought of not
according to the negative theology of the Gnostics
and the Neo-Platonists, but as a Being in whom there
are recoenizable distinetions ; otherwise the confession
of Father, Son, and Spirit could not have final signifi
cance. It would not, I think, be inappropriate to
characterize the movement now to be outlined as the
process of transforming Christianity as a religion
of salvation into an ontological principle, explaining
the universe as such. At that time no other course
\t'n‘!m'wl (»-r\~i|\!|'. Hll~ movement lm'l iV\ source il!
the catechetical school of Alexandria. Here the Church
1'!!\]1»‘\‘|'rl a large measure of ]»l‘u\lwl'i!\'. and the
Christians themselves felt the influence of the literary
activity of the city, many of the young men attending
the lectures of heathen professors, who in some cases,
as, for example, Celsus, began to take a critical interest
in Christianity and 1ts claims. There had ”ll“'"‘l.\'
been, as |'|l'l.\' as A.D. 200, a school of ecclesiastics at
Cappadocia, in Asia Minor, for scientific study in
oeneral. In Palestine, even in Carthage, there were
Christian scholars who sought to appropriate the
cientific knowledge of the age 1o the uses of the
Church. In some cases, treatises of philosophical

theology were w ritten, as, for 0'\';|!ll[)|t‘. by Bardasene
of Edessa. At Alexandria this movement reached
its height somewhat later in connection with the
famous catechetical school. Here the whole of Greek

al
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science was taught, and made to serve the purpose of
Christian scientific thought. Geometry, physiology,
and astronomy, as well as Greek »hlln sophy, were
studied. Plato and Aristotle \\'«w held in high
esteem.

Clement was the first teacher of the catechetical
school at Alexandria. He was probably an Athenian,
and was born in the middle of the second century and
died in A.p. 213. His spirit and method are those of
a Greek philosopher who has become a Christian.
On the one hand, he accepts what is given for belief
by tradition and the Sec riptures, but, as a thinker, it
is for him the highest revelation of the Logos, through
whom the human race is trained in the knowledge of
(God. Clement thus preserves his intellectnal freedom
and independence of external authority. For him

the (14]‘11‘1 stream of Greek learning 15 a preparation
for and a means of setting forth the content of Christi
anity, which requires the fullest exercise of the re-
flective reason. Nevertheless, whatever w»m‘t'mi<\r|~
cannot be harmonized with the Holy Seriptures with
the aid, if necessary, of the 1Ht"'ullt.|| |||1'1||»nl ure to
be h-jwfw’u —a fact that made the work of Clement
'ptable to the churches, who were quite willing to
M:\v him \hu\\ that the Greeks were but children
in wisdom compared with the Hebrews.? Clement
manifests a tendeney to identify Christ and the Logos,
and vet the Logos 1s sometimes regarded as the law
.:'ul or lt'l 1n ’!:\‘ \\'H|H \\Eli\‘ll "M"“l\ most [n-!"w ‘]\'
n Christ as the supreme Teacher. *° The Logos 1
‘hrist, but the |,u1«‘)\ 1s at the same time the moral
and rational in all stages of 1]1'\1‘|u}>l||1'rll.” He who
responds to this training of the Logos and finds life
in God, experiencing the divine goodness, is saved.?
rlniw"'le‘\'. however, owes more to Origen than to
(lement, who was a tranquil spirit, not impelled
to undertake more than his own intellectual needs
demanded. Clement’s work was of the eclectic tvpe,
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and he failed to produce a system. But Origen
(A.D. 185-254) was a critical scholar, a great preacher
and writer. He was an Egyptian, a Copt, the son of
Christian parents, and bore the name of one of his
country’s deities, namely, Origenes, child of Hor,
the God of Light. He had an eager, fiery tempera-
ment, which was softened by 1||l>u| ation, for his father
perished in the persecution of Septimus Severus. At
the age of eighteen, Origen succeeded Clement as the
master of the catechetical \«‘h(ml at  Alexandna.
Here he lived a devoted, u\tlm\l wtic life, marked by
great ability and scholarship.®

Like Clement, Origen sought to unite the philo-
sophical with the traditional and historical features
of Christianity. He begins his work, De Principus,
by a summary of the revelation which the Church
possesses from the Apostles (Preface, 4-8), which
meludes the usual Rule of Faith and the Old .uul New
Testaments. These constitute an ;1l)>(»||1!<*|}' reliable
revelation, which is to be believed, and whose meaning
it 18 the purpose of theology to set forth. These
limitations make Origen appear at times less bold
and free than Clement. Nevertheless, the modern
reader feels the power of Origen’s deep earnestness,
and admires him lul his ability to find a safe way for
the Christian faith through the intricacies of his
intellectual environment.

Origen’s method enabled him to unite the historical
and traditional with philn\‘nplliml principles. This
method was threefold : The simple man may be
edified by the * flesh,” as it were, of the Scripture, for
so we name the obvious sense: while he who has
ascended a certain way, may be edified by the  soul,’
as it were. The perfect man, again, . . . may rec elve
edification from the spiritual Iu\\ which has a shadow
of good things to come. For as man consists of body,
and soul, and spirit, so in the same way does Seripture,

which has been arranged to be given by God for the

of
1«
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salvation of men.” ® This method, sometimes called
:A||t'gnl‘i<';l|. enabled “I'ij_!i‘ll to be an orthodox tra-
ditionalist and maintain ** that Christianity embraces
a salvation which is offered to all men and is attained
by faith, that it is the doctrine of historical facts to
which we must adhere, that the content of Christianity
has been appropriately summarized by the Church in
her Rule of Faith, and that belief is of itself sufficient
for the renewal and salvation of man. But, as an
idealistic plilh»\ul)lwr. 4)1'igvn transformed the whole
content of ecclesiastical faith into ideas ” 3! similar to
those of the best form of Neo-Platonism. Thus he
conceived salvation as a spiritual enlightenment, a
restoration, a contemplation of the divine Being. 1t
may be said, however, that the historical and the
Scriptural furnished the standards of belief to which,
with great skill, he adjusted his philosophical system,
in which he sought to appropriate the results of the
labours of the Greek idealists and moralists since
Nocrates.

The most important part of Origen’s teaching
concerns the being of God 1n relation to the Person of
Christ and the ”nl.\' Slvilit. It 1s '\\Ulllll\' of remark
that the confession of faith in Father, Son, and Spirit
was the occasion of a clearerformulation of the problem
concerning the divine nature, and was instrumental
| in turning thought away from the negative theology
‘ of Neo-Platonism and Gnosticism towards modern
Christian theism. God is, for Origen, incomprehens
ible, immeasurable by our understanding ** when shut
in by the fetters of flesh and blood . . . and rendered
duller and more obtuse.” But God is a spiritual
unity. Although we may not know God as He is,
yet our understanding ** knows the Father of the
world from the beauty of His works and the comeliness
of His creatures.” ® Origen here shows the influence
of the negative theology of Neo-Platonism, but tries
to draw near to the Christian (‘Ulll’(‘[)“(bll of God as
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Personal Will. The |>H'(li(‘;m'>, good, wise, and jnl:l.
are not untrue of God but ill:ul('(ill;m' : the im‘nln]ilt‘-
hensibleness of God is relative, and the nearer we
approach to Him the more mmpl(h ly will the dark-
ness thll seems to envelop Him give place to light.
God is passionless because lllllll(lllj__'lll}_j and eternal.
It 1s ('HIllI(‘M"‘II\iHII to our infirmity that Scripture
attributes to Him wrath, hatred, and repentance.®
The creation of the world 1s due to the perfect
goodness of God, who communicates Himself always in
the world of finite existences. That this may be done,
the divine Being issues, first, into an adequate organ,
namely, the Logos. Of course, Origen uses the con-
('l‘lﬂlnll. |mgu»~_ for the purpose ol 1-,\,mliln|l!ig the
Christian faith, which makes the Logos do 'Iv‘u'
apparently different from what it is with Philo and
Plotinus ; but the conception has practically the same
Il:thlllill;)j for each, Il;llm'l‘\'. the Platonic ldeas, con
ceived as a unity, forming the pure Reason or Intelli
gence of God. This Logos, says Origen, appears in
(hrist, and 1s the pe rfect Image, the Wisdom of God
(ef. John1.1; Heb.1.1). Hence there is nothing in the
[Logos l'ul]ml't';ll. ut He 1s (‘\\'i‘ll”;l”.\' God. Therefore
He 1s immutable and has not a communicated essence,
put 1s God. Being in Christ, the Logos makes Christ
the same in substance with the Father (ogoovaios).
But the Son, proceeding as the will from the spirit,
was .‘ll\\'.lA\'\ \\nll “(Nl S 0L, “«ul (‘ul]l«i not ln' \\i”lul]i
Him, because we cannot think of God without His
eternal Wisdom and its expression. The relation of
the l,("_ji)\ to God, and hence of Christ to the Father,
1S a t'l’;l\t'l(‘\\. I)('gilnlillult‘“ [)I'H('l“\. ;lllti |u‘|uH;~ to
the inner necessity of the divine nature as Spirit.™
Origen beautifully illustrates the Kenosis of the Logos
in the incarnation by comparing the fulness of (h\lml\
to a statue s« ]Il”l as to fill the whole earth and
therefore impnwl le to be seen ; another, in outline
identical with the first, is of such limitations as to be
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presentable. In like manner is the Scripture true
that ** he who sees me, sees the Father also,” for 1
and my Father are one.” %

Origen strives to avoid the Neo-Platonic and
Gnostic conception of the Logos as the first created
being, which would make Christ the Son the highest
creature. He accordingly regards the only-begotten
Son as God’s Wisdom |1~\,']m>l:nit':lll‘\‘ (VmoaTaats), jll.\?

s Augustine does in the De Trinitate.®® 1t 1s not so
¢ In ar that the Holy Spirit is not a creature subordinate
to the Father and Son, as with Basilides the Gnostic
Harnack holds that Origen conceived the Spirit as
subordinate to the Son with a restricted \]nln-l‘o- ol
wcetion.  This view does not seem to agree with

Origen when he says: * Nothing in the Trinity can
be called greater or less.” But Origen does acknow
ledee that the teachings of the Apostles which the

Church possesses do not malke clear the relation of the
Spirit in the Trinity.  Origen, however, yields to the
influence of the Neo-Platonic philos «ml.\ in holding
that the angels of the Old Testament [wlnuul from the
Father next in order after the S]»lllt. and In associa-
tion with the Spirit. Even subordinated to these is
another ““order of rational creatures . . . jlul;{w! fit l»‘\'
Giod to replenish the human race, i.e. the souls of men,
assumed 1n cons equence of their moral progress into
the order of angels.”

While Origen contributes to the formation of the
doctrine of the Trinity, he does so by a skilful ad: ipta-
tion of the Neo-P ‘Hunw [IIl]H\H] ll\ to the Christian
faith, at the same time giving little or no place to the
actual life of Jesus of Nazareth in the doctrine. This
modified Neo-Platonism, united with the Christian
confession of faith in Father, Son, and .\'[)ilil. ]n!urlllﬁ‘\
only a mechanical, contradictory structure. Besides,
Origen thinks of Christ not so much as Redeemer as
an active, creative world-principle which only barely
escapes the Gnostic heresy. In Origen, the functional
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relation of theology to the religious life is vividly
illustrated. On the one hand, he devoutly (uuplml
the traditions, confessions, and \(Hptmo of the
Church as objective standards of belief, to which he
endeavoured to conform his thought in his effort to
conceive it all from the standpoint of the science in
which he had been trained. The combination of the
two factors was his theology, which was little more
than a theory of the \\ml‘l .nnl the world-ground,
the product of the Greek spirit, qualified by plulu ates
taken from the Gospel concerning Jesus as Saviour
and Redeemer. His thought was really triumphant
over external standards, as it always must be, hmlmg
the criteria of truth within itself, indicating that
theology is the product of thought, and as such has an
important function in the co-ordination and promotion
of the religious life.

The Logos conception, appropriated from Greek
p Iulmnpln by Origen and other defenders of Christi
anity, Jl”lﬂll"l! in itself not very definite, and appan
‘ml‘\ admitting of wide accommodation to what was
concelved to be Christian truth, nevertheless con
tained an inner difficulty, namely, it was funda
mentally the conception of the cosmic creative
princip le, an ontological principle, not really fitted to
express the divinity of Jesus Christ as Saviour and
Redeemer. At last its unsuitableness was rec ognized,
and issued in the controversy between the Arians
and Athanasians and Augustine. The ideal signifi
cance of this famous struggle i1s the gradual removal
of the original cosmological content of the Logos con-
ception, and the substitution of that of Christ as
Redeemer of men in such a way that the divinity of
Christ as Saviour was theoretic: ly secured, at least
to the satisfaction of the ecclesiastical party. The
thing of chief significance about this controversy, for
our purpose, is the effort to bring the lhmlmru !
doctrine into such a relation to the saving C hristian
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beliefs as to conserve them and minister to the life
of the community of belicvers. As such, the specu
lative doctrine of the divinity of the Son had an
illl]‘nN int function to ]u'l'lﬂl‘lll‘

Only a brief review of this controversv can be
undertaken. There were many stages along the way.
There was much indefiniteness in the views held by the
bishops and theologians of the Orient about A.n. 320.
'Hll' Xq‘u»l)l;lhmi(' .!II«: xn‘trl’_\'l!l.lj_:ul‘tnlll 1'(»111'1‘|ill«)ll
of subordinate gods and intermediate beings furnished
the background, yet a monotheism was at the same
time maintained. In seeming opposition to this con-
ception of the Deity, was the faith of the Church in
God the Father, Son, and Spirit, as expressed in the
requla fidev and the New Testament. Paul of Samo
sata considered the Logos incarnate in Christ, not as
the eternal Wisdom of God proper, but as the created
Wisdom of God, which was to reduce Christ to a
creature and a cosmie |il|l|l'||l|~'.

Lucian, a disciple of Paul of Samosata, founded a
\"!mul at 4\111.1("'“. from \\||It‘l1 }il'm\'m]wl Ihl‘ .\Hzm
doctrine. Lucian was greatly revered, and finally
martyred in A.p. 311 or 312. His pupils came to
Alexandria, which was more tranquil. On their
arrival they found the Church there seeking for a
tenable, formal expression of its faith which would
be a union of tradition, Seripture, and philosophical
speculation. The prevailing confusion gave advan
tage to the system of the disciples of Lucian, which
appeared to be speculatively and exegetically con
sistent.

Lucian had a pupil by the name of Arius, a Libyan
by birth, and much respected by his followers, although
regarded by Athanasius as a flippant character.®
There had already arisen at Alexandria a suspicion of
scientific theology, united with a tendend y to separate
Christian doctrine from Greek speculation.  Arius,
however, boldly advocated the teachings of Lucian.
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The climax came about A.p. 320, when Alexander, the
Bishop of Alexandria, summoned a synod of about one
hundred Egyptian and Libyan bishops, who excom-
municated Arius and his followers. Arius appealed
to the Eastern bishops, and the appeal was favourably
received. The controversy extended to the common
people. Even in the theatres the sacred doctrines of
the Church were held up to ridicule. Finally, the
attention of the emperor, Constantine, was attracted.
After his victory over his rival, Licinius, Constantine
had become Roman emperor in A.D. 323. In the
interest of social and Im“Iitwl peace, (Constantine
counselled union between the two parties, declaring
the quarrel to be about non-essentials, all being agreed
as to the main point. The emperor soon discovered
that such a reconciliation was impossible—indeed, he
himself was won over to the Western party, that of
Bishop Alexander, by Hosius of Cordova, upon whose
advice,apparently, the emperor summoned the Council
of Nicaea in the summer of A.p. 325, which finally
decided against the Arian party. Harnack says we
41(» not l\.im\\' \\‘Iln [i[(’\i'll"l. lnll H!MMII '.-_\ 5‘ was
Hosius.

Arius held that there are two Wisdoms : *° First
1s the attribute coexistent with God, and next, that in
this Wisdom the Son was originated, and was only
lmmwi \\'iwlnm :![ul \\'(\l'tl as [D.RI‘I.I!JH;{ ol il. ’ |“~-|
Wisdom, saith Arius, lvA\‘ the Will of the wise God, had
its existence in Wisdom.” Hence this Word (in Christ)
is not eternal. ‘ God was alone, and not yet a Father,
but afterwards He became a Father.” * Then wi ]mn‘,:
to form us, thereupon He made a certain One, and
named Him Word and Wisdom and Son that He
might form us by means of Him.” ‘ And by nature,
as all others, so the Word Himself 1s alterable, and
remains good by His own free will, while He chooseth ;
when, however, He wills, He can alter as we can, as
being of an alterable nature.” ‘ The Word 1s not very
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God, (but) only in name.” ‘Even to the Son, the
Father is invisible and the Word cannot perfectly and
exactly either see or know His own Father’ * except
in proportion to His own measure,” as we also know
according to our own power. ‘ He (the Son) knows
not even His own essence.” The essences of the
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are separate
in nature, and estranged, and disconnected, and alien,
and without participation of each other—utterly
mn]llw ‘blulll 4nxti1 n“w|‘ ill essence .x'lvi ','l(".x. unto
infimty 7 (Quotations by Athanasius from Arius,
Oration 1, chap. 11. sec. 6).

On the other hand, the Alexander-Athanasius party
sought to rescue the faith that God had come in

Christ into humanity, whereby Christ, being of the same

essence with God, 1s able to redeem men. Athanasiu
replies to the Arians that he bases his view upon
the S l||’111(1‘~, whose doctrine 1s: “* Very Son of the

Father, natural and genuine, proper to His essence,
Wisdom only begotten, and very and only Word of
God is He ; not a creature or work, but an offspring
proper to the Father’s essence. Wherefore He 1
very God, existing one in essence with the very Father.

For He 1s the 1’.\[)]1'—«@1\ of the Father's Person,
and Light from Light, and Power, and very Image of

the Father’s essence. . . . And He ever was and 1
and never was not. For the Father being everlasting
Word and His Wisdom must be everlasting. We
believe not in a creature, God in name only. I[i

Arius were richt, God would be a monad becoming
mml»lr-ln- in a trinity. But the Tl'i!lll_\' 15 NOU origin
ated ; but there is an eternal and one Godhead in

'l‘l'il\il}’. and there is one !1]4»1_\' of the Holy Trinity.
The attributes of the Father must be in the Image to
make 1t true that he * that hath seen ’ the Son ° hath
seen the Father.” But the Father is eternal, im
mortal, powerful, light, King, Sovereign, God, Lord,
(Creator, and Maker. Therefore He (Christ) was not
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man, and then became God, but He was God, and then
became man, and that to (lcill\' us.” 3

Nor is evil essential in nature, as Arius taught, but
consists, says Athanasius, in the choice of what is
lower in preference to what is higher *—a voluntary
turning away from God who is, to non-being, in con-
sequence of which men ** might look for corruption
into nothing in the course of time.” But God’s
goodness and faithfulness to His word could not leave
men thus, nor could man who had once “* shared in the

being of the Word ” * sink back again into destruc
tion ” without ““ God’s 1la'\i“‘n be in‘_' defeated.” There
fore the Hlu»!lul)lllilt' Word, ;vhllull”ll -Ilillj_i “all
things everywhere,” “in condescension to show

loving - kindness upon us,’ takes a human body,
suffers on the Cross, and in the resurrection triumphs
over death, whereby we are redeemed."

While the above words are taken from works
written after the Nicene Council, they represent the
doctrine which then prevailed over Arius. But this
famous council did not end the struggle. Till his
death in May A.p. 373, Athanasius was in continuous
conflict Hh the Arian party, under whose influence
he suffered five different exiles and was often in danger
of his life. During this long period, Athanasius was
the champion of the Christian faith, affirming that,
for the sake of lwlo‘mptll»n. rod must be Hlullglll ol
as Christ and Christ in God. He put a new content
into the ('nnt'('plinll of the lmgn\ which was foreign
to the philosophy of which the Logos-conception is a
prominent factor, but, in spite of reproaches, he suc
ceeded in maintaining this new but unassimilable
content, and thus appropriated the Logos-conception
for Christian faith as a way of salvation. Although
using the word ouoovowos, he cared only for the faith
in Christ as divine Redeemer which he was seeking
to establish under cover of that formula.** * Atha-
nasius was not a systematic theologian lllu- Origen or
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Augustine. He had no interest in theological specu-
lation, none of the instincts of a schoolman or a
philosopher. His theological greatness lies in his
firm grasp of soteriological principles, in his resolute
subordination of everything else, even the formula
opoovaios, to the central fact of Redemption, and to
what that fact implied as to the Person of the
Redeemer.” 3

(‘nmpuli:u; the two ]mlliw‘, it 1s evident that,
speculatively, they had practically the same concep
tions, but the aim was different. Both affirm the
ll!m\' ol “(Nl .|lul tli\l!llf_'lli»h |n-1\\u'n Creator ;Hltl
creature . both seek to base their (ln"?l‘ll‘.l‘~ on '\1'”}'
ture and believe themselves in harmony with tradition.
Both hold to the pre-existent Christ, who 1s Logos,
Wisdom. Both seem to have made the tacit assump-
tion that redemption through Christ is possible only
by a communication of the divine nature to those
who believe, which 1s, as it were, infused into them.
But the Arian party stood more for a rational principle
and the scientific interpretation of the Person of
Christ. But with Athanasius it was not so much a
question of scientific argument as it was interest in
the redemption of men through Christ, who must be
thought of as divine Son, it was held, in order to
communicate the redeeming life of God to the believer
:|l|w| }il'ill‘j 1l|<' In'l)v\vl‘ imu ]v”u\\:hip \‘.'llil 1|w I“‘i”‘,t’l
Herein lay the significance of Athanasius, when he
maintained the owoovoros doctrine of the Person of
Christ, who is thus one in substance with the Father,
yet the eternal Son.

The doctrine of the Person of Christ in the early
centuries overshadowed that of the Holy Spirit, but
the requla fidei required confession of belief in the
Spirit as well as in the Father and the Son. The Holy
Spirit was, however, for a long time vaguely conceived,
now as gift of God, Spirit of the Father and of Christ
working in world, Church, and individual ; now as an
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impersonal power pmnnw«l by Christ to come after
Him ; now as a created being, subordinate to the Son,
or, again, as the highest dl]j_[(l. Some of the concep-
tions conflicted with the doctrine of the Person of
Christ, for some of the functions assigned to the Spirit
had been aseribed to the Logos in Christ, as, for
example, that of revelation. The theological doctrine
of the Spirit shows a marked line of development
fromJustin Martyr to Augustine. Origen, for example,
seemed Inclined to view the Spirit as subordinate to
the Son, but did not recognize the importance of the
doctrineof the Spirit,nor did it receive specialattention
in the Arian controversy. But between A.n. 350 and
360 Athanasius began to insist on the equal recogni
tion and worship of the Spirit. The personality of the
Spirit was presup Imxul somewhat indefinitely, as was
the personality of the Son. Nor did Athanasius do
more than accept the inner relations of the three
within the Godhead. Athanasius prepared the w: Ly
tor 1||1' (ﬂli‘)‘lll(bl‘i;lll‘- |>.l\||. 1||w_'wl.\ u‘ \ l/lln/n\
and Gregory of Nyssa—who carried still further the
formulation of the doctrine of the IHIII 7, which
assumed a dominant place in the Church.

The doctrine of the Trinity was still furthe
developed by Augustine (A.n. 354-430) in his work
De Trinitate, some say, in the direction of a modalism.
God, he SaYy's, has no ;:till]>lllv~ which imlbl_\' (‘II;IIIf_’i‘.
Indeed, the very essence of God in Himself never
appeared, a statement which reminds us of Neo
Platonism and Philo as well as the Gnostic theology
(Bk. 1ii. chap. ii., Bk. v. chap. ii.). When we speak
of the begotten Son of God, we speak not of the
divine essence but of a relationship (Bk. v. chap. v
\ugustine, consequently, distinguishes between what
is sald in respect to essence and what is said relatively ;
uch are the terms Father, Son, and Spirit, and
* Whatsoever 1s said of each in l'vxl)wi to themselves,
is to be taken of them, not in the plural in sum but
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in the singular. For as the Father 1s God, and the
Son 1s God, and the Holy Spirit is God, which no one
doubts to be said in respect to substance, yet we do
not say that the very supreme Trinity itself is three
(tods, but one God. . . . For the Father by Himself is
declared by the name Father; but by the name of
God, both Himself and the Son and the Holy Spirit,
because the IHIIH.\ is one God” (Bk. v. 1||1|»
vill.). That is, God is properly used only of the
Trinity, which is really singular. Conversely, ** What
ever, therefore, 1s »Im!lwn of God in respect to Himself,
both \|ml\'«'|| singly of each Person, that is, of the
Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit ; and to
gether of the Trinity itself, not plurally but in the
singular.”  The Greeks use odola (essence) for what
we Latins generally call substance. ** They—the
Greeks—indeed use also the word hypostasis; but
they intend to put a difference, I know not what,
between odeia and hypostasis : so that most of ow
selves who treat these things in the Greek languag:
are .0(‘('\[~IHII|WI to ,\(l_\' }m”' HI"'H({I' TPELS UTOOT aogews, Or,
in Latin, one essence, three \ul»mmw\” (Bk. wv.
rfl,l[). vill.). One step more 18 taken, in consequence
of the confusion between essence and substance in
Latin, whereby persona is used instead of iméoracis
(hypostasis). But persona easily assumes an inde
pendent reality, that is, three lrult' endent Person
whereas the three Persons of the Trinity are not
,mn}wl.\ so called in a human sense, but are a unity
in God, who 1s one God (Bk. v. chap. ix.). Augustine
then searches for .‘llll!”'_‘i"\-. In nature and t'«ln"'l.!H\'
in man, of this threefoldness yet unity, which may be
viewed as intended to suggest to us the real nature
of God. Such are, for example, the mind, and the
knowledge wherewith the mind knows itself, and the
love wherewith it loves itself and its knowledge
(Bk. iv. chap. ii.). Or, again, there are three things
in love, *“ he who loves, and that which is loved, and
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love ” (Bk. ix. chap. iii.). But pre-eminently is man
the image of the Trinity in his memory, and under-
standing, and will, yet is the soul of man one (Bk. x.
chap. xi.).

The development of Christian theology in its
earliest forms cannot be followed further. 1 have

tried to sketch some of the chief steps in the formation
of the doctrine of the Trinity, which historically stands
as the distinctive Christian conception of God. In-
stead of mentioning in detail other features of the
history of Christian doctrine, it is sufficient to state
the logical issue that ﬁ('lb;ll'.ltl‘\ the different sects.
It 1s Jesus’ relation to the temporal and eternal.
How can the eternal God be in the h'!n[wml Jesus ?
Is it one divine nature with apparent human form ?
Two natures but no true personal unity ? A human
nature only gradually becoming acceptable to God as
the medium of His Grace ? How can the Absolute
have distinctions within itself ? Are the persons of
the Trinity simply modes of an unknown One, or of
an essence that expresses itself in the modes and thus
becomes known ? If so, what about the relation of
this eternal inner nature of God to the historical
Jesus ? Each of these shades of opinion formed the
basis of sects whose disputations constitute a large
part of the history of doctrine. There is also in the
midst of this battle of words an effort to interpret
Jesus in relation to God as Saviour, without whom
there can be no redemption. The Church, too,
jjl';ulll.l”A\ lu'wmm'\‘ Ill(' lllwlillln of ”It' grace ol Hml
in Christ.

[t is commonly held that, with the establishment
of the Trinitarian doctrine, Christianity differenti
ated itself from the Neo-Platonic philosophy and the
Gmostic and other heresies. l':lll[)]l:l\i\.\IIHIllillil‘}?l.’l(‘l‘ll
upon that which constitutes this differentiation. The
natural supposition is that, of course, the Trinitarian
doctrine itself was such a unique product that it
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clearly differentiated Christianity from its rivals.
Formally, this is true ; and the doctrine of the Trinity,
as the issue of such a violent controversy as we have
reviewed, i1s a great monument in the history of
Christian thought. But is it too much to say that
the victory of Christianity over other views was not
really due to the merit and logical value of the argu
ments 1n the establishment of the doctrine of the
Trinity, be their validity what it may ? All parties
had the same speculative environment and used the
ame Neo-Platonic and Gnostic wnllu']\liuna olften
;s;r{nuflmg’ to the great |»l||1u\u}»!u’l s of ancient Greece.
It would be no easv task to estimate t'liliiu,”\ the
merits of the debate and reach a fair decision in behalt
of either of the debaters. We must then look in
another direction for the real source of the victory ol
which the doctrine of the Trinity was the formal
l'\!~:t‘~~l«u|. and this 1s found in the di ferent motive
of the two IIA.Hit'\. Arius seems to have ought a
ically correct theory of God in relation to Christ
and the Holy Spirit formed in the light of the pect
lative science with which he was .u"lll.illwlwl: and,
judged by that science, he was eminently successful.
But consider Athanasius—a man of deep piety, to
whom belief in Jesus of Nazareth as Saviour wa
precious—troubled because the other party was 1n
danger of explaining away the significance of Christ
anity as a religion of In'tll*mlﬂiun. Athanasius entered
upon the debate to save ~--|vm‘1||ing which he had
<~\|n'llvl|u‘vi and which ntx‘_{}ll to be l\«,n for the
\\HI‘H'\ rn'r‘l. ]‘m u"lu‘l‘u he gives IIIHH'H to th
peculative argument with great skill, but substitute
for the cosmological content of the 1'n11(‘1-'»1hin of the
Logos a content which meant that Jesus Christ is to
be thought of as Redeemer. But the motive of
Athanasius went farther than his thought, namely,
to the Saviour of the historical revelation and the
Redeemer of religious experience, through whom the
|
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believer has fellowship with the Father. Athanasius
was moved to go back to the Christ, even to the
consclousness of Jesus; and he succeeded, not because
of his power and consistency as a speculative theo
logian, but because he seized upon the distinctive
feature of Christianity, which was faith in the divine
human Redeemer, through whom men are saved and
brought into |'t'l|n\\>|1ip with God. But the iIII!'iI".l

tion 1s that the garment woven from the fibre of Greek
sped ulation did not fit the new content; for the con
«‘«"pﬂull of the Logos 1s thoroughly Greek, with a
hlilul'_\ extending from the rois of Anaxagoras, the
MHHH.]{ \\HIM order of c¢h 1\ge accoramg to Hera

cleitus, Plato’s ldeas, and Aristotle’s and the Stoie

World-Reason, to the first stage of the emanation ol
the Absolute accoi line to Plotinus. That 1s, the
moving principle of Athanasius was of far mor
sienificance than the foreign « meception ol the Logo

which gave it form and was incorporated in Christian
theologv as a vehicle of the doctrine of revelation

and ;ml«-m[lliun_ But the conception of the lLogos

was the only means of gettineg a hearineg and winning
the \H‘u'i‘\.‘ the end 1itself, however, was the con
servation and promotion of faith in Jesus as Saviour.
The Athanasian party also aimed to make the theo
logical doctrine t*lnln.mi‘\ the facts of the Christian
revelation of reden !wl"rl‘. and save them from bei
lost in the complexity ol the Hellenic iu'«'ll|.,1ml‘
‘Hl% 1nmotive, IIH\H"\ ', was only ”“}}l‘]l(" tlv realize

by Athanasius and \ugustine, who made little use of
the historical m the doctrine of the Trinity. But
the life of Christ on earth, sharing our humanity
touched with the feeling of our infirmities, vet bring
ing the assurance of its exaltation, is just  what
;x]:[w.tl» to the heart most 1niu~lll|i.\ - and both leade:
eloquently defended the faith in Jesus Christ as re
vealer of the Father and a Redeemer, through who
the believer has fellowsh 'hi

1

P with the Father. A

n
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1s the vital element which gives real significance to
the Trinitarian controversy and which won the victory
in a form which was probably the only form in which
Christianity could enter upon its historical career.
This motive to go back to the historical Jesus of
Nazareth, not as a theological doctrine but as a
living Person, in whose consciousness is the very mind
of God concerning men, seems to have been the real
purpose of the Trinitarians in their controversy, as it
1s of any believer who may ;u'rt',rl the Trinitarian
doctrine without a thought of the peculiar Greek
philosophy that formed its background, and with no
knowledge of the intricate argcument of Athanasius
or of Augustine in his work, De Trinitate, which he
himself !I"__’}il‘[l“l too difficult for ogeneral .\-u'}:’ \nee.
What is /‘w///vf/ believed 1s Jesus Christ. I'o 11;1“.‘ the
Christian community cares supremely for the historical
Christ and ]nth‘\‘])|\ anxious to know that life in detail,
and welcomes eagerly any new discovery that may
throw ll’,_"}l'x upon even the land that He traversed or

illumine the Scripture account of Him. It is not these
primarily that 1s sought, but, through these, Jesu
own consclousness : and the motive of the search 1

that, if we H»HH Hltil\ find out the real mind of “'[H\*f.
we should then know the significance of Christianity
and possess the Way of Life. It is not too much to
av that such was the motive of the Athanasian party

which finds its still imperfect realization in the present
movement of l]u'u’uj_wm‘. science to embody and faith-
fully represent the life and work of the historical
Christ as Saviour and Redeemer.

In conclu 10n, 1t mav be noted that the Trinitarian
controversy illustrates a twofold relation of theology
to the Il‘:\‘_:.'!\l\ life. To one P wirty, theological science.
as such, was predominant, incurring the danger of
lumgn[vlt’}‘\ ||w'||t‘l|1’/,ll._" the liw}wl message ol reademp-
tion. Justin Martyr, Origen, Lucian, and Arius saw
the danger, strove to avoid it, but failed, at least
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m the judgment of the councils. On the other
hand, the Athanasian-Augustinian party compelled,
rightly, theological doctrine to fulfil the import-
ant function of rescuing the distinctive feature of
Christianity as a religion of redemption in which
human need finds satisfaction, thus showing, perhaps
in spite of themselves, that theology or science has not
precedence over religious experience, but interprets
and serves it.

Another lesson 1s l:]llj_!ltl by this famous contro
versy, namely, however subservient theological science
nmay be to the religious life, the I‘u‘u|n”l'xh cannot
avold the formulation of his beliefs in the « onceptions
of the science and |>|>i|u\u|»|xb\ of his time, nor need
he 14‘;"1[11 these 4‘1\llt‘<‘i)llull> as e ~1'm|.1i]_\ tmlt‘l;_’!l to
Christian truth, for, if they were, they could not so
liH‘lnf_'l‘\‘ serve the purposes ol Christian IA|t<>i1l"_"\.
So far as trustworthy, all thinking ends in truth
which are only different ways to the Deity, and the
knowledge and use of these truths promote the
religious life.

On the other hand, the founders of Christian
theology scarcely avoid conceiving the divine Being,
like Philo and the Neo-Platonist, as so far removed
from this evil world as to require subordinate, medi-
ating age ncies of which the Logos, the Word, the Son
Is supreme, and possibly the only Mediator. Nor did
they succeed In l’lll\lll‘f clear "n relation of God as
“essence  to the ‘lflu v, Son, and S])Illl. "l‘ll;till|"\
the historical is unessential in the speculative doctrine
of the Trinity as it was finally formulated. Nor were
they unresponsive to the dualistic element in contem
porary thought; for the ** carnal” nature was still
conceived to war ;Ij.'{l'ltl\T the >|)il‘l1. f_’i\ill'_f rise to a
mystic tendency to escape from the natural to find
rest, as the }'H 1t Augustine said, in the changeles
God. It will be shown later that the philos nplm ]
basis on which the dli\ IIJI‘H]H"IIH\ reared the doe-
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trines of the Christian faith 1s far inferior to the con-
structive basis for theology ]il(i\lllwl by modern
»hllmul»lm | thought, in the light of which the Trini-
tarian controversy appears as a \Ylll'“'lt' to reach the
m,luptmn of God as a self-conscious personal Spirit
manifesting Himself in the world of finite existences,
:|l|'| having His life in and through the lives of persons
who thus have their being as children in their heavenly
Father. This conception of God and men is more

ithful to the consciousness of Jesus, who is the Elder
yrother in the household of faith. Nor is the sin of
men due to an eternal matter to which unfortunately

they have relation in this life. Were human sins due
|

to anything else than the voluntary action of self
determining persons in their effort to fulfil thein
divinely appointed end, were reality anvthing else

ly spiritual, sin could not be removed by

than final
forgiveness and swallowed up 1n the :'i\lll‘_{ Saviour-
hood of God. The founders of Christian theology
vaguely saw this, but it 1s only modern thought
that provides a satisfactory constructive basis for a
theology that shall more I(lu]ll tely embod ¥ this
deeper content of our faith.
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CHAPTER V
THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION !

ArTER the doctrine of the Person of Christ had been
formulated, the Church entered upon a long period
Hl (it'\'l’EH‘)'lu‘hl. .'IH'I rose iillllt‘l ”.‘4‘ Il'dlé(‘lrlli}) 'i"
Rome to a commanding ]m\illnll, Religious thought
became largely occupied with the interpretation of the
doctrines .1|H‘4u_‘,' formulated and then .1|'|ﬁ}il‘,\1luli to
social, political, and religious life. The period between
the death of Augustine and the Reformation was
characterized I,.\- the Imncreasing power of the ecclesi-
astical system and the subjection of the individual to
some form of external authority. There were several
attempts within the Church to reform its life, which
had become worldly and corrupt, but the Church
readily absorbed these reforms without greatly modi

fving its course. Then came the Lutheran Reforma

tion, for which previous events had prepared the way.
The Reformation was individualistic, emphasizing
subjective freedom and independence of all forms of
;l‘l”l‘lll'_\‘. After the Reformation, there was both a
Roman Catholic and a Protestant reaction : for the
(latholie, 1t was the Roman Church and its teach

ings which were reaffirmed ; for the Protestant, thi

authority was variously conceived as found in the
State Church, in the Bible, and in the creeds. Thi

was followed bv a second reaction on the part of

both Roman Catholics and Protestants, but in the

! For Literature see p
118
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»m)n\itt' direction, 1',\‘»'1'\\“1;1 itself in a I\'IUl:'Il(‘_\‘ to
return to the subjective individualistic position, in
which creeds of all kinds become symbols of faith,
which have the function of serving the religious life
of the community of believers. This reaction is
known. on the one hand, as the ** Old Catholic Move-
ment ”’ and Modernism, so prominent at the present
time in the Roman Church; and on the other hand,
the new theological movement, represented by Schleier

1 1.1

N ’l‘!‘.t‘l and Iht' “l cnian \1;l4|"|~ .~I"] ‘Il\(i |IA\' HH‘

1

;fi;ij\ ition of Protestant sects and denominations,

which creeds become of little more im}-t»l?lru«‘

n conve t 1torn of umty of the }).HY%"]IV:!
p of b 0 M o formulate and adopt
( | shall now briefly outline the doctrinal basi

these mover { id  indicate the "'14‘vw(v\‘,'l<‘|:
roblem that nvolved requesting the reader to
pply the historical details, which might well be
ven in full if my present purpose permitted

ore natural than what actually
hurche

LooK place as the early ( hristians formed «

preached Jesus. drew ttention to then elves, met
opposition Irom kilful, often slanderous eritics, and
finally suffered deadly persecution,—namelv, objective
bonds of social union and differentiation from the hfe
about them, supplied by traditions, confessions, and
weredt writings, were rega led as a necessary mean
of sell eservation and advancement It was mevit
able that ilw o niliwi;‘_.- ~':‘l'<1;‘(i ~|H¥|‘I‘1] come to

assume an ever greater function with the increasing

complexity of the relations of the Christian com-

nunities, until at last, under the dominance of Rome
as the chief city of the world, the Roman Church
became supreme, with the Church of Constantinople
d ilnll‘v!v\ulm' I:\.A‘a ‘!‘lll' t‘mlrrlu: 1\ "!uw’l\i'\ H:.xll«‘
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Christianity the national religion, chiefly from the
political motive that a united empire required a
united Church and a common belief. Hence the
necessity of force against heretics and the transforma-
tion of the dogmas of councils into commands, with
penalties attached. It was also held that the General
Counecil, composed of the bishops of all the churches,
each guided by the Holy Spirit, could not fail to reach
conclusions embodying the mind of Christ. Conse
quently, the products of the General Councils were
the absolute truth, to which perfect submission was
not only fitting for the believer but required. IHere
political and ecclesiastical coercion and the free pirid
ol [1']['_(|n|l\ devotion curiously n i!}:’w‘ll to create a
mighty instrument of the Church, so effectively used
in the later centuries.

[t was Augustine who had most to do with the
doctrinal foundation of the authority of the Chureh
and of i1ts relation to the otate. In the Civitas Dei he
sets forth his conception of the glorious societv and
celestial city, partly on earth, partly in heaven (Bk. i.
chap. 1.). VHHWN:V of God 1s mingled with the tem
[ML([":I\ for whose peace 1t pray (Bk. xy zlm}».\\\,.?.
The earthly and the heavenly city are based upon two
different loves: ”ll'lnf‘fl.li_\ upon self-love 1n contempt
ol o t z Ylu‘ h:',|\‘1'l||‘\‘ ||;nm ln\\‘ ) Go { 1NN conte 'm|>1 ;~l
self (Bk. xii. l‘ll.l}h xvi.). [t was just such a doctrinal
basis of the relation of the Church, as the visible
Kingdom and City of God, to the State that gave the
Church its mystical power and kindled the devotion
of the faithful. There was, however, a darker side to
this doctrine of the supremacy of the Church as the
sole representative and embodiment of the spiritual
order, for individual freedom was rendered impossible
except by rebellion ; there could be no new truth
arising with compelling force out of the depths of the
soul. Morality also lost its free existence and became
coincident with the arrangements of the Church.

1]
T‘l
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Deeds of merey, love, and sacrifice out of the Church
<‘<)ll|4| not llt‘jj(m(l :l(‘li(bll<.:lllll .‘l\';l”!'ll IlH' ll(i('l'lltlllll!lj_‘.
Such virtues were, rather, * splendid vices.” These
doctrines, supported by a belief akin to superstition,
made the Church predominant in the world’s his-
tory during the Middle Ages and well on mto the
modern period. Authority in religion had become
supreme,

With the increasing power of the Church and with
the rapid development of outward forms of worship,
abuses arose. There were several efforts to reform
the Church from within, led ll‘\ such men as St. Bernard
of Clairvaux (1091-1153), St. Dominie (b. 1170), and
st. Francis of Assisi (b. issuine in the establish

ment of monastic orders. The Church at this time,

owever inconsistently, allowed within itself opposed

ews and modes of life in the greatest variety, for
example, the profession of absolute poverty for
(Christ’ ke on the p.lll of the mendicant orders co
existing with the splendour of the papacy and of
the hierarchy \s a matter of fact, these mendicant

1

orders became very powerful instruments of the Churcl
in extending and enforcing its claims, and were not
opposed to the use of violence, as, for example, in the
arrest and execution of Savonarola. Iven persecu-
rons were lllt‘u]'»-jir.t”\' (iv1vnr!wl on prin \Mw l“!]‘,’
ince laid down by Augustine, and *° the systematic
theologians of Tlu-A1||i!'1W‘!|lh century needed only to
build further on the same foundation.”

While the motive of this con n"»litm of the authority
of the Church was often mingled with worldlyambition
it was in principle loyalty to Christ as the Head of the
Church inwhich His gift of the Holy Spirit is embodied
As Christ is to rule over all, subjecting all things unto
Himself, so all things must be subjected unto the
Church as the custodian of the truth and the way of
salvation. Thus the Church as an objective authority
and teacher of the truth was supreme over thought
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and conscience, because it alone 1s the dispenser of
salvation and spiritual well-being.

I

Some of the movements leading to the renuncia
tion of this external authority and the affirmation of
personal faith and direct relation to the Father through
Christ will now be mentioned. Before doing so, it is
important to remember that the real causes of both
the assertion of authority and its antithesis of indi
vidual freedom are psychical. We have seen how

external authority became supreme: this was 1n
:

harmonv with the law ZOVe

rming the growth of
istoms and other bonds of social unity Now the
1

mdcividual 1s thrown back upon himself, and begin

v act as thoueh he would become free from every

uggage ted as to

external coercion. The p1 yblem 1
whether the two apparent contradictions,

namely,
!H‘]l\ll;‘lil freedom :wml 4'\]1'!I1‘|| coercive .‘lll1i1H'|I\.
may not be united so that the individual may have

: s 3
hi irnl~«rl|.kl faith and yet common beliefs may coexist

with I:n‘l\'r:|:| I!H"|ul: 0 :MH.:H."Z 11 ‘.\‘.ii be \]m\‘.lv

n ;gnulhwy I;E.wl' !';;g' O :?

PSY( !mlu‘_{\ ||!u\.‘1«l!'\ for
exactly this relation between the individual and the
community, particularly the religious community.

Then 1t will become clear that the formulated expres

sions of the religious faith, such as confessions ’

ana
('!t't'«l & ]l.l\“ d !'t1m'||u1|;|| «;',_'H”I'HHH"‘ ill lllt‘ ]»H‘»w‘l\‘t
tion and promotion of the spiritual welfare of the
community and of the individual, in which both
mllflLlH.\' parti ip;lh'.

[t 1s said that Augustine, as the churchman,
supplied the doctrinal foundation for the authority
and supremacy of the Church. There is also Augustine
the |»|11|u\n|x|1n'l‘ and the free seeker after GGod without
any mediation whatever, either of Church or priest
or sacrament. In the following ecenturies, these

CH
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apparently contradictory elements in Angustine often
stood 1n u'v;m\i’mn to each other. I'he Lutheran
Reformation was the final outworking of the real
‘\ll.*__’ll“H!ILilxlwlr. !rnrlm{{ aside the mass of externals
that had accumulated to the injury of the inner life
of piety. But many earlier reform movements in
different countries prepared the way for Luther, but
they all owed much to the purel Augu stintanism. |
hall not now mention the many causes co-operating

\ lh a de penimmgeg religious experience to Mnu’.ﬂ" mind
Wl cor ‘ ce 1ro | ":(t.;;_r to the authoritative
doctrine and practice of the ecclesiastical tem.
Among the reform jovements more directl tending
toward eparation from the ( hurch mav be men
oned the ork of Pierre de Bruys (1106) in southern
11 ( lso the ct of the W lense Ve N«
| rat on of the purified Christian con
OS¢ in its reaction again vbuses and corrup
L1ons. lr:,-llxw I|‘|t‘ true :'M‘I!'~|'1IH ‘VH"IFV‘H‘ |
anticipated bv John Wycliffe in England, when he
ribed the :w'h‘ \‘HI} Ol 18 tion to ( hrist .l'wl
to put the Bible within the reach of all, with

the privilege of freely reading and interpreting it.
John Huss was bu
6, 1415, for preachi
wnd the clergy in behalf of |'HHI1 | religion and the

rned at the stake in Constance. July
ng the purification of the Church
immediate relation of the believer to Christ, as well
he sufliciency of the S riptures i the source of the
ledge of the method of [vation which the reade:
was Iree to Interpret 1o himself, vet n subordination
to faith in Christ and the Gospel. Many others, such
as Savonarola in Italy and the Oxford Reformers,
advocated the same principles.

“lll\' a lew \\ull}\ II!‘NI be _*_’i\"ll to 1];(' ‘,\A‘H—l\'lm‘\\ll
work of Luther, whose vitality, force of conviction, and
perhaps even his violence, were just what was needed
to carry the reform movement to a successful issue.
Luther, an Augustinian monk, first learned of the

i
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purer Augustinianism from Johann von Staupitz, who
was a profound student of the Seriptures and of the
writings of Augustine. Religion was for him an
immediate relation of the soul to God, and salvation
consists not 1n mere works but in a transformation of
character. Justification is by faith, involving a com-
plete surrender to God and an appropriation of Christ,
with fellowship in His sufferings. To Luther, in the
monastery at FErfurt, the spiritual words of Staupitz
were ““as a voice from heaven,” leading him to adopt
Staupitz's  Augustinianism, which constitutes the
principle of Luther’s reform, but to which Luther was
later in some ways unfaithful. Luther boldly pro
claimed that immediate faith in God was the only
way to gain salvation, which made the intervention
of Church or priest or sacrament unnecessary. Man
ind his God are face to face and must deal with each
other, salvation being an experience of fellowship with
God through faith in Jesus Christ. Like principles
also advocated "‘\ Zwingli and Calvin, whose
work in detail need not at present be reviewed.

To an indefinite group, known as Anabaptists, be
longs the honour of giving perhaps the most consistent
expression in words and conduct of freedom of thought
and conscience. with :x]v!n':x| to the -‘*n'!l[;lm‘v‘ as the
believer’s guide. They recognized no universal Church,
but only local congregations interdependent in thei
relations. The Anabaptists were contemporary with
Luther, who bitterly opposed them, though he, like
them, was really .\Hl'g«'hn“ for n-lmu.u\ liberty.
Suppressed in Germany, the \Illl)llﬂl\i\ went to
Holland and from there to England, where they con-
tributed },IHH:I]‘\ to the final \lttnl'A\' of I'(‘Iif_‘inlh
freedom and to the formation of nonconformist
congregations, especially local groups of baptized
believers, guiding themselves according to their un-
restrained interpretation of the Scriptures.

It is important that the prine 1])Iv of the religious
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Reformation should not escape us. It was the return
to the consciousness of Jesus in relation to the Father,
and the assertion of true spiritual freedom on the part
of the individual and the religious community. But
this does not mean that Luther and the Protestants
never again sought to compel thought and practice
in themselves and in others to conform to external
authority. But the principle on which Luther based
everything was faith, the personal and continuous
surrender to God the Father, which renews the whole
man and gives the certainty of forgiveness of sin

a living, active, joyous faith, bearing good fruit
because thereby the life of the Christian 1s 1in God
in whom there is perfect freedom and dominion
over all things. The believer thus achieves the
emancipation of thought and conscience in religiou
experience, while creeds and theological formula-
tions are brought into the service of the life of
f.bli!\.

[t remains to consider the attitude of the Roman
Church towards the Reformation, and to show how the
Protestants adjusted themselves to their own principle,
and what significance attaches to the Protestant
creeds which displaced the authoritative dogma ol
the mediaeval Church, or ;u[»g»ln}r!‘m'\; that dogma
and put it to a new use.

[11

The attacks made by the Reformers upon the
Roman ecclesiastical .\_\'\tvm at last led to a threefold
reaction, consisting of attempts to reform the Church
from within, to define more precisely its doctrines,
and to crush out Protestantism. Reform was neces-
sary in order to remove the occasion for Protestantism
and perhaps make possible a reunion with the mother
Church, while the definition of doctrine was required
in order to have a standard to appeal to in declaring
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Protestants heretics. But the motive of these counter
reforms within the Church was closely identified with
the effort to preserve and exalt the ecclesiastical
system as the embodiment of authority over thought
.I.II‘I conscience, 11 had still the (L’\[mlu' ab Hlllu'ln‘\\
of the thirteenth century.

.\LIH_\' on IN)I]I .\ill(“» |I1~I»<"| ful‘ HI It‘(‘ulll'liiuiinll.
and at last the two parties, represented by Cardinal
Contarint and Melanchthon, met at the Diet of Ratis
bon (1541) to determine whether a reconciliation were
po ible. The doctrine of justiii
agreed upon as the basis
}nw-le. But other motives entered and determined
the Pope (Paul 111.) to withdray 0 everything wa
left over to the Couneil of Trent, which finally opened
1 lv")i..!.llhl "!4"v‘ i i 1546 I‘nlln ||mm"i |'\w |’|u'u L
ant

were 1nvited, IML In-x‘ngl!i/’.lllg the futility of any
furtl

ation by faith wa
of a union which now seemed

1er attempts at rec onciliation, would have nothing
to do \\J!l a COULNC l[ }»Ix‘ t-i\'vl ovel ||‘\ i||<' |'-n].l‘. 'I‘ilt'll'
were conflicting aims among the members of the
['he mediating
; ‘%H[i()\“ll*ili‘.ll‘ (Contarini and
Pole, took up the same line as at Ratisbon, and urged
the doctrine of ‘]\l\M;i«'.xliuH !'.\ faith as the common
Christian ground on which a reconciliation with the
Protestants might be possible. But
opposed 1t and lm.‘”.\‘ dominated the
as a consequence, was reactionary

council when they came together.
party, under the leade:

the Jesuits
council, which,
The Protestant
vere condemned without a hearing. Some provision
was :Ilm[r 101 llu' correction ol 1'Il'||l‘.ll .l‘l!]ﬂ‘\. |)H?
there was reaction instead of concession in doctrine.
The divine authority of the Pope was maintained.
The creed of the Church was 1
acceptance required. The Inquisition, imported from
Spain, was extended to other countries. Thus the
ecclesiastical empire was strengthened and the scho-
lastic system reaffirmed

definitely stated and

for those countries which

still acknowledged the supremacy of Rome. Hence-
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forth, Western Christendom was divided mto Protest
antism and Roman Catholicism.

Next in importance to the decrees of the Council of
Trent 1s the creed of Pius IV. (1564), which, though
briefer than the decrees of the council, 1s quite the
most important summary of the doctrinal system of
Rome. Unl_\‘ a reference need be made to the two
additional dogmas of the Immaculate Conception
(1845) and of Papal Infallibility (1870), which complete
the present standard of Roman orthodoxy.

[t should be remembered that the underlying
phlm‘l!»iv ol 1!|1' e Il'l?‘,rli\.l;)i" AOZIas, [mlllwli:ll\.
that of Infallibility, was set forth by Augustine
namely, that there 1s an invisible |:Hw1(m‘ order ol

,ui_"i; ]](l‘ "},uf\‘; 1 the wvi "Dll' representative

)|
bet or, the Church ha immanent within itself thi
piritual order, which 15 the true kingdom of God.
It follows that the Holy Spirit 18 never vbsent from

the ( !-‘HV'I. Hn\,', then can \i,n* volce of the Head of

the Church on earth be other than the voice of the

Holy Hpirit, to be believed, for 1t follows that unbelief

would be sin against the Spint ?  Consequently, the

Vatican Council of 1870 was not without strong

{

ground for its action in proclaiming the dogma of

| lf.:‘,mlu"!u. wi h may easily be M’_’-\i*}"‘i as the only

logical consequence of the ]H‘ilw iples which Augustine
set, forth as the basis of the Church.

A word may now be sald concerning those who
(v;v[urwl the dogma of Infallibility Some of the

ablest men present at the council of 1870 offered

| 1
futile resistance, recognizing 1t to be against the more

liberal spirit ol the age. The ul‘}uwi‘x;nl] to the
Vatican decrees extended beyond the council, and
became so il!i}"'ll:m‘: as to be «;:‘liwi the = Old Catholic
Movement,” which was organized into a distinct
Church at Constance in 1873. This movement has
had its chief centres in Munich and Bonn in Germany,
and in Geneva and Soleure in Switzerland. In

|
} |
{ |
|
(! f}r
{
\ {
i 4
{1
it e
} I4'i
1SEy !
! '



.

128 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY

doctrine, the Old Catholies at first returned to the
decrees of the Council of Trent and the creed of
Pius 1V, as against those of the Vatican. There is,
however, a still more liberal s spirit among the Old
Catholies, who tend to recognize only the Scriptures
and ap proac h the Protestant pos sition.  This party

forms an nnlmlt it mediating link between Rom wnism
and Protestantism. It scarcely needs to be said that
these ** New Protestants,” in particular Déllinger, the
leader, and his sympathizers, were excommunicated.,

Modernism ™ still continues the struggle for a more
liberal Roman Catholicism.

It 18 evident that the I‘H'llll'i[r!«' ol nl'jvt‘ll‘.v
;lll’}ulhlk\' inherent in Roman (‘fatholicism tends to
dominate religious thought and conduet in reaction
against the principle of the Reformation, which
[!pr‘.l‘~~ !!«‘wl«»!u ol lliml\;m anda conscience, a <l|1mi
relation to God through faith in Christ, and a
personal ethical union and fellowship with the

Father, which 1s salvation The fatlure thus fa
of all attempts to establish a union between Pro
testants and |\'<~?”ll:r~¥ ‘!11'11M not conceal the
fact that the Romanist has \illlM\ carried ouf

the logical implications of a universal doctring
and of )lllillhlll”l\' In practice indeed, of theology
itself as the science of universal doctrines of Christian
faith. The Protestant position remains vulnerabl
until it 1s shown how to unite the universal and
objective in doctrine and practice with free indi
\l'iull\\!‘\' of faith and direct relation to God without
crushing the individual into abject submission to an
external authoritative standard of belief and practice
Until this 1s done, some form of submission to externa
authority more or less absolute must prevail in true
Roman Catholic fashion, even among Protestants
themselves, however inconsistent with their funda-
mental principle of freedom of thought and belief
lll:l»\ M'.
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How did the Protestants adjust themselves to
their own principle ?  Three factors entered into this
principle : first, the Seriptures as the objective basis

of the Reformation were put in the place of the Roman
ecclesiastical system with its authority, which was a
areat gain for freedom, and meant that the individual

1 1.1

micht interpret the Bible for himself in direet relation

‘;1;4i_ perie tiy i[\‘i' I!rryr) lvl?“‘_},lllu:g 1O H}

mit to
LN rm of ecclesiastical or doetrinal authority : a

econd factor was justification —not very clearly under

é | —through faith 1in Christ, 1n hom the saving
(rod was reyv led and given to men: the

ctor was the universal pri¢ thood of believer
0 e practical urance of the suthiciency of faith to
the believer ito fellowshinp with ‘i‘?‘l‘ Father
tO POSS alvation It wa mn hort,

| religious liberty 11 v tendency toward

‘,' I

, e .\‘ formei mn 7‘\-‘ e Prine v | 1 Ymm Ver.
n to too lofty a ":)m to remain there long. N ot
) 0 ‘ 1 Oe1¢ 10 D “;v' "“(‘ |»w1|!‘ oe
to external authority to which they and their fathers
v long tbmitted. ¥ ke the oreat \H’j\! tine., at

one moment rvising up to the principle of individual
reedom of thought and belief, and at the next falling
[jowliest ubmi on ‘uli\:"';\lllx‘il and :lwin:!u.r.

) ?f)t‘ .‘w,|u':~ Ol E'yuTw~l,':H n ?(-H 'Iywi Into V},.-

*vm‘u’m‘_‘r Irom \\lxif‘}l !‘w“ :M ui triven to be free
Kxternal authority among the Protestants now
assumed at least three forms: first, in the ]il.ll‘l‘ ol
the Roman Church and the Pope was erected the
ational or State Church, and it required a long
truggle before the local church as an independent
bodv of believers was tolerated : secondlyv. the l;lll:i‘
itself was transformed into an external authority

K
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and the letter of the Scripture was enforced ; thirdly,
symbols and confessions acquired the force of objective
standards of belief, to which all must conform who
would be called faithful and orthodox ; to the reproach
of Protestantism these standards of faith were some-
times upheld with persecution and revolting violence.
Thus the old ecclesiasticism survived in the new
setting. The succeeding centuries of Protestantism
have been a slow but continuous loosening of the bonds
to objective authority, until now it may be said that
the principle of the Reformation is working out its
[.ngu'.g| consequences in I«'}nmlwl attempts to state
afresh the significance of Christianity in the believer’s
l'\}?l"‘\"'”'!‘. 'Hh' 1lHli.l\ of T!\! movement can u|||\
be that doctrinal statements shall be M';:‘slt‘bwl as
expressing the experience of the age in which they are
formed. and shall not be viewed as authoritatively
binding. but only as convenient and H‘wulmlrl«-t-\!m-;
ions of the content of faith, useful in the intellectual
and religious development of believers and in the
public ministry of the Gospel, and forming the bond
of the social religious life. They are, in brief,
functional in their significance and entirely subordi
nated to and in the service of religious experience
which 1s the primary factor. The detailed examina
tion of these movements among the Protestant
cannot be undertaken. Suffice 1t to say that Luther
and (alvin, the great apostles of freedom and just

fication bv faith, both became 'wl\(w'llhw in the
«'l|'|".l\nwl to enforce a llllll‘nl‘nm_\‘ ol !wlw? an

practice. The Lutherans in Germany and the
Calvinists in Holland and in Great Britain did hke
wise—for example, the action of the Calvinists at the
Synod of Dort against the Arminian Remonstrants ;
while in England Calvinistic Presbyterians were, as
members of Parliament, the real authors of the
* Ordinance for the Suppression of Blasphemies and
Heresies ” (1648), which made it a law that ““ any man

de
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denying the doctrine of the Trinity or of the Divinity
of Christ, or that the books of .\‘vri]»llll‘u are the * Word
of God,” or the resurrection of the body, or a future
day of judgment, and refusing on trial to abjure his
heresy, ‘ shall suffer the pain of death.” Any man
declaring * that man by nature hath free will to turn
to God,” that there is a purgatory, that images are
lawful, that infant baptism is unlawful ; any one
denving the oblication of observing the Lord’s IM_\'. or
asserting‘the Church government by Presbyteryis anti
(Christian or unlawful,’ shall on a refusal to renounce
his errors ‘ be commanded to prison »7 (Green,
History of England, ni. 257). Accompanying this re
i‘;’\ NS lr‘!!i wWas I“I" 1144’ 0l ']m trinal ,Hll{ <‘|'|1‘I|mnl.ll
untformitv, \ ":1- e entorcement was vet to cause H]lI4'|'
uffering and even bloodshed. But at last the '_'mnl
ense of England revolted against these coercive
had already revolted against the

| the Kstablished Church ; for the

principle of coercion in the enforcement of doctrinal

e ires, as 1t

Ro r?é}'e\'llh!‘.‘. and

and ceremonial uniformity was the same in each.

[ ~..uw5 now be 4|" 11 imt- to trace the rise of the
different denominations and to examine their dis
tictive prin '!»l"w in order to determine pre 1sely the
ionificance of creeds in their life and work, but this
cannot now be done. Such an examination would
how that the logical 1ssue of Protestantism i1s the
functional, instrumental significance of creeds as the
prope: relation of the formulations of thought to
religious experience. In proof of this, appeal might
be made to the rmlhl[n!l"ii_\ of denominations and
ects for which there exists no bond of unity except
the Scriptures, freely interpreted by everybody, and
the needs of the heart. Uniformity here is not a fact,
ind 1t 1s undesirable. l

It must, then, be granted that the historical
differences between the Protestant denominations
have been gradually merged into a general disregard
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of creeds as authoritative. Where subseription is
till required, it is more or less formal. Creeds are
rather for practical use, and “ mark a return to the
brevity and simplicity of the primitive baptismal
creeds and rules of faith ™ (Schaff). The multiplicity
and yet distinet individuality of the denominations
1S ,m.\ ible only on the assumption that the Bible i
given to every one to interpret freely, as the Spirit
aives insight, which can only mean that creeds are
functional, local, and individual, to which as authon
tative Hi»\l'lw[ltlu!\ cannot be lo'nllllll"ll for who 1
there to require it ? While brotherly love and co
operation are -it‘-H.rHv ‘il«l ~||H.1M Iln' }\I‘trllluh'«] Ix\
the recognition of a common Christian purpose an
life, the frequent attempts to unite the denomination
In some \ \reer ecelesla stical iIHH(‘. fm|1|'| lu'( wutiou “\

de t thev prove to be teps backward on to th
old ecclesiastical basis, with authoritative dogma
the bond of unity, which is exactly the ideal of th
Roman Church. But the significance of historie
development is the negation of every form of external
ithority in relieion, whether it be of creed or of the
letter of the Bible, as twll!lmlu‘l-ﬂ_\‘ to the imherent
richt of every thinkine man, with the Bible in |
hands. to discover his own true relation to God and
the wav to \u»%fnp the Father. Moreover, the
multiplicity of sects and views is itself in harmor
with modern p vehological Interpretations of ind
idual and social development, as will be more fully
hown later (Chaps. X. and XIII.), and 1s significant
of an active religious life, on the whole, probabl
eX( r‘wiiﬂ‘_’ in 1ts etheiency that of former generation
Should we not therefore li'j\bil«' i and strive to
maintain the principles that have made these thing
po sible ?

hus is restored the original, personal, and indi
vidual character of dogma, which, once lost, makes

dogma or doctrine appear as something of universal
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validity, instead of being the subjective and tempor
ary conviction of individual thinkers concerning their
beliefs as they endeavour to live with their brethren
and realize their ideals of life.  What then is left to con
stitute the unity of Christendom ?  Only the common
reasonableness of Christian faith and thought, whose
free formulations of belief are related to religiou
n'.\lwl‘ivnt't- as other ;lluflll('i of reason are related to
life’s activities; and this relation, as will be shown

more fully later, is functional and purposeful, and

finds 1ts realization in the activitie of free ell
conscious agents, who grow into a larger hife in a
i;‘“‘.l'!wir‘u;’ moral ,':.wi refigious community

The problem that grows out ol ransit
period 18 how to unite the individualit 1th
the nyixln-u Vit of belief. which seen to 1m
common standard of reference by which every believe:
must judge himself and be judged by others, ‘Certainl
the time has gone by when this union can be attained
through anv form of coercion ; if 1t 1s ever to be at all
it must be the normal product of religious freedom
A reads w,l!!.\.‘M‘«i\ there may be a relative uni
formity of individual experience which expresse
itsell ii!; different individuals 1n a manner sufficiently
like to afford the l’”i‘“ Ol constructing the cont |
the belief in a form that will be acceptable to all

It mav be said that all that 1s 11-1!||i:<wi IS U
restate 'I,l‘ ‘ii!l“li]li'* formed 1n the early centuri 11

such strenuous circumstances and present them 1n
the garb of modern thought. It all depends upon
what 18 meant lv.‘.' this restatement that 1 propo ed.
[t has been said that the significance of Christ was
“ barely conceived ” by the Apologists and represent
atives ol ‘vlll'i\”-llll"\' in the earlv centuries, for thexs
;Hlu[m'(l the (‘ulu'n-};linll»\ of the Greek ]"1!1‘! "l'l‘.\‘ the
Logos doctrine, and the general scheme of interpret-
ing the world as it was then viewed. But the attitude

of the Apologists and the early theologians meant fai
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more than their words; they believed in something
new set for them by Christ’s religion. They were
rather seeking confirmation of a faith and an ethical
\'iew already possessed. But, while claiming the
attention of the world by identifying the content of
Christianity with the better forms of pre-existing
theories, they did so at the cost of neutralizing the
specific features of Christianity, such as forgiveness,
the new birth, and the new order introduced by
Christianity (Rainy, The Ancient Catholic Church,
p. 90 ; Harnack, History of Dogma, 1.). Nevertheless,
the product of these early theological speculations laid
the basis in a large measure of that theology which
continues to have much influence even in the present
time. But if it is true that by adopting the prevail
ing thought of the age in order to express the content
of the Christian faith, the early Christians did not
do full justice to that faith but  barely conceived
it ““ at the cost of neutralizing the significance of all
the specific features of the religion they defended,”
may 1t not be that a new philosophy with its new
conception of the world and of life may afford the
means of constructing the content of the Christian
faith more adequately than was done in the early
centuries ¢ Ought not the relation of Jesus to the
Father, and His consciousness of the supreme worth
of Personality and its destiny to find completion in
fellowship with God, who is a personal Being, to
have led to a new philosophy more in harmony with
its own essential content, instead of losing itself in
the mazes of a philosophical speculation which was
not even the best of ancient thought ? * That the
Absolute 1s affectional and volitional ; that God
love ; that access to the supremely real is by faith,
a personal attitude; that belief, \‘lll"pl\‘\‘ill" logical
basis and warrant, works out through its own opera
tions its own fulfilling evidence ; .\ll(}l was the meta-
physic of Christianity ” (Dewey, Phil. Review, March
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CH. V PERIOD OF TRANSITION 135

1906). Even modern Christian theism has not as
yet produced the perfect fruit of these fundamental
( ‘hristian conceptions.

It is, indeed, true, and in accordance with the
relation of all thought- [)lH(lU(f\ to life, that the theo-
logy which 1l(\(1«»|>ul in reliance upon an ancient
plnlmnph\ in a measure unsuitable to Christianity, per-
formed the important function of providing a ve hicle in
which to convey the content of the Christian faith to
later gener: vtions. Was it not, however, necessary that
a new philosophy leading to a new theology should
arise, and prove itself a more suitable medium of
expressing the Christian faith and its implicit meta
physic than the theology that was developed on Hlv
basis of Greek thought Tt is a fact that such a new
,»hllm.»[nh\ and llwnlnn\ arose in the attempt to
appropriate the plmuplv of the Reformation. It
may even be that this new theology cannot in all
respects be the theology of the twe ntieth ce ntury, for
1t may well be that Hn science and philosophy of the
present afford a more adequate speculative basis for
a theology yet to be pmtluuwl than either the classic
|lll||u\upll\ of the e wrly Christian pe riod or the philo-
sophy that arose after the Reformation. On the other
hand, no philosophy or theology is wholly new, for
each builds upon the past and «rltlu rs the \wmh« ance
of what has prec seded up into ll\(‘“ that it may more
surely keep in touch with experience, yet u||||<w
and dee 'pen the conceptions of l\nu\\lml(ru and belief.
These problems will occupy our attention in the
remaining chapters.
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CHAPTER VI

A NEW PHILOSOPHY : THROUGH SELF TO
WORLD AND GOD

Tur .ulnmlun of the prine lpl«' of the Reformation |n
plrlluw} h\ 1S a part of the movement which forms the
basis of the present relation of theology to religious
experience. ‘\llf_’ll.\'illi‘ anticipated this relation when
he showed that God is the presupposition of our being,
knowing, and willing, which are the image of the
divine Trinity, and which indicate that our highest
good 18 to know and do and love the will of God in
complete dependence u]n-n Him. This derivation of
the consciousness of God from the Christian self
consciousness was of deep significance for later thought

and became the moving force in the Reformation, and
mmlvrn | hilosophy still strives to work out its mean
ing.! “The Reformation was in principle the nega
tion of the claim of any doctrine to be acce pted I)\ the
individual which could not find its evidence in the
movement of his own reason ; of any law to be obe yed
by him which could not be shown to ‘)nm\r from his

own will. It was the return of man’s spirit to itself
and a rejection of all that is merely external and
foreign.”* It was the substitution of individua!
personalities as centres of value and experience m
place of an absolute external authority of any sort.:

Hut herein is involved the danger that the issue
be dissolution rather than unity and growth. The
problem is to overcome mere individualism and find
130
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140 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY

in the principle of personal self conscious experience
the way to spiritual unity which shall embrace the
realm of selves divine and human and a knowledge of
the world. Already has there been some progress
along this path, but lln' principle of individu 1] person-
.|||I_\ as a centre of value and experience promises
richer results still.?

Although Descartes (1596-1650) was not the first
philosopher to respond to the new movement, he was
its first prominent representative, at least in France.
\s there is a close connection between his axiomatic
principle of self-certainty and that of Augustine,® we
may begin with him. Trained in the scholastic
I?]Ili"\i)})ll}' at the Jesuit school of La Fleche till his
sixteenth year, Descartes became dissatisfied with
that |'|11|n.\<»]>||_\' because of its lack of certainty ; but
he was attracted by the clearness, distinctness, and
necessity of the truths of mathematics, and wondered
why such firm foundations had so meagre a super
structure. Descartes therefore set himself the task
of giving a like secure basis to philosophy, thus doing
for it what some body had in the past done for mathe
matics. To this end he resolved to admit nothing as
true which could lw doubted, lullmn o that every
thing be as “clear” and “ distinct 7 as the axioms
of mathematics. His cogito ergo sum was tlu' result of
his self-examination, and became the axiomatic truth,
clear and distinet, which forms the basis of his philo
sophy.® Although this proposition is not properly
the conclusion of an argument, ~s Descartes was
careful to point out, its real significance is that there
is a necessary interde puulvm e for thought between
thu idea of self as conscious and the existence of self.

* The act and the ego are the two inseparable factors
of the same fact or experience in a definite time.”’
To this axiomatic truth all the other truths of philo
M)pll_\' are related.

Descartes now proceeds to examine the ideas of
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('(1[]\1'i<)l]h!ll'\\, ;uul (li.\'('()\'('l‘.\‘ l]l('l‘t' 1111' i(lt‘;l ()f a p('r-
fect Being. Assuming “* that the objective reality of
our ideas requires a cause in which this same lmht\
is contained, not simply objectively but formally or
emine Hll_\. ' the idea of a [wlhl! IA'IH” can nnl\ be
caused in us by God, for we ourselves are not adequate
to produce it, being imperfect, since we are subject to
doubt. Descartes also adopts the ontological argu-
ment. finding ‘ that the existence of the Being is
comprised in the idea (of a perfect Being) in the same
way that the equality of its three angles to two right
angles is comprised in the idea of a triangle.”® A
third proof of God’s existence seems to be implied
when Descartes Says that doubt 1s ]n»“‘l e nnl\ for
an intelligence that already possesses the idea of a
Being not capable of doubt, and therefore perfect.

Having established the existence of God, Descartes
thinks that he finds a way of escape from scepticism
concerning the presentations of sense. The divine
Perfection forbids that He should endow His ereatures
with senses whose use, under the guidance of reason,
deceives. Consequently, the ideas gained through the
SEeNnses .lel fullllol l»)‘ reason to lw 1‘|n':|l‘ ;Hll‘ «hxﬂrl'"
may be taken as giving certain knowledge of a world
of things external to consclousness."

Our interest concerns chiefly Descartes’ attempt
to deduce from his own subjective experience the
knowledge of world, soul, and God; the world and
(tod were for him represented in consciousness by
ideas whose objective reality was either “ formally
or *“ eminently ”’ in their causes ; this can only mean
that all we know is the idea, and that the external
object and subject are mtvn('l vted aspects of experi
ence, and both embraced in a divine unity. These
implications of the ( ;ulwmn philosophy entered into
the system of Spinoza, who showed that subject and
object cannot be abstracted from each other, but are
interrelated and in direct relation to the one Being.
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*We do not know ourselves first and the world
through ourselves ; but we know ourselves only in
relation to, and in distinction from, the world : and
we know both through their relation to the one
principle of unity which underlies all knowledge.” '
The strictly subjective standpoint of Descartes needs
\umvlvnwnnn«' by showing that the consciousness of
the not-self is from the first bound up with the con-
sciousness of the self, and that within this individual
experience there may be objective and universal
judgments which are the truth about self, world, and
(God ; knowledge and faith must escape, if possible,
mere individualism, lest it end in scepticism. This
problem dominated speculation from Descartes to
Kant, who laid the foundation for its solution.

The pendulum swings to and fro between the
individual and the absolute \I-mdpnim unable to
reach a satisfactory synthesis. Spinoza resolved the
individual into such (lqwn(lvm e upon the one sub-
stance that the mnlx\ idual was merged in the Infinite.
On the other hand, Leibnitz laid the emphasis upon
the individual in lli\ theory of the independent
“ windowless ”” monads, at the same time endeavour-
ing to provide for the unity of the many by his
doctrine of ]mw\ul»h shed harmony; but he pro
vided no real unity between the principles of
individuality and universality.

He puts side by side the real individuality of the monad
and its ideal relativity to the universe; the absolute inde
pendence of each substance and the immediate relation of
all substances to God ; the analytic pl‘in('ip]u of identitv and
the synthetic principle of sufficient reason ; the idea of God
as the ens realissimum, who absorbs all positive existence into
himself and the idea of Him as the self-revealing spirit, whose
nature it 1s to create other monads different from himself and
from each other and through their difference to realize the
highest unity. Nor does he ever attain anything more than
an external ““ harmony 7’ between these different sides of his
|»}|]I1>.\'n]»ll\'_":
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The philosophy of Leibnitz as popularized and
developed by Wolff tended to a formal individualism.
Leibnitz had endeavoured to provide for the know-
ledge of the universal and for the connection of the
monads if only in a harmony established by the
supreme Monad ; but Wolff reduced the Leibnitzian
principle of sufficient reason to the principle of identity,
and surrendered the pre-established harmony except
between soul and body, keeping also Leibnitz’s idea
of God as an external power holding together the
individual ul)\‘t‘m('v\‘. which themselves have no
necessary relation. Without this harmony of soul
and body, and God to hold together the scattered
members of the universe, Wolff would have been left
without any unity of things with each other and with
the mind that knows them, and would have remained
shut up in the individual self-consciousness. There
would then be left only a strictly subjective indi-
vidualism with its consequent scepticism.™

A similar result along e II!]bil'it“lI lines was reached
by the development of ”)Hll"llt in England. Assum-
ing the ability of the mind to investigate the facts of
nature when freed from prejudices (|<l<»|‘u-). Francis
Bacon (1561-1626) sought to establish science upon
inductions from the observed facts of nature, piously
holding that the dogmas of religion are not objects
of knowledge but of faith, which of course implied
the separation of philosophy and theology.” Con-
fining himself to what is given in experience, Bacon
is an example of those practical tendencies of the
Fnglish people which have often kept them from
the errors of scholastic abstractions.

In like manner, Locke (1632-1704) proposed * to
inquire into the original, certainty, and extent of
human knowledge, together with the grounds and
degrees of belief, opinion,and assent.”** He found that
the only sources of knowledge are the ideas of sensa
tion and reflection with which the mind, an empty
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cabinet, becomes furnished. By the ideas of sensation
we gain real knowledge of an external world of things ;
but only the primary qualities, such as form, motion,
and solidity, are extra-mental, while the secondary
qualities of colour, taste, and smell are subjective. The
ideas of reflection the mind obtains by observing its
own operations and the manner of them."? I,m ke
also assumed the existence of the soul, but could not
define its nature.”® Berkeley (1685-1753) adopted
Locke’s 1]]11»1‘\' of the sources of know [wl*f(' but re
jected his distinction between plnn ary and secondary
qualities, thus denying the existence of matter as
Locke and the materialists understood it, affirming
that God acts upon us in a kind of *“ Divine Visual
Language ” or uniform experience of sense-presenta
tions, which for us 1s the external world with
laws.” Hume (1711-1776) adopted Locke’s view that
the source of knowledge is sensation and, finding it
impossible to interpret Locke’s ““ re 1l<'<‘1iun 7 as any-
thing more than another form of sensation, said that
the source of knowledge is impressions of the senses
and faint impressions or ideas of former sense-impres-
sions. Only these do we know, and these ideas are
combined according to “ resemblance, contiguity in
time or l»|;n'<'. ;nul cause and effect,”* |H\l( ul of
assuming a soul as Berkeley and others, Hume says,
‘ Setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind, 1
may venture to affirm of the rest of mankind, that
lllt‘.\' are nothing but a bundle or collection of different
perceptions, which succeed each other with incredible
rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and movement.
. The mind is a kind of theatre, where several per-
(vprmn\ successively make their appearance ; pass,
repass, glide away, unl mingle in an infinite variety of
]m\tmm and situations.”
Thus Hume, carrying out Locke by rendering him
consistent with the sources of know le«w which Locke
had set forth, reaches as pure an individualism as

In
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the Leibnitzian-Wolflian philosophy with its resultant
scepticism concerning the existence of anything but
the fleeting i‘ll as of any moment of consciousness.
Conseque nll\ “ the llhtt)l\ of the development of
philosophy hmn Leibnitz to Wolff, like the history of
its development from Locke to Hume, is a lanl) of
the progress of Hl'“\'i(lll;l“\lll to its necessary consuni-
mation In .~H']»Yi<‘i m.” 22 Still the ])MM( m of mode T,
indeed of all, plnlmupll\ remains. Many of the
prejudices and errors of scholasticism have been dis-
covered and put aside. But the distinctive principle {‘.
of the Reformation and the new movement that each

thinker remains within his own self-conscious experi

ence, in which he must find, if at all, his knowledge of

and relation to the world and God, cannot be lost.

Another attempt has to be made on this basis to ‘ ?‘
provide for necessary and universal truths, and to 1| el
conceive the relation of subject and object in such a | ,1 |
way as to explain our experience of what we call self, i Ly
world, and God. i “j; l ‘
[t was Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) who opened “ l";A {4
the way, and in him the lines of thought which have (1 A
been ilﬂlil‘;ih‘(l meet and receive new form. From 1 .v ‘A,i
Kant flow streams of thought which powerfully i $

life and work are so important in their consequences
as to deserve a more (nlnpl\ te prese ntation than can !
now be given. His problem was similar to, though G

influence present !lnlu\n]'h\ and theology. Kant’s ‘ ’.'

not identical with, that of Locke concerning the 1 Sl
nature, sources, criteria, and extent of knowledge. }i ‘} !
It is sufficient to say that he was first trained in the { il it
Leibnitzian-Wolffian philosophy which, under the {’ (,,i"
influence of his teacher, Knutzen, Kant sought to 1] ‘V',L |

modify so as to make room for the mechanical con-
ception of nature represented primarily by Newton.
Under the influence of Hume, Kant was attracted by
the difficulty of conceiving a universal and necessary
causal connection in the events of the natural world,
L
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but soon recognized the same difficulty in all those
connections of concepts, that is, judgments, whose
function is to extend knowledge beyond actual sense-
expe rience, and he undertook to find out their number
in order to (lvlunnm' their precise and legitimate use.
Kant soon sees *“ that metaphysics consists altogether
of such connections,” or judgments, supposed to give
us knowledge beyond the reach of actual sense
v.\lwi(‘nw, These judgments are a prior: and syn-
thetic, because they are underived from experience,
and, in the case of metaphysics, predicate existence
of objects beyond the sphere of [nmal)lv perception
either pure or unpnu al. Our highest interest is
involved in determining whether such an extension of
knowledge by pure acts of reason, unaided by experi
ence, is possible ; for metaphysics deals with problems
concerning the soul, its freedom and immortality,
God and the world. Such is Kant’s problem, whose
ultimate purpose is to decide whether we really have
a knowledge, that can be called scientific, of God,
freedom, and immortality.

That there are real extensions of our knowledge
by a priori synthetic judgments is proved in the case
of mathematics and physies in which such judgment
are found, and whose success makes it useless to
question the possibility of such judgments. But the
success of mathematics and ]»h\\u\ in extending
knowledge In rond actual sense-experience by means
of necessary and universal truths, which Kant calls
a priori synthetic judgments, makes it appear equally
possible to do so in metaphysics, whereby we seem
to have knowledge of the supernatural realm, especi
ally of the soul, its freedom and destiny, and the
(\I\HIN(‘ and nature of God in relation to soul and
world. But there is an important difference which 1s
overlooked, for mathematics and physics concern con
cepts that could be realized in perception, at least in
“pure " perception, but those concerning God, soul,
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and world in itself cannot be. Since, then, no (-nln't']lf
and no unity of concepts can be called knowledge
except tlum' iIn some more or less direct relation
to actual or ]mx\il le \t'nw(\'p(‘l‘iuu't- the «a /;/‘/n/'/
judgments ut which metaphysics consists, and which
concern (God, soul, and world, are lll]'m\\l})!(‘ for the
theoretical reason, as scientific knowledge. The indi
vidual, indeed, knows the *“ empirical reality ”* of time
and space and of the causal relation of u|u|u1‘ and
events which constitute the world of phenomena whose
laws are imposed by the subject upon these appear
ances in the act of experiencing and knowing them.
'HI‘H!' }111(‘I|M||l'!l;l are, 'l“\\v\v!‘. :1\\‘H|uw| 1o ||(1\’v
some sort of connection with the unknown things
in-themselves which we can only think of. Thus
the individual, remaining within himself, has a uni
\u sally valid knowledge in his empirically real world,

ut 1}11\ l\nu\\lul'w tllu'n not extend to lunl |Iu<|u|||.
‘nul nmnun.lllt_\. and, in this sense, metaphysics is
ilxl;m‘\il)[t'.

It 1s evident that Kant’s solution of his problem
unites but transcends the empiricism of Locke and
Hume and the rationalism of Descartes, Spinoza, and
Leibnitz, neither alone being sufficient to account for
knowledge. Instead, the .\lilnljn'«‘l conditions, llnlnllj_flx
its acts of .‘Hi‘;il]‘:il!}_f sensations called the forms of
space and time, the ‘NH\”).I““\' of (l]l.-}(‘('t 5 0l «'\En'l‘ivm'«-
\\ilil'li mus umfux m to our Hl:lll«‘ of w\gmiiun. I\'lln\\
ledge, Ilnn doc - not transcend what the senses give
when Hult'l‘pl‘vt«*(l according to the mind’s own laws,
which are what Kant means by the a priori forms of
space and time, categories and principles of the under
standing, and the ideas of the pure reason,—the issue
of which 1s the natural world with its laws—indeed,
“the understanding makes nature and its laws.”
Only through the fact that the subject conditions
the possibility of the experience of an external world
of things and events can there be any knowledge of
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necessary and universal truths. To be sure, Kant says
this knowledge 1s limited to phenomena; but this
is a foreign factor inherited from Hume’s sceptical
philosophy, and was, in consequence, nothing new.
His essential meaning was rather that, both in the
sphere of knowledge .m(l action, reason imposes laws
upon its ul»Jm ts and desires, construc ting the world of
its experience and practice. Undoubtedly Kant also
felt the influence of Spinoza’s idea of a universal unity
involving the unity of knowing and being. We have
only to cease to be concerned about thmm in-them
selves simply because there are none, and to seek them
would be like * looking for the wood behind the trees,”
to discover that the individual in constructing the
objects of knowledge according to the laws of his
own mind is yet experiencing reality within himself.
Thus subject and object, including their relations,
belong together as inseparable factors in a living
unitary experience dominated by wuniversal and
necessary principles.

This statement, however, implies that we have
knowledge of God, soul, and world ; but Kant con
fines knowledge to the realm of sensuous experience.
That he was intensely in earnest concerning these
highest objects of our reflection, even making them
tlw goal of his investigation, is shown when he says

‘We are even willing to stake our all, and to run the
risk of being H)Ill])l!l(‘l) deluded, rather than consent
to forego inquiries of such moment.” >  The practical
reason, however, requires the postulates of freedom,
immortality, and God, whose ultimate basis is the
moral law. The function and worth of these postu
lates, which stand for Kant in the place of knowledge,
require some consideration of his moral theory.

In the Metaphysics of Morals and the Critique of
the Practical Reason,® it is shown that pure reason,
applied to desires as the guide of conduct, formally
declares : ** Act only on that maxim whereby thou
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canst at the same time will that it should become a
universal law ™ (38). This does not mean, as it has
often been interpreted, that any particular action is
to be universalized, but it is the maxim of the volition
which the practical reason requires to be so treated.
This is the moral law which declares the form of every
volition that can be called good ; it is a categorical
imperative ; it is a mode of functioning on the part of
the practical reason in view of desires and interests
when the will is required to act, as original as the
categories of substance and attribute, and cause and
effect in relation to sensations. It is the same reason
in two spheres of activity. The i1deal i1s the rational
will acting for the sake of the moral law and com-
pletely in accord with it. “ Nothing can possibly be
conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can be
called good without qualification, except the good
will © which 1s good ’ simply by virtue of the volition
whose motive is respect for the law ” (59). We are
not, however, pure rational wills only, but belong to
the world of desires and interests whose satisfaction
is happiness. The true end of our volition is not
happiness, but rather worthiness to be happy. It is
because our wills do not with certainty obey the
declarations of the self-legislating reason but may
sometimes choose an end of less dignity, that the
sense of obligation and duty arises. Herein lies the
imperativeness of the moral law. * Thou shalt”
admits no questioning in behalf of interest and par-
ticular desires for pleasure and happiness.

Since reason declares the moral law as the true end
and motive of the will, every personality as rational
18 an end, and humanity a kingdom of ends, each
realizing in his measure the moral law whose full
significance finds expression only in the whole (51, 52).

The postulate of the freedom of the will rests upon
the absoluteness of the moral law which implies an
agent free from every determining cause except his
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own rational nature, which is truly free only in com-
plete subjection to its own self-imposed laws. * A
free will and a will subject to moral laws are one and
the same ™ (66).

The ]H'\illl;l\l'.\‘ of ilnlnm‘l:l“l)‘ and the existence
of God differ from that of freedom in relation to the
mor: al law. They are rather the necessary conditions
of the realization of the entire ul»Jul of the practical
reason which is the highest good. The highest good
consists of virtue and happiness in perfect unity (206) ;
of these factors, virtue is chief, and means a will in
}wl‘lvﬂ accord with the moral law. This i1s not
accomplished here. But the moral law cannot be
degraded from its sacredness nor regarded as indulgent
nor thought of as appomting an unattainable goal.
It still holds absolute, which makes it necessary to
assume that the moral law can be fulfilled *“in a pro-
gress in infinitum towards 1|1|l perfect accordance.

This endless progress 18 unl\ mx\!l le on the
sup |m iation of an endless duration nl the existence
and personality of the same r: wtional being. . . . The
Infinite Being, to whom the condition of time is
nothing, sees in this to us endless succession a whole
of accordance with the moral law. . . . And the holi
ness which His command inexorably requires, in order
to be true to His justice in the share which He assigns
to each in the summum /m/ulm, 1s to be found 1n a
single intellectual intuition of the whole existence of
rational beings ™ (218 f.). Hope of sharing in the
highest good is engendered by the consciousness of
having \ln(nl the test of the moral law and of having
pm\ul the strength of resolution in progress from
lower to higher degrees of morality.

The postulate of the existence of God is made in
behalf of the perfect union of virtue and happiness as
factors in the highest good.  Virtue alone is within ou
power, while happiness, as the satisfaction of desires
and interests that arise because of our relation to the
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world, depends upon causes not under the dominion of
our wills. The absolute nature of the moral law, how-
ever, illl|»]n‘\ the realization of [u'l!vM virtue in union
with perfect happiness in personal experience. Hence
it 18 necessary to assume that the course of the natural
world, in which the effects of freedom as ultimate end,
that is, morality, ought to exist as a phenomenon,*
is subordinated to the moral destiny of rational beings.
This “ must lead to the supposition of a cause ade
quate to this effect ; in other words, it must postulate
the existence of God. as the nece ary condition of
the il'»\\||:i||1_\' of the summum bonuwm. . . . Now, a
being that 1s 1';(;;;||’!a' of acting on the ('unrw!ym»n 0l
laws 1s an Intelligence (a rational Being), and the
causality of such a being according to this conception
of laws is his Will : therefore, the upreme cause of
nature, which must be presupposed as the condition
of the summwm bonwm, 1s a ‘w'l!‘_’ which 1s the cause
of nature by intelligence and will, consequently it
withor, that is God. It follows that the postulate
of the possibility of the highest derived good (the best
world) 15 likewise the |m\3ll!11|- of the reality of a
highest original good, that 18 to say. of the existence of
God.” . . . " Now 1t was seen I(.» be a duty for us to
Iv!n!mm the summum bonwm ; con o"im'n’i“.ﬂ 1L 1S not
v.‘u"le‘il\' allowable, but 1t 18 a necessity connected with
duty as a requisite, that we should presuppose the
possibility of this swmmuwm bonum ; and as this is
possible only on the condition of the existence of God,
it inseparably connects the supposition of this with
duty, that is. 1t 1s morallv necessary to assume the
existence of God.” For ”1' e reasons, 1t 1s a duty
to have faith in God (221-223).%7

\fter carryving us to this lofty height, Kant dis
.\Mnl'm~ us bv (l.-r‘_‘:',:'_' Y]:‘H /m\!r//v//r\ are not
knowledge. We do not re ‘aHl\' know that we are free
and immortal and that God exists. Postulates and
knowledge belong to two different realms, one the
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sphere of the understanding, the other, of the practical
reason. He does not, however, turn away from the
difficulty with indifference, but faces the problem of
mediating between these \pluu\ and of ~h<>\\|n'r if
possible, that there is still a unity of experience, .nul
deciding whether it 1s as a whole the experience of
reality. Such is the aim of the Critique u/ Judgment,
pnhll\lw«l in 1790. This work 1s frequently neglected
y Kant’s critics, but he himself lv«rmlul as the
mping stone of his eritical edifice ; 1t also imms the
starting-point. for Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel in the
formation of their metaphysical systems.*

The Critique of Judgment shows that morality as
the effect of freedom requires that the order of nature
in which it is to be realized should be purposeful with
reference to itself. Now i1t 1s l"‘”(‘l'“\'(‘l_\' necessary
to view the natural world as purpose ful.  But the
only end even of nature capable of being final is the
realization of the moral law which is itself absolute.
Consequently, there 1s at least an empirical unity
between the natural and the moral realm, between
scientific knowledge and moral and religious faith.
This argument more fully developed 1s as follows :
The understanding, indeed, furnishes the condition
of the experience of the natural world, it ** makes
nature and its laws,” but the detailed treatment of
the particulars of nature is the work of the faculty of
judgment that either brings everything in n: mu.
under some law already at hand or seeks to find
law. The latter can be accomplished only under lln-
guidance of the principle that every particular has a
law and that these laws together form a unity. Such
a principle cannot be derived from the nature investi
gated, but must instead be entirely original with the
judging mind. This principle requires that we look
upon nature as purposeful, and fitted to our faculties
by an Intelligence other than our own.* Feelings of
pleasurable satisfaction or dissatisfaction arise in the
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experience of certain objects which may be viewed as
tokens of the purposefulness of the objects in relation
to our faculties. For example, the pleasure exper
enced in contemplating a flower which we call beautiful
indicates for the reflective judgment that the form i
purposeful with reference to our faculties of ap

hension. Such i1s the faculty of taste, whose
ment are disinterested, necessary, and universal
But the lv"vlll"'.' 1s not in the u}x\m!. but in the HMHT
who feels and Ulf]‘_j" the object. The beautiful 1
therefore a m-n-'.mun’»\' but original experience of the

ubject in the presence of certain objects, having

what Kant calls an a priori regulative principle at i
basis. The !lll):\w'l experiences a feeling of repose
mnd surrender to the ideal which finds expression in
the beautiful object. It is as though an intelligent
creator formed nature so as to evoke in us these
xperiences of the beautiful. Thus 1t 1s that the
beautiful lfts the experiencing subject beyond the
phy

al into the moral and religious (178-180).
In ke manner, vast forms or great power in nature
1l

he subject the experience ol the sublime

evoke 1n
which has its own grounds and laws. Does Kant
mean to say 1‘;,4! the Iil;'\'ﬂ';] ui»l'wﬂ of vast propoil
tions or of mighty power 1s not sublime 7 ertainly !
let. nature be as vast or a l‘,w;;']x"\,' as 1t mav. let 1t
cause us momentarily to fear and shrink into ourselve

1t

or a moment ; we then rise up in our spiritual

1ISoniy 1

might and become conscious of our rational being
and of a spiritual destiny which transcend the physical.
Because the objects of nature thus arouse in us these
experiences, we transfer to them what we experience,
and call them beautiful or sublime as the case may
be ; but they are neither,—it is the unique experi nee
of the spirit that is beautiful or sublime (107-129)
\l-rh'u\vl’, both the beautiful and sublime * are pul
1e beautiful
prepares us to love disintere \/u//v/ ~“.'ll"!.‘”",'. even

posive In reference to the moral leeling. ]
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nature itself; the sublime prepares us to esteem
something highly even in opposition to our own
(sensible) interest ”” (134). Each tends to break our
hold upon the physical and lift us into the super
sensible and spiritual—indeed, to arouse the spirit
to a sense of its own destiny and bring us into rela
tion with the Divine.

The purposefulness involved in the beautiful and
the sublime 1s found in the relation of the object to
the q'\|»|'l‘ic‘llt'il|g ,\Hiajt‘vl ; there 1s, however, another
kind of purposefulness which concerns the relation of
objects to each other. Are any natural objects ends
in themselves, nl'i\uM(-vl hinked with n}ijt'rl according
to some purpose beyond them ? Is the whole natural
world subordinated to some final purpose ?  Certainly
we must regard organized lnn;;u as manifesting an
organizing conception. But here we encounter a
difficulty, for the sciences explain everything accord
ing to natur: !l laws and do not lulllllt' te !H»|w' 7 as a
principle of explanation. The very objects of nature
that from one point of view appear to manifest design
may be produced by natural law and explained
according to the scientific method. Kant recognizes
the difficulty, which he calls an antinomy (294-295
making the suggestive remark in passing that possibly
the mechanical and teleological [H'Hlt'ilblt'\' may be
united in the supersensible ground of subject and
nlbjm t (295-296). Kant solves the pln! lem l’\ show
ing that the difficulty arises from the confusion ol
two different ways of regarding the same thing, both
of which are necessary. \\o' must, llnlvwl. think
purpose, but equally necessary is it to regard purpose
as realized by natural laws. Bei ing compelled to 1!”! kk
of purpose fulness in nature, we are led to think of a
designing agency, even an intelligent creator (310-313).

Since we must think of at least some portions of
nature as designed, what can be that final purpose of
nature \\]ll(]l needs no other as condition of its
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possibility ” 7 (359). Nothing in nature, not even man
as a physical creature, satisfies this condition. But
from another point of view, natura! objects are good
“for man " as rational (348-349). Within man himsel{
must be found something which can be furthered by
means of his connection with nature. This 1s not
||:!'»|ri|n'\~. for nature ‘m\ not Ill‘l']" man ‘14'!' \}H‘(‘I‘ll
darling, since he is as much subject to hunger and
violence as other creatures. It is in man’s rational
life that the final purpose lies. Consequently, nature
is a means of preparing man to direct his activity to
ends that are spiritual.  Thus natural forces, society,
seience and art combine to ©* win us 1n I‘ngv measure
from the tyranny of sense-propensions . . . summon,
'IA‘H'__W'H'IIA and harden the powers of the soul not to
ubmit to them, and so make us feel an .‘lpllllhlt' for
higher purposes, which lies hidden in us ” (358). In
brief, the final Ibllllm\t' of creation lies in the worth
that free rational be ill"\ are ;||'!-- to L’i\'v I}H‘lll\"]\'l‘\
in voluntary conformity to the moral law which i1s
itself absolute. This alone renders man capable of
being a final purpose, to which the whole of nature
1s teleologically subordinated,” and without which
nature would be a mere waste (361-371). If, then,
man as a moral ll“ill_’,j is the final purpose of creation,
Ve are u‘vli;’wl to assume a moral |:l\\<__'|\0'| \\}|<rg4>\<'l'll~-
nature according to moral laws and 1s a moral
I‘Ml-Higvlu'v and Will. 'l‘llll~ moral ‘('IO‘HI(I;_’.\' estab
|I fu\ H i]un]mf\' not, hu\\‘q wver, as a ('nm]vlul!url “l‘
physical teleology but on its u\\n basis (373, 388-389).
The \\m]nllu-tn student of Kant feels that his
meaning is larger and prnfnlnnl« r than his words
when he says we can only postulate God, freedom, and
mmmort: l||1\ and 'lulm\ that the concept of the
purposefulness of the world is only a regulative
principle of the reflective judgment. Kant may have
limited knowledge to what can be presented in sense
intuition and interpreted by the responsive mind,
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’! ,“-' because he had constantly before him the assertions h
i;. 1 of Locke and Hume regarding knowledge as derived t
’ from the senses. But Kant makes much of what he 1
’ It ‘ calls the primacy of the practical over the theoretical W
: it it reason to indicate that it 1s the same reason l'nm-ti_nn a
5» ing in two distinet spheres, and that the practical i
| Jl'; atiords some sort of content to the Ideas of soul, e
i g freedom, world, and God, which for theoretical reason t
A4l are only problematic conceptions.* Hence, instead n
of emphasizing Kant’s denial of knowledge beyond p
it | the hmits of sensuous intuition, 1t seems more in e
’ harmony with his ultimate meaning to say that the e
| practic al reason leads to another class of conce ptions l:
which may be regarded with as much assurance as n
those in the strictly theoretical realm. Kant ap par e
i | ently has the same essential meaning as his critic, tl
Al T. H. Green, who shows that some concepts are t]
TN capable of verification in sense intuition, but others el
: are not, as, for example, the moral law and the object f:
of faith which receive verification thl'nn"h the will and W
action of self-conscious agents (Works, 11. 172-176). a
If now we take into ('()Il\i<l(‘l';llltill l\:mt s effort tl
to mediate between the theoretical and practical n
reason l'\ t]u‘ use ui 1}11* a /nm}/ }»lln(llilq' (il pllllm e W
fulness of the reflective judgment, we seem to have as i
f a result that the mind which knows the empirical G
“- reality of nature with its necessary and universal tl
laws, also takes satisfaction in the beauty and sub it
limity of the natural world, and views it as fulfilling
il some ultimate purpose, and at the same time sets W
il ends to itself in free self-determination as it strives to hs
' fulfil the moral law. If we could now grasp the full al
significance of Kant’s frequent hints that possibly tl
\ y in the noumenal world, the ultimate ground of both su
subject and object may be one Iwnw a thought that of
betrays the influence of Spinoza ®—if we could also b
forget that Kant separated phenomena from noumena he
distinction foreign to his doctrine,—we should I8
i
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have as the combined significance of the three critiques
the view that the individual in his immediate know
ledge, feeling, and volition directly experiences reality
within lnnm If, for such is the umty of the individu: |
and Being that no one need transcend his experience
in order to commune with reality, because individual
experience 1s reality. Nor would Kant have us
tamely regard the postulates of God, freedom, im-
mort: 1“{\ and the supreme end. Rather are these
post tulates filled so full of the vital energy of moral
endeavour that they gain the trustworthiness of
established truths. So inexorably does the moral
law ** bind every one as a command that the l'i;_‘lnlvmh
man may say : I will that there be a God, that my
existence in the world be also an existence mll\l”
the chain of physical causes, and in a pure world of
the understanding, and lastly, that my duration be
endless ; 1 firmly abide I»\ this and will not let this
faith be taken from me.” ® We must act as if God
were our constant companion and as familiar to us
as the visible uhjwh about us—* this 1s to /)l)w"//ll/l,’
the existence of God. We believe in God because a
man sure of his duty is sure that the right ought to
win, that in the sense-world it doesn’t win, and that
in the universe it can win only if God is at the helm,
God as the absolute and all-powerful well-wisher of
the whole visible and invisible world-order.” **  May
it not be called a highly pragmatic truth ?

If now we turn to the main theme of this chapter,
we discover that the solution of our |>|'t,M<'I|| 1s at
hand. Luther boldly put aside every intermediate
authority and stood face to face with lll\ God, believi Ing
that his own faith and immediate experience were
sufficient assurance of salvation and of the harmony
of his relations with God. It was a great thought,
but, so far as Luther was concerned, a thought which
had no defence against the critical objection that it
i1s a purely individual experience, not necessarily true
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for another. It was Kant who first showed that,
while these experiences are subjective and individual,
they have also an objective, universal nature. Thus
the gulf that seemed to separate the individual
experience from universal truth, and from the object
of the cognitive, aesthetic, and moral faculties, is
bridged ; not, however, by passing beyond the
individual to the object, but by showing that within
the individual experience subject and ul;JwI are two
terms of a relation that can never occur separately,
and that this relation i1s the basis of the confidence
that what is thus experienced is the very significance
of ultimate reality.

The Critical l’llilmnph)‘, however, left many
problems unsolved which became the themes of
subsequent speculation. Would that Kant had told
us what to do with that shadowy realm of unknown
things-in-themselves which he thinks save him from
idealism ! ®  Would that he had shown how selves are
real and in real relations, and had not disappointed
us with postulates when we crave knowledge ! Then
we might think of our finite spirits as in the one
Spirit whose nature involves differentiation of activities
in the order of physical and spiritual beings. Such
is the teaching that finds a varied expression in Fichte,
Schelling, the Romantic school, and Hegel, whose
views we shall now briefly characterize.

“1 live in a new world,” said Fichte (1765-1814),
“since I have read the Critique of Pure Reason.
Things which I believed never could be proved to
me, e.g. the idea of an absolute freedom and duty,
have been proved, and I feel the happier for it. I
is inconceivable what reverence for humanity, what
power this philosophy gives us, what a blessing it is
for an age in which lho citadels of morality h: ul been
(lc~x1lu)0<l. and the idea of duty blotted out from all
the dictionaries.” ® Such was the enthusiasm with
which Fichte became the devoted friend and defender
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of the Critical Philosophy. Fichte regarded Kant as
saving him from the earlier influence of Spinoza and
from bondage to the outer world.* Kant’s conception
of the moral law as a categorical imperative involving
the freedom and independence of the moral subject is
the key to Fichte's system, which may be roughly
deseribed as a fusion of the doctrines of the ('/'//u/«u' 43/'
Pure Reason with those of the Critique of the Practical
Reason regarded as predominant. Kant had hinted
that the ground of the pln'lmllu'n.ll object and of the
empirical ego llli:ln be the same, and Fichte defines
it as the original ** deed-act ™ in which the absolute
subject 1s what 1t is (thesis). This ego is active, free
reason or will prescribing its own law of duty. These
duties assume for the subject a sensuous form (anti
ll||'\1\)_ 1'nn.~n-||un-1|l|_\'_ the Hl)..l('('ll\l‘ world 1s the
product of this self-limitation of the rational will in
the effort to fulfil the duties 1!11])4»4'1! ')‘\' the Practical
Reason. An external world common to different
selves and governed by general laws means originally
common duties, and affords opportunity for co
operation in their performance. * Thus each builds
his own world in part unconsciously ; and therefore
he seems to his ul(illl.nl‘\' Ilmll},_fhl not to have built
it at all, but Im'n'l.\‘ to find 1t. We see not Hliil\' the
world made by our past acts. Our world is the
world of our conscious and unconscious deeds.” ¥
The rationality of the divine plan secures to us a
power thus to create and to work !Hgvlln'l’. Grood
and bad men, strong and weak, do not really see
precisely the same outer world, which varies within
hmits according to moral perceptions. The more
fully the moral reason is realized in me, the more
\[llillll:ll ;u'Ii\llA\’ | put forth, the more of a self 1
become, and the more of an outer world I need and
afhirm.

Fichte soon enlarges the point of view (synthesis).
Faith in a spiritual world comes to me because my
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moral volition and its law transcend the sensuous.
In that spiritual realm my moral will invariably
produces consequences, though there may be no
outward sensuous action. This causal connection
|n-t\\w'n m‘\' nlwnlin'm‘«‘ .'Hl(l iV\ ln'\uhs 1S Hl.l(ll‘ [m\\an-
by a supreme Will working in the moral will of finite
beings.® ** Let me will, purely and decidedly, my
duty ; and He wills that, in the spiritual world at
least, my will shall plu\]wl'u and ".lr«{llin' an 1n-
fluence on the whole spiritual world which throughout
is but a product of that Infinite Will.”  That whicl
alone 1s real in me 1s ‘ the voice of conscience and
my free obedience,” through which I apprehend and
react upon the community of selves in whom the
Infinite Will 1s manifested, ** which, itself far above
the level of our finite personality, uses even ow
conscious lives and wills as part of its own life.” To
know and live this truth is to know God and have
eternal life, for ** from our free and faithful perforn
ance of our duty in this world, there will arise to
us throughout eternity a life in which our freedom
and morality may still continue their development.”
What is called death here is only the blossoming
forth of a larger eternal life.*

Though Fichte says we may not \]N"il. of God
'N'I\Hlml. and, :lt'('nl({illg to Lotze, puts the moral
order in ]»!.n'u- of the divine [)1‘1\()“.111!_\' his meaning
evidently 1s that our life is a limited embodiment of
God’s life, and realizes as its destiny some of the
significance of the moral law which is the will of God
Kant’s useless, unknown things-in-themselves givi
I'l;u'v to the moral order realized in the absolute Nell
and 1n finite [|1-l'~<»1|.l|i1i4‘.\'."’

There are many evidences of the influence of
Spinoza upon Fichte : both unite with Kant in
determining the formation of Schelling’s Identity
system.  For Schelling (b. 1775), both subject and
object depend upon a more ultimate ground. Nature
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and mind, object and subject, are the twofold mani-
festation of the one Infimite which is neither, but is
the itlt'nlll_\‘ 0l \!I'tj"f'I and n‘»jo-rt which may be
called an impersonal Reason, developing in the world
,»[ur‘w to ~jurm| ‘ »t‘“ consclou lite. |l we 1‘.1“
this Absolute, God, we may say, God puts forth the
world as His free act, 6]:'\4'[«»]»1!\]_’ in it. In order to
ouard against determinism and the lifeless God of
Spinoza, Schelling  “ assumes something in God
which 18 not God himself, distinguishes between God
as existent and that which 1s merely the ground of
his existence or ‘ nature in God.” The actual, }wl‘i‘n'rI
(iod, who 1s intelligence, wisdom, goodness, is preceded
by something which is merely the possibility of all
this, an obscure, unconscious impulse towards self-
representation. For in the last analysis, there is
no being but willing ; to willing alone belong the
!vlvll‘ut?!“ of the }'IIIII:l' being. . . . This ground of
existence 1s an obscure longing to give birth to self,
an unconscious impulse to become conscious; the
ooal of this longing 1s the ° "Iltivr‘d‘.lull(ej_u‘ the Logos,
the \\'lmi. \\|li'l|'i|! “n(l In‘l‘ultll"» I\'\c-.llt‘l] to ~"|'.'~ i
The Understanding, the lLogos, is the licht, but the
dark background of will blindly striving for mani
festation accounts for the evil and the irrational in
existence, In the Absolute, the two I'!fll(‘l}i]ﬁ'\ are
not in conflict but are held in an undifferentiated
unty | iIn man. however, the two |)l'|!lt‘|])l~‘~. the
licht of reason and the darkness of self-will, are
eparate, and the ]vl'llvit‘m ol life 18 to make the m,,r'm
of reason triumphant over all.

In N‘!w“lnu’. the t'u!uw'il‘nlu:! of the .\ll.\n[m" as
developing in the world-process is a step toward
Hegel, while the blindly striving will as a more
ultimate factor than reason in the Absolute reappears
N N lw} enhauer’'s Absolute Will, and forms the basis
of his metaphysical pessimism.

The [ll'iln')lvlv that the self ’mwih the world over
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against itself as the embodiment of its own ends and

interests becomes the principle of the Romantic
school, a name originally appled to a group of men
born between 1765 and 1775, chief of whom were
Augustus and Friedrich Schlegel, Ludwig Tieck,
Novalis, Schelling, and Schleiermacher.  The practical
creed of the Romanticists exhibited in Schelling was :
Trust vour genius : follow your noble heart ; change
vour doctrine whenever your heart changes, and
change vour heart often. The world, you see, 18
after all the world of the inner life. Kant cut us off
from things-in-themselves ; Fichte showed us that
it 1s the I, the Self, that makes the world. lLetus. ..
make 1t what we choose.” 12
In the more general sense, the Romantic school
represented a group of writers who sought to translate
their own lives directly into ]lllll"'“l!ll‘\. It 1s the
enlargement of Fichte's one-sided 1dealism li‘\' other
equally arbitrary doctrines ** which sought to interpret
the whole world 1in terms of our \[HI'HII;II interests.”’
The Romantic movement was \\uh‘\}»l't'.‘|‘|_ and later
found expression in the classic literature and music of
modern Germany, from Beethoven to Wagner, Lessing,
(roethe, N'lxl”t'l; and the Schlegels. ™
It 1s evident that the Romantic school carried the
prine IM" that the self makes 1ts nl»}n't'll\v world to an
extreme, ending in a fickle arbitrariness and change
tbleness according to the variations of the .~Hl|‘|w'1'\
feelings. 1t is characterized by a ** waywardness ”
which needs correction I'_\ a fixed and nl»l|m't|\1- order
of reality. At this point appears the philosophy of
”“‘_‘-‘: (1770-1831), who still l\l‘l'!i“ the ~l.l||4||nvll|| ol
the self. but reaches llll"ll'_']l the self lmlh world and
God. 1t 1s too much to attempt to give more than a

sugeestion of what Hegel meant to teach. No \Hll]'ll'

statement can do justice to this vast system. Never

theless, the following must suffice.
Hegel seems to go back to Kant, taking up the line
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of thought where Kant had left it. What is my
self-conscious experience and how 1s it to be under-
stood 7 What is the self that I am, my past, my
future, my deeper self # This forms the theme of
I||o‘ I'/u NONE /!II/IH//.W‘ “i\’ill‘_{ I't'\lll]\ l':ltll(‘l' 1Il.ll| arag-
ments, it is shown that it belongs to my reality as
pirit to strive and to win victories over contradictions
that oppose me, and 1|H'l>ll},1]l these lllllln])]|~ | reach
my own being. But I could not have my life apart
from others and the relations 1 sustain to them. 1[am
in so far one with the many selves. My spirituality
1s just this communication and intercourse with
other lives. It belongs to spirit to differentiate
itself in objective tasks and win the vietory and
thereby go bevond the present self to a higher,
4"~'r}n'!, more 1"|vl|}xl<‘]1n‘l|\l\l' self. Tllll\ 11‘!. by ~1c‘}l
through active self-enlargement I come to the
recognition of the Absolute Nlrll'll as the essence of
my life. In this manner, the Phenomenologie follow

man’s struggles against opposing forces all the way
from the sensuous to the ideal and \itllii'llll a sort ol
outline of human history—until man becomes con

cious that he is in his very essence throughout the
tages of his J«'\vln]:lllt'ln the Absolute Spirit 1n
manifestation. Thus God is “ simply the total
spiritual — consciousness  that  expresses, embraces,
unifies, and enjovs the whole wealth of our human
lovalty, endurance, and |».|\\lu!|.” "

Hegel now ..M\||:-\ this |bl'.|t'1ll'.1| ethical under
tanding of the nature of spirit and its life activity
1s the kev to unlock the my steries of the world
making it the principle of the universal Spirit that
nanitfests itself in nature. Just as virtue 1s only to
be gained in the strugele with evil, and the good will.
with evil tendencies, so evervthing that 1s real is a
kind of triumph over contradictions and transcends
them The ]»Unlllum for reflec f1on concerning nature
wise in connection with the paradoxical oppositions
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that seem to exist in nature and demand explanation.
It is the purpose of Hegel’s Logic to systematize the
problems thus arising out of these contradictions
together with their solutions. This Whole embracing
in itself all these concepts and their relations 1s the
logical schema of the world of reality abstracted by
tlmuwhl and real only when clothed upon by actual
living experience. We may think of Idea, Reason,
or Notion as existing in itself, positing itself (thesis)
logically prior to manifestation but not antecedent in
time to its expressions. This Reason-in-itself con
tinuously develops in a logical order toward the goal
of self-consciousness in a world-order (antithesis).
After the appearance of self-conscious beings, further
(l<~\q|u|ul|n'nl takes 'll((‘ within the his tory of sell
conscrousness —a [»Imt'\\ of return of \\llll |||\ lbull
put forth to full conscious identification and unity
with the Divine which is the final stage of self-know
ledge (synthesis). The assumption of the Hegelian
Logic is that the categories which manifest themselves
in our mental development, practical striving and
winning of virtue, may be applied to the solution of

the }»ml'h'ln of }n‘in‘u‘t h |,n_;'|1' therefore coincides
with nwt'1|)||\'~l1«. the science of lhin*_'\ set and held
in thoughts, —thoughts accredited able to express the

essential reality of things 7’ (Logic, Sec. 24). Or, a
it is sometimes expressed, the forms of knowledge
are identical with the forms of being. To analyse
and systematize these forms or categories is to produce
an answer to the question concerning the nature ol
reality.” The real 1s the absolute Reason to which

it belongs to be expressed in different things, but the

Whole is the true individual, the true concrete fact
it 18 a IIIIUA\‘ of differences. We find in our self
consciousness the key that discovers to us the secret
of being. for the self 1s the nl'j_’:lllit' total of consciou
processe which have their existence nn|_\‘ in thi
total and 1 relation to each other, forming a unity

Sl

to

ol
n

Ul
th
l’i
or
ph
ol
il
ful

|
D




CH. VI A NEW PHILOSOPHY 165

Such in principle is the infinite Whole. We do not,
then, need to pass beyond our experience in order
to know reality, for knowledge is directly knowledge
of Being, of God. As in our thinking and striving
we unite conceptions in a higher unity which other
wise conflict with each other, so the prine ‘!.!u of the
universal development 1s a movement toward an
ever more compre hensive, ** concrete ” whole, driven
onward, as it were, by the contradictions that appeal
in the less l‘um}"t'h' lower stages of the process,

In his /'/«r/uw/,"r 1 of Nature, Hegel also traces the
unfolding of the creative Reason in the world o
things, beginning with the most abstract forms
that 1s, with space, matter, the inorganie, then the
organic, at last culminating in the [vIWIIH tion of man’
physical organism, which 1s the most perfect product
of the Nl\ ical evolution. But man 15 e "7|‘MH"‘
mind ; as he emerges from the physical, he is neithe
fully conscious of self nor free, but it 1s his destiny te
become both. Hence human history means the pro
I ve u'.fu!‘lll‘: ol l!t.llx-~ 1fe to ever more ( ompi ¢
knowledee of self and freedom from the I'} ysical
At first man 1 ‘,‘l".t’HH") by instincts and passion
rather than by the clear hght of reason. But a
reason 1 him :lw-\rhv}»\_ imformed by reason without
im nature and in his fellows,** he comes more ai
nmore to recognize others as his l'tltl'll\ and to knoy
that ll\l“\ also have reason, freedom, and spiritu Ity
as well as he. Thus individual freedom finds it
[imits in the freedom of others, and society as the
wil_‘lw!\\l' l‘\l'll“\ll‘ll ol reason 1n ll;l‘ mv.xl .,“Hr

begins ; natural instincts are rationalized, giving 1

to marriage, property, contract, [H‘H.H‘\. ind  the
moral structure of society. The individual become
d iu'lwm. |‘:\~‘|'\ .~!.|;~' ol Illllh;lll <i<'\t‘fn'vl|:l‘l|1 ]m

ienificance ; nations rise and fall according to the
ideas which they embody, and each has been in it
turn a chosen [n'nl»l('_» 'Hn' strife ol statesi1s a Ir.ltl!r

!
!
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of Ideas, and the triumphant state is the form of the
[deal State then and there required by the development
of the Absolute Reason. ** Reason 1s the mnermost
substance of history, which is a logic in action.” ¥
Bevond the social stage yet involved in it is the
ignificance of art, religion, and philosophy, which
are stages in the attaimmment ol freedom and inde
pendence of personal life. These are higher than the
u!';w‘l:‘ ¢ mind embodied in the structure of society.
They are steps in the final return of the Reason from
1ts \\'“n‘~1!.tllgt‘lln'lrl. The }_'u.1| IS communion ol
mind with mind. Expressed in a personal way, |
need to pass beyond the stage in which I recognize the
constraiming lorces ol soclety to the iw:lll where |
am able to l<ln'xm|‘\' the Reason manifested in social
relations with the reason that i1s my lhfe. In like
manner, I at first regard the natural world as othe
than myself, distinet and strange. But when 1 have
i U‘HII_\' awakened 1 am able to recognize even 11
nature, and commune with, the mind there expressing
itself, and know myself in union with the great Mind
of Nature and of society and of history. The goal
; I!K" hi”. free l!h' ol ]n'l\nll\ \\ll"‘l' Ill'__'iu'\l hfe 1s the
recognition of the divine Mind in all things. Art
rises in due time on the soil prepared for it by the
family, society, and the state. These in turn support
art and are taken up by it. Hegel's theory of art
shows the mfluence of Kant and Schelling, but 1
more comprehensive,  Art is the triumph over the
physical, a communion with the ideal, created in the
mind of the artist indeed, vet serving as the point
in which the human soul and the Infinite become
identified. This triumph over the material is not

attained 1mmediately ; the greater the <|v}wnn|n*|vu‘
nupon the material, the more abstract and less 1dea
15 the art. Architecture is cruder than sculpture
with lt'\\ <lulnll|.‘lnu‘ ol ”I“ I'l('.t over matter, 4”11‘“

follow, with ll‘*\l‘l!lll*_{ nln-'n'ntln'nm' upon the sensuous
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and increasing worth, painting, music, drama, and
poetry, the highest of the arts, with most direct
communion of mind with mind.

Art ministers to moral and religious life, for which
it is a preparation. Art leads to religion, for the
.|Il('|np1 to lt‘|'l(‘M'lll the Divine prove m.ul«-nl!mh'
and awakens the consciousness of the nothingness of
finite efforts in view of the Infinite. Religion brings,
again, the consciousness of the estrangement ol the
finite and the Infinite, and a return of mind to the
yoke of the external. But religion has an evolution
of which Christianity is the climax, for Christianity
again unites the Infinite and the finite in its cor
ception of the God-man as represented in Jesus Christ,
thus anticipating the highest :ic-\«-inmnvnl ol the
mind-—philosophy—which 1s the conceptual expre:
ion of the total experience, and tor which everything
real 1s found to have its place in the unfolding,
objectifying life of God.*

H“L";l-“ /'//r/u\'u‘p/u/ uf' /,', f"u/mu 1S 0 Illlimlln': I

1ts IN'.(!'HI',_' upon modern theology that 1 reserve it fo
|

later consideration, for one ].-«.-|~ that he 1s in the
presence of a masterful mind unfolding to the reader
Iiw".‘_’]ll 5 Ol I||.:‘|¢‘\1||' powel and scope Ko l'\AI'V‘}':".
]i]wll'l‘npl.} Il.l\ lor 1ts ll|v1t‘nl to |\Im\\ ‘;u'!. |»||I|H 1-|>||\
1S l]nu-nlw__'_\ and theology 1s p||||n~n|'!li\. Religion
experience 1s not \.u||n-?|:11|'_f.l|v.|7i .ll)‘i \<'|l.|l.xln- there
can |H' no \t]P.II;IH'-Il 01 c‘nnlhtl qu'l\\n‘('ll l.hlh\l"‘{‘_‘l‘
and faith—for in one sense religion goes farther than
philosophy ; in another, philosophy goes farther than
religion, because it thinks religion and develops it in
conceptual form,

vl‘lll‘ ”l‘:{i'll.lll ]i||liu~u‘\||\' was 11 a very real sense
an epitome ol the past, the culmination of the idealistic
movement beginning in the eritical philosophy of
Kant, and the last great l|u‘l;||nll_\'~il‘.|\ system.  Hegel
made a permanent contribution to the intellectual
world.  To be sure we turn away from his « prior
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dialectical method ; we do not believe it lnr-\li)]v Lo
represent the course of the world as a logical deduction
from the concept of Being. Nor can we so confident]
affirm that history is a logical process.  We may have
Lo measure 1ts ll«'\<'!n|'||u-|.l in terms of an aesthetic,
ethical end o1 j;mn| Still, the ||t-j10'1:.u| 1||mll_}|:‘
that the universe is grounded in Reason which i
likewise immanent in us, that every step in the
historical Ala'\a'In[nlm'l,! of the race has 1t significance,
has had a powerful influence upon the study of history
and has made 1t possible to believe that the present
is the fruat of the past, conserving 1t ioenificance and
even allowing the transcended forms to remain beside
the more |N‘I[~"‘. and at the same time the seed of
the future. In this system, we find supreme con
fidence that the individual in his own !:lv.ilw"w\r
thought knows the universal, the Absolute, even Gos
Himself. There is a lofty inspiration in the cah
assurance that what the finite mind experiences i nd
Im»\\\ need not to lw (ii «u:kl‘hr\ ih\ Il?uu calied
{fm'n«w"-n.ﬁ for 1 the ]l',u‘mvH'"H-'! the essence
appeal and there 1s no separation.

(he purpose of this chapter is now accomplished.
It was to show how '\lwluwi.h_\' xn-.mnr{wl to the
consciousne

acgainst  determination foreign to itself. \ thi

protest of the mtellectual and relioion

Reformers \uixglm to restore Christiamity out of 1t
original sources, Gtod, man, and the Bible, and fel
back upon the sufficiency of individual faith in
relation to God with present assurance ol Lvation,
so philosophy desired to renew human knowledge
ont of 1ts 1« *.l|'\l“ll)[l' SOUTCEeS, Hu]n‘}u‘]p!n-l|11\, of the
traditions of the ;r.l-! and of all conditions which do
not le in 1ts own faculty of knowledge The
problem became that of showing how individual
cognition i1s not merely individual and subjective, but

also ol"ll\!l\i‘ and universal. We ".!\i"l'.ui"l the
hi tory of this effort, in part, Lo Hrj_'»'L in whom 1
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finds 1ts greatest success, for 1 believe that we must
hold to what appears to be the essential truth of
Hegel on this Imi!!L Il‘xlm'l_\‘. the absolute trust
worthiness of knowledge, individual and subjective
though 1t be, as the final significance of reality which
does not lie beyond ow lxlu»\\iv'tl;y‘ but 18 m owm
i!w\\ll'l{:'v and ;'1 1T. I'his does not mean that ow
cognitions exhaust the content ol reality ;wl]mp
this 1s where Hegel failed to show that the cognitive,
though real, 1s not all. (n‘l'l.lllil»\ it 1s all of reality
that can be Ill"ll;!l\l. It was \"I‘l"'n'lnhu!u'l’ (1788
1860) who brought out the fact that the Hw-}u-~l core
ol 11'»"‘1“\ 1S Not Ilm\:;hl but Will ; with him, imdeed,
Will blindly tmving to be and to take form according
to Ideas, that is, according to Reason. His diseiple
[l’dward von Hartmann, united Hegel's ldea o
['hought with Schopenhauer’s Will in 7'he Philosophy
of th {neonscious, but we know nothing of un
conscious will and thought.” It was Lotze who, not
unjustly I-,'.nll{rwl as |'1ll:\|v|¢"1'1: the movement,
wwed that the ultimate Being i1s indeed Will and
[ought but not unconscious—rather 1s the Absolute
the Perfect personality of whom our personality i
pale immage.” Nelf-conscious Mind as the final ground
of reality whom we may think of as Personality in

1 1

the highest meaning of the term is, in my opinion
the conelusion which the i:.~!n!_\ ol ‘»iu‘in Hliil‘\' lorce
upon us. That this personality 1s known in our know
ing, that self and the world are in some sense immanent
Him, even modes of His Will and Thought
though the modes are different 1s the verdict of
the ~!t‘\~‘1u,»1|w nt ol ]l‘ll!w ulvi:.\ to the present time.
What has just been said is not intended to ignore
those who are still feeding upon the husks of agnostic
m, of whon \H;‘xl"w' Comte, J. S. Mill, and Herber
Spencer were great representatives. Nor are we
unmindful of the views of certain natural scientist
‘~\]l“, ‘Ul;?‘"[":!l" their 1mmediate task, ~il‘ll_\' the
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possibility of any other knowledge than that secured
by investigations in the laboratory. It is enough to
remind the over-confident scientist that there are still
conceptions which he has not explained, that the
objects of nature with which he deals could not be
objects at all without a subject from which, for
scientific purposes, they have been abstracted, and
that it i1s philosophy which endeavours to grasp
in one comprehensive view the significance of the
unbroken unity of experience, although it needs for
its task and in a docile spirit accepts the results of the
sciences for further reflective treatment. Nor do we
lorget the ]uhi!ltvll of such an able writer on meta
physics as F. H. Bradley, who in his Appearance and
Reality says that we may not speak of the Absolute
as personal or rational but, instead, as " super
personal ” and ** super-rational - terms that to the
present writer are void of meaning.®* It i1s sufficient
to note 1n n'[»l‘\' that Professor “n‘\u* who acknow
ledges his indebtedness to Bradley, devotes his able
\\<~IL on T/u ”"l/l/ um/ //u I//(//l’/(/l/rl/ to \!ln\\!l‘;‘
that the Absolute Being is Thought and Will in living
experience, and the source of *“a whole that 1s an
imdividual system of rationally linked and deter
minate, but for that very reason not externally
determined, ethically free individuals, who are never
theless One 1in God.”

|"|||.|H_\'. as 1 response to the Reformation and
the modern spirit a new philosophy arose in place of
Scholasticism, so a new theology based in part upon
this new |;111|tv\|»|x!|}' lw;_';lll to be (l!‘\t'!“l'“l in the
effort to appropriate the same principles of individual
freedom of thought and faith that had been so fruitful
in speculative thought. The result was a theology that
seems 1n many ways to Surpass that (lt'\«'ln[u'tl on the
501l of Greek culture, and i1s now of much influence.
This new theological movement has many aspect

some of which will now be presented.

0]




CHAPTER VII
NEW THEOLOGY : I. RELIGION AS THE GOOD WILL

Tue orinciple of the Reformation required a re-
constraction 1n |!|<'n|n:_\ which was, however, not
immedi :lt'li\ undertaken, for the Reformers continued
to hold the Scholastic doctrines, with some modifica
tions. Nor was the principle of unrestrained inter
pretation of the Seriptures and of the direct relation
o1 the believer to God fully recognized. The change
that took place may be illustrated by a brief review
of the modification of the conception ol Christ's
wwoning work. It will become clear that the new
philosophy beginning with Kant laid the foundation
for theories of the atonement and of the mission of
(‘hrist which are both a more con {»!wl«- .:‘]n]lllnn ol
he !xll!n‘l|)||' of the Reformation, and at the same
time a fresh and Inspiring contribution to present
theology.

The theories of the I'wil'mp!i\v work of Christ
range from the extreme (.!;le\\‘t- to the extreme
ubjective view. In the objective theories, Christ i
!'-|>:<'~<'I|Yl'4l as tll::l;;’ .ulm-llllng which removes an
obstacle in the way of man’s freedom and salvation ;
in the subjective, emphasis is laid upon the work of
Christ as bringing about a changed condition in man
himself, whereby he is brought into fellowship with
God, for the obstacle to salvation lies solely in man’s
condition, »

No theorv of the atonement was ;|Hl')|'[»1¢‘|]
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immediately succeeding the Apostolic age. Jdeliel
manifested itself in a grateful appreciation of the life
and work of Christ in its different aspects. His
self-sacrificing love was always prominently before
the Christian consciousness, and the idea of substitu
tion was common in the |)<1||'|~¥i<' |n'llm§. but the
nature of the substitution was differently conceived.
Christ was regarded as the su hcient representative
of man before God and. as Origen says, from Him
there began the union of the divine with the human,
in order that the human, by communion with the
divine, mieght rise to the divine, not in Jesus alone
but in all those who not only believe, but enter upon
the life which Jesus taught.”!' For some, the
sacrificial death of Christ was the prominent feature
while others "'H||||‘r—1,'mi Hi

of His r¢ JA‘H::'H‘,!‘ Work,
h',n‘i]i(w: lunction. Other |u[|u'!»1iwh\ were that the
power of Satan and his angels was limited by the
work of Christ, that a new divine life was infused into
mankind by Christ, and that the moral mfluence o

His ministry turned men to righteousness.

I'he first definite theory of the method i whiel
l‘}.li\' i HII‘_"]H "l'il.l'{.:!l"i' l|‘ \ been u,‘tu“l I;,-'
“military " theory of the atonement. Through sin

men had come mto the power ol Satan who, like
captor in war, thus acquired a right to his captive
who could justly be released only upon the payment
of a ransom that Satan was satisfied to accept. Ther
is considerable difference of opinion concerning the
.|1‘<‘|'|'l.1||1'|' Ol Ih]\ l}un]\ IA'\ Ilw |"\"HY . I? 15 L
that Justin Martyr was the first to propound thi
I}H‘Hl'i‘..‘y (. B. Stevens savs that this conception
of a ransom “ was the dominant note i Christian
thought on the subject for nearly a thousand

from lrenaeus (d. 200) to Anselm (. 1109)  thougl
it was often combined with various views, penal
ethical, and mystical, which were quite mcongruou
with it.” *  On the other hand, 1t 1s held that Irenaeu

Vel
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is charged with this view but upon insufficient ground,
and that it is doubtful whether the ransom-theory
is to be found definitely advocated by the Fathers.
Origen did, indeed, give expression to this view but,
as Gieseler says, “ Origen does not consider that
“lll'i'l. 1n 1|w |>I‘HIH'I sense, gave ||I\ .\'(ill| as a ransom
to the devil, but only in a figurative and qualified
ense.” ' Others, as, for example, Gregory of Nyssa,
expressed the theory in an extreme form. Although
it cannot be said that this view gained general accept
ance either in the Greek or Latin Church, i1t was an
attempt, on the assumption of Satan’s right and
dominion over men, to show how Christ became the
deliverer of men from bondage by offering Himsel
in suflering love to Natan as an exchange for men,
and how Satan, attracted by His person, .‘ll'(("i]qwl
Him n:.}»\ to find that he wa yowerless to retain
this pure soul. Others, however, held that Satan
lost his claim upon men by his own act in assailing
the innocent Christ. Still others, as, for example,
Augustine, regard Christ’s sacrifice not as effecting
any essential change in the divine disposition but as
so expressing the love of God as to kindle love in
human hearts in return.’

The next theory of Christ’ lm]t‘l!l[rl{\t- work 1n

the order of nl:'\n'\w!»'ut'm was the * commercial ”’
01 itisfaction ”’ theory of Anselm (d. 1109). Anselm
denied that Satan had any right over men. The
obstacle to salvation 1s the offence of sin, whieh 1s a

robbing of God, to whom perfect obedience is due, in
consequence of which satisfaction must be rendered
belore forgiveness i I»H\\IHP, Commercial and mathe
1 1 -‘llll'[f‘!"li- .1!~<l .'}-]n'.!l. -\UIIM"H‘«E'. ‘ll’lt’ 10

do so must make an exact payment which will balance
he books and free man from the debt he owes. It 1s
not now so much a question of guilt and punishment,
for Chnst 18 not viewed as made sin for us, and
accursed,” a Luther aid. Rather 18 His death
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a meritorious work, whose reward i1s the men for
whom Christ gave His life.

The argument of Anselm’s work, Cur Deus Homo ?
endeavours to show the occasion and necessity of
the incarnation and to answer the question, Why
could not God save men in some other way than by
the death of His Son ? And how does the death of
Christ avail for the salvation of men ? The argument
i\ as fu”n\\\ :

=11 Fvery ereature owes obedience to God ; this obedience
is man’s debt of honour to his sovereign. (2) Sin is the non
payment of that debt ; it is a robbing of God, a violation of His
!It'lnfx and of His honour (3) For this act of lu])ltil)‘j the
sinner 18 bound to m ke l‘vf\.nlﬂivm Justice demands that he
hall render satisfaction for this affront. this violation of the
ichts of his richtful Lord. (4) Now the punishment of sin
would be such a satisfaction; but if punishment is to be

renatted. some other sahsfaction must be made which shall be
an adequate substitute for punishment and fully meet its ends
(5) This satisfaction must <-u|n|w1"h'|\ balance the sin for which
it is to satisty ; it must be as meritorious and as pleasing to
(tod as sin 18 heinous and hateful to him. (6) Man is obviously
powerless to render any such satisfaction and to discharge his
debt. (7) God himself must make it if it is made at all ; he
alone can make it. (8) But it i1s due from man, not from
God : man ought to make it, but God alone can ; hence th
necessity. if it is to be made, of a God-man. (9) This God-man
has given to God /Ais own life as a satisfaction for sin.  This he
was not under oblization to do; obedience he owed, but the
vielding up of his life was a free gift. (10) Now as the guilt
of even [],1.‘ least sin outue u{'//\ all worlds l‘\!‘?\”\iil'_’ not God

so the life of Christ surpasses in value all worlds and creatures
.Hnl w more \.‘|!l.1ir[~' l||.‘H| Sin l~ |H'i|||>|l>. ||(‘H(‘i‘ i1 18 an
ade ‘/m,‘/, eq iwwalent and balances the account in man’s favour.
(11) Now such a gift calls for a reward. The saved are the
reward which God makes to Christ /w/' his qft ot his life.”
Hence the necessity of the incarnation and the possibility of
saving men, vet at the same time maintaining the infinite
majesty and honour of God. Whether men are saved depend
“on the measure in which men come to partake of so great

',jl\ll't‘,‘
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While the theory of Anselm was most widely
accepted during the following centuries it was
modified I».\' the Reformers. Anselm had H‘]'l'l‘\!‘ll“‘ll
Christ as doing a meritorious work which He was
under no obligation to do. His sacrifice was viewed
more as passive and physical than as an active
obedience to the divine law through spiritual suffering.
Nor did Anselm show that Christ was in any direct
relation to the just punishment of sin, sharing human
guilt and incurring its penalty yet making atonement
through His death. The Reformers changed the
basis of the argument whereby the conception of
criminal law determined the view of the Il‘il('!l‘!\“‘."
work of Christ. Sin 18 now regarded as a violation
of the law of God in which the divine holiness 1
expressed. The consequent guilt can be removed
only through satisfaction by punishment after which
forgiveness may take ]»].;u‘«'. Hence the |;|u}»iwr|~
wwose of showing how Christ could take upon Himself
the sinner’s guilt so as justly to bear penalty and,
by His active as well as passive obedience, make
forgiveness possible. Luther declared that Christ
became even ‘‘ accursed ” that He might bear the
in-n.lh\'. (Calvin said that *° Christ mm].w.ml as an
intercessor ; that He has taken upon Himself and
suffered the punishment which by the righteous
judgment of God impended over all sinners; that
ix"\' ”I\ Mm"l “\' ]mn‘ 1‘.\]'“(('11 1[m\\' Crimes \\lll']
render them odious to God ; that 1’.\‘ this expiation
(iod the Father has been satisfied and (llll.\' atoned.” 7
['he post-Reformation theologians of the seventeenth
century carried out these (‘Ull('(‘[iiiﬂll\, 11411<|IH}_J‘ that
God’s Holiness 1s fundamental, and that God must
punish sin before 1t can be forgiven. On the other
hand, the believer knows that, despite his own un
righteousness, harmony with the law and with justice
has been restored by Christ, and through faith peace of
conscience comes without leaving any doubts as to

it
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the satisfaction of the claims of God’s violated
It is justification through faith in Christ.

These theories of the redemptive work of Christ
are largely transitional, and are only partially removed
from a mechanical umu[»?l«»ll 1»1 the atonement.
Fspecially important was the difficulty connected
with the conception of the transference of human
guilt to Christ and of His righteousness to us. This
pun\ was sharply attacked by the Socinians whose
views are expressed in the Racovian Catechism
(1609-1612). The Socinians claimed that the strength
of the penal theory of the atonement lay in the
i'u}nnl‘.m'o' given to justice, but that the satisfaction
of jus stice 18 *'Hllui nn|\ by an act of ||||11\llu in that
the guilty one esc 1|u'~ \‘l!llt* the innocent is punished.
The Socinians themselves held that God could forgive
freely without I"lllllllll" [unnh\ or expiation, and no
change in His relation to men was necessary ; all that
was required was that men should change morally.
(tod can free |\ foregive those who are in process ol 1'“
self-amendment to which the knowledge of Christ

xample and obedience contribute. From the stand
]m'n' of Church history, Socinianism was a movement
that j;mulul into l\vH the freer 1||n|1g.11 that had
been developing alongside the Church throughout
the centuries, and at the same time was responsive
to the influences of the Renaissance. Its confession
of faith is inspiring, and marks a step in advance
towards freedom of thoueght and belief.®

The Governmental Theory of the Dutch juris
Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), was in part a reply to I[u'
Socinian obj jjections to the |H'Il.l| Ilnul.\ of the atone
ment. Many of the Arminians also agreed essentially
with the views of Grotius. In this theory, the basi
of the argument is shifted from criminal to eivil law
(1od 13 umu-i\w] as Ilu' -ll[vl‘t'!lw lrml'.ll I:ll[t‘l' \\1!"
must maintain the dignity and authority of His
covernment. Sin is a violation of God’s public law,
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a rebellion against His government which must be
maintained and vindicated. Sinners can be saved
only on condition that the authority of the divine
government shall be fully recognized. This vindica
tion 18 ;I"t'ttllll)llS}lt'(l l»_\' Christ. Grotius tries to |w¢'i)
the 1‘0111'('])“071 of ]HlHElllm‘Hl and |n'll;||l‘\'. but leaves
out the Anselmic scheme of equivalence and imputa-
tion. The essence of punishment is infliction, but
nothing forbids that this infliction should be ordained
by God as punishment for another’s sin. Christ’s
death 1s not really |n'l|:||‘ but 1s as effective in vindicat
ing the divine government as our punishment would
have been. Hence (ul‘[[\'u*nu\\ ] }H:~~i|>!«' with the
maintenance ot justice.”

We come now to a group of theories of the atong
ment \\!:hil are sometimes described as ethical
subjective. They are a reaction against

whi

H'”‘]
the theories
h spring from a mechanical union of Christianity
with the later forms of Greek thought and
Scholasticism, for what would the commercial, penal,
or governmental theory, for example, be without the
tacit assumption of the validity of mediaeval Realism ?
'\valximj,{ to these later theories, law and ]
dl'e

1rom

| 1stice
no iull}_f«‘l' viewed as external and nlli‘\w tive, nor i
in conceived quantitatively as something that can
be measured and punished. But the emphasis is
placed upon the experiences of the individual man
\\]m~l' ulx\.\' ll}i\".)!'l(‘ to :~;ll\;l1l1v?! i\' Ill own inneil l!l"
There i1s no obstacle on God’s part. It 15 sufficient
that the man change, give up his sin, and be forgiven
by God and received into the divine fellow: lllg-. I'he
place of Christ 1s conceived differently, now as an
o'\.wlnl)i" to be followed, ;7'_'.1“\ a Yllw. revelation of
man’s essential, 1deal nature, while the general
impressiveness ol Christ’s |"|'l=“ll;|hlv\' leads men into
the way of salvation. All of these theories have been,
i part at least, anticipated by pre-Reformation
views. Whether these theories are themselves transi-
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178 A CONSTRUCTIVE
HHI|.|| to a more n|>‘]m'ii\(' \'i<'\\‘ nf ”ll‘ lllﬂl‘.‘ll |;1\\ .lll\l
of the work of Christ is still in dispute.

The Hnnl(n'\ which forms the basis of these
ethical and \lllbjull\t‘ llnuln\ of the atonement
finds its roots, at least 1 1 part, in the D]llll» u[»il_\ 0l
Kant, Fichte, Schelling, .m«l Hegel, :m:l in the theo
logical doctrines of Schleiermacher and, more recently,
of Albrecht Ritschl and his school. In this and the
two following chapters we shall outline to some
extent the theoretical foundation of this modern
movement, l‘]l(‘l(‘.i\lilll‘llr‘ to show that in 1t and n
its theological superstructure may be found the
clearest exhibition of the principle of the Reformati
and that theological thought is l»ln'nh\ entirel
free and in the service of religious experience, \‘]nli
It !ll‘il[ll(l\ lllll.\ 1o ]u'ln!lu 1 1ts turn a usell
instrument in the promotion of the spiritual life.

As in philosophy Kant was the first to make
sucee \\‘ll| app lication of the princip le of the Reforma
tion, so was he the first to l.l»\ the foundations for
full adoption by theology. Kant’s moral lllb("lllu
forms the essential factor in lis interpretation of the
Christian religion, which in his view 1s the only trug
mu.url 'l'h"_’l(ill, .”w moral '_"mni 1s rl.«- :wul \ |
acting 1 accord with and for the sake of the mora
l:uh ,\i«\l';||ll_\ l'lll!mll;llq'~ 11 lt'ilgmll. \\i‘l\'il COnsIst
in viewing our duties as the commands of the Suprein
ill(v‘”l“,_‘l‘ll"l‘, since moral duties cover the whole o

rational life, religion may be said to be. 1 1nte
coextensive with our life activity and involved in :
our relations. In 1793 Kant published his Religio
within the Lumnats oJ Pure Reason. This work consist
of four parts dealing with: (1) * The Indwelling
the Bad Principle along with the Good, o
Radical Evil of Human Nature 7 ; (2) = The Confl
of the Good with the Bad for Dominion over Man
“The Vi tory ol the Good over the Bad Princip
blishment of a Kingdom of God upo

(3)
and the Ksta
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Farth 7 ; (4) “ True and False Service under the
Rule of the Good I'I'Hll‘i|i|(‘.” 0

Strictly, nothing is good or bad but what is our
own act. Consequently, there can be no inherited
sin.  The source of evil lies in the free adoption of
a bad instead of a good principle of action, nor can
llnc' ;Hlnlytinll ol >ll('|l a ])I'im’i])lv be 11!1»‘ to [t|l_\*l1‘,||
causes. The only sense in which evil is innate is
!‘w 1‘;!]):!1‘”_\' 1>I‘m‘|_\' to n‘[|<m~v a ;_'Hull or 1'\i| llll«‘ ul'
conduct which is good or evil accordingly. Since
man often chooses the evil, he may be said to have a
propensity to evil which can be, in part at least,
understood when we consider that man is dependent
upon his physical nature and must act in relation
to 1t. Rules of action with reference to the desire
springing from the physical nature often conflict
with the moral law whose source is the practi
reason, and which should dominate the whole life.
\I-H w]ul'\ not I'c'|n'!|\ull\‘\\ Jl]hlll‘ll'll !'w‘ mul‘s| law 01
cease to respect 1t, inl‘}llu' idea of the moral law
cannot mwlu'l'i_\’ be called a (u|}-'u‘i'\ fu‘iuugmg to
personality, for it is personality itself, but a man may
wlopt a rule of conduct which subordinates the moral

v in his personal life.

Nor can we speak of man as requiring the restor:
tion of the original capacity for good, for he could never
lose that capacity and with it the respect for the moral
law : 1f he did lose it, 1t could not be restored. Man
mav be ~,|i<l to be created for

ood, and 1n thi ense

o
his original constitution is good, but whatever a man
or ought to be in a moral sense, he must be through
his own free action in accordance with, and for the
ke of, the moral law. Restoration can onlvy mean
restoration of the dominance of the moral law. Thi
cannot be effected by a gradual reform as longe tl
principle of action remains impure and unchanged,

but there is !m|11i1't"1 a kind of new birth and change
heart which consists in the .ulnl»lit-h of the maxim
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of holiness, the moral law. After this come effort
and growth, that is, one may hope with such a
principle of action, steadily followed, that he ha
entered upon the constant Progress from bad to
better, and that in God's sight this fidelity to the
moral law will make him good and well-pleasing to
the Supreme Lawgiver.

At this point we enter the sphere of religion
which the duties of life are viewed as divine com
mands. There are two classes of religions—favou
‘q"‘|<'m"_' H‘l!}_’inll\ and the religion of the j;nn(l lif¢
In the first., man thinks God can make him eternally
happy without his needing to become better, or, tl
(tod can make him better without his having to
anything except to ask for 1t: but the mon
relicion—and only Christianity 1s the true mo
religcion—man needs only to be anxious to kn
what he ought to do in order to be worthy and
use his talents to the utmost (Luke xix. 12-16).

The eneny which we have um\l'yui‘n"\ to gua
against is the adoption of a maxim of volition wl
does not give supreme l‘!lt'l‘ to the moral law
motive, and, since it is a free act, 1t is impossible
explain why the evil maxim is adopted. We o
expression to our difficulty by saying with the Apost
we war with evil powers.

On the other hand, we personify the idea of
‘,I"‘“] |ll”l"i|||". 'l‘l]'” \\i”"ll .'ll"IH' can “l?ll\"
world the nln.«'v‘l of the divine counsels and be t
purpose ol creation 18 ]Hlll*.ll:l!_\' in moral lewW (
which, as supreme condition, 1s accompanied
happiness as its immediate consequent, a hun

actively experiencing the Highest Good. This |
Man, this perfect humanity, well ]!h'.hlllﬁ_" to God
(‘It‘l'l\.l”\' before the divine Mind, and 1s at the
time the “express image” of God—His o
begotten Son —the Word, the Purpose thro

which and for the sake of which everything
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i
i supernatural being, for it 1s supernatural in every Do
i’ 8! man in the sense of not being the rvesult of his physical nati
ilﬁ | nature but of the practical reason. It only com of |
g it | plicates the problem to assume two supernaturals vea
i Besides, a truly supernatural being, above the weak vnd
B nesses of men, possessing a divinely steadfast will, 01
it could not be an example for men, nor would there i
f be anything remarkable in the persistent moral cal
A 200 [ness of such a lu'llo'{. nea
il Is the Ideal of humanity well-pleasing to God
¢ realizable ¢ If we ought to realize it, there 1s imphed <1
the ability to do so. While we, so far as time i
4 concerned, are alwavs deficient in moral attainment
S vet by the wi\r;n‘\\«»lx‘n\ the moral law as the supreme
rule of our conduet, by the constant progress from
0Ol to bhetter, a series ol approximations to tl
[deal 1s produced which may, in the timeless ituitio
| of the divine Lawgiver, be taken as the satisfactio
f nd fulfilment of the law. Such a life may also |
assured of a blessed future of peace and securit
Likewise, lie who lives according to the principle
evil and coes from better to worse will be able
discover no other than a nuserable end. The god
and pure disposition which 1s the basis of our assi g
ance mav be called the good Spirit ruling us, t
(‘omforter. the |‘4\'..\'31‘1|‘,
The chief difficulty to be overcome in the process
of the soul's restoration 1s the evil condition fro
which one starts. Since 1t 1s our duty to do all the {
‘ good 1 ow power, 1t 1S not easy to see how we
i make up for what has not been done or remove
“ consequences of evil deeds. A change of heart do
; not pay the old debts, nor does the debt of sin al
| another to pay It, for 1t 1s not ‘ll.lh*il‘]«llb!l‘\ ]I'»\‘nl
magnanimous the imnocent one may be who propos
to stand 1 the siner’ place. The only solutim
\ the difficulty lies in the changed <|i\|m»i1iun. |
principle, the old life is abandoned : the new d
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.MHWMH of aenuine moral principles, to be healed ;

1 Him we discover that the Ideal of llu' moral good
nulll\ belongs to our original endowment ({7rbild),
and that one needs only to strive to make it dominate
life in order to become convinced through its effect
upon the heart that the powers of evil cannot prevail
me it.

While Kant finds the moral struggles of the soul
1]1"»]“1(‘(1 ill l't‘liﬂiu!l\ l'ul|1'|‘|»1iwll\‘. Ilt‘ ;xl\n Hlil,\l“\ rooni
for the fact that the moral and religious life of the
individual is dependent upon a society consisting
of those who love virtue and make 1t the bond of
their union. Such \mlm\ 1S ¢ ]“Hl the Irl'!llblt ol
God.  Their unity may depend at first upon general
laws prescribed in some manner as statute, but the
lln‘\("my»lm'nl of the }n'ulrlx' 18 towards a IHII‘E.'
which consists in obedience to self-imposed laws of
the rational will which are at the same time regarded
as the laws of God. who rules His people, His invisible
Church and kinegdom. The successive forms of the
visible Church have as their essential significance
that true religion which rises out of the practi
reason. Human weakness reverses the real orde:
and puts some Person, Book, or Dogma in the pla
of the \mmlw moral religion of the spirit.

On the other hand. the Seriptures are necess:
as a basis u\ union among believers. That whi
nakes Seripture useful and constitutes the test of 1
worth as divine revelation !\ that 1t ’m'!rwlv tl
moral life. The Holy Spirit’s guidance in the int
pretation of the Bib le is just these original principle
of the moral 1 reason, IIH' I«Il\_‘IHH does not cor
in belief in a Seriptural account of what God 1
have done for our welfare. but in what we do and :
and must do and be, in order to be worthy of wl
God does for us: but this is never anvthing else tl

what has unconditioned worth in itself, namely. th
harmony of our will with the divine will in doing the
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whole range of duties which, religiously interpreted

are divine commandl

[s there progress 7 Yes, traditions, statutes, and
rites which did good service in their time are after all

| |

only leading-strings, and gradually give pl

pure religion of the moral reason. Polit)
ind  ecclesiastical reforms are outgrowtl
development for which previous stage
paration. Thus there 18 being formed a
kinedom which shall have the victory
and bring to the world an abiding peace
Since religion subjectively considered

ooenition or our dutie d aivine comn

lace to ’ll"

1) ‘H:,A..

| ol th

are a nre

IHI",\“! «.‘H‘]
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attendance, and the ordinances of Baptism and the
Lord’s Supper are useful in promoting the true
religious life. Prayer serves to awaken the attention
and to establish a disposition to live according to the
divine will. But prayer, church attendance, and the
ordinances have their proper end in real moral attain
ment which alone renders us pleasing to God. The
Lord’s Supper especially sets forth a world - wide
moral fellowship and the equality of the members of
the I\’illj_:«lum. and tends to cultivate in the |'<'|i}_"inll\
community the moral disposition of brotherly love.
We may now sum up Kant’s view by saying that
for him the core of ]u'l\!»!):l“l(\' is the moral will, and
that there 1s nothing good but the good will and what
1s directly related to 1t. Nothing avails for man but
deeds of "\\I{l for the sake of I'ij_'!l!('n'-: 1ess, o1, 1O Spe 15
the i‘llx-;‘l(.| e ol l"l?:‘.mu for God’s sake who 1s regal led
as the source of the moral law which our own reason
at the same time imposes upon us in the form ol
duties. The gradual coming of this pure religious
faith of the moral reason in the history of mankind
is the coming of the kingdom of God. The historical
Christ may be Ic‘j_'.tl'tiq’ll as a ]wlfc'ri l‘\;ll!\]'ll‘ of the
fulfilment of the moral Ideal of man, but 1t is not
faith in the example as such that saves, but faith n
the mner ~[1”|H!u:uw' of the 1-\~l|1irlw which 1s i\l*‘
this original divine Ideal of man (Urbild) eternally
present in the mind of God, and dwelling in and
constituting the essential nature of man. To live
out that inner nature alone renders us acceptable to
Giod, and only as we do so with devoted wills can we
have «'n!llwlt'v.n e that God in His love will ]HI"_’I\P the
deficiencies of our deeds. But man lives necessarily
in relation with his fellows, and, consequently, Kant
adopts as his own teaching Christ’s summary of the
whole duty of man to love God and his neighbour as

himself.10
What I have called the principle of the Reforma

cont

and

o

and
oul
ol
i».llu\
Ifu-
heen
,:!‘41

(rod,



CH. VII A NEW THEOLOGY 187

tion, namely, the direct relation of the individual
to the objects of knowledge and of faith, finds full
expression in Kant. The lofty position which he
w'('li]w-\ in ||i~ mul‘;\l :Hnl I'('“j_fiulx\‘ (lm‘T!‘illl‘\ as 1l|t‘
expression of the pure practical reason was in whole
some contrast to the >1|]u-|'ﬁ('i;1l views of sin and the
atonement prevailing in that age of Enlightenment,
and to the objective mechanical theories of the
redemptive work of Christ advocated by theologians.
There 1s much need even now for heeding Kant's
strong plea for morality in the religious life, for which
neither piety, service, nor ceremony can be a sub-
titute. Nevertheless, the lfi.\I(II.\' of theology has
hown that Kant’s view 1s not so much false as
insuflicient, at least in two respects: in the first
’ ce, we feel that in Kant’ l'm!u‘p”“[! of the re

tous life the emotional and imaginative side of our
nature wa not fully t‘HnllL'[l lll‘u:“l/"vi‘. in the
econd place, we crave knowledge where Kant denies
ts possibility.

\s to the first, it is true that we strive to fulfil
our duties, but Kant leaves the issue so indefinite
that apparently there is never to be a complete
triumph, which i equivalent to saying there is never
to be a complete redemption. Besides, Kant’s con-
ception of moral progress implies a rigorous self
control and subjection to Duty which are too cold
and "11 I:'lbd'l' to meet Il:«‘ }|1'<”|~ ;ll](l \\t':!l\lwv-ﬁ‘\‘ Hf
our ordinarv humanity, although nobody can deny

that we ought not to be u|<]m;1|“\x In our weakness
wnd moral failure to hold ourselves by act of will to
our Duty, © H“‘Ij,'itlll comes to our rescue and takes
our fate mmto her hands. There 18 a state of mind

known to l(h"_‘il'll\ men. but to no others, in which

the will to assert ourselves and hold our own has
been displaced by a willingness to close our mouths
and be as nothing in the floods and water-spouts of

God. In this state of mind what we most dreaded
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]I;I\' th'mm‘ 1]!:' h;ll»il.llinll UI. our ;\';ll'(‘(.\'. :llnl 1‘!(‘
hour of our moral death has turned into our spiritual
birthday,” with its sense of peace and perfect
securtty.!

[t is not, however, just to say that Kant did not
aive a large place to the feelings and emotions. One
cannot read his Apostrophe to Duty,' for example,
or his conception of the beautiful and the sublime
as having power to lift us into the ideal realm and
awaken the consciousness of the spirit’s destiny
without a conviction that, in some respects, Kant
occuples a more exalted position even in the world
of feeling and emotion than many of his eritics.  Nor
is Kant lacking in a trace of mysticism. It was
Schleiermacher and Ritschl who, building in part
upon Kant and to some extent upon the Romanti
school, restored feeling and faith to their proper
place in an understanding of religious experience.
But both appropriated Kant’s questionable suggestion
that the conceptions of religious faith are symbols in
the ]'l.’ll‘l' of knowledge. Hoffding, in his eriticism
of Kant, seems to me to go too far when he says that
Kant conceives both natural and positive religion
as the outer shell or symbol of an essential moral
content, and in no sense possessing cognitive value."

On the other hand, 1 do not think the above
lllll'!'])l‘n'm1in¢| of Kant does full j\l\tivw to his assei
tion of the primacy of the ]'Izn'tir:ll reason over the
theoretical reason, and to the evident purpose of
Kant in his entire work to render a positive service
to moral and religious faith. Does not Kant intend
to give us in his “ postulates ” and in his view of
religion & mething more than mere symbol instea
of knowledge ? Is it not even a certainty that out
ranks in value mere logical reasoning on the narrow

basis of knowledge as [ll‘vwmml in the ('/'///'r/m of
Pure Reason ? However this may be, as a matte
of fact an attempt was made to restore an.:]»l\\'\iv
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on the basis of ecriticism, in which we are no longer
limited to mere feeling and symbol, but have certain
knowledge of ultimate reality which affords a founda
tion for the conception of religion as knowledge. It
was Hegel who interpreted religious experience in
terms of knowledge and, at the same time, restored
the uhjm'ﬂw' and historical, which Kant lu",_'lw'lwl\
to their proper place, and thus united the objective
and subjective factors of religious experience.

To Kant the will, to Hegel, knowledge, to Schleier-
macher and Ritschl, feeling, appears to be the essential
element in religious experience. Kach in turn regard
his system as fully in accord with Christianity ;
indeed, the chief aim of each is to set forth the signifi
cance of Christianity, but each system lacks the feature
that gives strength to the others, at least suggesting

the most yistactory 1!1“!1!'\‘_’\.’ can only be that
which gives full account of cognition, feeling, and
will, basing 1tself upon the whole human constitution.
We turn next to the conception ol the Christian

11

t

edemption in terms of knowledge, which is the work
f Hegel and his numerous followers.

T
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CHAPTER VIII

A NEW THEOLOGY : TII. RELIGION AS KNOWLEDGE

It has often been said that faith ultimately yields to
knowledge. St. Paul seems to imply this in the words:
“Now I know in part ; but then shall I know even a
also T have been known 7 (1 Cor. xur 12). while St

1 ledee of God and

John identifies eternal life with know
of Jesus Christ (John xvi. 3
IHU.,\'\EQ\‘ Im\t‘ 't‘ll a Vi !lwl sloniicance I"HI I!H'

Neo-Platonist and the Gnosticthe goalwas an intuitive,

[
). The words faith and

contemplative .l])lili‘l\l‘ll‘in'v of God. For Clement of
1

of essentials: knowledge (gnosis), the incontrovert
ible demonstration of the things received by faitl

throueh the doetrines of our Lord, whereby faith i
I.M\n-i to an !l‘!'~'1l‘:‘__r.“lr1|' seientifie Uzu‘\[m]{jw>

|'n»7l\ \|1:w stine .y,wi \n elm declared that faith Pre

cede I\I‘.w\i(’w]'j(' (¢ redo ut wntelligam). 1implvine that
faith ends in knowledge. Jesus also sugcests that
knowledee 18 a kind of fruit of obedience when He
savs :  If any man willeth to do his will, he sl

[\{\u\.\ (>|.1I;1v‘1"\l\'l<1[\‘_'. \.‘.:’"‘Tlu'[ 11 lu'ﬁri (vod 01 \‘v |

I peak from mvself 7 (John vii. 17). There 1s. ther
fore, suflicient ground for attempts to interpret tl

essence of religious experience from the standpo
knowledege. We have seen how Kant viewed tl
different forms of religion and relicious histor
f;. V1l !wvml content. We \II.IH Nnow lillll that

Hecel who most clearly conceived religion

190

lexandria faith was * the \‘xwlt]'n‘lnhmh knowledge

relig
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lo'“gimlf l‘.‘.[)"lil‘lu ¢ n terms of Lln«u\il'd;‘f‘ a
ol concepts.

”t'gt'l. /‘////Il\fﬁ/)/ll//l.l/‘ /.’A/lll/ll)[l ]|.1 had an lm]w!’ it
influence upon recent theology. Hegel may have
placed too much emphasis upon the cognitive, but he
did not separate faith and knowledee. Knowledee

a System

1S a4 more "HI|||»|"10‘|_\' (ll',’.llli/l"l .‘lll“ concrete t'ui:l-il

ence, \\}ml |44i1!l .llr}»l!’llt'll’i~ | |>l'|l]'j|;? i»_\.' the
thinker into its proper relations in the universal, but
at the same time the concrete, whole—the truth, the
divine Mind. At the beginning of his Philosophy of
Lel Jron tand New Testament passages, antic Ipating
| own doctrine to the effect that the im

mmer relation ol
man to God finds expression in Christ, that to kno
l ho pirit, to be in H religio 15 also

V. I'he following outhne of some of the view
oped by Hegel 1in his Philo n/w/w/ of Religion
partly because of thei ver and

riehne but
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but knowledge of the not-worldly, not knowledge of
| external mass, of the vmpil‘i('.‘ll existence and life, but
‘ knowledge of what is eternal, what is God, and what
i flows from His nature 7 (17). |’|li|ﬂ>‘np|l_\'. indeed,
is itself service of God, worship, religion, for it is the
| renunciation of the self for the universal and eternal.
Philosophy is, therefore, identical with religion in
content, and only passes beyond religious experience
‘ in so far as it expresses this experience in the form
of thought. This is really theology, for there is one
Reason, one spirit of God present in the world, in man
and his religion and in his thought.
Do we know God? Where Kant is negative,
Hegel affirms the knowledge of God and finds a place
for the significance of Christian doctrine in the develop
ment of the divine life and purpose in the world (37).
There is both immediate and mediate or reflective
knowledge of God, and we know not only that He i
but what He 1s. We know that God is spirit, and
that it belongs to the self-conscious nature of spirif
to have its life in and through a community of spirit
(40). In general, religion means an immediate experl
ence of God, which becomes mediated by thought when
it 1s seen in relation to the whole, and acquires an

-

absolute value.

It 13 evident that relicion is one of the stages i
the development of the Spirit in the individual an
the race to full self-consciousness. Corresponding
to these different stages are the different religions of
the worll, each of which is a necessary step in th
ll«‘\'v]nlnm‘uﬁ and the essential elements of eacl
though transcended, are preserved and completed i
the higher forms. In order to determine the l'!""
of a ll'li*__’iwlu we HM‘I{ to <i\|\' ]I‘!\\ Hml Is concelved
and how man thinks of himself. According to
this standard, Christianity is the culmination of the
religious 11(-\4‘|n;o!||<'||1 and 1s the ]wlll'ri relgion
since 1t reveals what God and man really are and

OH. \
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contains the elements of truth found in other religions.
Consequently, each religion has an element of truth
and 1s a necessary step in the religious development
of mankind (72), but all prepare for and end in
Christianity.
Religious development in the individual and the
race consists in the gradual awakening of the soul to
consciousness of 1ts life in God, for both nature and
the soul are different forms of divine self-revelation.
A\t first the l’(‘lif__'iulh consciousness has a faith and
certainty of God experienced chiefly in subjective
‘-w‘llh'_‘j a .\N'Hlul form i\ UIi_iM‘II\v :lll«] expresses
itself in a representative, imaginative manner. The
final form is cognitive, in which the absolute truth
becomes the ulnjw'l, There 1 however certaimty
of God 1n all these stages, for what I believe 1 also
nplicitly know, but thought seel the supreme
point of view in which all the parts and differences,
occasionally standing out as if independent, sink into

lelr due relation and are seen in their right propor

ton |H' first stage of mmu-«ii(:n- experience of
'I not l"lllll”'l" to mere \ll}ljn'llf\"' !"""\ll‘; for
there 1s some rational content which seel expression.
Feeling and thought are mutually helpf

] Ipful ; 1t 1s worse

) be forgotten than forgiven, and consequently, the

clearer the lll'”l!l” of God the richer and wl\"'[l"l doe
religious feeling become (110-113).

The objective expressions of religion form a pro

e <i"\0‘:<l[lll"'ll7 from the sensuous to the con

1al \t first the ideal 1s embodied In some

nal, sensuous object as a fetish or idol. The

s that of the representative imagination

vhich the sensuous is lifted into the univer

1y

tage 1

r‘l»]rlﬂ. the tree of the knowledge of good and

or here it is'not a question of fruit or of eating but
the 1deal of life that assumes a sensuous expression.
ke manner, historical events, such as those in
life of Christ, have as their essence a particular

O
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the divine self-revelation, but this i1deal
content is not yet fully distinguished from its his-
torical form. This takes |»||H' in the final form of
religious development, namely, the reflective or philo
sophical or theological, in w hich the essential u-nh nt
of any thing, event, or experience is assigned it
||;.<<' ‘in the concrete whole. The awakened mind
then strips off the particular and the sensuous and
finds the absolute Truth, God. llxllu\u]»hu al, and

theological, thought only appropriates the
of religious experience. The

content of

will;lH_\'
essential significance
early forms of religion are often spoken of as immediate
knowledee, but strictly there is only mediated o
'«‘E.H"(l '.lm\‘\l(‘ll:t‘. and whatevel 1s immediate 1s ful
of implicit relations which are rendered explicit |
reflection. Thus we pass from immediate religiou
feeling to knowledge of God (140).

The relation of the individual to God also throv
light upon the relation of immediate religious experi
ence to lll‘\\\l!"lf,)l‘. \\1 Illtlw‘t]_ ]!.l\«‘ i;ll‘ ||'¢"H|'_’ Ol
absolute dependence, as Schleiermacher later said, |

ben

a wider reah

this feeling we transcend our limitations by

aware of them This consciousness of
IS unique to man, who not only strives towards tl

Infinite but also affirms himself as real and become

self-centred. which is to become evil. To be reco
an that God needs to b

ciled with God does not me

reconciled, but that I should turn away from an undue
affirmation of mysell to God. Reconciliation 18 m
possible by the essential relation of the individual

[f the Infinite and the finite stood over ag

te wou

';m;,
L( 'M rv\‘! or. I‘H‘\ 'l'\ll,‘] never unite : i‘,V(' |!H

limit the finite by being in opposition to the finif

Hence the Infinite would be what the finite 1s not, a

would, of course, no longer be Infinite but finite (156

In l. Infinite and finite are a real unity, a whol

tead.

in which alone are distinetions and differences PO
whole of knowledge there

JU~1 d In an organic
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1
distinctions and differences of objects of thought.
Likewise, the infinity of the divine Whole requires ‘
the distinctions and differences of the finite, which in
turn can be what it is only in the embracing unity
{ (599). In this sense Giod transcends the individual
who 1s a manifestation, a ~[)i!‘i1ll:|| process in which |
(iod is conscious of Himself. As long as | affirm myself |
in such a manner as not to recognize that only in God ‘ L LA
do I have my being, my freedom, and my life, I fail ! ( ‘
to have true religion. Instead,

I\“‘!\\

| \hull.ItI come to i

that in my self-surrender and recognition of

God | (tll!t]ii"“' the process of God’s own life as self

conscious spirit and gain my own salvation (167).
In our first thought of God He appears indeter

minate, which 1s really to make God nothing.

Instead,
we -ru-__'lﬂ to see that ’;1;4{

removes this abstrac

1 ting Himself in finite individual
who differ from each other and

divine life, thus

4
|

are vet factors in the (LR S

| > | | 4
oiving definiteness and character to

vl‘}xi\ can only mean that God 1s self-con !
v T . . 1
i cious spirit and 1s social, having His life in the life

I B

spiritual and personal community which is yet ‘

His own life in objective manifestation (275, 561).
Our true relation to and in God 1s more clearly |
expressed in Christianity than in any other religion.
For Christianity, God 1s not some far-off Being a

Oriental conceived Him. nor is

¢+

the

He to be identified

the fimte according to Greek and Roman thought *

Rather is God as spirit both finite and infinite. It '
('hristian religion that the Divine a

N \u*! ome

1
11 thoe

: 1id the ; :i
most conscious of their identity. which
ms to mean (563) : God 1

*'“""H"'\'”L 1n mal
1
as man knows hin

self does he know God, and
man knows (od does he know himself. God
us.  As we dwell in thought upon God, we are ' i
ot only knowing God but God 18 in us knowing Him

we are His self-manifestation. It 1

just the
livine nature thus to o0 forth n v'!>;w"“,~- manifesta

| 4
T, 101
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tion and be self-conscious through the consciousness
of the finite. The converse of this is that human life
has no independent substantiality of its own, and to
say that it has is to affirm a negation ; but human life
ceases to be a negation when man avails himself of
his privilege and knows himself as existent only in
the divine life. When we fail to know our true
relation to God and to live accordingly, we fail of our
life as human, indeed, we are not, we fall short of our
end, we fail of our redemption.

How impressive it 1s to review the lli\lnl"\' of
religion which is the unfolding life of the Spirit ! The
religious consciousness of God is seen to rise from the
natural religions with their dim region of myths,
carcely different from the natural forces of wind, sea,
light, and darkness, up to the l||ull},{||1 of one supreme
Being—a conception hovering over the manifold god

of the Greeks, taking higher form in the Indian,
Fgyptian, Persian, and Jewish religions, until finally
the Oriental conception of transcendence and the
(ireek conception of immanence are united in the
(hristian ideal of the God-man which becomes the
central principle of the absolute and final religion.
Nor is it a matter of indifference how we think, i
only there 1s piety. Rather does it belong to the
nature of the perfect religion to have the divine Spirit
rightly conceived as the object of the religious con
SCIOUSNEss.

It would be llnjll\l to ”t"_"i‘l to say that he 1s a
pantheist, for Hegel thinks that the pantheist, indeed,

the divine Being in nature and man, but not as

3008
|

Spirit.  For Hegel, God is Spirit, and finite natural
and spiritual existences are different factors in the
unitary process of the divine life. When man in
relioious faith becomes conscious of his own «lvlwml
ence upon God, it is the affirmation of God, the true
self-consciousness of GGod. This is the meaning of the
(Christian doctrine that man 1s created in the image
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of God, that the divine grace dwells in us, and that
the Holy Spirit abides in the believing community
and leads it into the truth. Consequently, the dis
tinction between this philosophy, or thmlmq, and
pmthvl m 1s that it belongs to the nature of God as
spirit objectively to express Himself in the manifold
forms of nature, and self-consciously

to be in the
social life of men,

including the religious community. L
From this standpoint the l:Mul\ of the religious C’
community is to be understood. Poets and prophets |

in successive generations interpret the inner movement
of the Spirit and make the gods of the time, while

faith and thought gradually acquire the freedom which

impliritl.\' 'u'l«mj,:\ to them. These advances require

the removal of anything which, having served its

purpose, now hinders the forward movement.

l'vl“w»ll;.”_\'. | am so to ll\»‘ ”IH “rul Hm‘\‘ <l\\"it 1n

1e and use me, which He does according as I surrende: Hilld '
myself to Him (193). This 1s the meaning of sacrifice " |
which 18 the surrender of

some natural object o1
possession, not because God needs it, but as a token !
that it belongs to the finite thing, even to the finite
person, to be surrendered in subordination to the
Divine. Sacrifice finds its full meaning in the spiritual
urrender of the mner life and its 1dentification with
the life of God. In such sacrifice there is true freedom,

while in the earlier stages the person is free but at

the same time 1s bound to the natural—it is the
unfreedom of freedom. Only when man puts away ' i
the sacrifice of the natural ul"uI and denies himsell ‘ i
by identifying his life with God does he

have true |
freedom and renounce in the fullest measure his own

natural impulses, desires, and will in whose undue

renunciation
loes not mean the uprooting of natural impulses and { |
sub \
consequently, to
he moral ideal. In this manner relicion has a

1

jection to the divine Spirit, and,
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Ill‘(‘i'\\;ll‘_\' lllnl.l| :l.«ln*tl t‘.\])]’(‘>\(‘|l m lllnl':\l com
munity and in a state which is the actualization of
the moral will (207). The necessity of this practical
aspect i1s involved 1n the \ij_'llllii‘;xlll statement

* Principles as such are abstract, and have their
truth only in development. Held in their abstraction,
they are entirely untrue ™ (211).

The history of the development of religion from
the naturalistic sensuous stage, which is immediate
and unreflective, to the I‘vliglnll of the .\]»il'il the
\llil'i\.\ I\I!H\\h'tlj_‘c' ol >]»i!‘il may be 1illustrated I'.\
the transition of the human life from childhood to
maturity. For the child there is an immediate unity
of the self and the natural environment, a unity ol
will and nature ; for the young man there 1s no fixed
purpose but 1‘\('!.\||\‘|l.g engages the interest ; for the
mature man there is a definite purpose upon which
the powers Ul‘ I|u' ~»|'|1 are rull(‘«‘hll.ll»‘tli finally,
there 1 ripe old age, in which attention i1s withdrawn
from the self and its limited purposes and the absolut.
final purpose of life is sought as the very essence of
I'u-u)j_' (226). In this reflective stage man reache
his true end and freedom. So in religion. In if
first forms there 1s no distinetion between the natural
and the spiritual ; then come religions in which
\.llle\ ol ul'.ll'rl»- are fixed upon, as n [n-}_\i]tw'l‘!i

these give place to religions with one all-dominating

“l"']w'li finally comes the religion of the spirit,in whic
]IHII awakes to full self-consciousness which 1s at the
ame time the consciousness of God. As has alreac

been said, the Christian religion is the goal of the
religious evolution, and is final, because 1t 1s the true

religion of the spirit in which man surrenders hims
only to find hiraself again in God, in whom, as spirit
he has freedom and life indeed.

Without ;H‘u'ln]ﬂm;‘ to present niore than a meage
outline of Hegel’s intricate argument, we shall nos
turn to his conception of important ¢

loctrines of the
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(

hristian religion, beginning with that of the Trinity
This means a threelold, active, eternal proce inherent
in the nature of the divine Spirit as self-conscious life.
We may think first of the absolute substance in itsell
(thesi ) which 1ssues 1n the Hi;‘;w tive form of fimte
!r};\ ical and |'!|'im.x|r-‘-.1 tences (antithesi )i Finally,
vhat ha heen put forth |'ll':\51!“¥4' itself by full
identification with the divine Being through sell

conscious experience (synthesis).  God in Himsell

free spirit and expresses Himself in His image (the

other ) objectively, which 1s only Himself, but in

order to be actually determined : pirit, God “negate
other ” and returns to Himself, for onl
( yws Hin f in the * other He free
othe 0 kno ' ee (470 In
God 1 Himself Fat )
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religion ; we spiritualize the natural and find at the
goal man united with God. We do no violence
thereby to the natural but only express its worth and
significance as having kinship with us. Since Chris-
tianity sets forth this truth, it is the final religion, for
finality is reached when the spirit knows itself per
fectly. We know that what we are, we are in God,
in whom we have our freedom. God and man say
of each other: This is spirit of my spirit; man 1s
spirit like God, having indeed finiteness and distinet
ness, but in religion these are transcended in the
knowledge of himself in God (478).

[t should not be forgotten, however, that Hegel’s
Trinity is a threefold eternal process in which the
kingdom of the Spirit is the return of the Infinite
into itself, or the synthesis of the kingdom of the
Son with the kingdom of the Father. Hence in
the kingdom of the Spirit the divine nature is fully
expressed, that is, 1t 1s possible, as M‘Taggart ha
shown,?® to interpret Hegel as meaning that God is not
self-conscious personality but is identical with the
spiritual community of finite persons whose union
consists in their mutual l(lln\\lwl;_"v and love. Just
as a college is a spiritual unity of persons who each
know the unity which they form without the college
itself lu-inj_; a person to know its members, so are
finite persons conscious of God who is the unity in
which they have their being, but the individuals are
not for the unity as a personal subject knowing and
experiencing them. Whether Hegel really meant
that God 1s a self-conscious person, although he often
so speaks of God, is a question concerning which ther
18 considerable difference of opinion. But it seen
to me that Hegel’s 1'nllt't'|;tinl| of the divine nature
as a process of differentiation in unty cannot be
satisfactorily understood except on the hypothesi
of the divine personality.

The next doctrine for our consideration is that of
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the Incarnation. At this point the Christian theo-
logian 1s apt to think that there is not sufficient
recognition of the historical Christeither in the doctrine
of the Trinity or of the Incarnation in the endeavour
to seize the essential thought from the absolute point
of view. Hegel called the *“ Other,” or the divine
expression in the physical and spiritual world, the
kingdom of the Son, which is an eternal process in
the ln‘illj_‘ of God. In this sense, God creates the
world and is incarnate in everything that exists, and,
therefore, 1s incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth in a unique
manner since every individual i1s a unique expression
of the divine nature. If men had understood then
own nature adequately, they would have known their
true relation to God ; but they did not. Consequently,
when Jesus, out of His own experience, revealed the
*||~-v.1;)||.\'\ir;1l truth of the essential unity of God and
man, and that 1t belongs to men to find their true life
in union with God, His disciples regarded Him as the
eclal mcarnation and revelation of God. indeed as
the very * Word,” the Truth, given visible form for
their sakes. But 1f ;Himlll.ttn'l.\ understood, all ex ep
tional character disappears from the divine incarna
tion 1n Jesus, since all men like Jesus are to realize
in themselves their union with God. Jesus as Son of
(God means the divine presence 1n Him. The Arabian
name themselves sons of God, and so did Jesus (651).
which only signifies an exceptionally vivid experience
of the essential identity of the Divine and human.
Turning now to the Christian doctrine of original
in and grace, Hegel asserts its profound truth.
Original sin can be understood to mean that, so long
man 1s only potentially good, he 1s in the state of
nature \H[N‘IH(‘IJ||\' l"lllt‘\i'li't'ii a5 1nnocence \\lm-h
I‘H}UIM absence of will. The advance from innocence
to virtue can only be through sin, which has at least

the merit of being an expression of will, and is to that

it 1n the line of progress towards the }_unnl. The

exte
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merely natural man, filled with impulses and appetites,
may be said to be evil in the sense of not possessing
goodness ; to be evil actively is to attribute to the
finite an inqwl‘i;lm'c- in itself viewed as separated
from the divine Spirit. Man forms his characte:
freely only by distinguishing between good and evil
in his activity. Even daily toil is necessary, for it
shows that the satisfaction of needs is gained only
through effort. Man’s life problem is to realize n
himself what he already is in the mind of God, whicl
1s to be a person, to be ~§»|!il : as such, man 1s immortal
in the mind of God and for ever an object of divin
interest. God can make these distinctions of good
and evil in His world and yet overcome them in H

own sell I<l«'l||il.\'1 as for man, the }m~~\ll»i|ll>\ ol
reconciliation between him and his God consists in
the essential unity of the Divine and the human
To see .’lll(l 1.:m\\ I.hi\ >¢-H CONS( ilvll\|'\ 15 to n',\[u'!i' nee
the reconciliation (613-641).

Since Christ’s life 1s involved in the life of God

spirit, the death of Christ for us shows the divine love
and makes us conscilous of our true relations to Go

K

\»l4l4|! \'l'ulll'Al not wllmvx\i-w‘ ll.t\" known. Heren
lies the necessity of Christ’s sacrifice for His brethrer
Because the believer saw most clearly in the death of
Christ the revelation of his relation to God, the deatl
of Christ came to assume great importance. Lil

wise, the belief in the resurrection and ascension mear

that the weakness and [u-:l~»|xniri~‘1!(‘~- of the finite ar
lnuili.\' factors 1n the divine self-manifestation—some
thing to be taken up and overcome 1n that life. In
other words, 1t belongs to the divine >~;u‘l'l! to be the
I!hi'»\' of affirmation and negation—even ot oood a

evil, which are what they are only in the whole. To
(“"1‘“\“]' 1}11‘ ”|’i‘u‘~"l|i]|“__‘, “‘ J|H il‘. (lli' }'““'"*' "‘I """
divine Life 1s to rob our finiteness of its terror and
the grave of its victory, which implies that our deat

is the point where the merely human is stripped of
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and the truly Divine in man emerges in its splendour
(660-663).

Reconciliation and redemption express the same
truth. God is reconciling the world unto Himself,
since the world-order culminating in man and human
society 1s the divine activity. The divine purpose
is reached in a spiritual community whose members
are made to realize, through the contemplation of
Christ, that each individual life 1s an essential factor
in the life of God as spirit. To know this drives away
in and accomplishes redemption and reconciliation.

The witness of the Spirit. and the sense of the
adoption signify the state of unity and love on the
part of the finite for and in the Infinite. It 1s the
kinedom of the ‘\‘]vllit. The historical Christ made
possible the knowledge of the true relation of men to
(iod, giving assurance of immortality and of divine
love .t!.l{ I«t]llili!r)_‘ I||<' :u\w of men tor one ;x]ml!u'L
[hus arises the religious community whose member:
wre, indeed, different, _\'wi of one \!éilli'. in the bond of
love. ““ Jene Liebe i1st eben der Beoriff des Geiste
elbst 7 (669). While the visible Chrst initiated
""H‘l!lllll“_\' nl' 1“\(‘%]'!“\ Hc nmust llt"lt't'vi g0 away
that they may receive * the gift of the Holy Spirit,”
after which the <1i\¢'i]>i<'~- may go out into the world
and cause 1t to become a universal community, the
kinedom of God and of the Son. »

'HH‘ I!i\!nl'i( :ll "‘Wllllllllif»\'. llu\\t‘\c‘l'. ( 1o be mu}v‘r
tood as the form in which God has His life as spirit.
The historical Christ is a necessary stage in the divine
elf-realization, but the mind of the community 1
destined to pass lw.\'nlu'l the visible Christ by ll:‘lv
torming Him into the Son of God, seeing in Him the
essential unity of man with God. When this point

is reached, it 1s no longer necessary to require faith in
the historical Christ, for now the believer has passed
mto the kingdom of the universal Spirit which is to
lulfil the destiny of spirit, even of our life (671-677).
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The development of each member of the Christian
community 1s a factor in the divine self-realization, so
that each may say : I am self-conscious in God, and this
my life 1s ill(ll\lh‘H\:lI!](‘ to that full self-consciousness
of God as Spirit in the universal kingdom of spirits
To live according to this knowledge 1s for me to be
redeemed from sin, to be reconciled and saved. It is
also complete redemption, because sin and 1ts conse
quences are overcome in this life of spirt ; what has
happened is made as though it had not been by being
taken up and overcome in that union of the Divine
and the human which 1s [n‘l!mi in love. |lll]<"‘<|_
may say, sin is a negation suffering negation that
may abide only in the affirmation of the divine Spi
(680-683).

[t has now become clear that philosophy
religion, especially the Christian religion, have
same content but in different form. Religion worshiy
while philosophy strives to know God who is {
Truth : nothing else 1s worth doing. Neither do
piety need philosophy in order to exist, though kno
ledge stimulates and promotes devotion; nor d
philosophy exalt itself above religion, for it only se
to expre s the contentof religion in the formof thougl
only in this sense is philosophy above faith. I
content 1s l!u' Sane \.,y «i\nu |l1|\!<'~uir||_\' 1",|“'7
emotion and sentiments that accompany faith. T
only que tion tor li}lll(rw']‘il_‘, 1s whether these |
true content. Philosophy thinks what the subj
feel !”!'\H\H[bhl\ 18 Itu’ultvf_'»\ (703).

[t now remains to consider the effect of the Heg
system upon theology. Prominent in the controve
that arose was the «‘ul.u-}r!iulx of the personalit
God, of the 1~‘.<‘1IT“{ and il\lliwlm:!l.\' of the soul.
of the value of the historical element in Christia
Hegel left it doubtful how far the ** coming to

of the Idea” was to be Il‘U‘l[vI"th as }u'!\wmf","

God, while the iu‘l]rt?l‘m‘ l’n'«l)lwil\'_l and dialect
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|m~\i||'_' over of forms into one another threatened
the \11}1\1‘:17111;1“1_\' and immortality of the finite person.
On the other hand, the i'lt'lm?»\' of form and matter,
of IH}__'i«' and !nvm];h_\'»ir. of the 4]v\'4-|u|mn'nl. of the
forms of thought as the abstract essence of the tl"\r‘in];-
ment of reality, scemed to leave little room for the
historical life of religion and led to the inquiry whether
the conceptions of religion were more than symbolic
representations of the imagination.* The Hegelian
1 trines were too ]»l'ulﬂlllul and l‘um;l"'\ to |»I<|-‘I(' e
everywhere a uniform effect. As a consequence,

re were the so-called right and left wing

and
e Hegelians, or those who interpreted Hegel
terally and mechanically, those who applied hi

( critically to the overthrow of Christian

oma, and those who occupied a mediating position.

he first group were characterized by extreme
ervatism. Since there was an essential 1dentity
een religion and philosophy, 1t was inferred that
glon must be expressed In il“.li!ru[r}!!lﬂ torm.
e ‘}w'?'»’_'!m- .wl‘-‘lﬁ"‘l the view that, if thi
ophy had 1ts trimity, why should it not also
its incarr (xod, 1ts reconcili 1 and w
’  They put the most profound significance
the doctrine of the ** GGod-man. But the chasm
the ** God-man ” of philosophy and that of
Church was little realized in the theology
| ke or in the Theologoumena of Daub ]
| extreme 1dentin tion of the dogor
i Lrix‘.z""i* i1l doctrine
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{ Historical Deve /u/nm‘/// and in //14'/';‘('4)//‘///4'1 with Modern Joh
“ it Science. This work is characterized by an acute The
i ‘ application of the principle ** that the history of dogma hasis
U}, | is its destruction and the story of its dissolution.” a

| He makes an exireme ;ip]i“«';lliun of the intellectu close
| alism of the Hegelian school, which regards knowledge view

, [ 14 as everything and all other vital functions as nothing nn

‘ and held that 1':-?I:|ul|n'mr»hi«'ttwllln‘nl‘«'li(‘;lll_\'i\|ml|||‘: uch

{ | to stand or fall with a particular theory. As a con ety
’j equence, the Church is shown to be bankrupt in if tao

1 dogmas in the light of science, and even the God he
! of religion is replaced by the speculative ** Idea ™ o h

piritual prineiple. ‘

. Feuerbach goes even further than Strauss and cal
this ““Idea ™ which becomes conscious in man
remnant of mvsticism ; man alone 1s divine, and the
cgods are only w‘ll‘]t‘l'llfvl\‘tl wishes and 1deals of the heart
and religious faith 1s only the heart’s self-assurance

A\ more wholesome form of the influence of th
”"‘_’u lian system 1s found 1n those \\l||)ou'('ll}|.\' a med
iting position and sought, by the aid of speculati
thought, to gain a profounder conception of th natu
Christian faith. They agree in seeking a speculat
?‘1"3 m '.!Ul a ‘.1‘1" 1 (o8 1111“'3'>_‘_"l.!| \ic'\\ ol ||i~-1u‘
in which the facts as well as the 1deals of Christianit (‘hrist
have a place. The important works in this conn ,
tion are Biedermann's Christian Dogmatic (1868
Weisse's Philosophic Dogmatie, and Rothe’s Theolog
Ethies (1845, 1864) » ¢
This meagre sketeh of the lines of thought develoy ( ‘

. in somewhat close dependence upon the Hegeli

I svstem does not exhaust i1ts influences, which

,‘ many and diverse. For t‘_\.llh]r\«u its  influenci f-co

‘ '“‘I"I|n-r with that of the Kantian doctrines, 1s evident fe

: in much that appears original and inspiring in recent t

I[H‘le_f\‘. In l‘uv' recent past some of the most h"‘w;»'
I |

and stimulating expressions of the essential Hegel
'|[<ill‘_’]li are |Hll!|(l 1mn I‘m' \\'nl‘l\'\ lbl‘ l ” Green a -
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John and Edward Caird, not to mention many others.
They agree in viewing the Kantian philosophy as the
hasis of the Hegelian system. But l]ll'l\' abandon the
! /,/'/«u'« dialectical method of Hegel and stand in
closer touch with 4'_'\}u‘l‘iu[|«'1', 'Hu-.\' also l!‘jt‘(" the
view that the Absolute comes to self-consclousness
n man, since it belongs to the nature of spirit as
uch to be self-conscious in 1ts manifold and varied
ctivity. Nor i1s there any such 4‘]r.1!,41;~»l| in the
f the divine actualization as Hegel maintained.?
tinction between natural and revealed religion
'n to be H!.I"l\.x];lv_ \lm']i 01 t;u‘ content ol
|

verbal revelation 18 a reproduction of the real

on of nature and human life. (]l wn truth

deever and more complete interpretation of
i

iral morals and religion 'here
John Caird, * no such thing
religion of reason distinct

Chn tlanity 1 more pro

“;rh'i""\ ?‘\w|\ l,i“tr!‘wl‘ more

Ui | 3 | v’n | [rH]w\‘r:n' 9 'll\",,u

human thought than natural religion :

put it, Christianity 1s natural religion
and transmuted into revealed.’ Indeed
1s the more natural because more in accord
Nor are faith and reason separate,
oain a rational 1.I.u'»1tvi;,‘~-’<r‘ the
We indeed believe, but adv:
a higher point of view of the
o justify and harmonize
on of God 1n
tic nor deistic b
or mind to
rld of finite
| gation
ind relative inde
" God fulfils Him

existence ot 1i,w
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world, and above all in the spiritual nature and life
and destiny of man ; that, with reverence be 1t said,
the very being and blessedness of God are implicated
in the existence, the perfection, the salvation of finite
souls.”  Without nature and man there would be
something in God unrevealed and unrealized. i
man exists only because of and in God, there is in the
Infinite that which involves the existence of finite
spirits.  ** If there be a divine element in man, there
must be, so to speak, a human element in God, of
which the whole spiritual life and history of the world
the manifestation.” God 1s thus the * Father of
DITIH o
\t this point the transition to the relation of
Christ to God and men 1s made Pos ible. Like
nen., Christ has His life in God and 1s Divine and
human. Nor is this a dualism of nature. * The
true conception is—that the divine life is the con
dition of the human, the atmosphere in which alone
Wl spiritual life can exist; and that 1t is only n
union with God that the individual spirit can realiz
elf and become possessor of the latent wealth of
ntelligence and anllu'\\ that lu-!l‘\illn to 1t It
true, indeed, that there is something unique in the
Person of Christ, and that a participation in the being
ind life of (iod can be ]'lw]vr.:h'll of Him as dist
ouished from all other members of the human race
{
md human in the Person of Christ transcends, in one
sense, all earthly parallel, it must yet be a union of
which. by 1ts very structure and essence, humanit

is capable.” 1  Such the union between man an
(God that the human will is both most free in 1
surrender of self to God and man gains at tl
same time his greatest individuality. This identif
tion 1s not a pantheistic obliteration of the distin
tion between the human and the Divine but is t
fulfilment of life that can come only in God.
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It 15 1n PO ible .Hl“'i\l.ﬂl'[\ to present the whole
ome and inspiring treatment of religion by those
who have felt the influence of the Hegelian thought :
n their hands this noble svstem, much modified it
true, has shown 1tself “.lfwlr!" of a fruitful theology
ind a practical application to the problems of life.

| believe the essential H"J-‘Hu thought to be of

passing richness and value in practical living
We know God ; H l11e, our life, and we are essential
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factor in religious experience, not only accompanying
but, it is supposed, affording a unique source of
knowledge of God and the soul’s destiny through a
mystic feeling or faith which transcends the sphere
of reason. To this view we now turn.




CHAPTER IX
A\ NEW THEOLOGY : III. RELIGION AS FEELING
AN excessive assertion of the clan ol reason t«
know |H that can be in'ih-\“fl_ ometimes united

denmal of ;.y;l»'.\\m[:w of God’s existence. h: olter

cau "l an :Alt[nu»i Lo 113\‘ intuition of faith or feeline a

1 L 1.3 1 1

a means ot ;)ir[vlt‘ln‘lifl\ﬂ:f what 1t 18 held lies bevond

the reach of the understanding. Surely faith and the

. y 3
deen-seated feelings of ]}‘. l;»‘ui have a volce that 1

1 41 1 1 i r
heard though reason is forced to keep silent. Plate
1 1 13 1 14
ettt the ~~:r11| iree tO perceive some thing of her el

Pyrrhonism encountered the Stoic’s confidence

the soul’s abilitv to know God w t] in the human life

‘.‘Y*i ";|" \"" I‘M’"?u‘ Intultion and e atic conten
plation of the Deity. Rationalistic Gnostic

well as the purer philosophy of ‘
n Irenaeus and a Tertulhan, who determined to kno
hi o but I X‘ﬁ' faith and repudiat as han
e ‘I‘<'I"i"l ce .M‘!A"Il Iv} 1"“"['1!:»

(zod 2 An interesting fello ""l“" of spirits, recardle

of time. 18 shown Coleridge, 1 the preface ti
lids to Reflection, quote v from

ermon of St. Augustine : ** So receive tl tl

‘ deserve to understand it For the faith ough
to precede the understanding, so that the under
tanding may be the reward of the faitl Mediaeva
nyst m sought to rise above the discursive reason
nd mmmediately apprehend the Deit In St
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German mysties of the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries adopted a similar but more intellectual
view of the relation to God, as, for example, Tauler
and Eckhart who said : ** 1 have a power in my soul
which enables me to |n'l('<“|\v God : I am as certan
as that T live that nothing is so near to me as God.’
So great was this confidence of immediate appreher
sion of God that these IIl»\\~1i1'\ had lLittle mterest n
proclaiming the revelation of the Bible.?

During the Enlightenment of the eichteenth centur
the clearness and distinetness of the mathemati
ol «1'}“ on ol ll\‘l\!' Illlv\x’t‘!‘.\‘ii to hnt 1\l<\v\\'|'\§[jw'

the sensible and the demon trative. 'l NMOVen
umed an ageressive form in England and Fran
opposing the supernatural and consequently rej

mme the revelation of Christianity Rousseau (171
1778), ""\(‘\l'i. l‘l'v ane I!‘t' ‘le\ul\.‘ln' of |1"‘!‘?“f |
ource of confidence in the truths of relhigion, ho
ing that there 1s In our hearts a satistying respo
to the upreme worth of Jesus as exhibiting a

human moral excellence We may trust th [

of the heart as giving assurance of the tru
Chnstianit
We have shown how Kant, the son of Pieti
wrents  and  possibly  influenced by Rouss
mble emnted [\\ meal of tl ‘ P tul
e practical reason to restore irance ol (
I1¢ 1 nd immortality But | mitatio
knowledee to the sensible was too mu h inh
"‘l’ prey 1.&“"_‘ "!"\H’}llk""‘ al l cepticl
neul ]‘1\‘1411“‘l“.\\\lllb!v’-“l'l etort |
of morals and faith has often been overlooked.

poet and critic Lessing (d. 1781 ) had a similar pun
1nad t] better success than Kant, 1n }H E
tion of the Human Race, which shows that God 1
celations to men suited to their condition, th
positive religions are transitional steps in the de

ment of th Christianity of Reason ™ whi
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progressively realized in the natural and social world,
in science, art, religion, and history. Responding to
Rousseau’s view of man’s development and receiving
a deepened conception of nature from Goethe, Herder
expresses in his Ideas for the History of Mankind a
conception of human life in many respects similar to
that of Lessing in his Education of the Human Race.
Being in love with nature, Herder sees in the life of
humanity, in its institutions, its folksongs, its customs,
and its history, something natural-—indeed, the mani-
festation of God, the World-Soul, a modified Spinoz
ism. This conception of man in relation to the
universe 1s not the result of a demonstration, but ha
rather the nature of an aesthetic ;1}'}nwl|rn«iun of the
ionificance of reality. Such ouqght to be the nature of
reality, if we are to find satisfaction. The chasn
between the natural and the ideal is overcome by thi
immanent teleology. It 1s a faith, a feeling, which
reason may confirm by an examination of the facts of
experience. Nor did Herder ever doubt the ultimat
victory of the pure religion of Christ, whom he regarded
as the Spiritual Saviour of the race who * came to
raise up (God-men who, whatever the laws under which
they lived, would further the good of others according
to the purest principles, and who themselves in all
toleration, would rule as kings in the kingdom of
coodness and truth.” ¢

Jacobi's Faith /’////mv\'u/r//.// (1743-1819) differs fron
that of Hamann and Herder. It is the ¢ faith of need.’
Rousseau’s view of the apprehension of God through
immediate feeling also imfluences Jacobi, while he
accepted Kant’s doctrine that God cannot be known
in the relations of the understanding. The Kantian
criticism of the ontological argument led Jacobi to
olve more attention to .\']»innx:l. whose amor intel
lectualis Der must have determined, in a measure, his
own peculiar conception of faith. It is a faith, a
feeling, or, later, a sense or reason which receptively

pt'
th
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perceives or apprehends supernatural existences as
the eye or ear perceives the sensible. The knowledge
of reason mav, indeed, be termed a * showine” ar

‘in~p11:|1inn“tu which the knowledee of the under
\l..iulm;{ 1s related Hl“!‘vl‘\' as a token and \ig'n.“ Jut
this immediate apprehension of God through faith o
feeling or reason is for Jacobi, as for Rousseau, not a
demonstrative knowledge of the divine nature but only
an assurance that God 1s. “nnwwllh-'w!'j all defini
tions of God are only ;1|M||1n}w'rmlMH ms. Jacobi's
work on Divine v/.//uw/\ and their Revelation had manv
vmpathetic readers who had been W";“'Hw; bv the

intellectualism of the age. and the subsequent theoloos
ol teeline ] chleler: Clh¢ tel 1O }\ it
) (mty\- Vit
I'he protest rainst tl rationalism that left no
" for tl 1 n<1bl { { |
) e lpersensible, agaimmst atten )»! to reauce
mental life to elementary processes controlle | by

chanical laws, against the sufficiency of science.
found an able supporter in Samuel Taylor Coleride
(1772-1834). During his vouth he had been a disciple
of H f""'}\, .Hl'i ”HH”’, }\lli_ a iih\"‘ dav-dreamen
y true Romant CIst, he was more 1:"1'\'| to re }uw\ to
the ideal and the spiritual in the philosophy of Kant,
Le ng, J.u‘:rl»l. and \l[w"‘m:t! He .‘wiw’rﬁ Kant
distinetion between the understanding as the faculty
Ol categories .|1|1l ol | I:H‘.‘.}M'-]‘,!", -lIH] 1\]1‘ reason a “‘
faculty of forming ideas of the unconditioned. of that
vhich transcends knowledge which nevertheless i
1 some sense .!|>[)!t"wl.‘lm] by a llliitt\lv act of the
imtuitive reason or feeling. ** Reason is the power
of universal and necessary convictions, the source
and substance of truths above sense and having then
evidence in themselves.” 8

Coleridge endeavoured to reconcile between philo-
ophy and Christianity by rationalizing the dogmas
of the Church so as to surrender their scholastic form
but keep the moral and religious content revealed by




|
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the “inward beholding,” * the universal light ™ of
reason which 1s * the ~}»i|'li of the regenerated man
whereby the person is capable of a quickening inter-
communion with the Divine Spirit ; and herein con-
sists the mystery of redemption, that this has been
rendered ]m\ailx(n' for us.” Life, ]m}w. love, 1In one
word, faith, ‘“are derivations from the practical,
moral and spiritual nature”” (Aph. 99. 22).  We have
the germs of the supernatural perfect life in us which
are brought to thewr fulfilment by Christianity, the
truth of which can never contradict what is implicit
in our reason. The manifestation of the Divine n
the life and death of Christ effects our Ivlfwf"lliiuu il

that we turn from the carnal and become pirit 1al

living out the divine life implicit in us which
hends immediately its fulfilment in Christ (Aph. 24)
\ | bv the cock-crow (a sermon, a calamit

or a Eutr\.\t{c'].?m'\ escape ), the Chri
'ff:‘_w:‘m sets out 1 the Mullzi!r” 3\\:]¢‘_,{|H. while vet th
truth (the perfect law of liberty)is below the horizon
This truth rise ;"|{!w!\ll'_'||"' he goes on his journey
te the sun with the mereasing dav (Aph. 29).°2
I
I tal

hough Coleridee died in 1834 and Thon Carh
in 1881, Carlvle likewise takes refuge in the uniqus

power ol the spimt to (:!vixl‘t‘l‘l nd the upersensible 1

what he calls Belief Faith, belief, are his wat
ords.”® Goethe in his Werther, Faust, and Wilhels
Meister strengthens this Belief and helps Carlyle {
think of it as requiring that each should fulfil his ow)
life which is to embodv something of infinite valu

to incarnate a divine idea. For this insight into the
wav and the goal of life Carlyle uses the term Beli
an immediate perceptionof ultimate value which canno

be HI”\' ora ';‘-"l by the intellect. But Carlyle lacl

(;(IQ‘1IH*- i(»\||!l\l||‘~\. iu'l}hl'h I)(‘I“]H\" ”.Hn l‘)l""‘

reveals to him so much of the spiritual realm with it

absolute values that he is oppressed by the longing

for still clearer vision. This (ml.\' !):H‘H:tll}' satisfied
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longing causes Carlyle to rebel against the pretensions
of science which would weigh and measure everything,
as though this were all the spirit needs. I think this
Belief, this immediate apprehension of the Infinite,
is Carlyle’s reply to the restrictions of the positive
ciences, to Gibbon and Hume, and to Kant’s denial
0l LHH‘.\[I'(ILH‘ ‘l‘ll l’m- “i\'i!ﬂ'. ”l' i\ U\‘('.'\\]H'lmwi ]»\
the mystery of the world whose forms are for him
only the garment of God. The human personality is
the revelation of the Infinite. The highest truth of
reason 1S 411‘!} a ‘\'Hllml of a yet (J.&”'i“” ignificance,
Fach personality must find its own religion and it

own symbol and commit the work of life to the ever
i 1o stream of time
( | 1 | struggles reflected those of f
man mind of an earher generation. As the
( N |-w{r\" then HTIIIH-EH- I'Iwu‘wg‘t destroved
bv the attacks of the understandineg and reconstructed
ef ** from the subjective sources of man as a moral
rational being,” so Carlyle sought, as he
y reconcile reverence with clearness, to deny and
fv what 1 false nd vet 10 beli ] ;;‘ ;‘.
true.” Asthe moral consciousness in Germany
L expression in the 1deal world of its great thinkex
| poets, so the same moral consciousness, more

losely united, it may be, with relicion, uttered itsell
in the works of ( HH]\'.

I'he forms and mstitutions of society, the custom

| creeds of religion, are but rb\rn!n’f: of spiritual

":mi\w: them .1H'v}ri.1|l|v in the historical life

f peoples.  When they grow old and lose their use

they should be removed lest they hinder the

tle each should freely think in response

experience of the ideal, each is called

“u'?‘, But wl

upon to act in the world as it is that the divine purposes
1 1o :

Moreover, in this active response to Belief in
eternal values, Carlyle, like Fichte, finds the source
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of the hope of immortality. Fichte had said : ** Owm
faith, of which we have spoken as faith in duty, i
only faith in Him, in His reason, in His truth,” and
permits us to accept “ essential truth—nothing le

1
+1

han that from our free and faithful performance of
our duty in this world, there will arise to us through
out eternity a life in which our freedom and morality
may still continue their development ™ (T'he Vocation
of Man, Bk. m.; 1. 4). Likewise Carlyle declares :
* The conviction that our life continues springs for me
from the conception of activity ; for if 1 work without
ceasing to the end,nature 1s bound to a 1en me another
existence when the present one no longer suffices for
my spirit.”’

I'hus Carlvle belones to that oroup of thinker
including poets and philosophers, who give a unique
place to faith, to spiritual, even mystical insight and

to feeline which directly commune with the upel
ensible world, transcend the narrow sphere of th
understanding, and prevail over the external authority

of dogmas and the written Word. It 15 a “ revela

tion experienced i communion with the Divine in
nature, in the soul, in humanity, and supremely in
Jesus of Nazareth. Thought can only form symbol
of the content of thi experience, ,”U:.‘ ting th

{

theology has as 1ts function to minister to the religiou

\oain, the lmitations of knowledee and th

Ned
of a unique source of information concerning th
existence and nature of God was somewhat different
interpreted by Hamilton, Mansel, and Spence
Spencer’s doctrine of the Unknowable Power set fort

in his First Prineiples has its historical origin in Kant

[imitationof knowledge as 1t was lvlv»t'lm'wi h.\‘HAmn[h-'
in his /‘/”/""'/'/”/ of the Conditioned and the doctrine
of relativity which made knowledge of the Uncor
<i1?l(nlll‘ll, the A\|I\1>!liln‘. IHl]HI“ilbll‘. “l‘ll"t‘. as Mans
the tll\wiivlv of Hamilton ]mlm«ﬂ out, only revelati
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and faith can make God known. To this J. S. Mill,
much to the discomfiture of the 'J'Mn| Bi lmjb. lo'i;“wl :
“ Through this inherent impossibility of our conceiy

g ol lrwu'm'!j,f God’s essential attributes, we are
disqualified from judging what is or i1s not consistent
with them. If, then, a religion 1 pre ented to u

containing any particular doctrine respecting the Deity,
our belief or lem tion of the doctrine ought to 1{"|w!n|
exclusively upon the evidences which can be !!l““‘u’ vl
for the divine origin of the religion : and no argument
grounded upon the neredibility of the doctrine

mvol g an m!w‘j[u\lr:| ab \||<|M" or on 1t moral

paane as unworthy ol "_"“"l"! wise being, ought to

eieht nee of these t S We are
Hamilton’s Philosophy, chaps. vi. a1 Combary
H | o1l /‘/' lo 0ph | O t/ Conditron d, P

Co

It 18 not nece 1 )T he 1M
( bu : - : A ) For .
\\\ O not “l .?,‘ 0O !Il '!; (] |
to o deny knowledge of God in order to
e room for a revelation of a unique character ?
W tl reve tion co no 1 t1o hat 1t 11C¢
content, 1t will have to be ¢ , i |
remises human knowledege 138 not adequate to pro

wunce upon the nature of God, and vet how can it

be received unle the revelation commends itself a

onable

\""751"! exan lex' ol the .;V]H]'Yilrll Ol ??v' I\ intian

1.1
mitation of knowledge and resort to a w l(ue expel

ence of the divine reality appears 1n Schleiermacher

(1768-1834) But, while really a 4:1.‘<i;»‘< of Kant,

he did not ui-*[' the Kantian ]'}‘1'1 ophv a he found
t, but rejected the external manner vhich K

It, but rejected the external manner in which Kant
united ethies and relicion, showing that ethical

motives cannot lead us to infer a something which

11es IH'\‘r!‘.'l iﬂln.ﬂ.'!w’:.g I

)

] . | PR
ather 1s :"\"l 1te I‘,A”]._,
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immediately experienced i the feeling of dependence.
In order to hold that this religious feeling of absolute
dependence 15 1in harmony with scientific thoueht

‘ concerning phenomena, Schleiermacher presuppose
[ a unity of knowledege, feeling and also willineg with
Being, for ethical action takes place in the world that
| s and modifies 1t according to an 1deal. Sechleier
[ 1] macher is carried lightly over the difficulty whicl
Kant encountered in the supposition of the unity of

knowledoe ..‘"l'l ih"l‘g by l‘u' conviction ”*:‘ the

dual, m h t]lr\«wH".t‘ life. experiences reality
i | (N w‘ 3 Upon Iiu' \ “V}w ol ||4- r?'\i\‘v ll’]‘f
n a easure from Schelling and Spino
NOSEe N0 11 w'l‘w“‘[‘]x\'?!-\v"i‘ IHH'\I;Q'I t]rw‘lr
t hize ‘ | ¢ power ol llit' SOULL TO Immedadiate
ence 1 ty W earned m part from the stu
Nato n part from Jacobi's faith }tllllw "i';t\"
* od-consciousness,” and from tl
o nt impulse to absorb himsell In existence.
nother influence tending to add to the

1 1

nective, Hw;\\ 1 wperience

hleiermacher received his earlv tra

the Moravians, noted for their piety

Christ I'he Moravian ]1‘5\1;‘4'1,:" |

Giermany the me e\ elical movement that
duced Wesley and  Whitefield. Tl
novement w based upon the belief th

ht and found only in the inw

of the oul. an Hi.n:.fm nsion of the I

he reason, and imdependent of author

f Church or Bible. These literarv, ph
ngelical influences, combined with |

own study and meditation, led Schleiermacher to
pecu 1 elgious st "'»':n) nt. JH" . i' ¢

ndoned the conviction that the innermost life
1 N must be | ved 1n ﬂ‘vii'i‘_'. ."M“ that T!xl-. and tl

me, can bring man into immediate relation with the

Hichest .’ In an earlier age. Schleiermacher won




|hl\" |""'l| ‘11”' ‘ a my
mystic ' —for hi vinpathie
rather than with the Scho
Church, the Bible and dogma

in religcion.  Whatever authori

mn T!“- w!;lm?n,w experience

aved from mere individua

I~f‘:.unl»;‘|w mpathy wit!
humanit and the ru
|\| | ] ]; to ( 1
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| |
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the dominant factor and traced its development in

||1*~ system, so 411"" v\('llli‘if‘lI!I.H‘IH‘I‘ (I"ill ill lli\ I,/‘(/""/I.f'

\\llh I'n'r'in}_h \\|xl(‘|| ||~‘;_'t'| ~l|lml‘1lll|:|ht|4 Some 'm\v'
held that there 1s a marked difference between the
two works, namely, the Discourses (Reden) and the
Christian  Doctrine (Glaubenslehre), maintaining that
the Discourses are pantheistic while the Glaubenslehre is
dualistic, since 1t makes a definite distinction between
God and the world. But in each the thought
t'\w'ml‘*”.\ the same ‘iml];lt the lmml of view differs,

and nggest .\iumu,‘ﬂ Natura naturans. Natura
naturala.

In order to understand the significance of the
feeling of absolute dependence in which religio
consists, 1t 18 necessary to trace the «lw\w]lv[x! ent ol
the feeling of relative <iv§~';fi»|un In the first, the
i't'\ el ol Iitiative .}!l ent, 1 ?!H' o H'\-i‘ 161 l!!l ent

’..‘\" I"t'iil!: consclrousne arises 1 connection witl
the vital functions, both organic ;tl;z] Hll"”"c tual. and
varies with the difficulty of the performance of these
functions. The feelings begin with reaction upon
the natural world, then upon the social, and culminate
in the religious. 1t is in this sense that Schleiermacher
at times says all feelings are religious. The office
of feeling 1s to maintain the unity, the 1dentity of
hfe mm all 1ts experience Feeling is, therefore,
[\KIM ol ]IHI!II‘IEI.H!‘ i,'ln\\l!lu, or conviction. ol y‘!p
essential oneness of our life with the world of thing
and persons and with God. In the lower stages of
feeling there 1s a consciousness of self-initiative in
relation to that upon which we are tin-,u-mlvm_ b
in the religious feeling this ability 1s absent and we
feel ;lllw'illlv‘\‘\' lll‘[ﬂ‘ll(lt'lll, “What we (lt-\lgrl.m' a
devotion 1s precisely such a finding one’s self in the
Infinite, with the consciousness that here any reactio
whatever i1s completely excluded.” ¥

Schleiermacher also supports his assurance of the
existence of God l'.\' the causal relation which, as he
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thinks, is implicit in feeling, especially in the religious
feeling, at least suggesting, in my opinion, Descartes’
view of the idea of God. In all forms of feeling, he
says, as a reaction upon functions Hlf_',mii‘ and intel
lectual there is the implication of a causal relation to
things and persons, and, in a different sense, to God
in the religious feeling, so that it may be said there
1s a unity between what takes place in consciousness
and Being. Thus through the religious feeling, we
l,!u".\.}"'lll.‘l'i\lH‘H“I'.\\«‘;t\"K'HII\i!Ht"iUL‘IN'"\I\'"IHW‘
of God.*®

I'o feel one’s self absolutely dependent and to be consciou
elf as in relation with God are the same thi . becaust
te dependence is the funda tal relatio f
all others. This expression likewise includ the
] f God 1n tl lf-cor usness 1 such
the two cannot be separated from each othe I'he
olute depend e becomes a ¢ self-consciou
when the consciousng of God arises When one
God 18 g@aiven to us 1n feeling 1n an original way and that
"\"HT'"'\"":“'I, we mean that there 1 ( to
with the absolute dependence attaching to all finite
also the mmmediate self-consciousness of it hich
T e consciousness of God. The degree of individual
18 determined bv the de oree 1n which this consciou
of God becomes actual during the lifetime But we cannot
God 18 given, because anvthing given externall
jject always implies a reaction on the part of the hiect
er shight. It can be only symbolically that we transfer
to God the thou }7"Tl|\“"1'1‘ ! ‘:’.VIAJ«AV\tA}-“H'

|‘l' iature ol Iu‘im! l‘llituilm!?lw-_' in the =r511_'1-»n
mav be made clearer by tracing 1its threefold 'Ic‘\l“m‘rr
ment. We may conceive the first of these stages to
be the consciousness before it is disturbed through the
perceptual contact with the external world,—a state
to whic l‘ !}:4‘ consclousness of 1‘!1[]411011 lw‘!'v'v |n‘x!|j_'
able to speak may approximate. With the acquisi-
tion of speech this original feeling - consciousness,

which is pre-eminently sensuous, withdraws more and
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more into dreamy moments as in the transition from
the \‘ml\i!z'_' to the \lw-|xll|‘: condition. In the second
stage, experience has fallen apart into feeling and
intuition with the beginning of sensuous perception
.‘1!111 lltl' &llw\(‘{ulnnt'lll ol I||~' |‘.\|n'l‘i1‘llt‘t‘ ol I|;ll|j_1~ .‘m‘;
persons and their relations. This stage also melude

the social and ethical, but is throughout marked by
antitheses due to the diremption of the primitive unity

of the life of h‘\‘iillg into the >llM~'l tive and HI»iH ll\4.,

In the third stage these antitheses vanish, and every

1 100

1!\11@1“\\!11\ h li.q‘~~ll'ij'w l 1'!!!!"‘!'4! itself in the previ

tages 18 concelved as identical with the vllv|~ Ct. I'he
moving llllr:w[t!l- of thi (i«-:v|~imw:l 1S an origi
tendency of the soul striving from the beginning

break through the sensuous into full self-conscio
ne which 1s at the same time the consciousness «
Grod In thi sense, men are from the beginnn
m z““*‘i‘v' religious.?

From thi point of view, 1t 1s evident that sin
be the restraint of the sensuous over the dev ;':]w ent

0l ll;-v M.nieu;, ClOUSNESS \\]H\'h 18 10 some degres

all but has to become dominant in the life. Tl
redemption accomplished.® 1 think the influ
ol DpInoza 1s ¢ vident 1n Schleiermacher’s concepti
of the awakening of the God-conscilousne in ti
feeling of absolute w‘}wluil'l.w'_ Parts 1v. and v. «
Spinoza’s Ethies show how “ Human Bondage
the finite and sensuous, marked by * inadeq
ideas.” finally vields to the * Power of the Intelle
which through ** adequate ideas 7’ triumphs ovel

sensuous finite, and not only knows but loves God
This feeling of absolute vil“"l‘liv(mw‘ 1{8)| ]
essential }lliln'l]»iv‘ of all relicions which are relat
to one another according to the ‘l";‘l!‘l‘ ol Hnm,;lwl» ¢
in the (l"\i‘l“[lllﬂ‘l’)l of the God - consciousne al
according to the way of thinking of the Deity ai
expressing ideas in the religious social life.  Religiou

fellowship may begin in the family and pass into
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m religion of the tribe, nation, and state. There is,
na ilu'lvinlﬂ no '!.ll'[i \l"):il‘:lﬁnll lu‘t\\“(‘ll Iht‘ lu\\'l'l‘ ;llHl
' higher forms of religion but a gradual transition from {1
on one to the other.20 ‘
vd Since the feeling of absolute dependence is common !
[ to all religions, it cannot be made the (li\?mglli.\]ling ‘ i
b mark of Christianity which is found only in Christ as ™
£ a historical person.®®  Nor would the historical Christ ‘
e differentiate the Christian religion from others if it | (’
could be shown that it might have arisen without |
Him. Nor is it correct to speak of Judaism, Moham
v medanism, and Christianity as having the conception
of God 1n common and differing only in the "'*’i"" ol
th, in one case, faith in the prophets, in the other,
{ { whi l) ‘.‘.u'ﬂ‘l} ?;x,l-,r "hl! | H!\?'. one of iln‘
( fluences tend ng to arouse the God-consclousne
Rather 1s the Christian consclousne made entirely
e because of 1ts definite relation to the historical
of Christ
At this point, Schleiermacher strives to pass from
the nature of religion and reality in general to the
historical, not, 1t 1s to be feared, with entire success
I'l rate IH'-W]H&‘; l't““'"lmiull 1s the con Clousness 1n {
h the sensuous 1s in the ascendency: but this
nnot mean (Hll\‘;l‘lv‘h‘ mability to conceive God.
‘ for, 1f so, there could be no lack of GGod felt and a
eativeact would be required to remove thisdeficiency
R ‘7‘1'! !H""?nl tion lll‘ﬂ'thw' 'H‘l'.lllw‘ 1|u> God-con
ousne fails to dominate the life as it should.2s
How Christ redeems by cansing the (God-consciousness | {
) prevall may be briefly summarized by aving that ! !
due to the general 'im}x!wwiun of His personality ':
upon those who relate themselves to Him and are |
. thus properly called Christians, The Church is an ‘
| ential factor in the :‘v‘ll'jiml\ mw'. IItHﬁ%MH_Q to its {
7 ; ” |
nd growth, and has historical continuity because the {
i niembers "1.“111‘\I)i'nll;ll11)]!;”\1”];!.\'|1“:1‘1‘”I"IH.\I‘I\'(“ A
i faith to the In'l*mi"‘il_\' of Christ, who 1s for Chris- {
Q
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tianity final. 1f the Church were ever to pass beyond
Christ, llu would be reduced to only a distinguishing
point in its development, and there would then be
required nut only a redemption through Him, but
from Him, in order that re ligious development might
not be hindered. Likewise, any attempt to rationaliz
(Christianity by finding in it an essential rational el
ment in common with thut of other religions, not onl
neglects the importance of the historical Christ and the
religious community continuing His living influence,
but it tends to remove finally the distinction between
Christianity and othe religions, leaving only th
difference in the time and condition of their founder
(Cons eque Ml v. the distinguishing mark of Christiam
the historical Christ and the community wl
members refer their experiences to Him. Butf
is entirely consistent with a ¢|v\rln1nm'm of both t
individual and the Christian community, M: neve
to the point ol M'j«'t“.!ll‘) direct relation to Jesu
Nazareth as Redeemer. Only through faith
Jesus as Redeemer <‘:1H one enter into the Christi
!»"7-‘\\':1.‘;'4 HH falt t arise 1;1||»1l;ji\ the mpre
of Christ’s personality as cause, just as in the case
1 in God faith 1s produced by God as cau
What, now. 1s !i\tt»lAn;'\ and 1ts relation to re 1ngiou
experience 2 It 1s the pro luct of reflection upon f
feeling of absolute dependence upon God as it 1s exper
enced in relation to Christ and the Christian con

munity. The primary expressions of religious expe:
ence are i"f“‘ 1cal '»"H\, ~}r\¢1i|» poetry, 1‘“'“1”
and dogmas. Poetry and preaching aim to produ

immediate effects. But these primary utterances ol
the religious mind and heart find another more d
lectical IH!III namely, ‘l]wu’l»g\' or 111»}_1'“.!“1‘ : which
1s secondary.? A

\lll<l' ?"l‘“i“‘_’_\' im]»hw a rt'liw\ n]' 'Ilulul\lljil?‘

which presuppose a definite religious experience as the
tarting-point, it is distinguished from philosophical
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-

speculations concerning the highest Being, which arise
in connection with investigations of nature and of
knowledge. H]w»hn'\ must indeed use P yhilos sophical
terms, being careful to choose those conceptions only
which distinguish God and the world, good (mrl evil,
and the \pmlml and the sensuous in man.?® But
there 1s no need of knowing the systems from which
the conceptions are borrowed, |m.\|([wl they are
\ull.er for Ylu' ‘)lll‘]ul\v ill \il ‘W, nor \IIHHH 1]\('
'H:I.Hl evel ||H{H‘ for a }»}ll!th')]bl!.\’ "]’”M" of
reconciling different theological views, nor is he ever

i';.m

led upon to defend his theology against a ‘1n~1'i["
nhilo ..;)h\"'ul !I|(‘A"\l>‘_"\'"!!l‘)l\'l‘\l'l‘ ses the Christian
religious consciousness. Philosophy and llwmug\

tand each n its own sphere. Nor 1s it necessary to
appeal to other theologians, past or present, although
to do so may have a value of another sort.
What, then, are the criteria which the ?]vf‘Al!th'l.!y'
recognizes ¢ The true standard i1s the life of Christ
nbodied in the Christian community, and what agree
ith and tends to promote this individual and social
e m Un L 18 ‘u‘u‘]le"] as true. This essential life
ringing from Christ has found expression in evan
1] confessions that go back to the New Testament,
h forms the ultimate standard for the theologian.
Hence :|;I[n-vx| to confessions 1s allowable ul«!‘\’ on the
umption that they embody the New Testament
\‘u[w es. The Old Testament appears as only a
uperfluous authority for the Christian theologian,
because of the relation of Christianity to Judaism,
imd because a doctrine finding confirmation in the Old
[estament only could not be ‘lm'vwml as Christian.
But, within the limits assigned 'ln_\' the Christian
religious consciousness, the doctrines of 1||1'|>\u:.\'
hould be set forth in an orderly manner and presented
with a due IH(N"HI“HII of |ll\lul|4 al and u(lo'\lhll( al
relati 1ons.

If it is objected that theology thus understood has
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to do only with ecclesiastical opinions, and that there
must be another and higher theology of the essential
truths of religion, the distinction between ecclesiastical
doctrines and the proper truths of religion implies
that these truths have another source ; instead, both
have the same source and are the same in kind, for
they rise out of the Christian consc iousness, which rests
fing IH\ upon the experience of C hrist, whose personality
<0 pu»imnull\ nnpu'\\vs mind and heart and works
in the religious community. Nor should theology be
confused with other sciences, such as exegesis and
C‘hurch history, which, though useful in theology, have
their own distinet function in the uwml/ul life of
1'Ini\ti;mi1|\:-‘“

If one still asks, in what sense 1s theology true,
Schleiermacher’s reply is that reflection upon imme
diate religious expe II( nce forms symbols or figurative
representations of these e xpe riences and that Hlmlwr\
oathers them together in definite order, and is true in
the sense that symbolic expressions are true, but not
in the sense of knowle dge of the nature of God. Such,
for example, are the conceptions, ( God as person,
creation, the first man, the origin of sin, which are om
best attempts to represent the religious consciousness.
Nor are these symbols to be derived from others more
ultimate, for each is established, not by logical
standards, but by its worth as a symbol of some
phase of religious experience, and can have no proof
except that others have (‘x])t*l'it'n('vx similar to those
of the propounder. The symbols, however, have
value as they express the inner life and make spiritual
communication lmvilvl«- 2%  Thus Schleiermacher
compels us to say, with Erdmann, that * there can be
no talk of a I/Nu/ur/// in the proper sense of the word.
What he calls such should, prope 'I.\v be called Pisteo
logy ; 1t consists, that is to say, in scientific reflections
on pious emotions,—is the theory of piety, or has

' 30

‘nt‘li;_"inll as its 1»};.‘(‘('1..

cal
1S |
wh
of ¢
an(
the
wa
are
can
sSuc
1X.
tho
tha
con
ma
Pla
for
”IA\'J
nect
feel
‘\Hi)
noft
stat
IS a
lli'lu
actu
vali
"1' (‘
othe
ally

reti(

yet

fn'ill
himg
unit

of P




re
ial
al

1es

nd
ve
)

101

CcH. 1X A NEW THEOLOGY 229

This negative conception of the ultimate signifi-
cance of theology as knowledge of the divine nature
is due, in part, to Kant’s limitation of knowledge
which Schlelermacher adopts, and also to the influence
of Spinoza’s and Schelling’sconception of God as simple
and undifferentiated Being, in consequence of which
the attributes which we conceive of God are only our
way of Hlllllxlll”‘ about our re 1!\'[!»11\ expe riences and
are not to be understood as having ultimate signifi
cance. Attributes are our ;llH'I}HHiHH vml.\'. But
such passages n »\lblnu/l s Kthics as 1. Def x |’|'np\
ix. and xi. may easily be unde anl to mean that our
thought not only attributes predicates to God, but
that God really has them. Possib ly Schleiermacher’
l‘HH"(‘IP[IHII of the \\l|1|m|l< \I”Il||l1 ance ol “1]!'(![()“_1‘\'
may be due to Hn' influence of the ancient Neo
Platonic conception of the undifferentiated Absolute,
for he does not hesitate to speak of his own * inborn
mysticism,” 3!

There are, 1 think, still greater difficulties con
nected with Schleiermacher’s view of theology. This
feeling of absolute dependence is assumed to transcend
knowledge and in some way lay hold of God, who is
not, otherwise accessible, 1 a \implv undifferentiated
state of feeling in which every initiative of the subject
1s absent. If so, how can this feeling of absolute
dependence be (lli ferentiated by symbols produced by
active reflection ?  Besides, if these symbols have any
value even as symbols, there must be some mnlnul
of distinction in the primary immediate fee lnh. In
other words, Schleiermacher fails, even more emphatic-
ally than Kant, to show the connection of the theo-
I'l‘1|("l| or cognitive realm with that of the religious ;

t he seems to rely upon knowledge as in unity with
lnm”. and in moral and nlwmth action to commit
himself to sy mlml\.n\ safe trunlv because of an assumed
unity of willing and being. Then, again, from a state

of pure feeling, how can he conclude to the exciting

!
}
|
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cause. as he does when he infers the existence of God
from the feeling of absolute dependence and the
reality of Christ from the feeling experienced in
Inwhmptlvm.’ This he cannot do without the help
of other experiences which by hypothesis are trans
cended. It is also to make a questionable use of the
]»rmriplvnf(.lll\ntinn_\\lmwpm|u-r\phv|v|\~.»|.jw1|\.w
l'\}il'lh'l“"'.

But if this ** feeling of absolute tlt'}u‘ll«iullu' G agive
assurance of God as its cause, this “ feeling " make
room for only a simple quantitative relation to God,
a more or less of this Iw'|i|1j_: of 11.‘]11‘11([1'“113 The
Christian consclousness 1s, however, richer in conter
and includes a feeling of reverence and moral oblig;
tion as well as definite thought of God which cannot
fall short of truth unless the heart of religion is to b
']\‘\IIH_\'t‘ll."‘":

It also seems to me im]m“il'lv to use the concep
tions of philosophy in theology without bringing
lhtnl(w\ immto some sort of lnlnlnn\ with |||l|l» 'M‘
The nature of knowledge as such does not permit the
use of conceptions in one realm with indifference

to what they may mean in another. That theolog
depends upon plulnw hy for conceptions with whi
to form symbols, and that the systems from whi
such conceptions are taken must not be materialisti
sensualistic. or atheistic, Schleiermacher grant
But \\]|_\' not ?—if these borrowed H'llu‘}iiilrl.« are
serve as symbols which may be anything that tl
subject can use, for the fitness of a symbol is if
.ll)IlH\ to symbolize ; a gesture 1s sometimes mor

gnificant than many words. To require that tl
conce ]»tlnx used ])\ Ilwn]mf\ should be rationally
fit 1s to mlp]\ the final unity of theological and spe
lative doctrines. It 1s a tacit recognition of the f
that there is a profound unity between religi
experience, truth, and reality, and that theology
noblest task is at least in part to show how what
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believed in the Christian religion 18 not merely a
subjective experience and tenable within this narrow
sphere, but has also a place in the final meaning of
realityv. Then 1|1¢-n|“’1»‘.' becomes more than a skilful
co-ordination of religious fancies, however useful thi
may be in the ““ conduct ” of a Church.® Theology
ceases to deal with illusions and becomes the fm?i.‘

Schleiermacher himself as an ecclesiastical theo
logian and pastor 1s forced to be inconsistent with
his philosophy. ** His theory of knowledge declare
{ ‘-mw;r? of an absolute being to be untenable
el T!s"'”‘ﬂ.’“]w‘,"' i”"""!l‘r U such a concept
and to affirm a divine cause of the feeling of absolute

aence,

nim
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it tends to form of its object. These popular utter-
ances of faith, theology endeavours to translate into
orderly propositions \\lm h cannot, however, formu
late all the content of religious experience. That is,
faith is always in the lead, and there will be at best
something left over which theology fails to express
complete l_\. A God fully known, or even symbolized,
would be no God.

Thirdly, theological construction is always in the
service of present re ligious life, not only of the indi
vidual but of the I(ll"lnll\ community 1tself which i
a form of association essential to the religious life.
Thus theology serves to clear up ¢ onfusions of thought
about what 1s believed and is a means of union an
instruction. Here Schleiermacher restores to theology
one of its much-neglected functions.

Fourthly and lastly, while Schleiermacher in assign
ing to llwnlng‘\' the task of exhibiting the religious
consciousness scarcely escapes pure individualism,
which would of itself make theology as science i
possible, he is really giving an important place to t!
psychology of religion.® Had he lived in the presen
day, Schleiermacher might have called himself a 1
|'"|n1h psyc Iln[w*l t chie H\ interested in ”l(‘ discovi Iy,
in the feeling of absolute <l« pe sndence, of ¢ the pPsy hie
principle that struggles to expression in all myths,
ceremonials, and doctrines, that made not only natu
religion but Christianity natural, and was the onl
im\\ll»lu basis of complete and world-wide religious
unity. He cared little to prove the facts of religion
but only the legitimacy of the psychic states they
represent. . liven theology to him was not constitu
tive but l'wrulmw and (lmfllll\ were the ancient
shore-lines left by the tides of the many sounding seas
of human instinct and feeling.” Or we may find in
the “ feeling of absolute dependence ™ an expression
of the relation between conscious and subconscious
states which 1s so important for the psychologist
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The subconscious is indispensable to the adequate
functioning of consciousness and affords a larger
meaning of experience, of which the religious con-
sciousness is a phase, and which we feel but cannot
state except in vague symbols. This statement may
be applied generally to those who give priority to
feeling for the great mystery of being as the essential
factor in I"|igiun. Of (nlll e, 1t 1s still po sible that
the subconscious may be the special sphere of the
effects of some divine cause.?

The theology of Albrecht Ritschl also makes feeling
as an essential factor in relicion the chief means ol
the apprehension of supersensible realities. Ritschl
depends largely upon Kant, Schleiermacher, and Lotze
The Kantian limitations of knowledge are in the main
.‘\u-plw|. science 1s restricted to the relations of
M::-unnwm and 18 h‘numl‘nt:u"\" and 1t 1s shown that,
though metaphysics attempts to pronounce upon the
nature of the Whole, 1t 1s hnr|l\ n'ml])tl le of affording
knowledge of ultimate Being and must be excluded
from I|1|‘ul~v_f\_ (un\u|lll‘llll".. if there 1s to be any
knowledge of a personal God, it must come through
the revelation which has been made in Christ, as we
know Him in the New Testament and in the religious
community which continues His life. Lotze’s theory
of knowledge, and “ value-judgments ™ which depend
upon nlll;zliliq'~ of fl‘i‘!illf,j in relation to different t'\ln'l'i'
ences, unite to establish the knowledge of things and
of God so far as manifested to us. Theology 1s not,
for Ritschl, the description of an existing fact of piety
as with Schleiermacher, but develops the content of
the revelation of God in Christ and points out by
means of the New Testament scriptures the norm
according to which the individual has to judge and
govern himself in order to be a Christian. In this
manner Ritschl obtains an objective, regulative norm
of the Christian consciousness and seems to avoid the
dangers of subjective individualism that attach to the
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method of Sehleiermacher and those having tendencies
towards Romanticism wherever the object of consider
ation 1s the religious consciousness.  We now briefly
outline the argument.*

After recognizing, entirely in the spirit of Kant,
that the sciences have a restricted sphere and that
metaphysics cannot afford knowledge of ultimate
Being, Ritschl shows that nevertheless Christian
Iill‘HlH"\ formed nlll'IH '|i\ »\ means of the concep
tions of Greek ])llllu\n])ll\ has a metaphysical element
which is really foreign and must be rejected. Revela
tion alone can give that knowledge of God whicl
religion requires, and it 1s the sole function of theolog
to exhibit the content of what has been reveals
Therefore theology and metaphysics are mutually
exclusive. By metaphvsies Ritsehl understands sucl
a sclence as A\H totle’s ** First P l|||u.\‘n[>l|<\ " or ¢ The
logy.” which investigates the general principles of bei

thout reference to the differences between natural
and spiritual existences for which it offers no solution
When Aristotle calls the ** highest end ™ or ** pur
form 7 God, he uses a religious term which has
place in metaphysics, for God here is really a Fat
Hllllt: over ;l”‘, indeed it 1s the cosmic Whole a
does not allow the religious conception of a Being wl
cares for men and maintains justice. Nor do tl
teleological, cos smological, and Hllltl|m_1i(';1| arguments
have any place in theology, for the first two do not
get be \Hllll the world as a series of causes and effects
while the ontological is due to a doubt which the
advocates of Platonic idealism feel (HH(‘(‘IMH}_' the
own position,

The Christian doctrines of God and of Christ hay
nevertheless been formed |;|I;1n'[}' lr‘\‘ a union of Gre
speculation and religious faith in the divine revelatior
as, for 1'.\:1111]'[«2 the doctrines of the ]rlvc'xi\tﬂ
l.ogos, the incarnation, the Trinity, redemption, ai
mystical union with Christ. At this point the ar
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ment turns for Ritschl upon the theory of know
ledge adopted by the theologian. An incorrect view
of the nature of knowledge leads to a false meta
physie, which finds its way into theology and is to be
<n\<'||lt|¢'tl. \\'llilv a correct view Hl\')l.]!",’ B le»y;!u I
1s necessary to the theologian, and, to this extent
Ritschl claims that he has a met wphysic.

For example, what we really know of things i

given us through the senses. But a memory image
of our lu-llt'!;H~»l\~ 15 Tormed vhich Plato abstract
and substantiates in his doctrine of the Ideas, of which
the world of things is now only the copy, the shadow
of the true realities behind the appearance Thi

the origin ol 1}1" (‘1»1,14-!,?|u' of the undifferentiated

ninite l;"i"‘_r'nlij“ll Philo and the Neo-Platoni put
n the place of God, and, when the Christian theo
logian uses the conception of the Absolute and the

Logos in the formation of the doctrines of God and of

Christ, he 1s adopting what turns out to be a misuse of
the memory images of actual experience. Likewise all
conceptions of (;-nl as 1nactive, Y‘I." 1thordination ol
Christ to a general conception of pre-existence, and the
vain effort to render the incarnation intelligible b
uniting such conceptions with that of the tempo
existence of Christ, are examples of the evils of met
YOI 60 f
1 of the dor e of the
[ h Christ hich
he =0 ! beneat
elt-cor 1S exXperience
ich 1s all we know of the soul.
Turning now to the po e side of 1

Ritschl suppler ¢ t Kantiar

+1 ’ | . | | +1

heorv of knowledg { no 1s that
yb 1 1

In the III"'I!”'f."'.. 1ni ¢ :ll*l!]'

nanges to a 11 I¢ rminate
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means, as the law of their constant changes.” This of
is to say, there is no se |m.|(|nn between the cause and we
the effect which we experience in our response to that ass
which operates upon us, but our response is not the or
cause nor is it lll‘('t‘\\;ll'llv\ |||\(‘ l‘ll‘ Cause, '|‘|li~: nmeans
that only to the extent that it is directly experienced prl
m our conscious states do we know the nature and en
being of whatever acts on us, be it 1|lll|j_,{’~. persons, wh
or God. (Here 1t 1s to be noted that Ritschl does not nal
adequately interpret Lotze’s view of the relation of b
!\lm\\lul”t to its 1'111(41 which 18 a |H(|l| case ol Y
causal imnteraction which 1s the central |u|m|[|. of his en
system.  Lotze, Metaphysie, Sec. 60.) The sum-tot
of conscious states that are (’.t]‘.ll!l(‘ of being <»|>.|<w‘1 i 0
1s now differentiated into the natural and spiritu: !
worlds, with their variety of activities and interests
by means of the principle of * value-judgments or1
which consist of unique pleasurable or unpleasurabl ¢
feelings accompanving «»I,‘]u ive sensational or ide !
factors. That 1s, a ™ value-judgment ™ is the soul
lnlllw‘ to the obj ](\1~ ol llltv\\lm{”n' n |ll1‘.‘l\lll..i t Ol
or unpleasurable feeling according as the experier
of these objects tends to promote or hinder the |

of the >1li»'|«‘( t. Judgments of value are of two kin

"conconutant 7 and '"Hllh‘}wm;(’hl.” The * co

comitant © mean that all attention to objects « !
knowledge is guided by some feeling of the object pel
worth In }»1'urllu1ln<' or hlwlnlm«r the well-being

the subject of which the pleasurable or un}l'

able feeling is the token (m the other hand,

pendent value- ‘lnxiw'mH‘ are all perceptions of m

ends or moral hindrances, in so far as they excit tra
]vlo':l\xln‘ or pain, or, it may be, set in motion the w

to .‘l]»}»lu]'li;xln- what 1s good or u}u'l the opposite
l:l’iluiull\ ]\]umlt'»i*_'n‘ ;xi\n cons l sts  of Il|llt}nr

value-judgments, In this manner our cons

experience falls apart into the world that is and t
world that wllj_'lxt to be, the world of fact and the wi
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of aesthetic, moral, and religious ideals, upon which
we place different values, and toward which we
assume different attitudes according to the pleasurable
or unpleasurable feelings evoked by them.

But there seems to be no rationally discoverable
;‘w!rn'ipl“ of unity between these two orders of experi
ence, 1]1" world of fact and of ’} e 1deal. of what 15 and
what o J;’]H to be. of nature and of DIrt, of man as a

part ol nature and ol man as a ra onal and spiritual

belng who transcends nature and hould have dominion

over it. What 18 the supreme law, or principle, or

end from which, as a tarting ‘Mvhﬂ the differents
ted orders of nature and spiritual hfe, each n 1t
own kind, mayv be explained and understood as form
ng one hole 7 ~cience, compelled to relate fact
fact 1n the orld that | cannot reach the law

DI ple of the iniverse v whole Nor ean
metaphvsies solve the problem, for it seeks only the
most general principles of things without distinguish

] ] g

The consequence

ow how the idea
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pendence as um»mwl to the restraints of nature and
the natural effects of human society,” to reveal the
end of life that shall be at the same time the unitary
principle and end of the universe and of God, and to
\HM)IMH('HI efforts to realize the highest good and
win blessedness. ““ The 1dea of Gods, or divine
Powers, everywhere includes belief in their spiritual
[n-!’wl::\[ilA\'. for the support to be received from above
can only be reckoned on In virtue of an affinity
between God and men.” Thus it is only religion that
gives a view of the world as a whole, and overcomes
the dualism which man creates by his distinetion of
himself as spirit in worth from nature and even from
society in which he suffers restraints and defeats.
(Christianity participates in the nature of religion
in general, as just explained, but it is the highest
form of religion in that it assures believers ‘ that
they shall be preserved unto eternal life in the kingdom
of God, which 1s God’s revealed end in the world,
and that, too, in the full sense that man is thus in the
kinedom of God set over the world as a whole in
his own order.” The distinguishing “ specialty ™ of
Christianity, marking it off from other religions, is
the Person of its Founder and the revelation of God
through Him which forms the basis of religious know
Imif_fn' ;Hl'.l l‘nlulllt'l. '”lt‘ |>||‘1'H|Il|vl|l 4~\:'¢-||<'n('q' 01
Christianity is the completely rounded view of the
world which sets, as the goal of life, that man should
become a whole, a spiritual character supreme ove:
the world in the personal kingdom of God. Hence
we may say with Luther: * All knowledge of God
rests upon revelation. This revelation is in the first
place a universal self-manifestation of God the Creator
in the imner life of man and in the world. The co
sciousness of God thus gained finds confirmation of
its truth in the history of salvation.” This special
revelation of God in Christ is responded to with such
a unique feeling of 1ts worth for us, in the effort to
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realize the highest ends of life, that we are assured of
its ultimate truth.

What, now, is Christian theology and its function ?
Negatively, it is neither science in the restricted sense,
nor lw'!;lph\*it'. nor 1s it necessary to harmonize
theology with either, for both fail to reach the principle,
or end, which overcomes the dualism between the
natural and spiritual world. This principle is known
only throuch revelation, and is embodied in the divine
end of the kinedom of God. Ritschl here thinks that
he '1[»54"%1«‘!;1- :Iil'i goes Iu-\‘ni.rl .\'(‘lnl"lvlIII.H"I!‘I' |;\'
showing that the redemption through Christ, revealed
n the New Test iment, 1s vitally related to the divine

of the kinedom of God, and overcomes the dualism
arising from man’s distinction of himself in worth as
pirit from the natural world, whereas Schleiermacher
'v,.w)!:v‘\' refers "\'t‘l‘\]!llll'_’ to 1}“' '_’"II“I.I! illl[ll‘n‘
sion of Christ’s personality. The revelation of God
hrough Chrnist ““ 1s that of a lovineg Will which assures

believers spiritual dominion over the world and
perfect moral fellowship in the kingdom of God as

v Summwm Bonum. This final end of God in the

rld is the ground from which it is possible to explain
the ereation and government of the world in general,
ind the interrelations between nature and created
DIt This revelation so satisfies man’ \]'ilit that

n a value-judgment, accepts it as true

Christian theology, therefore, has solely the task
of reproducing the thought of Christ and the Apostles,

| l"!:HHHng 1t bv 4':»!“[);1“\!'[1 \\Mh nIh»-l' stages

nd species of religion, keeping constantly in view
the peculiar nature of Christianity as “ the mono
theistic, completely spiritual, and ethical religion,
which, based on the life of its Author as Redeemer and
as Founder of the kingdom of God, consists in the

1 of the children of God, involves the impulse
to conduet from the motive of love, aims at the moral
f mankind and grounds blessedness on

ganization ol
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l( ‘ | ) i )
,i ’E the relation of Sonship to God, a: well as on the nat

kingdom of God.”  As a consequence, only the New ent
‘ Testament \(ll]l(lll(‘\ can serve a truly Christian the
| ‘ i b llunln«-\ which ** has performed its task when, guided nec
‘ ' by 1||v Christian idea of God and the conception of 200
men’s blessedness in the kingdom of God, it 1\|n|n|t~ ‘P
completely and clearly, both as a whole and i 1 pa hets
| ticular, the Christian view of the world and of lmmm t]
! life, together with the necessity which belongs to the
interdependent relations between its component ele rela
ments. . . . VIVIH‘f‘ll‘ﬂ[“;ﬂ\‘:ll4'\')1)4”“”Uf('hl'i\”;ll\l"\,
therefore, 1s complete when it has been demonstrated
that the Christian ideal of life, and no other, satisfies
the claims of the human ,\pml to knowledge of thing to
universal.” To do this to the best advantage the

1

theologian must himself have experienced the worth

of the New Testament revelation and be a member of

i the Christian community which affords a means o

l knowing, through the practice of believers, what Christ
and the Apostles taught.

Our final question concerning Ritschl’s theolog
shall be whether he intends to |il't'l“i';|1l' of the divine
nature the Christian conceptions of God, thus differn
from the subjective symbolism of Schleiermache

g An unprejudiced interpreter must, I think, reply

: the affirmative, but not in the sense that his theolog

i accords with the speculative systems of the Plato

i or the Neo-Platonic or even Hegelian type. At
point 4“\-'\\'””1\: llt'}n'nt]\ upon how Ritschl's rest: N
tion n\ Ihl' \nnu‘lﬂit»!l ol ‘;ml to 1116' \I)IH'H' ni \w‘
judgments and their intended significance is to |

' understood. Pfleiderer says that, by making tl Chri
idea of God ** the ideal Imll!l Iitl\\t‘\‘ll the p;||‘1ie-i:
view of the world and the vocation of man to att

i J goods or the highest good, happiness,” Ritschl

doing just what Feuerbach did when he called

(rods ** Wiinchwesen " invented 'i}‘ man in his [H"l"l“

’ need to supplement his own powerlessness ove ! Go
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nature.® But it seems to me that Ritschl, in a spirit

vm‘!t'lk\' different from that of Feuerbach, 1s following
7]11- 4'\;1]!|}:|r- nt |\-.‘IIH n ill /;u\/r////h ol chl ) H

necessary condition of the realization of the highest
good, and that 1t 1 gomg too far to say that thi
"'anlanh-” has no more l'_'lllﬁ'.‘t!ﬂv than a mere
being created by our wishes. Pfleiderer also denie
that the emotional value of the conception ol Giod
for the preservation ol man sense ol l]“‘_"ll"\'” in
relation to the world about him 18 sufficient warrant
for 1ts truth, nor can 1t ensure to theology a knowledge
of speculative truth and the character of a science

But I think Pfleiderer does not give sufficient weight

1t seems to be Ritsehl meaning, namely, that
judgments are sufficient warrant tor subjective
t as the following consideration how

First, Ritschl shows that Kant made it clear that

01 arcument tor the existence of God recognize

|f-chistinetion from nature as the ontological

logical, and teleological arguments do not. But

\ s wrong in holding that the i1dea of God |
to the practical reason and to the con

on of personal { L 1n God as the necessary con

of the realization of the Highest Good. which

to e 1dea of God only 1bjective practica
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v|‘|1i|'<“_\', in the same connection it should be noted
that value-judgments are both concomitant and in-
4[(/:( ndent, which can <>I||.\' mean that difference in
kind does not render moral and religious value
judgments in their sphere any less trus stworthy
truth than the “value-judgments ” from which science
and philosophy are developed.*

Fourthly, value-judgments have two element
cognition and feeling ; the latter is the variable rising
and falling between pleasurable or unpleasurable
extremes ;u‘('m‘-ling as the Q'X[n‘lin'lm' promotes o1
hinders the life. The cognitive element is invariable,
being simply cognition. Hence differences of feel
ing do not affect the truth of the cognitive element
of wvalue - 11‘11”1111 nts, wherever they occur. Cons
que ntly, re Hﬂlnll\ knowledge 1s as re ]I.lMt* as any other
l\nn\\luiw 1Imlwll Ritschl has not anywhere, so far a
[ know, clearly expressed this point, ‘which, I believe
is implicitly contained in his theorv.#  On the othe
hand, the objects of religious knowledge must be, at
least, as real as any other objects of experience, for the
element of feeling and its quality determine, in
thoroughly pragmatic manner, what shall receivi
attention and what shall become for the subject
reality to which voluntary action must be adjusted

Fifthly, the entire significance of Ritschl’s use of
Lotze's theory of knowledge is that whatever natural
or spiritual causes operate upon the soul produce
effects which are to that extent significant ol
reality. Ap pl\m" this principle to the divine oper
tion upon our spirits through the revelation in ( \u
which we possess in the New Testament and manifested
in the Christian community, we may be assured of :
direct and trustworthy knowledge of the Author of

that revelation, so far as we v,\}n'li«mv it, as we are

of the nature of the world of things which impre
themselves upon us.*
Sixthly, that Ritschl is not indifferent to specul
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tion, and recognizes the unity of the cognitive elements
of value-judgments of every sphere of life, is shown
by the fact that, after having gained the Christian idea
of God which he desires to use scientifically as “ the
fundamental principle which explains the coexistence
of nature and morality, we In\«' yet to justify the
claim of theology to be a science by proving that the
conception of /n/wmll«/«/ can, without contradiction,
be applied to God.” This Ritschl does by adopting
the theory of Lotze that only in God do we find
l’ul-nll;xlil)’ in its Ii(‘l'l(‘l"i“]l. while we are made ./}'r
personality, the attainment of which in ever more
complete realization is our life task."

|"1n;|l|_\', our purpose does not I'c'('llil‘«' a critical
estimate of the systems of Schleiermacher and Ritschl,
nor of their modifications by Kaftan, Herrmann,
and Harnack, and others. We have attem }n(ul to
show the relation of theology to religious e xperience
when religion is regarded as consisting chiefly in faith
or fee Im;r which transcends knowledge and apprehends
God in an immediate experience. We have used the
terms faith and feeling loosely, to mean that revolt
against external authority, on the one hand, and an
over-confident reliance upon reason, on the other,
which threatened to make the certainty of God’s
"\i\h'lll'i' :nul nature illlin\“”'[t'. |I I]‘l\ |wvn \hn\\'n,
by a sketch of a few of its representatives, that this
revolt has assumed many forms, not all of them,
indeed, theological, but the movement itself may be
sald to have culminated in theological systems whose
influence is still powerful. The principle of this
movement is that God is accessible through the soul’s
immediate experience, best described in terms of faith
and feeling. Somehow God reveals Himself in the
spirits of men, but supremely in Christ, and through
Him in the Christian community. The theologian is
only the conscientious thinker reflecting freely upon
his own religious experience of God in Christ and the

|
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community of believers, unable to do otherwise than
take the objects of these most intense experiences as
both true and real. Reflection upon this religious
experience results in a doctrine, a theology, which is,
indeed, secondary but is also a useful instrument for
the promotion of individual and social religious life.

Such is the message of this aspiration of the human
,\]'il'ii to God, and 1t 1s ]n'n\'ing itself a wholesome
influence upon the present age, which turns away from
expressions of faith which do not serve so effectively
now as they did in the past.
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INTRODUCTION

Some of the chief types of theological thought have
been reviewed. It has been shown how Christian
theologv arose under the influence of the ]lhili)\l']ill‘\' of
Greece and Rome, which tended to make the universal
the true reality and the highest universal the most
real Being ; likewise, the theology formed under this
mfluence en 1 ha iywl 1]!1' :ll)\“lll'l‘ \H\(‘H‘ll',_‘_l”.\' of ‘;Hr].
This theology extended far on towards the modern
era. In this period, external authority, whether
Iw-‘lﬂl‘.l'. 1-«‘4'!“\i;|»?i1';||. or I’v[‘b“(‘.ll. was \II}\H'IIH'.
Human individuality was resolved into a transient
phase of the divine operation. Then came revolu-
tions, political, literary, and religious, challenging
authority in its various forms, followed by the return
of the individual to his place in the world of reality.
Individualism prevailed in the new philosophy that
arose after these upheavals, and in the new theology.
[t has been shown how Kant represents many who
wonld find in religion and religious dogmas chiefly

noral content ; Hvun'l was considered as a repre-
sentative of those who would transform religion and
religious experience into knowledge, while Schleier-
macher, Ritschl, and others think of religion as a
mystical feeling of the Divine. These modern types
of theology elevate the will, knowledge, or feeling into
the chief place in the complex unity of religious
experience, upon the whole of which theology ought to
be based. In these systems the historical tends to
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be only a figurative representation of an ideal content,
and the \ulw of ecclesiastical and Biblical authority
is light. It is to be noted that these thinkers regard
their theological conceptions as having some kind of
functional and ontological significance, for they may
be relied upon in the conduct of life in the real world.
Schleiermacher, for e \‘Hll]vl(‘ believed that the  feel
ing of absolute dependence ™ tends to express itself
in symbols 1!1]\1\\011‘]\ in action, for there is an
assumed unity of knowledge and willing with being.
None of these later systems seems to have become the
theology of the present day, though their influence
is still powerful. Instead, the search continues fo
a more satisfactory way of expressing the Christian
faith than has yet been found.

Though no system of the remote or recent past
can be said to be the theology of the present, no
successful rival exists that I can find. Indifference
prevails, for only a few seem to care for systemati
theology. Much attention is given to the critical
investigation of the Scriptures, to the public ministry
of the Church at home and abroad, .mnl to scientifi
and philosophical teachings. If there is any mental
energy left, it busies itself with various organization
for moral and social reform. The age is not one in
which theology thrives as an expression of the religious
life. Its fate i1s similar to that which Kant once
said came upon 'llltl])ll\\l(\: it is ““ the battlefield
of endless conflicts,” and *“ at the present it is the
fashion to despise ” it. Many voices are lifted against
the Old Theology, but few attempts are made to tell
what is to take its place. Negations and destructive
criticism are comparatively easy, but what is being
done towards a really new thw»lmru al construetion of
a systematic character 2 Shall we simply continue
to ]mll down the old house without being sure that
we are able to build a better ? Or shall we make not
too radical changes and live in the old house still ?
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INTRODUCTION 249

[t seems as though the most one may reasonably hope
to do 1s to form some temporary abode, using what
ever material is at hand. In the present condition
ol IIIHIQ\, it 18 to be 12\[)(‘(‘1«‘(1 that a gmnl working
hypothesis serviceable in the conduct of the individual
and social religious life 1s about all that can be attained
without becoming dogmatic. Whether theology can
ever be more than such an hypothesis is itself a
problem. There is also good ground for expecting
that the present affords much that i1s favourable to
the construction of a theological view that will serve
the religious life of the present, for the theology
of each generation springs out of its complex life,
ind that life itself is largely the fruit of what has
gone before. As Greek ])Ililw\uph_\‘ contributed to
the development of Christian doctrine in the begin
ning, and as the new philosophy after the Reformation
led to a new Ihn'u]n}_'_\', so the science and |i]|i|11\li]>]i.\'
of the present have a contribution to make to
theology.

[t would be too much to attempt to examine the
entire range of science and }ih”tw»]i]!»\', but an effort
will be made in what follows to direct attention to
some phases of the intellectual life of the present that
seem to make i1t |>m\i|J|<* to construct a Christian
1?|n'u|~!4\' that will meet some of our needs, though the
formulation of such a t!n'ulng.\’ itself 1s not here under-
taken. It is enough to indicate the way, and, if
successful, 1t will be no small achievement to do this.
Four thoughts have been helpful guides in the dis
cussion, namely : unity amidst the complexity of
intellectual and spiritual life both individual and
social, indeed, of reality as a whole; development
with progress in some sense, at least within the whole
if not of the whole; an end of some sort that, lacking
better terms, may be called the kingdom of God,
which, according to Ritschl’s impressive thought, is
the only conception capable of unifying the natural
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and spiritual worlds ; lastly, the 1dea of knowledge as
functional and teleological, not as an end in itsell
but as a part of the whole self-conscious ('X}wl'it-nm-

to which 1t ministers, and, as such, a factor in the
1‘Il¢l.




CHAPTER X

'HE RELIGIOUS SELF AND THE SOCIAL
CONSCIOUSNESS

Tue effort to evoke and cultivate the religious life
iIssumes  many forms. Some believe 1'1.1('?‘\\' in the
training of the young till they pass easily and naturally
into the full religious life. Others pursue indivi-
dualistic methods, and regard no one as saved unless
a marked and often sudden change or conversion
occurs. It is a common belief that otherwise the
individual is ““ without religion.” Conversion is also
Vl~||.t'1|»\' held to be conditioned |)‘\' the direct \\'ul'kil\}l
of the Holy Spirit upon the heart. Indeed, conversion
is said to be the human side of that change in the life
of which regeneration is the Divine.

Religious experience has of late been subjected to
psychological investigation, and perhaps the time has
come when the psychology of religion has made good
its claim to a place among the sciences, though 1t 1s
not clear that general psychology does not do all
that can be done with religious facts, which certainly
fall within its province. However this may be, the
psvchological study of religious life has made some
contribution to a better understanding of the condi-
tions of religious experience. A few of its results and
their bearing upon religious thought and practice will
now be [il't'\t'llh‘(l.

In the first place, the general psychological method
is applied to facts of religious experience which are

251
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assumed as given for descriptive analysis and explana-
tion. It is assumed that the feelings, impulses,
thoughts, and volitions which ('nnxlillm‘ religious
experience are as much subject to psychic laws as
other mental phenomena, and consequently explicable.
They are also not se ;).ll.ll»lt' from other inlnh of con
scious life, but constitute with them a unity of experi
ence. This assumption that religious plu-nnnwn-n are
subject to an orderly development whose law it is the
purpose of religious psychology to discover i1s a whole-
ome corrective of the view that re ligion comes from
some foreign source instead of arising in the normal
evolution of human life, and, like other events in the
universe, \nl»]ul to laws that may be discovered.
On the other hand, it must not be forgotten that law
are formulat IHII\UI processes to which the y are relative,
and, as Bergson savs, the intellect that formulates
these laws misses the free imnner life itself. There is,
then, a background of life that escapes the static,
spatialized formulations of thought. Consequently,
while the assumption that religious phenomena are
subject to laws 1s useful, it should not be so inter
preted as to exclude the free upspringing of the life
1!4"? 1

Secondly, although to say religion is an instinctive
possession of man may tlll]bhl\l/!‘ its importance in
human life, it is more useful to follow the development
of the child from its primary non-religious, non-moral,
even non-personal, state to its self-conscious life in
which the moral and religious appear. The principle
of the maturing of instinets would, however, permit
the retention of the conception of the instinctive
nature of religion, if i1t seems advisable. But the fact
is that early childhood is characterized by impulsive,
sensuous  reactions with absorption in immediate
details and fragment: wry interests which do not ]uw
much beyvond the non-religious, non-moral attitude.
H-" It'l\‘_’ih of tlll\ t;lll)‘ ]w!lml (ll)llll”('\\ \';H‘iwn
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although Dr. Ames says it is nine years, ** but that in
later childhood up to thirteen years of age the child
re ~lmlnl~ to more interests of a social and 1deal chax
acter and thus manifests tendencies and attitude
which are religious in character” (p. 209). Thi
'ln‘\vh»[mu-m of the religious consciousness may be
freely admitted, if the facts require it, without impugn
ing the worth of religion, for moral and religiou
phenomena are still phases of the universe and have
to be considered 1n any ultimate theory of reality.
\\vllzlt, now, are the factors entering into thi
development of the religious consciousness ? 1t 1s a
highly complex process involving both the physical
and social life. ”t'lmln_\' also 1s important. Ow
bodies, for 1'.\.lep|l'. lwltlez to the natural world, and
the nervous system within the body furnishes the
medium of communication with the world about us.
part of nature, the }ll\ cal organism de \tlu}»
according to natural laws. The consequence 1s that
our nervous ~_\"‘¢‘IH 1IN some sense treasures Il!b and
‘recapitulates”’ preceding life in inherited tendencie
to action and feeling which manifest themselves
under appropriate conditions, as reflexes, l||1[»|l|~1-~
Instincets, emotions, h']n}u raments, giving to con
sciousness a vague background upon which the more
specific sensations and feelings are thrown. This vague
background of our conscious life, incapable of expres

sion 1n clear ln{ow\_ 15 the source of llh"|w € experience

surrounded by mystery, for example, the sense of a
dee eper self !llm we know, the ** subliminal self,” th
“fringe,” of our conscious life, whence come those
impulses and feelings that sometimes lift us up to new
achie vements, at others, 41],1[ us down to base deeds.
,I.,’W\“ facts are I!n- basis of doctrines that have been
the source of much theological controversy. It may
be that the mystery of religion can be best understood
from this vague background of conscious life which
tho '-vl it fails to transform into definite conceptions
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But all the more confidently may we rely upon the
religious feelings and mlpul\w to indicate the direction
in which our well-bei ing 1s to be found, for they may
be regarded as the results in us of ages of strivings for
1.:!:1'1 life that have to some extent ]vln\ml successiul

Some of the most fruitful results of the psycho
I' “in tl imvestigation ol I«'|l"lnll\ 1‘\|N‘l|4'l|u' l"l\!'. inw‘il
gained by considering the development of religiou
feelings and ideas in connection with physical change
[t is found that, as the body passes through its erise
1]:1 ment: l. (l e .l‘!“"l‘\{’i‘lll‘ll(('\I7i'| . 'l‘}lt';u]u'nuu'\ {
}H'llml extends from about ten or eleven to twenty
four or -five years of age in boys and in girls to twenty
one.  During this pe riod there is found a remarkab
parallelism between the physical and spiritual develop
ment. For example, llu- average age of puberty 1
girls 1s 138 and in boys 156, while the average age of
conversion in girls is 14'8 and in boys 16:4.  The child
18 self-centred, but with the birth of the reproductivi
life tends to find life in that of another. The con
sciousness of self expands ; then comes the surrender
of the ]wlwm.il will to the euidance of the lareer forces
of which 1t 15 a part, even to God. The self beco
an organ of the life of the universe and of God, a life
of affection for and oneness with this larger life bevor

Every sort of enerey and endurance, of courag
and capacity for handling life’s evils, 1s set fre
those who have religious faith ™ (James., The
to /)’:/um, '_I-v).

There 1s also a remarkable change in the structm
ol I}li' brain in the m!“l(““"llf }u'H!"L either the appe
ance ol a (‘lulbu! new nerve ]'Ll!ll i( or tnose \\\}‘-
have already matured come suddenly to activ
Conversion as a re 1101S l'\}n‘!]l‘hu' \\.HHH ‘n'. i1
this pomt of view, the sudden functioning of thes
nerve centres. The sense of sin with its anguisl

1 1

the mental correlate of nervous eneroy )l

Y
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e newly ':l“»t':'r}l-"l centres, The han
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and peace that follow 1s the correlate of these nervou

forces working harmoniousls Since the intense

religious experiences involved in conversion are

losely Iinked with the changes in the organic

re room for the inference
piritual life lead th normal dey
‘..‘j-wi.
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(1~\un|plmn that the psychical is absolutely determined
by the physical or that the psye hical is only a modified
form of pln\\u al energy. To affirm this is to settle
a /,/mu the |>mim m of freedom itself.?

There is also a well-defined course through whicl
religious belief passes. Pratt gives three distinet
types of belief in general, namely, primitive credulity
intellectual and emotional belief. In the first, what
ever 1s pre ented to the consciousness of the child
accepted as real without question. Primitive peopls
also, like children, are extremely credulous and tend
to accept whatever is presented to them by the
authority of tradition. \xmlln v llustration
afforded by the popular unthinking acceptance of
the doctrines of the mediaeval Church, indeed, of th
Church of any period. But soon the intellectual lif
awakens, doubt arises, issuing i intellectual beliel
Things may still be accepted on authority, but it |
now authority supported by reasons This form of
belief char: Hllll/0\ the mature hife of the mdividu
and of the race. It appears in the more higl
developed religions ; it showed itself in the revolf
reason against the authority of the mediaeval ('hu
and 1s found ¢ ]H«I|I|\ in modern thought Ot he
beliefs ** draw their strength from the field
feehng.”” Then nliilw'% must be real because the lif
needs them so much.  This form of belief is fow
all stages of lll'\NIH]»lll(‘lIL from the ecstasy induced b
the sacred dance, in \\lHl }l 1}“' r«nll| ln‘t'tilllt‘ unite
with the god, to the Christian mvstic’'s emotion
mtuition of the Deity.  Undoubtedly also the pr
belief iIn God rests largely upon an emotional by
and i this feeling our need finds expression. |
while these three l\'[n'~ of belief mav be orante |
think it should be rec ognized that they are not entire
exclusive, for even the religious belief that rest upor

rational basis may be .lt‘('(ill!}v.llm'-l by credulity
on respe { nd by Imtense emotion
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ned In view of what has been said, it i1s evident that
fed there is a period of doubt and reconstruction in the
bt !|n|!l|;1| 'l"\v’n['ml'lll ol Ii'“ﬂil)ll\ ('_\]u'l'il-lu'a-, ']'llu
converse of this fact 1s that to force l||1'<»|ng|« il doc-
hicl ' trines unduly upon other periods in the spiritual
2o development 15 useless because unnecessary, and may
lif be disastrous. Especially should children and the
]H \ym\;u'llt'!{tml not |r1' «!Hblwh'«l 158 «tcn‘an_:’ tests
d hich they are incapable of understanding. The
bl we at which theological reconstruction most normally
‘ oceu between twenty and thirty. The line of
th levelopment 1s from cliuldhood faith. throueh doubt.
eaction. and est ngement, into a positive hold on
y of reioion 1’\“»11"'1 Ilz‘!:\i1l‘l‘|| reconstruction ol ?».-\wl,
1"“ it everal phases, but, on the whole, the recon
11 truction 15 a broader it rpretation of earlier con
Lol tion \ reason for this mav be found in the
relatively more persistent 1mpressions upon the
al nervou vstem made by the earlel experience and
L on the other hand it doubtless equally true that
me cannot attam a dee p revelation without approac h
’ me 1t from these central channels of one’ nature ;

( ept ve become as hittle children, ve cannot enter

» kingdom of heaven.” ™  These reconstruetion
{ y present relatively constant central belief , such
God, Chrst, immortahty, which seem to indicate
H"'il'xwwfw"l' ol M'II‘_'MH l‘l\l' \\lil'lw |1_, d Con
| b tant character and direction. The great essentials of
l m are confirmed The most eritical tendency
o toward an a preciation ol religion as a life within
0 rd a realization of this as a part ol the hte

(rod The kingdom of God i1s within vou

i ['here 1s, therefore, in the normal religious development
| ctive interest 1 theology which thus becomes a

re means of spiritual growth

1= On the other h . there 18 also an ethni expre
m of the me limes of PSVI hiec movements that ap

| |

I conversion and progress of the mdividua

It
!
]
|




258 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY rr. m

CH. X
'I‘Iu- legends, literature, and philosophy of a people sop

gain a deeper significance, if viewed as an “ allegory oage
u| adolescence,” a progress 1 \]»nllull life from its or i
beginning to H\ vnlnnn;ltmn in union with God. “ fa
Fspecially is the Bible the most faithful record of hao
this spiritual history of humanity. It depicts the Or |
development of * man-soul ” in a way which, if it i -
rightly understood, leaves the best classics of the be nat
races far behind.” The Bible is conversion * wrif e
large.” The story of Jesus™ life, psychologicall bel
treated, has the same import, the picture of wh
man passes through in his spiritual history.  Because t1
of Jesus' faithfulness to life, the (in\}wl story of the the
(‘ross, when re-lived and vitally participated i, 1s the :
best of all inm.m\u: to individual and social maturit gt
Even if the historic data concerning Jesus could b ’
overthrown, religious ps: \l]ll)m'f\ would still maintain the
that 'lu-i-u\]ulxru!\ of Je life 1s the most faithi
of all representations of \pmtlml growth to full n
hood.

The unity of consciousness also renders certamn

definitions of religion inadequate ; these seek i ave
essence Iin some 1solated conscious element. The

ultimate modes of being conscious are, however, T
distinguishable but ‘nseparable aspeets of a uni
|3."\‘L| ated as a state of ll'l"\ll\'_’. 01 L'IH\\!!'II‘_W‘. or \ [
according as one i’“'\‘lll\ over the others which

not, however, absent. Religion, consequently, |

no sin Mr' essence, but elaims the whole man throu
out the course of his individual and social 1|('\'l'l|>i¢!' el 1
from the sensuous to the ideal and spiritual. At the

same time the lmitations of individuals pre

them from being faithful to the whole of human nat

as a tuh\w|llt‘!‘.('t‘ of \\lll‘ ll 1|H'!1‘ I a \\|<l«' variety
religious experiences with little agreement as to
essence of religion itself.  Dr. Hall received fort:

different definitions of religion, 1n answer to his q

t1on H '\,1'("\i as i"'] onal |"\Irl‘!lt‘[lt'4', \\i'[t‘
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sophers and theologians, as we have seen, find it
essence in the “ feeling of absolute dependence,”?
or in the * feeling of piety and adoration,” ® or in the

“feeling for the fate of values,” * or in the * feeling
kagrmnnl of consciousne

or in the moral will."  Religious experience i1, then,

v or In l~'H'|\‘.‘|l'~|'_N',

{ m('uln’;‘w\ to he confir »-‘l to any one {»'m e of }mm:m
nature but claims the whole ; indeed, this variety
11 .A}] Iuw] witne to the ]
1 1

he " n ‘.'cui_ll

despread and persistent

Again, the unity of conscious experience mean
that ‘i]n}w" wndd (.!"o-:: require each other, and that
the psvehie elements found in one are not entirely

1 ent 1;..;“1'“-'.']“-; 4 Yif:i one’ {,u" | Ahnfmww\n'
+1

{ :.1 consciou cexperience | IA' Oother 4.~\"-v1 .‘IM'I

l‘ulu'_'v ‘”\' "!:" ‘!;:“"‘H"‘\' het Veer 7’!“ m 1 w'! i

the !yrnl'l'[n"ll'!x' ire a little more constant ‘.“,l
1 1 1 £l
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CH. X
colour. and of thousands of somewhat different vibra swha
tions as the basis of sound. The chemist deals, not rolis

with stones, plants, and animals, but with forces whose (
behaviours he formulates in chemical laws. So we

Ay oA —— W s e

3 Al I might go through the entire realm of science conceived :;l;.lll
B of m terms of matter, force, and motion, expressed in exp
[, formulations called natural laws and verified within Het
i :2' limited spheres of our experience. Likewise mathe "
' .“f matical and lru-l.rlllli\‘\iv;ﬂ systems, 1«»f4|'l||n'l‘ with The
il \ ethical and aesthetic |lll||l‘|!lll‘\ are relations which and
the mind conceives to be involved in experience -
| which, as a whole, is the true reality. ‘“{“
iy ) In like manner, there 1s the ** supernatural the
L world filled with many and diverse objects more o 400
less carefully joined by conceived relations. Restrict tlbs
ing ourselves to the Christian, 1t is clearly as much a ot
i mental construction, whatever else 1t may be, as that a re
of the chemist. It has its heaven and hell ; 1its God _—
| and man conceived in unique relations. Think of “di
”H‘ ~'[.|lml‘ll~'1\ construd Ia't“ |ll‘i\1i.‘|l\ ”lHIII/.\'('////’/’//H," vid
! Psvehologically considered, it 1s an ideal construction aha
: of the content of the Christian beliefs, consisting of the un
| objects and relations supposed to be real in actual ¥
5 experience, and theology 1s the science of this phas e &
i of experience -
i Individual personality is also an important factor oand
! i these ideal constructions of the different aspect imt
of experience. Even the world of the senses is not the
free from this perl onal element., Besides, each mind For
tends to take some [ani.ll ;i\iwﬂ ol experience as the -
whole. The chemist thinks in terms of chemi the
1 affinities, while the theologian would cast the the con
t logical mantle over all things. The constant disputa alil
5 tions among l!wulu:i‘n\ themselves show that tl o
personal element 1s a large factor in everybody .y
5 theology. It is well that it 1s so, for what a monoto ‘1

" ous level of existence 1t would otherwise be ! Il)wiw
the fact that each must think in his own way about
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what 1s believed 1s an ill'li.\p(‘n\uhlv condition of
religious growth.

On the other hand, psychology affords the most
satisfactory ground of the unity of individual con
structions of the different aspects of experience
expressed In the various sciences and in theology.
Here the conception of the unity of experience and of
the social relations of the individual is 1mportant
There is no individual apart from social relation
and what one does, thinks, and 1 <1~‘p~'!.“\ largel
upon the social relations which embody the community
life of which he is a part. Many of the doctrines of
the Chrisgtian Church were formed with chief emphasis
ipon the individual, but now there is a larger recogni
tion of the social aspects of life. There grows up a
common t'<l!|~riv|\1~!|l'-~ mn \\||l"|| eal || |v‘|'1 \[»‘11‘- H
a result of the ** give-and-take between the individual

ind his fellows,” which Professor Baldwin calls the
dialectie of IH‘]\"H.II g]n.\\?h 1 That 1s, the indi
vidual self 1s a social self My thoueht of self 1s 1n
the main, as to its character as a personal self, filled
ip with my thought of others, distributed variously
1 individuals ; and my thought of others, as person
1s mainly filled up with myself. In other words, but
for certain minor distinctions in the filling, and fo

certain compelling distinctions between that whicl
immediate .‘m'l that which 1s w|»|~~'l\". the ego and
the !////I/' are to our //’/vr.////r/ Ol v,’,l:/ //Ju SCLIN ///, 1
For example, public opinion expre the common

il consciousness which forms and 15 formed by

the individual. As a consequence, the members of a

lves as thinking

community are consclous ol themse

ike on certain topics, which means that they have

a common mind, accept and reject similar views, and
act accordingly A member who thinks and acts so
that the rest of the community cannot adjust then
views and acts to his becomes a hereti 1 eriminal,
Y | |

) | [e8se] (]4"_'11‘1'_ a crank, \'.‘H.“ ne may be one of

L}
}

|
|
|
!
|
!

R A



262 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY er.

the benefactors of humanity, making his appearance
a little too soon, who might have been hailed as a
genius and a reformer had he come **in the fulness
L of time.”
The best illustration of the social nature of the
individual, psychologically considered, is language

B .

—~—

1l which requires a common thought to be expressed by a
Wl system of signs \u(‘|;|”\'(‘Hllllll!li'l]:llltl.lt'H‘]llHl. Thus
] : X%y i ;
it language is a co-operative social product. Equally

!

J ! so are the views of the different worlds alreads
described, particularly the theological. There i

social Christian consciousness which varies with 1

different groups of believers and is shared in by eacl

Whatever this Christian social consciousness acce

and acts upon is, for that community, the truth wh

must be accepted by him who would be accounted a

holding the truth **as it was once delivered to the

I saints.”  Authority in religion, at least in one of

! aspects, 1s a form ol the expression of the social con

1
|
He

i“
1

sclousness ;oonce 1t wa Iln‘ V]Hl!' || 01 I’JILII «lw 't
or the confessions, and now perhaps the Seriptur
while from the point of view of the individual fr

$ NSocrates to the lvll'\l'MI the Hllil\ .ll”l\"'”»\ 1

’ mner Voice. But the assertion that the only authorit
! in religion is the voice of conscience and the im
light of reason is simply an attempt to separate

i individual from his social relations and is only |

truth ; the other half 1s that the Christian commu
has 1ts social consciousness which is authoritat
, for 1t, expressing itself in adherence to a Persor
] Ideal Man, a Creed, a Church, a sacred Book.
t other ]mlt' of the In']wm.tl relation 1s the individ
who, of course, participates in the common conscio
ness, but adjusts himself in his own way to t
::}»Jr(‘li\!‘ ~.\llliml~ of what 1s to be x«'c‘l[mwt |
o-\‘:n.plr. the Bible mav be ac (‘1'}'!"11 as authoritat
on lln' one li.lll'l. l*'x' Vil" In’:\'_'luu comimunity,

on the other, each member of the community ca
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fail to regard the Bible from his own standpoint and
guide himself by his own interpretation of its mean-
ing. Consequently, individual freedom of opinion and
interpretation is the true counterpart of an objective
expression of the social religious consciousness which,
for the }unll\' of believers as a whole, 1s authoritative.
Thus the freedom of individuality 1s reconciled with
objective authority, and both are essential factors in
individual and social religious development.

Again, the psychology of religion, particularly in
its social aspects, hows that not only the authoritative
but also the historical and yvmbolic have a legitimate
nlace in the religious life. The content of the social
:w:nl 1s transmitted from generation to generation
with modifications, indeed, but never with an absolute
break from the past. Religious views, with other

w-'_r»[)lell\ .1!.i customs, pa on nd are .le‘w? to

change. A social mind witho

ut a history to remember
is as impossible as an individual personality with no

past. For the individual the past is an ideal con
truction of tormer experiences viewed a ln'iu!.*_j}lr__'

ntimately to the personal self with definite relation

nd the more vivid, definite, and complete these 1deas
and relations, the more real the past seen nd the
nore comprehensive the self becomes. The social
! NS consclousne 18, therefore, only a larger
elf with a !.'_w-[ Lna nore H"".I"'].l' ve memory
of 1ts history, and experience even greater satisfaction
n reviewing the past. Just with the mdividua
memories centre about persol and their deed
rilv. so the social religious mind dwi upon

e personal character of those who have taken part

| .’. crises, and the greater the emotional 1 'b:'t‘ t
aroused, the more real do these characters and then

MAs iuw:.v! o
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The ordinance of the Lord's Supper and “.l'hll i,

ceremontes and rituals, are an embodiment in sensuou
form of an ideal content whose apprehension would not
I>Yl.“2\\1 ¢ be o constant .1[“]1]1\” ‘|!!]l<'ll'}1|_n| COUTse
the symbolic can be misused and has a wide v

ability. The entire absence of the symbolic would by
a religion of pure thought and imward contemplati

h a strong mvstical tendeney, but without a con
munity hfe that has a history While individual a
octal development 1s awav from the sensuou

Wil

vimbolic to the ideal and spiritual, vet, in consequence

of the paramount reality of the ensuous world
above desceribed, few ever hve so urlnlnlt'h-"\ in tl
realm of abstract conceptions that theyv are 1
assisted by the sensuous representation even of tl
highest thought I'he recogmtion of th i}
psvchological fact would give the symbolic its right
place i the religious life, preventing much viol
CONtrove
ll \v““"'J' ] “f\ | [HHOWS, as ] lw‘\
| the authoritative, historical. and symbolic
{ 1 ‘,‘ 't l‘i 1! t h 1'¢ ) 1'¢ |
( T 1 rellgio CONSCIOUSNC m wl
{ { 1 t { W\ et l e
Ll t mly (& ) mseil
( ] ler oblig ) M
¢ ' h the T o
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ISin, dogma as the acceretion of a foreign element, concealing
101 the original essence of Christianity. A similar objec
not tion may be made to Hoffding's reduction of the
1I's¢ wathoritative, dogmatic, and symbolic, indeed even
1 the entire “* science ” of theology, to the free '»l.n\' of

L b the symbol torming 1mmagination which strives to give
L1 expression to the conviction of the conservation of
0 values which he considers the essence of all religion.
1 Hence it follows that he who is mindful of the psycho
logical nature of the religious consciousne will

knowledge the rightful place i the religious life,

not only ol religion within the limits of pure reason
I g | A

but also of authority, dogma, and symbol

! : Like principles help us to decide whether one mode
; Ol expressing H." religious lie | |H‘T1v-! l‘;‘:n .H:w”.‘"l

) | the 1deahst be regarded a iperior to him who

ind thinks in the sensuo wnd symbolic 7 To

( :r,',-|||42w11.]»-‘;»1't e at the expen ~-n‘,‘1-171,~

| be the

',‘
|
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discovering therein the self coming to its own true
being. Each stage of the religious history will then
have its worth in the light of the whole.

The same unity of conscious experience of which
we have been speaking also requires us to hold that
belief, truth, reality, and action,including moral action,
are most intimately related and, to some extent at
least, 1dentical. It has already been ll‘vq!ll‘ll?l\' Inti
mated that the belief in the truth and the lt‘.ll”_\ ol
any “world ” of our experience (Il'ln'n(‘\ ]‘.I'_.'rl_\' on
the degree in which our emotional interests are aroused
and satisfied, and upon the values that the objects ol
our beliefs have for the promotion or hindrance of ow
activities, for what we believe to be true and real, we
act upon, and the action in turn tends to strengthen
the belief, if 1t encounters no obstacle. The more
intense the emotional element becomes, the more the
self 1s laid hold of and called into action, the more
l'lullll_\ the ni»jw‘l\ of n',\‘[n'lil‘nt’n’ acquire. Whatever
fails to call forth such responses, just so far approxi
mates to the negation f reality.  ** The world
living realities as contrasted with unrealities 1s thu
anchored in the Ego, considered as an active and
l‘lnuliulml rernm. A\llll we give \\li.xl seems to us a
still lni}__'lu‘l' 41"1_'!1"* ol lw.||H‘\' to whatever lllllll_f\ we
select and emphasize and turn to with a will.” * Thq
natural world has its reality, so far as I am concerned
in the different ways in which 1 It'\lumwl to 1t. Gach
||li!ll_’ l f‘nl e a l\'llul ol PH'l Hlb action, .uul 1||«' world
about me 1s a world of meanings so Illlml.m‘]_\ connected
with belief and implicit reality that I never raise the

question in practice whether my thoughts apprehend
H'.llll.\' in itself, and. if we are to take the verdicet of
our actual experience, such a question is not only

unnecessary but grows out of a misconception of the
relation of thought and being. Still further, this
1

I}ll‘\' ical world of lw‘;llli!.;'- that I know ha Hu;x?‘n l
relations to my own deeds of will which fulfil ideal end
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The physical world is to me the scene of my moral
struggles ; 1 must carry out my ideals in the world
that is, and its meanings are not complete till they are
viewed in relation to the possible ends that 1 may set
before myself as a consciously striving, willing being
These meanings are, indeed, inexhaustible, for the
river 1s to me and to my fellows whatever our interests

and purposes determine 1t to be—now a 'ilv;ymt-

resort, now bearing goods to market, now irrigating
our fields, or again, ministering to our sense of the
beautiful. Each of us makes of the river a lhttle
different sort of I'1'.‘1|H_\. yet not so different as to
destroy its common objective significance in our
mutual experience, for we know fully enough what
each means to make communication concerning this
17il1|'l1 I"""I']"' however wonderful this simple,
commonplace fact may be. On the other hand, the
physical world is not truly real in abstraction from
ourselves ;: we, as 1t were, wum‘»lu-lv its reality when
we .1‘1‘:]1\ ourselves to it and 1t to ourselves so as to
realize the ideal ends of will which we seek to fulfil.
But these meanings, in which the world that we live
in consists, are interrelated and embraced in a higher
which takes up the partial meanings into itself, and
this higher meaning can un]»\ find 1t wumpl. tion in the
living experience of the kingdom of spints or moral
elve

The p«_\'rllnlngn‘.ql relation of thought to what 1s
believed to be real now makes it possible to show in
what sense thoughts are true. Thought has a fund
Hnrul "ll.l'.u'lt‘l' ln‘l'.xllw' 1L serves ||1|' '-Hll ol action.
Consciousness appears at that stage in the evolution
of organisms where mere reflex mechanism fails to re
pond effectively to the surroundings. Thought steps
in to devise means and to };lmlv the active responses to
the environment, both physical and social, n such a
way as to promote the well 'u'ili‘_’ of the ?ll';|‘\1 and
render the function as a whole .ulmlll‘nh'. Thu llwu:_lm
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has a functional, biological, selective character, and
isiof value, not for its own sake primarily, but for the
life which it serves. The consciousness of meaning on
the perceptual level finds, in a present perception,
some factor significant of what bas already been
experienced, which becomes the guide in the action
l't(|llil'ul in order to conserve and promote the well
being of the subject in those conditions. Thinking
overcomes the |illl|< ular, fr: zmentary ni wbure ol ,n 1
ul»tlnn\ by finding relations which may be used i
activity. Thus Illl)llj_{lll. belief, reality, and action
are intimately related. The \“I.l""] 18 constantly
forced to meet a varying situation. Habits of thought
and action already at hand partially provide the
instrument for dealing successfully with the present
But so far as the situation contains new features, o
those that have never been fully mastered, thought i
needed to produce a better way of adjusting the self to
the objects believed real. There are, of course, alway
such features requiring new efforts to organize the
experience so as to satis fy the vital needs. But it i
no mere ly logical harmony that is sought, for thought
s functional in its nature. What interest have we
in uniting concept with concept abstracted from living
experience ? The jwlumt'm of to-day serves the real
experience of the present, but there is no living in'orest
In squaring it with a judgment held previously except
so far as the experienced reality of to-day and that of
\(\1'[411\ are sufficiently ulll\t* to 'u|llln' the same
instruments that were tnmwll\ useful 1n the identical
situation. Back of logical consistency is the assump
tion that the living experience will be in its totality
consistent which renders the ideas representing it
,\l'(‘nml;u‘_\' and true nnl_\‘ in the sense that they
us to move from point to point in this experience
successfully. Thus thoughts serve the ends of life,
and are true so far as they enable us to deal suce
fully with our environment. Failure to get on,
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guided by a certain judgment, goes far towards under-
mining the trust in the truth of that judgment, and
suspicion is awakened that the real relation between
the nl)in'(‘h of belief has not been discovered and the
mind 1s impelled to a new solution. But conceived
relations that have proved their worth in the conduct
of life become trusted supports, and as they are added
to and organized, advance in knowledge 1s gained.

In view of what has just been said concerning the
psychological relation of thought and action, it follows
that morality and religion accompany each other in
l eir deve |nmm nt. Since action takes place according

what 1s believed, religious beliefs must be followed by

on consciously «lrlt‘lmilu'\l i!l view ol 1|lt' reality of

‘U'u|)§w'1 of these religious beliefs. But thisis moral
ction in view of ends which means that, from the
beginning, religion implies moral conduct of a high or
|

ow ordel :M\'ulv\rlw: to the character of the ul»ﬁ,w‘t ol
wvorshipn. Whether there can be morality without
religion being an implicate is another question, but,
certainly, a morality which does not pass readily into
relicion, 1n othel words, consciously directed action
which fails to consider the objects of the supernatural
“world ”” viewed as real, would seem to be incomplete,
for the man who has no supernatural world” in
view of which he acts is incomplete, or, having it, 1
deficient in the scope of his thought, and when Kant
and He e | regard mor: llll\ as a transition stage on the
wayv to re ||~'un the Yy seem to have stated what follows
from the relation ut action and belief to rmlltk\'.

[t now becomes evident that the products of
thoueght should not be abstracted from the primary
unity of experience. But, if this is done, the ideal
content of experience appears as the true reality, as in
Platonism, while the emotional and volitional factors

Iu'“lo eted, 1lwv11"|| they are e qu ally essential factors
n! expe rience. |<|II|H\ false to the l»w(hn[mru.l\
unity of experience, as a unity of ideal, emotional,
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and volitional elements, is the separation between
natural and spiritual, theoretical and practical truths,
for every truth is now seen to have some sort of
function to fulfil in the conduct of life as a whole if
it is to have any claim to be truth at all. Certainly,
thought moves freely from one phase of existence to
another and recognizes no absolute separation between
the truths of natural science and the doctrines of
religious experience, for how can there be a separation
in the same unity of experience between “ knowledge
and “faith” 217 Still less can theological doctrines
have any truth or meaning abstracted from the living
experience which is the concrete reality, and to which
they minister. On the other hand, if a theological
system becomes linked to the self by some intense
vivid experience which it seems to embody, it is
;m'.']utwl as true, for the I'\'.‘I]il_\' of the self is extended
to the objects of thought that meet such a response.
“ Nothing which I can feel like that can be false,” says
James. But Christianity with its faith in God as love,
with its passionate beliefs verified through deeds of
will rather than by logical reasonings, seems to accord
with the fulness of experience, and involves a concep-
tion of the world that satisfies mind and heart, and is
;l‘('(‘n:‘tlinﬂ‘\’ ]'1'}_{;11‘(5:‘11 as the truth.

In like manner, the purposes which engage my
attention and call forth my action constitute the
psychological nature of my true selfhood that becomes
organized about these ends. I am the meaning of my
life which 1s the set of purposes that have h:ll»itn:xllﬂ'
been followed, and which 1 am now endeavouring to
fulfil and intend to pursue. A self can have no past
to remember except it reviews the purposes it has
sought to realize. If these purposes are indefinite
and unorganized, we are nobodies, we fall back into
the ceaseless flow of mental states and have no proper
individuality. Personality is an achievement. Merely
to be consclous, to be the channel through which the
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currents of the world flow, unrestrained and unre-
slrivtml. 1s to stand below what we concelve man to
be and approximate to the animal and plant life.
There is no value in a multiplicity of successive
experiences as such, and when a man allows himself
to be swept along by the natural and social world
about him without reacting upon it so as to accomplish
some self-chosen purpose, he has nothing, we feel, to
distinguish himself as a human being from non-human
existence ; indeed, we venture to believe that he causes
the forces of nature to fail of their implicit purpose
in relation to moral agents. To be a person, then, is
to be something definite, to fulfil some end which 1
et before myself. Of course, this end 1s more than
the business profession that I have chosen; it is
rather the business r.»/' Living that distinguishes me
from others and makes me what 1 am. |'1*|‘\u11:1“1‘\,
therefore,comes to be through self-determined activity,
and 1s ethical and good or bad according as the conduct
tends to promote or hinder the most complete realiza-
tion of the self in relation to others. KEach may say :
[ am trying to live out my ideal of life ; and to fail
of doing so 1s to fail of being, just as he who would be
a physician but fails to fulfil this ideal is no physician,
indeed nothing. With what tenacity we cling to these
ideals which we set before ourselves, fearing to turn
from them lest we lose our distinctive reality ! Thus
the permanency of the end becomes the permanency,
indeed the substantiality, of the self.

This conception of the reality of the self from the
psychological point of view offers an easy transition
from the individual to society, and shows that the
relation between persons is of a moral character.
Other persons have their I't‘;l[it.‘.' in the lllli<|ll“ ends
which they realize. Manv important practical truths
follow from this relation ¢’ the individual to othe:
One is that each personality should be permitted to live
out the meaning in which its reality consists. Kant

et A
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expressed the same thing \\'hvn he said that each is
to be treated as an end in himself and never as a
means. I may use nmnnl objects, as a realm of
meanings subordinated to my own ends, according as
they are fitted to serve my life. But another person
has another sort of value which obliges me to think
of the reality of that person in a way that I cannot
apply to the objects of the physical world. My own
being is so bound up in the m: mm‘n wnce and |»mnm1 10N
of the being of others that I must do all possible to
preserve and develop their life. The family, com

munity, Church, and State are simply forms of my
social relations in which I give to ‘nnl take from othe:

what 1s for our mutual benefit.

Still another reason for finding my own life in the
preservation and promotion of that of others is found
in the nature of ideals themselves which imply each
other in a unity of differences and distinctions. Just
as each thought implies the others in a whole of
thought, so 1t takes all of us realizing ideal ends to
fulfil the kingdom of God. Thus my neighbour and
| have each an aspect of the divine purpose to fulfil
whose realization in deeds of will constitutes ou
distinctive reality. I have also a moral interest in

my neighbour’s conduct and participate in its good

ness or badness I»A\‘ reason of the mtimate relation
between us.

[t 1s often said that no one but myself ean bear my
guilt and suffer the penalty of my wrong - doing, o1
atone for i1t. But the social relations that 1 sustain
refute this statement, in part at least. If mv neichboun
fails to do his duty and accomplish what he unde
takes as the proper business of life, I must make good
the deficiency. If he neglects his family and they
come to want, my own self-protection uflnii'u s me to
offer help. The member of a family who goes wrong
causes the others to make good, to atone, for his sin
so that the family reality shall be preserved and it
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good name rescued. Likewise I myself may come
short and others have to make new adjustments of
their activities in order to restore the social equilibrium.
At this point it is easy to pass to the ideal of One who
shall so feel the nn}wllullun~ and wrongdoing of His
brethren that He devotes His life to the task of making
all things whole again, thus making peace through
atonement.

This p\‘\'('hu]nuit';nl relation of each self to other
selves makes 1t clear what moral evil is and the way
in which it is to be overcome. A moral act may, for
our purposes, be regarded as implying a self-legislating
agent who determines his own ends and principle of
action, although the consciousness of self and reflec
tion upon courses of conduct vary much in the different
stages of personal development. Such an act has a
complex nature on both 1ts ~!ll»iw'1i\u and n}njw tive
sides. As \H]lju'li\'v. it lm]n[ivn 1n some tlvglwu a
con <"|ull~~|.\' conceived end, viewed as able to \;HN‘\.'
desire, which 1s determined upon as the good of the
elf in that ||;1I'Ti“lll;|l' situation. 1’}'j~'t‘1l\4‘|\' the
deed has its consequences which alone can be definitely
known l»\' I'KIH" \ 'l\('l"t] act i\ jmn«l or Irtll ;m'nn'
ing as it tends, both subjectively and objectively, to
promote the well-being not 1»!1|_\ of the doer |>\1T ol
socle T\ as a whole. On the other hand, Irll_\'~l<';!| evils
have no moral quality, but are conditions and events
which would hinder the llv\'v!u])nwrn of the self
conscious life, if }'l(‘|t10’4| to, but which mav be the
occasion of a moral triumph 1f overcome by reflection
and will.

In view of the nature of a moral action in relation
1o m\'wll and others, I must have a care as to what
[ do, lest my deeds restrain the spiritual growth of
my nolﬂl bour as well as of myself. Sometimes my
moral wrongdoing is called sin, ‘whic ll emphasizes this
personal relation, for sin has no exi Twnw outside of
{Il‘l‘\ult;lhlll‘\'. The lllll‘\' way, therefore, to overcome

|
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and 11(‘\“”.\ the very existence of sin 1s to restore the
personal relation so that the interrupted harmony
may be renewed. Here 1s one of the most encouraging
truths, for it means that my sin may be entirely
blotted out by what happens in the hearts of the
persons whom it concerns. The father is satisfied if
his erring son lives again in his affections and the
father lives in the son’s love. What father worthy
the name demands of the repentant son, as the con
dition of his ac (‘4‘|»1;HH‘4‘. that he _L"\'t‘ back the wasted
hours filled with faithful service, an impossibility,
for the hours have gone ? Likewise, I live with the
belief that all persons, even the ** Gireat Companion,’
\\lnnlw nmy sin concerns, m‘l.\'o’ MMMl l|1t‘ l‘1‘|;l“1)ll\ 0Ol
harmony and peace so necessary to our mutual well
being. Till this 1s done, there 1s mutual discord, lo
;m«i 11|\H1‘~~.

The restoration of the soul and its recovery from
the hurt of sin consist, therefore, in view of what ha
been said, in a radical change in the principle of action
\\]f!'l"h}' | seek what I did not before, and the essential
con u['.h nee of 1‘“' new course uln\ l|l|>li\1' ol action
is that T am become * llj_'llT with God ” and man,
which means that both motives and acts tend in the
direction of the fulness of life of myself and others
My true ideal being now becomes realized as it w
not before. I am becoming a distinet personalit
in the kingdom of spirits because in me one part

the divine purpose is being set forth faithfully in 1

Motive anda l]~‘<"|\. “M ause (v|. my IH'"!N\.H\'(l'\‘lill'w
to others I now minister helpfully to their spiritu
deve ‘m;vllw'lf, Since each stage of advancement |
a more comprehensive ideal of moral attainment,
goal 15 no state of passive existence but always a
nore .‘ilml(l.ll:(. \\Hlx |;\I'_'1'I \l’tllli‘ of a ij\i[\‘_l|.]“‘-‘
‘2‘: 1CS ‘1""""“ f'l“l“‘ “Hl'{ ‘i‘".\' a5 we move ;‘\'l‘!' 1NOT¢
steadily and readily in the wav of life.

We may not, however, be over-curious as to
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this change whereby we adopt voluntarily a new
llmti\'t’ ;llul }rlllu i]'lv of action 1s to lw' [r_\"‘]wl'l‘_flv \H\'
interpreted. Doubtless many good reasons for it are
found 1 our natural and social relations, as well a
in the 111-]1H|~~ of our own selves. It mav be due to
inherited tendencies of the developing organism,
impelling in the direction of a larger life and furnish
ing the physiological basis of the mysterious feeling
background of consciousness. It may be that the
natural world, with its physical and physiological law

|

reveals to me the truth that certain courses of action

must be avoided, if well-being is to be gained,
to '11" 'v"ff"‘f‘ on "tl d new I‘:“ | |'
ome experience wher
ling with
‘.'Hl'!# 'r
{ othe
Wt th

ction 1f a sirable existence 1 be

V1 YMr"l

re must be a change 't and principle

vn inner life, too,
There
in which our
finite Self of which
vithout this
deed an individual
oments, my individi
nfinite Whole of whicl
v life mav not be the u
rce of all that 1s or eve
ble that there n 1 "
Il some ‘il']x!'[l of Bein: ne. desires and motives
. are u.l.l"ll‘h? and lead. sometimes gently, often
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old things have vassed away and all things have

‘H*HIII e new.®

On the other hand, probably the chief occasions for
the development of new ideals are found in the social
relations which we sustain. These are very (‘t>l|||>|c“\
and far-reaching, but they all have a more or less
direct personal aspect. As has been shown in thi
psychological study, we are social selves, and live in
other personalities, and they in us. We cannot avoid
;lt"inf_j with some 1dea of how others I'ﬁ‘;Lllil our action
The thought of relatives, friends, and fellow-membes
of Church or society has a powerful determining
influence on the formations of plans and purposes
The 1:*!‘.(}1-!11‘»\' 1s to do as others do. Of course, thi
principle works both for the good and the evil, but
on the whole, men seek their }lif;lu'% _*_'mni. and the
]n'l*nl\.‘llilh\ n my social environment of outstandine
worth are powerful restraints from the evil, helping
my otherwise too feeble desire for a ** better ” stat
of myself to prevail through their influence for good
which means that I form my ideals and ends of action
in the light of their character. Naturally the perso
who 1s most \\-»11!1}' and who has received the mo
of my attention will influence me most in the formatio
of my purposes. At this point the personal relatio
becomes very complex. No one moulds my characte

who fails to enter into my heart in sympathy and lo
and calls forth in me a like attentive response. Tl
other life must also be near to my own, for 1 cannot

adopt the life of one removed from my sphere a
In'.\‘nlnl my 1'.4!'\!(’i1i~'\. I must also follow in nmy oy
\\J.\'. SO tlwn- 1S NO 1|;|l|'__'t'l' of lell«‘ih'_f us ;1” to o
monotonous type. Rather will there be an infinite
rich variety, constituting the beauty of the mon
kingdom of spirits in whom the Supreme Spirit fir
His life. A\ll_\' ]n'l\nn‘:m‘\' of the past or present
such worth that I heed its characteristics leads 1
Ilnnili_\' ny own 1deals, and to be and do a little bett
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ave 1 little more wi "|}'.' than before. Thus I belone to a
limitless spiritual fellowship which has its foundation

for in the eternal Self. I now understand better the place
clal Jesus occupies in the Christian consciousness. From
lex nany sources | have learned of Him, although 1
less have never seen Him. As we have previously shown,
hi it 18 a ]»\_\’t‘hnln‘_fi"(1| }»lill«'i])lv that any t»}»jn-(t of con
mn clousness tends to become real accordingtothe amount

oid f interest, feeling, and volition directed to 1t. Even
mn ersons vary in their realness for us according as the
101 j’t-‘um of them evokes much or little of our attention
Ing nd affection., Likewise, mv "'l!Hl‘[iH'HI of Jesus
e grows .Hltl e pen until 1t calls forth in me such inter
| ested attention, contemplation, and emotion, that He
becomes a living reality, transcending the limits of
the time and place, a real companion. Henceforth my

cisions are made in the }}’,'m of the characteristics
1 f this Ideal Man which | would make my own. Thus

LT [ commit myself to ideals formed in the licht of my
'l knowledge of Him with confidence that in Him is the
01 Highest Life I have yet known. If I am mistaken,
0 [ know no other way that is better. But, unless
1es are HY}I*‘[‘ TIMII they seem, I mav rest all upon
(Christ as the Person in whom the true life is found.
0 And what 18 the true life ? Surely it i1s in harmony
( th the innermost principle of nature and of spirit
h 13 the verv life as 1t 1s in God, the Author and
Source of all things. If in Christ [ find the governing
ruth of all reality, 1t would be folly to turn from
Him who alone has the words of eternal life.  This
eternal life, that they mav know God and Jesus
( st, whom thou hast sent.” Thus the Christian
consclousness utters itself in conformity with the

1 '

1ological law that ideas which are accompanied
 great emotion and interest tend to be transformed
to realities. Hence the 1dea of Jesus, stirring the

" depths of the heart, is exalted into the place of
ipreme reality, and to Him our destiny is committed
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and we find peace. The final significance of Jesu Cconscl
is not, however, settled by such a [»\\( hological analysis tive, |
of the Christian consclousness, .nlllmlwll the results the lif¢
of this analysis contribute to the determination of ou darkne
ultimate view of the Person of Christ in relation to in (o
the whole of existence, that 1s, to God, men, and the In
\H'IIII,
There 18 also a social imheritance 1 \\lli«'ll | am
made to share, psychologically cons l(lnlul S a conse
quence of my own social relations. Only two factor
in this social inheritance need be mentioned. namely.
the .“nH} ures and the hl\lul‘.\' of the lt'li;[lnll\ 1’“1"
munity and its dogmas. These are such constituent
{ the Christian social conse iousness that they
| nope lain upon the attention of every
cial body. Both are authoritative
what the relicious consciousne

experienced, in the light of which my present

Is and purposes should be formed, if I am to

my conduct securely in the normal course of
But how shall I use the Seriptures ? Psycho
rically considered, I never can use anvthing. no
matter where 1 find it, except in the form of my own
lm'-qm-l ition and response to it. That is, | am to
find spiritual nourishment and guidance in the Biblical
writings for myself, and * whoever appreciates
S u.-,.m. ity and truth, grandeur and sublimitv, must
surely find pleasure and consolation in the sacred
riptures. The reason why many a man does not
care for them. 1s that he is not allowed freely
appropriate from them what suits him.”*® The cor
flict of \r]»i!.!ulw as to origins and methods does not
lessen the worth of what I find written. Who car:
how the poet holds the pen that writes the inspiring
song that sings its way through the years and into
hearts, bringing blessing everywhere ? Therefore, let
!w‘.H‘,lll‘\'\l.llm‘tL||m\v21[).111(1110\\nllllll(' Jible, in the
wonderful storehouse of the treasures of the religiou
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consclousness. Not all the gen ire equally attrae

ve. but none are worthless, for through them shine
of souls who have striven to rise out of natur
into the cle: 18 I UI-consclousnes
(rod.
In hke manner should we use the social inheritance
e in the history of the religious community

of 1ts doctrines. Even * symbolical ceremonie

d by the veneration of thousands

eeny venel ‘}/Il’ rils‘) "‘Yl“l

E‘"_!\lTi' t appreci

17]\;”
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ee in those grea
hould be held only
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1

zealously enforced upon unwilling mind
1t, 13 sadly to miss the charm that

st ought to have. If preseriptions concernn
oucht or oucht not to believe were to vield

1 i 4] . ¢ |
Ireecdom, the creed as an unconstrained

1 .
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belief is far deeper and more widespread among all
classes than is commonly supposed.*® This belief
has a history which is a large factor in our social
inheritance. The Christian theologian has been at
work for centuries upon the doctrine of God, and the
result of his toil is at hand. But our social inheritance
also presents us with a still more ('mnpllr:ltwl system
of science and metaphysical speculation which has
often furnished the sceptic with arguments. The
complexity of views for and against Ihv belief in God
18 (llxtl wting, and causes the inquirer after the way
of life to cling the more firmly to the convietion that
there is a proper relation of all these interests of the
spirit which he strives to find, and which 1 believi
psychological analysis will help him find, as I shall
now try to show.

The first problem that arises is whether religion
has anything that is not found in science and philo
sophy. In the name of truth, what does religion add
that we had not before ? Concerning this question
the theologian yields too much and the scientist claim
more than belongs to him. The theologian ofte:
attempts to tr: wnsform the content of the religiou
CONsciousness llltu Illl‘ \\ stem Hi conce ;»Hnlr\ lhlmllu ed
by scientific reflection. The universe is then conceived
as a closed system of law and order and regarded a
divine and ]mnu I, which is to reduce ulwmn to a
mere point of view or sentiment concerning the fact
already present. Thus the anxious theologian sup
poses that he has given full significance to the popula
lu‘!lt‘f iH (-IWL \\}H‘I'(‘;l\ ]l(‘ li:h |1‘H out il\ m\])n[‘mlll
elements, for there is more in the primary personal
experience than a thought-content, which is at best
secondary, and in the service of the religious life
Just what this additional factor is comes near to being
the question as to what man in his deepest being is.
As already shown, the emotions and the will are
involved in our beliefs whose objects are real to us.
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Thus the religious belief in God is an original, personal
experience involving emotion, thought, and will and
claiming the whole being. In the very nature of the
case there will always be something in the religious
experience of God, as there is in the experience of
every form of reality, \\'hi<'h cannot be expressed in
tlmlwht simply because it is not primarily thought
at .1H but which is, for that reason, not the less real
and trustworthy, though it has to be designated
terms of feeling and will.

On the other hand, the scientist claims more than
belongs to him, for he forgets that ** so long as we deal
with the cosmic and the general we deal nnly with the

vmbols of l‘:-;i!i!)'. but as soon as we deal with pl‘i\‘.m-
and personal p lwnuml'n;l as such, we deal with realities
in the « ul!l[vlt test sense of the term,” 2! which can only
mean that the consciousness of God 1s as lm\t\\.nth‘

t\u' consciousness of any other object, for both are
personal experiences and reality, ““in the completest
ense of the term.” Besides, our psychological

analysis has already shown that to abstract an object
from its definite place in a self-conscious experience
and treat 1t as comp lete 1 1tself, and then to use its
discovered laws m an (lHlIIIIH to c\]»lllll personal
elf-conscious life as a whole, 3 precise l\ what the
cientist does when he tries tu explain morals and
religion according to the principles of natural science,
which are only valid within a relative sphere. Nothing
short of the whole personal experience is the primary
fact, and no one phase of it can remove the unique
significance of the others, which allows the personal
belief in God to have 1ts full value in the hife.

[t is, however, probable that the personal belief
in the Deity is never the same for different persons.
[lach believer relates himself in his own unique way
to God according to his need, just as, to use a figure

Leibnitz in the Monadology, no one sees lm(l\t'[\'
the same city as another, but the city seen is as it is
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for him. lLikewise, to one, God 1s holy and a co
suming fire toward iniquity ; to another, God is love
and mercy ; to one, He 1s the God of battles, to
another, the forgiving Father. Nor 1s it true that God
15 all these to any one at the same time, for one of these
attributes tends to assume ascendancy over the othe
Consequently, there can be no universal statement of
what the belief in God is, considered from the personal
tandpoint. And yet, unless we are to stop here, it
1s necessary to find some conception of what the beliel
i God means, although 1ts content can never be giver
precisely as it is in personal experience.
In the first place, the term God is the expressio
of the immeasurable need of life in 1ts fulness, the pe
tence of the belief in God 1s due to the streneth of
the conviction that there is such life for us, and tl
difficulty of explaining the nature of God is commen
vith the difficulty of telling what this need
life 1. Even if we were compelled to grai
as | do not think we are, that there 1s no roomn 1o
God m our knowledge of self, thines, and other selve
tl 18 vast room in the realm of our felt ne
a fact which found expression 1in Schlelermacher
definition of lt"l\w,t\»lt as the * feeline of absolu
t‘w‘}u“ dence.” K.ven the fact that what knowle !‘_‘4' Wt
have 1s an acquisition and discovery drives us beyvo
But we have heart as well as mind, and tl
heart 15 not satisfied with e than the divine Person
the Father who cares for us and appreciates
particular needs and struggles, and supplements .

1

completes our life whatever happens. For f{l
reason the message of Jesus that God is the Fatl

10 loVves .![Hl cares 1ol ”l* l]li!‘l!x‘lr. \\llH 1'e€S(
them from themselves and brings them safely

eternal life, was glad news to the common peop

Because Jesus’ message promises such full satisfactio
the heart 1s I"‘lll.\' to believe. Just as a fount

cannot be less than the streams that flow from it
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I;w-.\ul}!'!‘“! Ol “l'll)‘,f’"Jl!':*" I)w‘ ') YOTe] i‘t;rl we \\Iu)
feel, suffer, and love, but must be more than any one
of us, for it produces us with our varied (’\}N'I‘I"‘Iw'lh
that 1s, 1t must be mind, heart, love, will, which can
only be found in the Supreme Self.

In no particular is it more necessary to keep close
to what 1s real in our life than 1t is in our reflection
upon the belief in God. We are not comp ete without
God, who fills out what in us 1s only begun. Our life

a bridge thrust forth which must have support
evond our vision. We demand not 4»!1[)‘ that thi

to be our ';lul. shall ||«1\_'4' l'uy||i»?v?1‘[{

fragmentarily, but also that He shall
o 1t that we in turn have all the completeness of

conceivable for us. Jut we are not even willing
t to our own thought of what can be ours, but
ourselves upon the perfect Rea lone abl
wow what 1 pos ible for u '
eligion 1s for life. We
wrely from sin but from tl
lurking dis: ‘ nt that our
more complete. The thirst of spirit requires
fountain of
It 18 remarkable \ g ntradiction ind

knesses are not sufhcier went our belief
in God. Faith i1s even confident that these d
lows have a final meaning. Religion refuse
robbed of its object, come what will. Nor
fied to believe that the contradictions whi
burden to us lose themselves by being ** tran
muted ” 1n an undifferentiated state of the Absolute,

18 Bradley says, though we do believe with him that

\re
1
]
I

1 are

Il 1s reconciled and made whole.22 Rather do we
believe that thev appeal from the Y,r]l'i]wvim of the
divine purposes as incidentals. };u\\c".t‘l‘ ;le"i‘l! I}u‘\'

v be, along the way of spiritual development, but

utterly overcome in the higher enjoyment of the sou
that has attained unto the life that 1s eternal in God.
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What 1s God ¢ Asa term God is the supreme symbol relatio
of what the soul seeks, though 1t be but a stammering, time w
broken utterance. The great seeking is only exceeded and, ¢
by the assurance, akin to knowledge, of completeness his Go
and peace in God. religio

Since there 1s this constant reaching out beyond fuse tl
what can be at a given time brought into actual being, person
which may be briefly expressed as the original need has mu

of life that seeks its satisfaction in various forms, the person
idea of God as the supreme satisfaction llt‘\t‘]w[i\ for heen a
the individual as he responds to what the community |
accepts as embodying its highest values.  Here the
principles of psvehological development are instructive,
T hole problem of the gradual unfolding of 1
of a supreme and all-wise God in hum
consclousness becomes the problem of the devel
ment of human character through strugele with nat
through social intercourse, and especially throug
tlection upon the counfliets which thus arise,”
Begimning with the idea of some myvsterious Poy

over men, vaguely conceived in symbols of varic
kinds, there is finally developed through many int
mediate stages the idea of a personal deity, and 1
haracter of this deity becomes gradu

1d elevated 1n response to the character

In the earlier forms of religious b

| 11 than later. Hx

thically conceive(

l
*as the Power able to deliver, aver 0
* The imndividual could not be
| he had conceived the good per

he obligation in his own bi
nent
of deity i1s without the at

le self-thought is without

of like A_unni person

wwous upward progress 11
o pace \\.‘H"l le }»lu![‘n’\\ o1
statement 18 true, so fai

of ethical conceptions
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?["'I relation to religion, but 1t assumes that there was a
ng, time when man had no conception of the good person,
ded and, consequently, could not thini of the goodness of
his God, who requires goodness in man, thus making
religion without ethical content. But this 1s to con
fuse the development of the conception of the good
person with the origin of the idea of goodness.  Rather
has man always been capable of conceiving the good
person and of recognizing obligation, but there ha
been a gradual change in the conception of what it i
) be good.® If this be so, religion can scarcely have
ever been without ethical content of some u!!b
The conception of God has also been determined
the !w'_'ilmi!v,' by social relations on which ethical

ptions largely depend. KEverybody forms pu

riH'l act with a view to the tn]!H;‘ul\ Ol ly“w]

trives to attain that | ind of 1deal self 7}%11 can be
]

nroved. 1f not bv others. vet bv a h aghne mpartl
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of appro
I"‘f""l g | 1€ 1 e nat I‘I"
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1

the words,God, Father, Christ,and Holy Spirit, striving
to give utterance to our trust in that other Self, that
supreme Person whose self-revealing nature require
manifestation in different ways, each of which meets
some special human need and deepens our insight
into the Source of our life.

It would be of interest to consider at this point the
psychological nature of belief in prayer, freedom, and
immortality which seems to follow directly upon the [HE 1
belief in God, especially if the Deity is llmn«'hl of
our Heavenly Father. These beliefs are, 1 think, also

largely social in their origin and significance. But [x the
since the belief in God as in personal relations with us of mor
needsconfirmationfrom the theoretical or philosophical that tl
point of view before considering beliefs that are closely ] til 1t
joined with the belief in a divine Personality, ai DETS(
attempt will be made in the following chapter to th 1
relate this belief in God to some of the more Illl}u”"

philosophical conceptions of the present day, in such

y the
manner as to confirm and support this faith, Only ;
(..lwivl.l\\.l'll’!‘.Tfl'llI\H(l(lllllt'lll\lt'\l'l that moder a |
thought 1s even more faithful to the deepest [|n'|w{~ oblei
the whole of iil\‘llllllllu'\}mHL;H\!'IIIHII"‘II of ea I {
generatl nh\n\}nll.xl\ of the early ( l|1|~ tian centuri d
When has there been so much (mp S18 }l‘luwl Wi
the practic: I and the eMmpIri al In science, lwv't' ts Lo
morals, ;fl‘zhnwi-!'.}x, and theology 7  All are lean tan
the lesson that the problems of ** Knowledge, L (
and Re: " niust be treated !‘H‘]IH‘.M:”\ and resi tel
naust accora \H"H 7?.“ \\Iu"it‘ 0l |'\;>l‘!it'3l<1‘_:‘ 1
hos been the motive of this \lwh‘ll. ol some of t T 1

prvchological aspects of the religious self and
SOClal consclousness, We now turn to some of
metaphysical problems concerning the belief in G
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BELIEF IN GOD
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It is necessary only to mention certain speculative
views which were once more formidable than now.
Materialism, for example, either monistic or plural-
istic, affords no basis for the belief in God, but applies
the term God to a phase of conscious experience, and
regards consciousness itself as a form of matter.
Indeed, any view which makes the ultimately real to
be independent, individual existences of any sort,
renders the search for a God still more real a contra
diction. For a like reason there cannot be two
ultimate principles, spirit and matter, for then there
would be no infinite God, indeed no place for God at
all. Nor is it satisfactory to consider matter and spirit
as only expressions of some Unknown that 1s ne l1|||l
for, .u(nl(lln" to the Christian conce ]»Hnn God 1s a
personal spirit.”

The history of philosophy shows th: 11 the views just
mentioned have been frequently met by the famous
proofs for the existence of God, the most familias
being the teleological and moral arguments, while the
cosmological and ontological had an honourable place,
particularly in the schools. It has already been shown
that Kant rejected the teleological argument as able
to prove at best only an architect of the universe
sufficiently wise and great to fashion material at hand
into the existing forms of things ; that it did not prove
an infinitely wise Creator, but reached the perfect
Being only by falling back upon the ontological argu
ment, which attempts to establish the existence of
(God from the idea of a perfect Being, \\||i1‘lL in
order to be perfect, cannot lack existence; but the
ontological argument does not get beyond the concep
tion, and is nnl\ an identical or analytical judgment.
The cosmological argument from a de 'pendent being
to the existence of a necessary Being likewise finally
resorts to the conception of the most perfect Being as
alone necessary, but this is to rest all upon the onto-
logical proof which has been found inadequate.
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The change in the status of these arguments since
Kant 1s favourably shown by Lotze, who regards
ol them as expressions of the belief in the reality
of values which leads to the attempt to unite the
ultimatelv worthy and the existent in the nature
of God. Hegel also speaks of these arguments, not

108

nd

as proofs but as an expression of ** that upward spring
of the mind ™ from the sensuous and phenomenal to
the apprehension of the Truth, and this signifies *“ that
the being which the world has is only a sembl:nce,
no real being, no absolute truth, and that beyond and
above that appearance, truth abides in God, so that
true being 1s another name for God.” As giving
»‘\}Mi'-\i"ll to this exaltation of ~}vHH. these so-called
]\;\m|- are but ** the necessary and native channel mn
which the movement of mind runs.” 2 The moral
argument is usually given in connection with the other
three, and may be in many respects treated in like
manner. The real question at issue in it concerns
the significance of moral facts in a general view of the
universe involving the metaphysics of ethics, upon
which we shall not enter.

Although these famous arguments were shown by
Kant to be insufficient to establish the existence of
GGod, let it suffice here to say that the Kantian philo
ophy itself ““cut off the root of materialism, fatal-
ism, atheism, free-thinking unbelief, fanaticism, and
superstition,” and introduced a method which in
the form of modern idealism affords a constructive
basis for the belief in God.? This method consists in
the wscertaining the fundamental categories by which our

ep

"\[u‘l‘it‘lu'n‘ nf Hlll'\t'l\t‘\ :Hlnl llll‘ \\ul'M l I‘Untlt‘l‘w‘
e possible. Tt 1S probable llml. Kant vllh[i('ll to use lhw
ri. forms, categories, and ]l'llnrlph-\ of knowledge dis
IH; l“\t‘lel in the Critique of [‘f”" Reason as the means of
solving the problem of reality, but this task he never
accomplished. Fichte, and especially Hegel, adopted
from Kant this method according to which their
-

=
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idealistic systems are formed. This method Hegel
elaborates in his Logie, which he says * coincides with
metaphysics, the science of things set and held in
thoughts,—thoughts accredited able to express the
essential 1‘(':|[it)' of 1]15!\;1\“ (Sec. 24). “:lll_\' others
practically follow this method, as, for example, Lotze
when he says the conception of the ultimate nature
of reality has “ merely to show what the universal
conditions are which must be satisfied by anything
of which we can say without contradicting ourselves
that it is or that it happens.” Professor Ladd, too,
would study the universal forms of knowledge in orde
“to frame, if possible, a consistent and satisfying
!|;1‘ul‘_\' of It‘;l“T_\'.“ These and many other t‘\;lmlrlr
that might be given may be taken as a reply to Riehl,
who says that we are not able to know God or to
pronounce upon the nature of the ultimate ground of
reality, and that philosophy must limit itself to the
problem of knowledge.* Our reply is that a thorough
analysis of the nature of knowledge in its relation to
its object is the only means of throwing any light upon
the ultimate nature of existence, and that this method
results in the following views, which seem to me to
make the strongest claims upon our attention at the
present time, although it 1s not altogether easy sharply
to distinguish them. The first 1s idealism of @
absolute character, which in somewhat different
forms maintains that reality is a rational princi

or Mind whose nature is to be self-revealing and self
differentiating in the world of things and persons, bot

of which are its qualitatively different manifestatior

For this view the realm of existence is to be under
stood as a spiritual unity actively realizing the end
of perfect reason and will. The second view is
pluralism, which does not undertake to pronounce
upon the nature of the whole and has difficulty in
showing the relations of the individuals to each other.
The many reals may be spiritual in their nature, whicl
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would afford a better prospect of attaining the unity of
the many than would otherwise be possible. A third
view undertakes to make a synthesis of the other two,
and may be designated as theism. To these may be
added a fourth, which i1s an old negation in modern
form, limiting knowledge to phenomena and putting
in the place of knowledge of God symbols of values
which arise from reflection upon feeling, while thought
continually strives to formulate these symbols of
values that shall be the most useful and effective in
the conduct of life. The representative of each of
the above <‘1|I|<‘<'[«1iHH\ does not hesitate to say that

view expresses the essential truth of Christianity.
These theories are rivals rather than wvictor and

quished. Perhaps this indicates that the Christian
theologian may find in them all elements that will
enable him to form a constructive basis for theology

4|‘u ”M_"wl we owe Hw most l'l;ximl';lTl‘ \\'nll(il!;’ out of
the idealistic conception of reality, which has already
been reviewed (Chaps. V1., VIII.). We shall now con-

sider only two different Im"l’prt't;niulh of the nature

of the Absolute by representatives of modern idealism,
one affirming that the Absolute is a self-conscious
Being, a Self to whom it belongs to be manifested in

spiritual community of finite individuals, while the
other interpretation maintains that the Absolute is
not a self-conscious being but is identical with the com
munity of finite persons, but is not itself a Person.

This second view 1s pluralistic in character and affords
v transition from the idealistic to the empirical
pluralism of the pragmatic school. That the Absolute

elf-conscious Spirit, to whom it belongs to be
revealed in the unity of differences, that is, in the
vorld of finite things, events, and persons, is the
message of vl'. ” (:reen, the V;lil'll\. John Watson :lll'l
manyothers. Theythemselves intend their philosophy
to serve as a satisfactory basis for the const ructive
i!\li‘l‘]»l'(‘f;ilitm of (‘Il!'i\il;lni?‘\'. Nor is the Christian
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theologian often disappointed in his appeal to thei
writings. It is not necessary to review their argu-
ments in detail. Green, for example, shows that the
world-process is itself a mode of the expression of the
Divine Spirit; our own spirits are even the self
communication of God in connection with and under
the limitations of a physical organism. Thus our
conscious individuality is a communication and
impartation of the mind of God under the limitations
of finiteness. Our rational prineiple is identical with
the eternal Reason and our knowledge 1s true in and
through its identity with the divine Mind. But o
knowledge cannot be finally separated from the good
which is the living harmony between the reason and
the will in self-conscious experience. We may not
now fully realize this, but we are conscious of a better
state than we are now 1n, which means that ther
must be a “ best ” in some Self that experiences
perfectly. So the good of our life is to repeat in ou
selves according to our measure this Highest Goo
which 1s already the (’.\}\(‘l'il‘ll(’(‘ of the Divine Relf
Thus both in our knowledge and in our moral striving
for the good we are the i?ll]h‘ll‘(:lriﬂll and self-com
munication of—shall we not say ?—the mind a
heart of God under the limitations of finiteness. Thi
truth and good are inseparable in being, a union
reason and will in the hiving experience both of the
human and Divine Self.

In like manner Professor Watson declares that t!
nature of our knowledge forces upon us the concep-
tion of the divine Intelligence which ** contains wit}
itself the principle of its own differentiation, and must
therefore be a free, self-determinant rational wh
which expresses itself in every part, or employs ever
part as the means of its own self-realization. Know
ledge, in any proper sense of the term, must include
that the total nature of our experience compels us t
affirm, and the total nature of our experience is incor
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pre shensible unless there is presuppos ml in it the all-
pu\.mw d(t..lty of an infinite Spirit.” This means
that “ there is no reality which can be called finite in
the sense of that which is separated from the Infinite
and exclusive of it. What we call the finite is a
Imtu ular phase of the whole viewed in its 1solation,
as if it could be without the whole. The finite in other
words exists only for a knowing subject that has not
vet learned what is involved in its own experience.”
Nor is constructive idealism a pantheism since the
divine principle as self-determined manifests itself
differently in the different realms of existence, and in
self-determining persons.®
In like manner Bosanquet expresses an idealism
which represents the Absolute as an IIH‘IH\I\‘!‘ Self,
the truly concrete universal, the unity of many
il 'il\i(lll‘ll selves. This view gives special importance
o the logical conception of re: IIII\ The world order
in which the absolute Self is revealed 1s a logic made
tual. Every factor in the whole is what it 1s accord
ng to the logical requirement of the entire realm of
conditions. For e X‘xmplv the human self arises when
its world is ready, preceded by an immense evolution
“ which is practically and relatively from unconscious-
ness to consclousne \\.“ The \Ulll to ml'l}» ap yhrase
of Lotze, 1s “a pe rfection granted by the Absolute
according to general laws, upon certain complex
occasions :llnl .ll'!‘u!lf_ﬂ'lm‘m\ of (‘,\"‘Ill;ll.ﬂ‘\'.u Hl.
oul-centre of experience gathers its content in response
to its physical and social environment and has for 1ts
l e-task to unify itself, to organize itself about some
definite end by which it becomes a concrete universal,
v unity of many modes of activity, and the more unity
1 ‘ll\ the }llﬂh(l is 1ts tlwflu‘ nl M'im" The divine
unity is the \uul\ true goal of striving. But there
1S mdhmw contingent Jlmm the finite or infinite Self
or the world-order, for all is logical. The evil as well
the good will-act is the logical issue of the self one
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is. Nor is this fatalism, for it is the only view that ].1.«»};".@
makes freedom possible, for the act is the expression of trut!
of the real self, which is to be self-determined and m 1,}""
thus free. Nor is there any separation between being ['he
and value, nor betweengmeans and end. Value pender
belongs to the whole, and so equally to the parts, for existe!
they are both means and end. Expressing the same fulfil
thing in a more practical form, our human selves are may
embraced in the divine Self-hood revealed in us and corres]
the world-order, all of which forms a logical, rational clear s
whole in which the Ili'_jl.!‘\t }_11»1"{ 1s realized. :
individually have our unique place and value in the bject
whole, for we have our life in and through each oth pond
in the Divine Self. Time and space relations, nature

and ourselves are all different aspects of the divi

experience, just as, for example, the poet Dante i

related to his Divine Comedy, in which the scenes o

Italy, time and space relations, and the emotions «

real individuals are embraced, but the whole, with it

parts, is in the unity of the author’s experience. A

of these factors are, to use a |lll we of Bradley’

“ transmuted ”’ in the divine experience, and each

known in the light of its value in the whole. Th ompx
particular v due constitutes its individuali ty. Pract COID
cally this would mean that our little lives, of which 1 fulfill
see at any instant HHIA\';! fragment, are " transmuted

in the divine ('\[n'lit‘lu‘v in the sense of Iwing lifted up

and llll«ll*l’ tood in their relations to the significand

.nnl [!.l' Uf re: illt\ as a \\Iml.» |I|ttll 1“\ oul

null\nhl:ln\ is known and e xperienced by God in :

adequate manner to which our self [\l1<'\\|l"1*"‘ nev

attains.®

The same method of analysing our experience
discover its fundamental categories as a means of :
solving the problem of Being is adopted by Professor What
Royce in his effort to answer the question, What i mean

ectud

peal

reality ? which transforms itself into the question.
e R sk ' cont
What 1s Truth ? ['he lw)’ to the solution of thi N
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problem concerns the relation of ideas to their objects,
of truth to being. Some of the more important points
in the argument follow.

The idea and its object cannot be finally inde
pendent of each other. If the object were a real
existence independent of the idea, the idea would
fulfil its purpose, even if the object vanished. We
mav sav that in order to be true, an idea must
correspond to its object, but this requires us to make
(\t'.l]‘ what we mean l'\' ”I!‘ ( ul‘lw\[mntl('mw' of an I<|<-z
to an object and what is to be understood by the
object. Consequently, having an object and corre
ponding to it are different relations. We consider
first the relation of correspondence. This does not
mean similarity or likeness of idea and object. Mathe
matical ~-.\'m]m|\ are not like the "I"i""‘\ denoted by

em ; a map 1s not a copy of the country ; the idea

: -|uj_l does not bark. And yet ** the 1dea 1s true i

possesses lha- sort, ol (‘H‘]I‘*.[DH]}I;"[]Ii‘ to 1ts Hl)“lui
that the 1dea itself wants to possess The I(li‘lx?lli\'
that suffices to establish a sufficient l'IU-'~]qu|t‘l|t‘l‘

1st, then, be like the identity found . . . when vou

compare the map with the 1‘<'g’inll to which the !‘r;.‘.ll

corresponds,—an identity serving some conscious end,
fulfilling and intent, possessing a value for your will.
The intent may vary, but the test of the truth of the
dea is always the same, namely, ** Is the correspond
ence unu'||mi |wl\\'m~n Ill(‘,l .m«l ulyjml 1]\:‘ ]a;m!ﬂ'
correspondence that the idea itself intended ? If 1

the idea is true. 1f it is not, the 1dea 1s 1n so fa
false. The nl{\w't of an 1dea 1s thus of the nature
of a purpose or end for the will to fulfil, for = every
dea 15 as much a volitional process as 1t 1s an intel
lectual process.” This selective intent predetermines
what the ul)jm'{ of the idea 1s to be and is the “internal
meaning of the idea.” ‘ Hamlet is what Shake
gu'xl"'~ idea intends him to be.” * The tw-nplvh'
content of the idea’s own purpose 1s the l'll]»\' n!rjw‘l
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of which the idea can ever take note. This alone i represe
the Other that is sought.” This Other is the ** external sense,
meaning of the idea,” but if the idea ever perfectly to exp
embodies 1ts intended meaning, then the internal and tion w
t‘xlt‘lll‘ll lllc‘;lllillg\' of an i(i(‘.’l \\'UHH be hh'nlir.ll mn an takes

actual experience. words,

As a matter of fact, however, our ideas are iade “We

quate representations of what we intend by then fragmt
and so lack something which we seek to give then of Bel
The 1dea of our life, for example, is vague, and we see [
a more definite understanding of it. All our ide

are thus confronted by an Other, that is, a possil
more complete embodiment of what we intend by

ideas we have : we would move on Into ”IH'!“"IK‘['H 1
ideas which have no Other than what they are. B
“ this instant’s 1dea 1s true if, in its own measure. a
on its own plan, 1t corresponds, even in its vaguen
to 1ts own final and completely individual expressic
[ts expression would be the very life of fulfilment
urpose which this present idea already fragment:

i

begins, as it were, to express. It is with any fi
idea as 1t 1s with any form of will.  Anv of its tran

expressions may be at anv instant more or less abort

But no finite idea 1s wholly out of correspondence
its object, as no will i1s wholly false to itself

If now our finite 1deas are !"I']t"(‘:l‘i" and f1
mentary, we are able to say that the finally true
real form a unity i a living experience, or, othe
expressed, idea and object are identical in the d
life. This life 1s at once a v\'~11'ill of facts and
fulfilment of whatever purpose any finite idea,
far as 1t 18 true to its own meaning, already
mentarily embodies. This life 1s the tum}»‘u-!wf

1

as \\z-” as the « «lvwlnlt'!wl t'\}n'llvw e, (‘lrllt“!mlulll:‘;
the will and experience ol any one finite idea. I
wholeness, the world of Being is the world of i
vidually expressed meanings,—an individual life co

sisting of the individual embodiments of t
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represented by all finite ideas. Now fo be, in the final
sense, means to be jll\l such a life, t'nlllpln-Tcu present
to t'.\}u'l'iﬂ'llu'. and ('Hlli"lhl\t' of the search for ]wlh'('

tion which every finite idea in its own measure under

takes whenever it seeks for any ul.j.w." In other

words, our knowledge and purposes are fragmentary.
*We wait, wonder, pass from fact to fact, from
fracment to tragment. What a study of the 1'““““??
of Being reveals to us is precisely that the whole has a

ining, and 1s real only as a Meaning Embodied.”

The ideas awakened in us far transcend what we are

now L;|»|1' to verily, .xlul :'H's, YHI\\.H'l to an experience

t is not now ours. But in the divine life, experi

e and 1dea harmonize ;
ht are united. Thus our fragmentary

{
Y 4

oul H}""“l}l:i!t' ideas and 1mperfe

‘:}v H‘!HH 1"-,!!""."!:"‘ ‘il“1

1»111’11‘ !l oug
perience
rposes. with the sorrow !u.;w Cand fear Insepar

from them. are factors i the Inclusive

f-conscious personal Life bevond whose e

1ng possibl
constitutes our individuality as

Divine Self, gives us our place in bei 7, appoint

1e moral and religious task

onscious union with the Divine Person, an

of bringing ourselve

union in which the distinet reality of the
i and divine personality 1s maintained and not

undifterentiated Une ol the mystic.’

1€
\ few words must suffice concerming Lotze’

| |
Ol reaching sOomewha 11miar u,v‘«-]_ 101

I'l‘TiHY 1o nnite

By an analysis of our experience of things,
‘ ¢

and change, Lotze shows that things, taken

t they are 1n mu [ relations In

¢ the divine nature 1n

are \f

But the interaction of things, mecluding

cognitive processes of the soul in relation to

(Met. Sec. 60), cannot be understood except

Zl’zl' an J['\'__'\.' of a ]l"!wr!\:‘, ~l]|»“‘z< t ‘
] |

Ing 1t u|H‘|‘<H‘,1‘ state
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individual in the nudst of their succession and change activit
If, therefore, we are to think of the unity, permanence So aft

and change of the world of things at all adequately materi
it must be thought of as the realization of an immanent have 1
self-conscious Mind who is the supremely real because for sel
He has “* being-for-self ” most ('nlll[»ln'h'l(\'. Thus the are ot
world 1s the progressive realization of an immanent exclud
Intelligence and Will. Is God also transcendent s ceasel¢
well as immanent in the world ?  Yes, by the act o than v
personality which distinguishes itself from its obje disting
yet 1s immanent in them. Consequently, this is no than (
pantheism, as Hofiding says 1t is, but theism, as which
maintains, for we hold to the distinction of God fron activit
His world due to His existence-for-self. If it tandi
objected that God cannot be personality since tl

H!t[nhlw distinction of self from not-self and there

nothing which is not a dependent expression of f

Absolute, then we may say that there 1s no not
except for a \H]»im-l_ that 1t 1s not a ~!mli.|| separatic
but an act of the subject distinguishing itself from

objective states. Nor is there anything in self-co
sclousness as such which essentially requires anotl
existence to arouse this consciousness of self, thou
im us 1t 1s thus conditioned. We mav therefor
confidentlv say, not only that God 1s a ‘l'v\ on
that *“ Perfect ]'l‘l\wlmi\l‘\' 1s in God HHI‘\. to all
minds there is allotted but a !mir‘ cop thereof.”
Of vital interest 1s our relation to God. We |
no ‘~]nw'i;r| hesitation 1n admitting that mate
existences are the immanent activities of the Dn
Self which to our cognitive powers give the appearar

of substantiality, but we are different; we ¢ the

individuality of our own for we feel and know purp
Are we, then, resolved into the all-embrac il!'_' unity ‘p!\l
the divine .u‘ti\'il_\‘ ?  Here ~||‘1Ii:;l terms are ent alont
i!i’x]-plitutl'll‘. Nothing, not even ourselves, is * ame
side " the Whole, and God is all in all.  But we rece

some help at this point by recognizing that G SpIT
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activities in His world are qualitatively different.
So at least our relation to God differs from that of
material existences, for we have, as material existence
have not, self-consciousness and memory; we exist
for self and experience suffering and enjoyment. We
are other than the Divine Self just by this mutual
excluding act of personality. He is in us but, by the
ceaseless act constituting personality, He 1s other
than we are, and we being an object to ourselves and
distinguishing ourselves from what is other, are other
than God, yet have our existence in Him * A mind
which continues immanent in the Infinite, as a state,
activity, or modification of 1t, directly that (noty ith
Y.xrulmjj this immanence) 1t exists for self, has in thi
very existence the fullest runulwll\..

Our conclusion must then be, according to Lotze
that the universe is spiritual and rational and that
‘ lowing “t'i!lg we know |1~ti. But even this 1s too

poor a conception, for what does existence after all

ean ¢ To this question Lotze replies that, while a
pre-established determiristic system of logical succe

ons 1n \\ilil‘}l 1]11']‘1: are no (l'iwIH‘un~ !?m»\. be co
ceivable, the final rationality of the world can only be
found in the living satisfaction of God and finite spirit
who o'\l-n']‘iv]](«‘ l!lw gun!i 1n filx'l I]ll'li“_"l l}\" world
process, but not ]».t-~|\0'|_\'. It 1s an attaimment m
po ible I»‘\.‘ the ;l}v|)|xl"1YlHH of general law
from repetitions of ke events, to new

1

requiring intelligent direction of activity which
peculiar satisfaction to the subject, and yet
these changes the identity of the universe remain:
the same through the constancy of 1ts meaning or
purpose which is the Highest Good of self-conscious
spirits.  *“ Genuine reality in the world . . . consists
alone in this ”l;:lu'd (ood [n'l‘\unﬂ which 1s at the
same time the !liglll“l f_'ﬂ‘"l ‘l‘hill‘_l‘ But since all the
tue of what is valuable h: existence only in the
SpIrLv that enjoys it, therefore all .1[1}».1“‘1'.? al lllwlll»\ |
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only a system of contrivances, by means of which this
determinate world of phenomena . . . is called forth,
in order that the aforesaid ”i‘uln'\l (rood may become
for the spirit an object of enjoyment in all the multi
plicity of forms possible to it.” Since the coherency
of the world is thus * ordered in pursuance of the
injunction of the Sole Reality, in the world,—to wit,
of the Good, our cognition possesses more of truth
than 1if 1t ur}niml exactly a world of ul»ju‘h that has no
value m 1itself,” a statement that reminds us of Plato
[dea of the Good in relation to the nl\n|m‘1 and the
subject. Thus the confidence that knowledge is
Ull‘l\\ul'i!} outde in our intercourse with |’w!|\g 1
necessary implicate of our conviction that the fir
meaning of the world can only be found in the Highest
(rood of person ! life, and 1]1.1‘“»!\\“ tion seems to b
confirmed by reflective thought.®

Before we can ln‘j_j;llil the conception of God
[N‘Iw'll.l‘iil.\' as “H;(”\' 4‘\1;l|!}1\|1¢‘11. il 1S necessary
consider the view that God 1s not a person or st
but 1s identical with the community of selves in whi
the Divine Spirit is wholly expressed, just as,
exan }"A'. a college 15 a \}M‘illl.r‘. community of persol
each of whom knows the unity that the memb
form, but the members are not for the spiritual un
\\!!14 ll \\HHH lM\q' 1o be Ilu' case 11 1;nu{ were a 1»1']4 1
self. This view of God assumes that 1t 1s not nect
sary that Spirit be personal, hence God may be sj
without M-m: ]u‘lwm.!l. 'HII UvHH‘}»HHIl of the A
olute, M‘Taggart, as we saw in Chapter VIIL, I
lieves to be the true 1rx10'l{~ln‘1‘11lnh of Hw_:»'l'\ ide
God, thus differing from the line of thought develop
in dependence upon Hegel by Green, the (ai
Rovee, Lotze and others, \\h"vl!'.:“ll the conel
as we have found, that God is the Absolute yet

self -conscious [vl'l\uh.tiﬂ\'. Two 1';:1«"_’““"\ ol

H"Jv 1an l«'!i" are ol 11‘1‘] ;:n;my:.;yl.w 1n ““"i'”w
: view that the Absolute as \]'!IH 18 totally reve
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in the mmmmnn\' of persons and yet is not a Self,
namely, the Category of Life and that o f Cognition.
The Category of Life requires that reality be a unity
manifested in a plm ity so that the whole meaning
of the unity ** lies in its being differentiated into that
particular plurality, and that the whole meaning and
significance of the parts of the plurality lies in their
being combined into that particular unity.”  Our next
resort is the Category of Cognition by which the parts,
knowing each other, also know their unity, thus
providing through this mutual knowledge for the unity
of the |»|ll|.:|il\'. In this manner the Category ol
(‘ognition re snders 1t not only pos sible but actual that
the whole should be in the |H|1 and vet be the whole
of which Thl'\ are the parts. A still higher bond of
ity is the mutual love of persons. Since this
mutual knowledee and love involving the conscious
ness of unity are possible only in persons, and since this
community of person 1s God, these persons cannot

1se to be or be replaced by another without a break
the continuity of manifestations ; since, then, they

e essential, fundamental differentiations of the
piritual unity or God, finite persons are as eternal
God and |mmu|‘1.4lll.\' 1s assured.
'I‘lui view seems to get liwl of certain difficultie
taching to the conception of the person: Wity of God,
1 the self oppose d to a not-self, which M*T: 1ooart
I. |m./.1 does not overcome ; also the difficul
of showing how God ean be more than His \\ul]<| as
ell as the l“l“t'llhiv\ connected with limv and space
relations. [t 1s a movement, I think, in the direction
of pluralism, and might be interpreted as meaning
hat reality consists only of a multitude of individuals
vhose unity is in some inexplicable way provided for,
and that there really is no supreme being to whom
the term God 1s ;1]!]»]'\‘41}'[0‘. But shall we pay this
price for relief from the difficulties involved in the
conception of the divine Personality ? °
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It 15 not easy to avoid the feeling that no form of
1dealism so far considered .ul«quml\ takes account
of the h: u«l facts of daily life with its sin and suffering.
The pragmatist attacks the idealist for gliding over
the problem of sin and evil by affirming th at 111(\ are

in the temporal order the very mmlltlnn of the
perfection of the eternal order,” and that nothing
really new ever takes place through personal initiative
in the perfect IHHIII\IH system eternally present to th
Absolute Intelligence. Although pragmatism claim
to be only a method and theory of truth with no
specific metaphysical results to defend, it is a good
working hypothesis to think of ourselves as real
persons with free initiative capable of and actually
]w!wilu\‘\" new tactors in lv‘llil\ Ilhitul \\ll\ not
say reality itself (]1‘\([1'])\ and the really new comes
to be ?  Practically we are limited to the real which

Professor James seems to say, is what is immedi
ately given in the percepts to which our conceptio
or ideas refer. Our working truths are only tentati
and do not permit us to pronounce upon the natur
of the whole, reminding us of Kant’s solution of tl
first and second ‘* antinomies.” On the other ha
these working truths offer no obstacle to the entir
new and lle1 1e. (Cons w|\1¢ ntly, we cannot say wit

v idealist that the world is already perfect and ther
fore saved. [t works better to be Ilt we that the wor
mayv be saved or lost according to what individu
constituting it do. It 1s neither pessimism, optimis
nor, strictly, meliorism, for it might be devolution {
the bad and chaotic. Whatever view most fu

1sfles our needs and has the best results wh
applied In the working out of definite ends 1
most claim to acceptance as true; for this reas

lay be zw\iwi\t«. We are :l]\\;l_\" ill {
active attitude of response to what occurs, and «
“il‘.]\ are T(Nl]\ 111.11 !u-rwmn' true n]l[\' as evel
erify them. Nor can we }»l(‘\('l'iln' what shall b
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|:\ any law that shall be an absolute .‘lmi('i]n!linn
of reality.

Pragmatism is then an empirical pluralism with
some connection of the factors, and with even an
irrational element as things now are. And, if there
is ever to be a monism, it is a goal of achievement,

llnitv\' to be ;|<'<‘un||»'1i~‘|wl, As to <1i\1il|l'1i\'v|_\'
theological ideas, if they ‘ have a value for concrete
life, they will be true, for pragmatism, in the sense
of being good for so much. For how much more they
are true will depend entirely on their relations to
the other truths that also have to be acknowledged.”
[lven the conception of the Absolute ha ome truth
o far as 1t brings comfort and has any consequences

hatever for our life, and to this extent ought to be

1

Strictly, pragmatism is a method or theory of truth
ind not a metaphysic. It claims to be radically

npirical, and yet a view of the ultimate nature of
lity seems to be implied, especially in the affirma
on of A Pluralistic Universe.”” But as the meta
hysies of pragmatism is still in doubt, I shall refer
riefly to distinctly pluralistic theories of reality
hich are U|' SeVer: 11 forms. 'H"' atomism ot i)t’lllw
tus has had many modern representatives who seek
) explain the world on the hypothesis of elements
volving things according to mechanical laws. But
this raises the difficulty as to the relation of mechanism

d M':HIIH'_'\' and involves the l[!l"\“"!l whether there
an be an end, and if there 1s an end, must there
't be some '_"uulmg Intellicence in reality ? If the

lements are physical reals or of unknown nature,

can p Juralism 1'\[ lain the origin of self-conscious

u] ach being in I»IIH( 11>|«~ a IH\H\ of differences ?
he e h ments are indepe ml« nt spiritual existence

can thev know each other and be conscious of

nity among themselves ? This U})j!”“il»!\ seems to

hold even of M‘Taggart’s interpretation of the Hegelian
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(Categories of Life and Cognition already explained.
Moreover, how can this view account for birth and
death, since these spiritual existences seem to be
eternal ?

The difficulties of both pluralism and absolute
idealism, however, are so great that theism attempts
a mediation. This requires, according to Professor
Ward in The Realm of Ends, that the reality of the
many be granted, but that God, however exalted as
a self-conscious Personality, shall be thought of a

finite. Does theism thus interpreted involve less

difficulty than either pluralism or absolute idealism ?
In the first place, theism is superior to pluralism,
understood as a manifold of spiritual existences which

seems to be its most favourable form, in that it provides

for their unity by a supreme Being that somehow
embraces their individual reality in His own experi
ence. A second advantage 1s that the theist’s con
ception of God gives assurance that the pluralist’s
ideal will be attained of which the pluralist 1s not
assured, since the issue according to this theory
depends \ulc‘l‘\' upon the action of the individuals
But divine providence cannot fail of fulfilling it
purpose. In the third place, the goodness and per
fection of God enriches the character of the pluralist’
ilit'.ll Alll“l ',Ii\'c“‘ assurance of \»hwwwlm'w.

But now we must consider some of the condition
which theism has to provide for. It does not maintain
that God 1s merely a transcendent Being l"'.\"”“{ the
many, but it also assumes that this Being is related to
the many as no one of them is related to the rest, for
the many somehow exist in and through the suprems
Spirit. At this point the theist introduces the idea
of ereation, by which divine act the many are supposed
to be given existence in a way that is different from
absolute idealism. Before asking what validity the
idea of creation has speculatively, let it be noted
what it is supposed to provide for. It is believed
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that creation gives substantial existence to finite
beings, material and spiritual. The ordinary view is
that this creative act occurred at a definite time and,
not very consistently, it i1s also affirmed that the
creative act begins the time order. God is supposed
to put off from Himself a world of things and persons
and yet be somehow in it and have knowledge of its
processes. The thing of chief importance is the crea
tion of finite persons who have freedom of initiative
independent of the divine will and foreknowledge,
which requires divine self-limitation both as to know-
ledge and power. As Professor Howison says, “Un-
¢ creators are created, lmilllnf;’ 18 '”'H,V created.”
That 1s, 1f finite persons are |v;|||.\' free, Ilu‘_\ may do
what 18 not foreordained and foreknown, and the
world of creatures may evolve radically new feature
not .|]|li<'iim!1'<l illl‘l not ]rll’.lll‘;i!lgt"[. Of course it
is said that divine foreknowledge 1s quite consistent
with entire freedom of initiative on the part of the
finite, since knowledge of what will be is possible with
out being the cause of what is done. Whether this is
possible or not depends, 1 think, on what is meant by
the independence of free moral agents.

It 18, however, time to ask if theism’s conception of
creation and what 1t illi]‘ilt‘\ can be regarded as a
satl ]l(‘Tul.\' substitute for and differentiation from
pluralism and absolute idealism. That the doctrine
of creation has i1ts difficulties 18 readily granted.
Among them are, for example, the fact that ow

experience of the physical world does not compel us

to admit creation, nor 1s there anything in this experi
ence to justify us in denying it. There is, as Kant
howed us, always an antithesis to the assumption of
a First Cause, for the world of things and even selves
may be eternal. Besides, if creation occurred at a
finite date 1n the past, what could have been God’s
motive to create then and not before ¢ Why should
God wait, as Hartmann says, “ half an eternity content
X
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without a good that ought to be " ? (quoted by Ward)

i , s : alway
Nor can we concelve of ereation as a putting forth from

lw“i]_\'
creati
theor

God of a substantial existence, for, as Spinoza say
“one substance cannot be produced by anothe
(Ethies, 1. 6). Creation, then, can only mean the
dependence of the world upon God which implies that

the creation of the world signifies something imvolve

those
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'IIY\\”
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l&l])!’i«
}-! 11M¢
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in the essence of God, or, as Hegel says, vithout
world, God 1s not God.” But here we are again ups
the absolute idealist’s ‘_’IHHI:\!. for the 1deahst asse
the dependence of the world upon (tod. The
also has difliculty as Iw;f.mi- the knowledge a
consciousness of God. Professor Ward holds
the divine experience 1s to be self-conscious, 1t
that all finite experiences are in this divine
consciousness, and that this is simply pantheism,
e no room for divine transcendence. On the ot
hand. the same writer holds that the theist’'s God «
onlv be self-conscious at the cost of being finite

being and knowledee, for self-consciousnes ‘.H 15 he Vit
impossible without a not-self, which implies so

hine that is not God. But 1t has been shown in 1

mnere

. . 4 Savin

pter that Lotze and Royce, for example, a don |

many others, would deny that God cannot be
]

WTOou!
a as ~i1]‘r\w" transcendent and vet
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not
can there be real umity of the manv whose 1 ‘
consists 1n being the differentiations m
festations of God.
In view of the above difficulties mvolved in
4

conception ol creation, 1t may be said that the

] O
theist
count
a5 aj
1deals

does not clearly distinguwish his view of the v
Il'; ition to (;"‘l from 1}\9T of ‘«]n- .Eo‘ | \x]*u ident
(tod with the Absolute. Indeed, the strength
loctrine of ereation lies very largely in the 1my
bilitv of our conceiving l;ln‘tl the I.II‘."I‘ can be :
whatever oul "Ul»!‘\' ol l«‘.xlll:.‘ may be. Sn
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always feel a sense of this mystery of finitude, we are
e 1~1|\ led to grant that there may be such a special
creative act on God’s part as the theist teaches, yet
theoretically the theist has very little advantage over
those who I<|i‘!lll|} (Giod with the Absolute. Stric tly,
the theist’s God should be a finite God, but how is this
}mwih]t'f Can there be a self-limitation of divine
knowledge and power sufficient to make room for the
l'|}:!‘iu' of free moral agents ? Such 1s the theist’s
primary motive for his theory.

Overlooking these inherent difficulties of the

doctrine of creation, let 1t be noted that the theist
deals with the problem of evil in a manner that has
much to commend it. One thing is clear, if God
exists, nothing is absolutely evil, and the problem of
evil cannot be altogether insoluble. This
makes evident by maintaining that the possib
evil 1s essential to the world’s perfection but
evil 1s not, otherwise to !'(‘}bl.!ﬂ‘ 11 VI)‘\' good, to inl}
virtue in the place of vice, would only diminish, not
increase, the world’s |n-1‘l~*«-lmn, What 1s meant |>‘\‘
saying the ]mwilﬂni\' of evil 1s essential to the !w!!w'
tion of the world 1s that this |wl'lwlw has to be
wrought out by personal selves who, in their striving
after good, often do evil in the exercise of their own
self-cuidance. Whatever moral evil llww 18, then, 1s
not absolute evil, since it comes to be only through the
!Mi!l",{ Hf Iinih- 'w|'\nn\ \‘.}m nmay <Iu e l'lut "\wnr or
evil and by whom the good has to be realized if it is
to be at all. But this does not mean 1
ctual 1s essential to the periec tion of the world. This
1s one of the strongest arguments in favour of the

hat the evil

theistic doctrine of creation and goes | towards
counter-balancing the ui,_it'«‘lmiw against it, a well

ipparently differentiating theism from absolute
idealism, which, it is held,regards evil itself an essential
factor 1n the world of differentiations 1 hich the
divine unity is manifested. Herein also theism not
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only recognizes the hard facts of experience which so
strongly appeal to the pragmatist and the pluralist
but it gives a more significant interpretation of the
place of evil in the world than either affords."

Our discussion has reached a point where we would
welcome a way of escape from the difficulties that seem
to attach to every theory of reality. Hofiding pro
poses that we hold to the Kantian distinction between
the theoretical and pl‘u'li(‘.)l reason and with Schleier
III{H‘II"I' Ili;ll(r.ill 1}|1'tlluui¢‘;|l lthnl\ Sy Inlmllr('\|vli'~s< 1

feeling
feeling
‘l'!]‘l‘l'(
o ”](
Wi
relatic
are, ol
truth.
1ons
men 1
of the
mw-[nh
19|'||

(I

of the religious consciousness whose chief characte
1stic 1s a form of feeling. The same thing, for exan

a storm at sea. mav be considered from the stan 1;‘“ 1
of knowledee and from that of value. To underst
the storm at sea, we have to v\"l‘iin 1t ix»\, natul
causation, but, at the funeral of the vietims, the
event is explained in terms of value “ by saying t
God wished to give those left behind a sign that t!
should depart from the error of their ways.” 2
knowledge and the feeling of value are two order

run parallel through our experience.

Since religious experience is a form of feeling,
“all feelings express the value that an event in tl
inner or outer world has for us,” it 1s necessary
understand further the nature of feeling, value, a1
ll'll;‘lull\ !"\]M'H«‘lu'tk l“l't‘hlz:' are ||§~w \ll.sl?!l‘ or u
|>|\‘.l~lll'.||l|4' .1«‘1'<»I<||h‘_f as some ru‘wi ol I||t‘ \HI»‘,M
1s satisfied or not. Values are properties possesse
by a thing or event which, in relation to a subje
(n|[;;||;l(' of feeling, [mnlllu' an 1mmediate satisfact
or serve as a means to procuring it, and are, theref«
mediate or immediate. Values are also the pre
suppositions of means and ends in relation to activ
Religious experience is religious feeling and derivative
for it 1s *° the feeling which 1s determined by the fate
of values in the struggle for existence.” -\f']"“‘l’” 1
ing a scientific term, we may call the ** conservation of
value the characteristic axiom of religion ™ and the
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feeling for the fate of values in !l'.l]it_\' the religious
feeling and the essence of religious experience. The
different religions express this axiom in forms suited
to the lwnpit' and the age.

What now is the function of religious ideas in
relation to this feeling for the fate of values ? They
are, ol course, \w»nmllll'}'.:lHll |1 e II1)<'|.lilI| to ~\‘it'l|1|ii"
truth. Religious ideas are simply *“ symbolical expre:

ions for the feeling, the aspirations, and the wishes of
men in their struggle for existence.” These expressions
of the inner life of feeling differ with the age and

hown by the varvine con eption ol (rod,

ch 1s not a scientific term but a symbol of religiou

ind represent the presentiment, which arise

limats of kno \!wl'_‘n& * that the 1.{\!4"1]»!:' of the

of values is in the end identical with the principle
usal connection within existence—that 1t 18 one
the same thine which enables us to find values in
tence and which makes this existence comprehen
ble to us.” * From the !\‘i\gj‘uil Im‘ll‘ of view, God,
the object of faith, means the principle of the con
vation of value throughout all oscillations and all
truggles, or, if we like to call it so, the principle of
idelity in existence.” These expressions of religious
feeling exhibit a progressive development through the
th and the legend to the dogma and symbol and are
n to poetry i character. In a living dogma can
till be traced the original affective interest which led
to it. The ideal dogmatic would require that every
logma should spring immediately out of religious feel-
ng and form, in relation to other dogmas, a logical
harmony, which was the ideal of Schleiermacher and
Newman. In this development of dogma, the hope is
that we shall come ** to shape our innermost and most
ential (‘_\]N‘I'i(’lll’l'\ into i!ll’i;__"u'\ S0 'm\\'vl'hll that we
shall never be able to consign them to oblivion.”
The axiom of the conservation of values carries
with it the implication that reality is not presented to
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us a H'M‘!rli’ﬂ‘ but as n process ol [n'«‘nlllll\;ﬂ Ill‘.v“‘«i. ence,
reality itself is a postulate, and it may be that it is noint
for ever in the toils of becoming, so that the continual seient
appearance of new empirical content i1s no mere acci there
dent. The issue must also depend in part upon us, for seient

personality is the centre of value and experience, and, religl

though their individuality seems to tend to disunion,
there i1s being wrought out a unity of personalitic
which 1s the highest and holiest good. This unity of
life marks the goal of rehigious thought. Thus what
1s usually ealled dogma—and the same mav be sai
of theology—is only poetry, not, however, * vague
moods and maginings, fnx: the !‘“IIYJ!H‘HH*.HH! living
form i which that which has been actually liv

through in moments of violent execitement clotl

itself.  Some such process as this underlies all dogm

ind symbols taken at the moment of their birth.”
[t 1s with much approval that one follows Hofiding's

1

skilful attempt to make room for both knowledee and

faith. The conception of the conservation of value
in reality is of profound significance and comes near
being all that can be desired. But, if religious ideas
are mere symbols of values, some value would fail to be
conserve i tor lullu\\ fv-wl;jn' IS ul' \.3]!1!‘. .|I|" ll!"\l' ill«".x'
least seem to have a cognitive meaning. How far mu
we go in admitting that our idea of God as person
pirit, 1or "\‘él"!'!x’“ not to mention the more Specilic
conceptions of Christian theology, has no scientifi
worth as knowledge ?  Everything seems to turn, in
this entire discussion, finally upon the relation of
religious experience and its ideas to knowledge.

Only a few words can be given to the difficult
problem just mentioned. (a) With the pragmatist
and many of the idealistic school—we may say th
knowledge 1s no abstract Ilninj_f but is unlA\' an 1dea o
rule of action that 1s embodied 1n t‘I\’ln'l‘ivIH e, and th
works, if 1t is real and true. If so, religious ideas,
far as they “* work ” and receive verification in experi-
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conduct us securely from point to
much knowledge as any

do no more for us. (b) Is
“.‘H"!l all 1<|~-x are ".HI"H!\ even
mnd mathematical conceptions,
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iple of natural causation is relative only. But

e who regard religious ideas as mere symbols, base
nowledge upon a universal application of the causal
tion as the only principle of scientific explanation
ind of knowledge. We may also remind ourselves of
Wundt’ ps ichical r‘////\‘"///"// which 1s indeed related to
physical causality but not contradictory to it, dealing

ecisely with those psychical combinations such as
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values and ends which lie outside the sphere of
physical causation. Practically the same thing may s tak
be expressed in another way by saying with Lotze Absol
that ** intuitions of another species fall to our lot, such embri
as the senses can never supply, and such as constitute ideali
just that religious cognition which obtrudes itself upon and ]
us with immediate certainty.”” form
There is, then, a final identity between reality and tself
value. It has already been shown that Bosanquet !
believes the value of the Whole is not to be represented
a the termunation of a series ol }v;ll‘!\ullvt'lm }HH
identical with the parts. Whatever has a place n
being 1s le'l“lo“. both within the rational uniey o
realty H:~l ]2'~ 1ts Ique \.Illh'. '.'”v"'. 100, l':
the final reason for the world’s existence in the 4‘15' 1
satisfaction and the satisfaction of finite pirit 1;«13
of experiencing and enjoying re ity Lotze even
the |l<'~_f!nm|i"' of H"IJ"!I'\ 1es lies 1n ethie ind tl
the oround of what 1s must be sought i that wi
hould be (Conelusion of Metaphysics). There are :
many others who hold that that which should be
finally 1s can only be mm the form of self-conscio
experience of the divine and finite personalitie
mate relation. Here I think we find the goal f
which Hw'l;m searches It 1s not, however, a po 11101
that admits of demonstrative ])IHHI There are otl
views, such as Spencer’s doctrine of the Unknowab
Power, or of Hartman’s Unconscious Thought an
Will, or of Bradley’s super-rational, super-person
A\IN'!HI". or 1]11‘ (ull(‘t'lmurl H]‘ Urn{ as a communit
of finite spirits, and many other forms of pluralis:
with its doubtful unity. None of these views, n
even thatof “t'lf_‘\"n.\('/'ulf//'r Evolution of ** consciou ufhic
ness, or rather a .\ll}»!:l»(‘ull\t‘inlbll«'\\ that 1s at the man?
origin of life,” seems sufficiently satisfactory, howeve: ment
ably developed.’ We seem shut up pl‘;nvlliml].\ to a concet
choice between two views. The first is an idealisn Pring

which regards God as self-conscious Spirit different whic
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ited in finite persons whose self-conscious experience
is taken up into the divine experience. Thus God i
Absolute in the sense that no existence fails to be
embraced within the divine self-manifestation. The
idealist plainly acknowledges the mystery of finitude,
and has practically no explanation of it except the
formula that it belongs to spirit just to manifest
itself 1in a unity of difference and to be self-conscious
n this realization of thought and will.
The second view i1s that of the theist. who shrinl
wing that God 1 Absolute in the nse of
weing all the finite, especially our thought and
nd, in the place of the mystery of finitude whiel
: .

e t ackno

| 4
mmadependaent «

1

who mav do good or evil in the

tl
ersonality But there real
,,{3 tinow LM‘..M‘,. 1 ]1.|rwlw:4;0'1-lu‘?“

\bsolute ;: even the theist often affirms that

\}y H!‘lll‘_ not 1}“1‘ he make 1t clear that he
]

1ore |

v creation than the dependence of the
pon God. Whatever independence the theist

itenas to give to the finite bv the doctrine of creation
'ms to be cancelled by his other doctrine of divine
servation and conservation of the world that ha
en created, and l.\ I}ib‘l;l'l"\“\“l'! (il\mw mmanence,
Our chief !Hl‘]nﬂ' has been to enquire whether the
iristian conception of God as self-conscious Person
ity 1s at all confirmed 1'_\' the pwll\ll\\" though
the im'~~¢'l'.i time. l|1l~ | ln'l‘.t‘\“. ]!.1\ }"‘t'H shown
ufficiently for our purposes, although I am aware of
many details and difficulties that cannot now be even
I u‘innwl‘ ll Vln'(‘t' IS anv \\‘.l\'«'l'ivlg 'n‘l\‘.l‘“[l H\',:]
conceptions of reality, 1t 1s a thoroughly pl.‘l'jlll:ﬂ-}i‘
principle that the scale turns at last in favour of that
which accords best with those intellectual, aesthetic,
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ethical, and religious values that our conduct of lif divine
cannot, permit to be crushed.’® Faith is the dominant ceasel
factor which determines what is finally held to be and f1
true. “* The ultimate object of all philosophy is t being
bring a meaning into things, or rather to reveal the being
meanine which underlies all things. In the last dition
analysis, however, this meaning is not a matter of it ma
knowledee, but of volition and faith. What the ever |
I h f‘“\viMI"l himself ;lt'(‘<'|n1\ as the Highest Good and there
[n 1 L'_H.'! he ]llu'iw'l s into the world as its cood and 1
goal and then believes that subsequent reflections also
reveal 1t to him in the world. . . . It 1s our own lov
and hates, our desires and aversions, our will
not our understanding, that place before us the go
hich 1s worthy to be the final meaning of
we build upon the idea of perfection

up in our experience the |;:z:‘1l ophy
tisfy not only the mind but the heart.!

our faith, then, not without deep reason, as
have seen, declare that we know God, and utter it
in the Impressive thought that we are constituent

1 OUT OW]

factors 1n the life of (vod who ivz'i w}wT-“ 11
life and self-existence. The eternal nature of God
1o ilf:‘l 'Il reallization 1m a so( l('l_\ ol ~:'|\"\ ol \\j’m,ﬂ
He 1s also a member—a kingdom of Spirits, (’HJH_\'EH,".

uffering, and triumphing in the pursuit of ends sou;
wml'iim"_“ to be 1'_\}>~'l".«‘|1<‘0'<[ with satisfaction.
Jut is there no supreme end that to the divine Mn
1s most worthy of realization in the world-order ?
Could God make His end in the world’s creation
other than the Supreme Good which self-consciou

\llllii\ are n'.:’).l!?l(‘ of (‘X'n*llvnn‘ing ;nnl o'|1‘|n.\'i|\‘_-’ tand

This Highest Good alone can olve mu‘:lnin_{: o exist wort]
ence, for there is no final .\ilﬂn‘liit';llu't' in anvthine a me
apart from its relation to some being «'.tp;nl»lu of exper
appreclating 1t. h

Still more fascinating is the thought that finite not 1
selves may be so essential to the fulfilment of the spirit
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divine purpose in His eternal self-realization that their
ceaseless existence 1 Iml\lllwl for the per fect exhibition
and fulfilment of that purpose which involves the ve ry
being of God Himself. "'}u‘nlv!if'i\l)' a <iviwwl<'lll
being like man can exist only so long as the uncon
ditioned source of existence continues to maintain it
it may also be {gl'm'«"l that, 1f any (|~-]wnt]wnl being
ever ceases to have value for the divine purpo
there would be no reason for its further continuation.

* confidently return to the thought, which

» divine life realized

'tive centres ol

me out of the purpose

which the world

|,1§: e ay

imd VII). Sh
have some part In

being of God
tter under |;gi,i?m_‘ of the |‘-l,‘u~‘ of thoueht In

of life is at hand. Thought is a servant

ov of life. and the servant not ereatex

The sear« h for a consistent view of the

10t undertaken solelyv for it own sake,
1;"1"‘1'__'“ we have intellectu 1 needs that clamour for
wtisfaction which is a factor in the Good. The results
of our thinking are guides in directing life to its true
tinv, which 1s larger than we are able to conceive,
for so does faith outrun knowledge. Truths are
atures of our experience which need to be lived if
?lu“\ are to be 1'|H41||.\' .ll‘t‘(‘[mHL Whatever cannot
stand the test of actual living cannot have permanent
worth. Thought is, therefore, primarily a function of,
v means to, life, but is not able to compass all our
experience and must accept much on trust.
‘ Faith, trust, authority, are accordingly words
not unfit to designate the final relation of the human
spirit to the universe of reality. . . . We submit in




316 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY »r. n

faith to the authority of our spiritual constitution when
it moves us to assent to what can be only imperfectly
comprehended.” ™ And yet this poor fragment of
knowledge 1s indispensable as a guide, for we have by
means of it to measure up against the universe that
surges about us.  Our knowledge 1s only a frail eraft
and yet we do commit ourselves to it and make a not
altogether unsuccessful voyage. What faith is here !

wellnigh the boldest faith of all, for do we not
profess that the products of our minds are enough in

accord with the universe to enable us to deal with
ern reality successfully 2 By how many other sign
nd svmbols tl L1 Treason 18 our course L’lelw”l ! Thu
even the most complete knowledge that we have owe
1ts existence to faith in reason and the rationality an
final goodness of the universe, and means the com

munton of the finite mind with the divine Intelligence

Kven so does philosophical faith open the way for the
ious beliefs which are only a vaster trust. Soi
ich contribution 1is philosophy able to make to
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CHAPTER XII
SOME CHRISTIAN DOCTRINES AND MODERN THOUGHTI

'ue belief in God as a per onal l»illi in direct relation
with men has been shown to be well grounded in
pe ulative thought. But the Christian faith gives to
its conception of God as Personality such a wvital
content that it may easily appear to be in danger
9] ln‘mu' regarded as an “ o« rbelief.” It seems 1m

vortant therefore, to determine the relation of modern
thought to these vital Christian beliefs.

At the outset emerges a question concerning whi
there 1s wide difference of opinion, n Hm‘l}\' : What are

the vital Christian beliefs and how do we know them ?
Mlany hold that whatever the writers of the New
Testament have said should be .‘u'u‘})l«'«l as the final
truth concerning the birth, life, death, and resurrection
of Jesus and His relation to God and men. Thi
]»n\!tiun is rendered absolute by the assumed divine
inspiration of the Scriptures. Others distinguish
lnt\\w‘ll \\'h;ll are more Hlllllt'lll(lh“_\’ !'l‘-" .;‘\'H*‘_" ol
Jesus and the il'lt'l‘|>l<'t:lti\l'. ;qmlngn'ﬂr element due
to the authors themselves which deals especially with
the birth, life, death, resurrection, and titles of Jesus
as the Messiah, the Son of Man, the Son of God. i
this element is to be regarded as secondary, it would
seem as though believers of another age would be
freed from submissively accepting it except so far as
it harmonizes with knowledge from other sources. It
would then be of the highest importance critically to

a1
ali
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discover the vital truths due directly to Jesus as a
historical character, for they might be more readily
brought into relation to modern thought if separated

from secondary elements due to others. The relative

merits of these different conceptions of the Scriptur

need not be further discussed than to say that there

are certain clearly defined teachings of Jesus that

both schools accept which we shall try to relate t

modern thought
It is important to observe that no attempt is mad
egard the truth of philosophy as a premise froi
stranity  follows as a  conclusion, but
Christian faith, philosophical tho
to confirm and support the faith an
time be that faith in the form of Iium;‘“

15 thought 1s able to express i But, from tl

tandpomt of religious experience, the Christian fait
may be in some respects richer than its imtellectu

o‘\;»'c' 10N ’H!Y '}]1‘1(‘ cannot fu‘ an "ylmu])'"‘q‘!‘
1

difference 1 content. Accordinely, each of
doctrines considered will be stated first in it practi
religious significance, and then 1t will be shown hoy

might be mmgr'r“vwi theoretically, and in what respe

the modern pecu lative basis of I||M\‘.u“_1‘\' excel
beginning of our enquiry, as Dr. W
hown, 1s the fact that Jesus
New Testament did not to
extent teach a Ii:m»}n-_'\' 1 111!' ense ol a sclence
God. Both gave a ;vl’l!(-lw.:l expression of religiou
experience. Jesus was ““exclusively a relig
te <«lul 7 whose words are “simply words of ¢
life px‘u'lu‘zn § Ilu-‘\' sound met ")ll‘\ al,
context turns them to religious use. The synopt
Gospels contain very little that requires even such helj
from a context, for the \\nn])ln al teaching obviou
moves 1in the ,nl wetical and re |'*'n realm. 'l
in:]»ll%{l.l' formula illustrates the ]mml a

.mlxll
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.m_\ihilv;': if we attribute this to Jesus, still 1t 1s the
;»1‘;1«'11('.11'1'1>||i1.\‘.nlle-|'1 of practical faith and devotion,
to which the ])l»\:lm bears witness, and not the meta-
physical doctrine of which historical theology has been
so full. 1f we attribute to Him all that the Fourth
.|y~|)('l quotes as from His |l])<. he case 1s still essenti
ally the same, for in these ntterances the intent is to
erve religion. . . . In fact, if one were to read only
the words of Jesus, unaffec ted l:.\’ Iln’l»|uj_’irurl Jv'\wi'nﬂ
ment, he would scarcely have any metaphy ical
doctrine of God at all. He would have a vivid and
powerful conception of Him, but i nwulAl live and
we and have 1ts being in the atmosphere of religion.”
Indeed, the law and the prophets are summarized in
v commandments to lu\l‘ (rod supremely and thy
ohbour as thvself,” which shows that Jesus 1s not
ascetic or a mystie, but would have men faithful
to one another in all their relations. Nor 1s 1t correct
to say that the uiiumn of Jesus would save a man
1‘\" \‘.Hlul '\\IW'I\ IH'V‘l!‘IH sclence 1mmvite

to high ad }w“-."lm'lrl.' Rather does the
irage us to the highest achievement in the world
with the consciousness of love both to God and

1
The modern movement to improve the condi

society through more intimate personal rela
aided i»\ applied science, is entirely in harmony
th the ||¥|l ;!Ill method of Jesus, who }o’ju[rm! to
wve men as the physician of both body and soul; no
lid Jesus lose sight of the individual case of need
devotion to an abstract ideal of the j,'wnl.

Out of the life and death of Jesus recorded in the
(o i"'l‘ arose (‘||!1~6i‘1!121_\. and the remainder of the
New ,I““‘.Hll!‘lll H'\'ml\ 1n sone measure TIH'«-v.!wlin'Hw-
of the early Christians. l‘)ui it 1s still true, as in the
teaching of Jesus Himself,* that e mphasis falls first of
all upon the 1»1;14‘114 al aspect of the conc }mun of God.
God appears in relations with men. Metaphysical
>~‘nw ts Hf ”I }nn‘i!i'_'_ are --("!’-'«-1\‘ i]] »‘t'“f!‘,! IIH' ( ;n«]




320 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY

of those who learned of Jesus was like the God of Jesu
himself, a God at hand, in closest relations with men,
and known in His intimate work of redemption and
saving help. . Within the New Testament we have
nulnul the ln-ummn" of Christian theology, and find
views of God that move within the field of nueta
ph\\lx\ Yet in the apos stolie writings llll“!““\ ha
scarcely at all become self-conscious, and the meta
}*ll\ !“il touches are all in the inferest of religion
faith and hfe. The modern 1||¢‘u|uj_'.<.l| mind ha
found mm the New Testament far more theolog
strictly so called, than 1s |<'.l“_\' there, and need
recognize more simply the vast excess of religion ove
IM'er;'__\ in the sacred book (p. 10, ( LHI."), Conse
quently, the prac tical rehgious teaching of Jesus a
the writers of the New Testament forms the constan
subject of formal interpretation by successive genera
tions in the light of the truth of each age as it pa
Were ( !\H*H.r’;:l»\’ Lo .\I.!Il‘l 01 ll“ with Iiu‘ Lormaula
tions of the early centuries or any subsequent period,
be unfortunate. It was the assumption
an identity between Christianity and the formulatio
of the Christian faith in an earlier age that led Strau
ome show of reason to say that the history
ian doctrine 1s the refutation of Christiar
Hence the Ilu]»nll.un‘vwﬂ recognizing the purei
practical religious character of the teaching of J¢
and the authors of the New Testament. This teaching
it 1s our duty and privilege to interpret in the ligl
of other truth. and our claim 1s that the science
philosophy of to-day afford a new and better basis

mterpreting the practical teachings of Jesus and H
lil*-l'x'i]t‘\ than could have been found in the |
centuries. Just in what sense this is true we hope t
show.

How, then, did Jesus think of God ? Jesus speal
out of His consciousness of God as His Father, and th
filial relation i1s the source of His knowledge of God.
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1t 1S !In]wlml that all genuine l\'nm\ll'\lgw of God grows
out of the filial relation. Only those who actively
respond to this filial relationship with God can truly
know God. Hence the knowledge of God no longer
depends upon correct doetrine or intellectual insight
but upon living in this fihal relationship. To Jesus
(God was real, the Heavenly Father, and, while sin
was 1n the world, 1t was not a moral dualism. Sinfuld
ien were still God’s own, their sinful life was still
lived under responsibility to Him, and when they

me to 1¢ [n‘{ll.llnv_ Hr.\\r;(nm.w[ them a His own
eturning to Himself. God Himself seeks to bring
( nful home, and thev are encouraged to find refuce
God as their Saviour. God’s lovine - kindne
tes them. ['he God of Jesus does not w:
nce to commandments but a lile like
wracter and love. Jesus does not tell how
me to be Father to men or to Himself. The Fathe:
i God 1 \.Hvlil\ a fact of whi
slves and which will enrich and
fe. Jesus also Hn|»llw"\ that men ull'.'il] to live 1
Irony with God’s Fatherhood, for, when they
?:Hi\.iilr\ live in accordance with 1t.  Jesu presse
me upon all the fact that they really belong to the
ne Kather. Jesus simply takes this filial relation
fact. All belong to the Father, and Jesus show
1em lm\\ Lo 1[1“” !il S It'lx vtion, and, I%Uhl'__‘iﬁ 1‘““\ 1y
ot be aware of it, the Father’s love,care,and discipline
round them. The same principle of the divine
Fatherhood holds of the kingdom of God, which
expresses the relation with God into which men are
rought. Though the divine Sovereignty 1s un
liminished, it 1s transfigured by the light of the divine
[Fatherhood, and thus the * kingdom ™ is still a family
ther than a gl»\vlnlm'n!.l] or official relation.
The elements which Jesus in this manner conti

buted to the conception of God concern life 1tsell
ither than forms of doctrine. 1t is ethical, and no
v
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service of God which does not involve inner moral
life 1s ace epts able. God 1s ln'rlw'l mm(hn'\\ lm\\v\xinw
all that the human heart and 'u(l"nwnt can approve
as worthy. God is not far away but in most intimate
relations with men as the Father who loves them but
hates their sin and would save them from it. He
hears their prayers and would manifest Himsell
Tlnuu(f]] their lives. God 1s Ilwmprmm- ideal and goal
of faith and hope, for Jesus reveals God as Father
sonship to whom fulfils human life and destiny, and
He gives assurance that men may enter into thi
relation. These truths Jesus brought home to men
in two ways. “ On the one hand He has taught that
what God was to Him in His own life God would be
to any man. On the other hand He has made the
impression that 1ln high goodness of purity and love
that appeared in Jesus Himse If was the truest re pre
sentation of God that has ever appeared in this world
of men, and was an adequate expression of God
in human life. This twofold teaching is the most
effective manifestation of God that was ever made.”
Early Christian experience appropriated the new life
xn .<|1| l}l.l' Jesus II.U revealed. lll“(‘ \\Il!) had
learned of Jesus came to know God as Jesus knew
Him, for they were convinced that in Jesus they =
manifested the divine character. Identifying them
selves with Christ, they became conscious of a new
inner life. “ God, God in Chnst: God in men
Father, Son, and .\'pim + these were the forms that
the thought of God assumed under the interpretation
which the new experience gave it.”” These were t]
t'_\]wl'ivlni.‘ll elements which lie at the basis of the
historical doetrine of the Tl‘ilnl.\'. but 1||1'.\' are the
simple forms of a joyous experience while it is met
physical and abstract.?
Since Jesus claims that His conception of God a
men is true, the problem whether God and men
their relations are or are not what Jesus taught
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cannot be escaped either by holding that religious
conceptions are merely us (tul \\mlml\ or by adopting
a theory of knowledge that makes all conceptions
useful ;,'llltlt'\ in action but symbolic of some unknown
existence. Such a view of knowledge prevents us
from knowing God to be really a personal Life, and
compels us to say that we do not know God, perhaps
not even that He is, and, if He 1s at all, He would be
above and beyond any attributes that we are able to
predicate of Him. There are, lln\\('\l‘l. other forms
of modern lll“ll"lll that seem to perm 1t us to say that
we do, even by the speculative reason, l\i ow (tod, and
appear to agree with the simple direct message of
Jesus concerning God and His relations with men
better than the philosophy of the early centuries in
which Christian l]nnu'f\ was founded. God was at
that time thought of, ]»ml\ under the influence of
(nosticism and Neo-Platonism, as far separated from
the evil material world in which man lives. The
doctrine of the Logos as mediator between the distant
God and His world was used, then and since that time,
with many llll)lt'\l.liltm\ ol m.\'\lw\.' 1O express the
dignity and function of Christ. 1In the controversy
at Nicaea, Athanasius was really trying to think

(+od as a self-conscious, self-determining Personality in

relation to men; but it is only modern thought that
enables us to .\Iu‘:ll( of the I)t‘it}' with some show of
reason as a self-conscious, self-determining Personality
having His life in and through a world-order and a
kingdom of selves, a social unity, who in short is the

Father of spirits. This has been shown in the pre
ceding (-lm]nm'.

Likewise modern thought agrees well with the
Illti']t‘ 1(‘.‘1(‘1““;{ ol .|«‘~~l!‘ t‘n]ll‘t‘!ivill;{ “ml H l".'l!u'!.
who is what Jesus conceives Him to be so that those
who look upon Jesus understandingly really see God

nifested, and when 21|(~.\' i turn !

nselves this direct relation to God :
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have the Spirit of God indwelling in them. Why 1s this
not the meaning of the Trinity from the standpoint
of Jesus’ own experience ? The same thing may be
expressed In a more formal way by saying that the
divine Mind best understood as self-dete rmining, self-
conscious Thought and Will 1s a Life tll'lwll]‘\l!‘
itself in a world-order and & kingdom of selve
Each of these selves is in very truth the child of God
and God indwells and 1s that individual life. Bui
these selves are different and unique, true, Ilmuw
incomplete, individuals. Nor does the fact that
have their life in God destroythe different individualit

of each self. Jesus may be thought of as unique and
different from others in His nnli\ulu ity and sonshiy
as His own experience requires, and this is all that 1
necessary, for He encourages us to believe that we too
are His brethren and children of the Father, and tha

it belongs to us tofulfil this high ideal of life by respond
ing .l(l(tlll‘lt(l}. as Jesus did, to the relation that we
sustain to the divine Father. In this manner it is
true that we behold God in Chnst, and that what
Christ is God is, which 1s to say, Christ is God, and the
divine Spirit is in us Holy in the sense that to con
sciously 1dentify ourse Ives with the will and purpose
of God is to seek to live ethic: ally in harmony with the
Father. Cons Hl\llllll\ His \p‘lll In us 18 llm\ an
-*;lln'iil}'l!l}_[. Thus 1s God the Father, the Son, and
the “ui_\' \\'}»il‘it.

The objection may be made to what has just been
said that 1t asserts only the divine immanence and
leaves no room for the transcendence of God. 1t doe
indeed affirm the divine presence in every portion of
the world and in human life, and, consequently, th

omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience of God
must follow from His immanence as the ground and
source of all that is real, for all 1s the divine thought
and will in objective form. But is there any sens
in which God may be said to be more than “I\ WOl
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and transcend 1t 2 The divine immanence and trans-
cendence are both provided for in the view of reality
which grounds the world-order in self-conscious, self-
determining Mind best mulo-l\tnwl in terms of Person-
ality. In this sense God as \HI»JN! transcends the
ul»lu1|\|‘ world-order, yet is in it after the analogy of
the human pers un.lm that i1s both in the ul:.lwt\
known and yet knows the self as other than these
objects. So God’s life is more than any single mode of
His objective manifestation and more than the mere
sum of these modes, for that divine life jll st consists
in a full self-conscious experience of the unity of these
modes of manifestation, each k nown to be what it is
n the whole but differentiated from other forms of
the divine self-revelation.
[t 1s in this manner that man’s existence is to be
nderstood. Man—individual men—are, like all else,
vviv;lv‘1']¢\1‘ l“\]il't“‘lt\ll\. even Hrlnl"\ of ”l" <“\'i|l¢'
energizing, but each man is in himself a unique indi
vidual and different from his fellows and from those
forms of the divine activity which are for us the
natural world, and other than the divine Personality
as Lotze says, l).\' the fact of }m»n'nxil\j_f being-for-self,
since centres of personal experience are mutually
,
exciusive,
As to the method of man’s coming to be what he
5, 1t may be granted that he stands in relation to other
forms of life as their fulfilment, and, consequently, that
his existence on earth may have been conditioned by
a long series of lower 11»1m~. [t is probably also more
correct to say that man’s r: ationality was at first so
tmwlul with animal impulses as sc mul\' to be dis-
inguishable ; in fact, man with millenniums already
‘\«'«l has not yet reached the full evolution of his
being when he shall be entirely subject to his rational,
spiritual nature. llw is still in the process of attain-
ment, and yet man’s life and his history are the object-
ive manifestation of the divine Mind that founds and
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sustains the world-order whether ph\\u al or social
and spiritual. The term creation is often u.\wl to
express the same thought but with the implication
that the world and man after creation deal with a
merely transcendent God. But we would also hold
to the divine immanence, of course affirming at least
as much mystery in the relation of the divine and
human personalities as those who hold to a divine
creation of man as an independent being, and the next
instant affirm his entire dependence upon his Creator.
In the [ll'u‘u“ll\f chapter it was shown that the root
of the doctrine of creation is the mystery of finitude
and means the dependence of the world upon God.
Iln\ mystery and dependence we also maintain.

The ]Hn]llt m really i1s the relation of the divine and
human person: lities.  Transcendence and immanence
are spatial conceptions and inapplicable to this
.\pil'it ual relation. We do better to think of the divine
and human personalities as centres of experience
whose being-for-self constitutes the uniqueness and
m:li\uhulm of each which are mutually other just
by the act of being centres of self-conscious experience.
[t 1s important to notice that the categories of self-
conscious life and its social relations afford the best
means of dealing with the problems of ontology. These
social categories enable us to say both that men find
their lives in their fellows and in their God and also
that the divine Personality is realized in and through
finite personalities, and thus is the creative source,
even the Father of spirits, sustaining direct relations
to His children, yet transmuting them in the unity
of His own experience in which each is more than any
single individuality can be in isolation, nor is any one
.1hlu to see the infinite meaning of his own life in
the mind of God. As already shown in the preced
ing chapter, Bosanquet strikingly illustrates the
relation of God to men by the relation of the poet
Dante to his Divine Comedy, in which each character
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is real in a real world of time and space, but all are
factors in the unique experience of the poet where they
are known in their full significance. Likewise the
spatial and temporal relations of men are real and have
their complete significance in God, who in His unique
experience, is distinet from the world of things and
[)('[’\HH‘* v

The relation of the Absolute to the finite, of the
eternal to the Iun|m11| s at best “an ugly broad
ditch,” as Schelling said of Hegel’s failure to explain
it satisfactorily. Royce throws some light upon the
problem by using our own time-span as a guide.
Our present time 1s apprehended both as a whole and
yet as a succession of parts arranged in an irre wersible
order ju\ as we experience and know a melody both
as d \\hn]q' ;lllll }'n‘l as a |'t‘.(| \ll“("‘\\i(?ll. “H! our
time-span 1s limited both as to the number of factors
embraced in it and as to the rate of their succession
which must not be too slow or too rapid to form a
present time. It is possible to think away these limita
tions and to conceive of a mind that can embrace in
ts time-span totum «/m///.sH events however numerous,
slow or rapid, and yet know these events as a real
uceession.  “ An eternal consciousness is definable as
one for which all the facts of the whole time-stream,
just so far as time is a final form of consciousness,
have the same type of unity that your present momen-
tary consciousness, even now within its little span,
surveys. But if for the divine mind some still more
inclusive form takes up our time-stream into a yet
larger unity of experience, all the more is what we
mean by tempor: al succession present together for the
Absolute B ixperience. Nor does this mean that at
this, your present human and temporal instant, at
this hour of the clock, the divine and final moment of
consciousness has just now the future and the past
before it at a glance. For your own grasp of the
contents of your passing instant of consciousness
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faces at once a series of successive events, but also
does not therefore bring before your insight all the
successive contents of any present moment at any one
temporal point within that present moment. What
your own passing consciousness is to gr: asp at once,
within the r: inge of 1ts own time span, consists of facts
which are successive one to another. Now our asser
tion 1s that precisely such a grasp of successive fact
in one unity of consciousness is characteristic of the
Absolute Consciousness in its relation to the whole of
time, precisely in so far as the temporal form of
realization is valid at all. And that this temporal
form has its place in the final unity we know, just
because time 1s for us the conditio sine qua non of all
ethical sienificance.”* This view of the relation of
the divine Personality to the finite consciousness, of
the eternal to the ll‘IHI‘H!';ll. has of course its difliculties
which cannot now be considered. But it tends to
confirm the faith Ih-ll our personal lives, with all their
strife and change,are yet really known and experienced
I',\ our ”“:l\'(‘lli\ .tlll(l \\llu 1||ull‘_’ll He knows us

together, yet ~I|;1|l'\ our sorrows and defeats, ow
l!lr;lt" .|Htl jll'\'\ but is also forever mindful of what
we are in His own eternal and ]M‘Ii«'l‘l purpose.

The \111 jject of miracles is one that causes the
theologian much difficulty, for he is obliged to deal
especially with the mire aculous deeds of Jesus and
the .\\E'U*l!(“ recorded in the New Testament. The
obstacle to the admission of the miraculous is the
scientific conception of the inviolability of natural
laws. I wish to show the conceivability of the |1m(|'1'
event which is so different from the ll(illll.ll that it m: 1y
be called miraculous. Hence the conceivability of
the miracle concerns its relation to the \(‘i('ll”“«'A('l'I:
ception of natural law. This involves also a prope
understanding of the general significance of the law
of nature which are \ul»[mml to be violated by the
miracle, though of course nothing could be a miracl
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if it did not stand in antithesis to the normal and
uniform.

Primitive man lwnplwl the world with superior
beings to whom he in his fear and weakness was
accustomed to appeal for aid, and whose miraculous
interventions in the course of nature were to be
r\;n'rlt'tl \\"Ii]l'”ll""'“""])“"ll("“;(Nl \\ll\ﬂll‘\l‘lu‘l"]
wind enriched, the miraculous relation to the world and
to man survived even in the highest religions. With
the increasing exaltation of God the world was at last
\,n'\\(-;l as a w[i.‘l!.lh' "\'i\h'm"' })l'(h't’(‘«lill‘_{ ‘l"(‘(il‘llm'_' to
its own changeless laws. Then it became important to
discover how God could enter His world in order to
manifest His wisdom and grace for man’s sake in some

pecial providence. But this view of the world, when
ever it occurs, betrays the influence of the mathe-
matical and physical sciences and gives to natural
a fixity and universality that cannot be main-
ined. We are all inclined to yield to this Platonic
pe of thought to which the miraculous is an abomina

tion. This 1s the view of FEucken, for example, who
recards a miracle as irreconcilable with the scientific
conception of inviolable natural law.?

Natural laws are, however, strictly human formula-
tions following upon objective experiences which have
priority and are given for constructive thought.
I'u rkeley, for ex: xm}l‘n‘ considered the laws of nature

) be Iln- order in which objective experiences are
div mvl_\' ]nwluw-u in us and no obstacle to the miracle.
Hume questioned the law of causation itself and showed
I‘M the necessity we attribute to it (lo']n‘lnl upon
habitual customary experience 14'\1111111'r in the associa-
tion of the idea A with that of B so that when we
experience one we inevitably v\pwt the other. But
all natural laws are causal laws and express only a
high degree of probability, the contradictory of which

concelvable. Kant also said that the understanding
makes nature and its laws in response to the given
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sense material, and that to universalize physical causa-
tion is to dogmatically transform a relative into a
universal principle. Lotze, tco, shows that natural
laws are our secondary constructions following upon
primary objective experiences. James says: * We
have to live to-day by what truth we can get to-day,
and be re: ltl\ to-morrow to call it falsehood. . Re: 1||I\
is still in the m: vking and awaits part of its ¢ nm]ih tion
from the future. . . . It isstill pursuing its adventures.
[In the nature of truth processes facts come
independently and determine our beliefs provisionally.
But these beliefs make us act, and as fast as the Y do
so, they bring into sight or into existence new fact
which re-determine the beliefs accordingly. Truths
emerge from facts; but they dip forw: ard into facts
again and add to them ; which facts again create o
reveal new truth. . . . On pragmatic ]»Hll(ll)l(‘\ we
cannot reject any II\[H)HH‘\]\ if consequences useful
to life low from it.”’®
The same dependence of truths, including laws of
nature upon a reality thatis ** still pm\mn(r its adven
tures,” is shown by Bergson in his Creative Evolution.
The mechanistic conception of the world is a form of
intellectualism made up of what life leaves behind in
its onward movement. The intellect 1s at home with
the solid and reaches most satisfaction in the static
But intellect and materiality have developed together,
and both are derived from a wider and higher form of
existence, even from ““ consciousness, or rather a supra
consciousness, that is at the origin of life.” Intellect
is really a product of this higher form of existence,
vet it lml(ll\ assumes itself possessed of all the essential
elements of the truth and would put its categories
upon all, not admitting anything new. But intellect
is not thus endowed with categories and priority.
Rather is intellect relative to the nm‘d\ 1»1 action hnm
which its very forms may be deduced. “ The causality
whichour intellect seeks and findseverywhere expresses
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the very mechanism of our industry in which we con-
tinually recompose the same whole with the same parts,
repeating the same movements to obtain the same
results. The finality it understands best is the finality
of our industry, in which we work on a model given
in advance, that is to say, old or composed of elements
already known. . . . But that each instant is a fresh
endowment, that the new is ever upspringing ”’ the
intellect cannot admit and so misses the mobile, the
living, true duration, for ‘ the intellect is character-
ized by a natural inability tocomprehend life.” Robbed
of its priority, the intellect: cannot set limits to or
predict what only may be on the basis of its spatially
formed, mechanistic conception of a static world-
order. Instead ‘ the universe endures . . . and
duration means invention, the creation of forms, the
continual elaboration of the absolutely new.”?

What has been said is sufficient to show that there
is nothing in the conception of natural laws to forbid
the admission of a unique event which a miracle is
\.xmm\wl to be. Mill puts the case clearly when he

ays that the miracle *“ is a new effect, supposed to be
|mulluwl by the introduction of a new cause. Of the
adequacy of that cause, if present, there can be no
doubt ; and the only antecedent nnpmh\lullt\ which
can be ascribed to the miracle is the improbability
that any such cause existed.” To those who believe
in God there are always “ two hypotheses to choose
from, a supernatural and an unknown natural agency ;
and they must judge which of the two is most probable
in the particular case. In forming this judgment an
importanti element of the question will be the con-
formity of the result to the laws of the supposed agent,
th it is, to the character of the Deity as they conceive
it.” ®  Surely the divine goodness and perfection con-
dition all that occurs, and we have already shown that
the world is the objec ' ive, progressive manifestation
of the divine Spirit. It may now be maintained that




332 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY

even the trustworthiness of the uniformities of nature

cannot be satisfactorily conceived without viewing the

natural order as subservient to the moral and spiritual
ends of the divine Personality, thus giving to reality
as a whole a moral significance. In fact one virtu Wlly
1ssumes n'ml \\h( 11 One assumes (H'(l(‘ lt lI]‘l\ even
be that ml will occasionally depart from His usual
order of activity in His world if His moral purpose
wnw-rrmrr men \\unll be better promoted. Hence
the miracle, though an irregular, local, and single
event compared with the natural order, becomes a
means to a moral end which has relation to man’s
spiritual - well-being.  ““ Miracles are in that case
divine or rational acts, proper to a universe that
includes persons under moral relations ; while they
would be out of place in a universe of things wholly
under physical or mechanical relations. . . . The
legitim: 111\ idea of a miracle 1 found in its teleological
reason. °
While thus establishing the possibility of a miracle
under certain conditions, it must not be forgotten
that the miracle concerns nn[.\' the method of divine
providence in dealing with men. The religiously vital
thing is to know the moral will of God and to enter
into fellowship with him and be loyal to this fellow-
ship. It 1s certain also that ““if miracles have never
occurred, (God’s providence 1s ('nlnpl('tt' without them.
[f there are miracles, however, God’s providence
includes them and gives them meaning. . . . God’s
providence is in general the administration of a settled
and trustworthy world. His method is based in part
upon what we call the uniformity of nature which n
the large is a blessing to mankind. If God works
miracles in the world . . . they will serve some special
ends in His providence that could not otherwise be
served so well.”  But Christ Himself disparaged the
faith that was founded upon them, ““ and it is time for
theology to take this position without reserve.” 1t is,
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however, left to each one to determine in specific
cases whether the natural or the miraculous method has
been employed, for, to the believer in God, both are
ultimately different modes of realizing the divine
perfection and goodness.’®

There are two other Christian doctrines or beliefs
that involve the production of something that is not
directly explicable by natural causes, namely, prayer
and moral freedom. What has le been said con-
cerning the conceivability of the miracle as a unique
event out of harmony with the known laws of nature
is applicable to the belief in the efficacy of prayer
and moral freedom. Consider first the efficacy of
prayer. Jesus prayed and taught the disciples to pray
to the Heavenly Father who \\nuhl hear and answer
them, and we are exhorted to pray \\ulmnt ceasing
expecting to receive an answer. Like the belief in
(God, prayer is not due to the persuasion of reason but
to the needs of the heart that have their antecedent
in the longings and strivings for life in the course ol
human development,and reach forth into the life yet to
be. We pray before we are able to give good reasons
for doing so, nor is it easy to give reasons at all.
(iiven the proper occasion, prayer comes in some form
as certainly as fear or joy. Imagine some great danger,
or a sudden grief—alas ! too real and frequent in ou
brief life. (im response is remarkable, and perhaps
not very intelligent,—a cry, a look upward, a crushing
feeling of helpless frailty and dependence break up
our hearts with overwhelming emotion, a longing for
comfort, a reaching out to—God ?—to Kather?
Yes, as ln\hmtl\vlv as a child to its parent—an act
in which the \hnmvlv of countless generations towards
the Source of Life 1>(n11u]|1h11ml. But is prayer only
acry ? Or,is it effective, and in what does its effect
consist ¢ Perhaps we might answer in the first place
that this deeply seated prayer-impulse of our nature
has its correlate in reality, and this has an ultimate
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meaning just as knowledge implies truth to be known,
or love an object to be loved. There is, however, at
least a change produced in the one who prays and
experiences relief and peace, just as it composes the
mind to tell another our troubles, even though we know
that nothing can or will be done. We at least are
changed, and the utterance has brought a measure of
courage to bear the burden. No more need be said
concerning this familiar subjective effect of prayer.

Prayer has also a clarifying effect upon our thought
concerning the requirements of life, and, other thing
being equal, the one much given to prayer will have :
clearer conception of duties in relation to others ..ml
a greater sense of harmony with the universe. The
exhortation to prayer and meditation, if it is properly
understood, means at least in part that this reflection
and .\«'H'v«'.\pl'u»inll will enable us to (lm"wrl our con
ceptions of what we ought to strive for and show how
we ought to mmlif\ our ideals of action in order to
attain our best good. Prayer, listened to, or utterel
in another’s presence, has the added strength of
social intercourse, tends to make clear the common
needs of the heart, and does much to bind us together
in spiritual fellowship. Prayer thus comforts and
increases sympathy and love for one another.

Our next question 1s not so readily answered. H:
prayer an objective effect ? Besides the char 1ge in the
subjective condition, is the universe any different afte:
the prayer from what it was before ? Certain bene
htlll effects of prayer upon the health cannot be
denied, since calmness of mind and hope which praye
induces tend to recovery while anxiety and mental
unrest have an injurious result. But these physic
consequences are closely connected with the nl'
JHTI\(' .1110.1(1\ mel llmnml and need not be followe
further. Our question, however, has another mea
ing, namely, Does God produce a new event ol \\IU-""
our prayer is the conditional antecedent ?  Does God
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hear us and bring some new fact into existence to meet
and satisfy our need in answer to our petition ?
Positive proof fails here, but it is a general belief, and
there are some things that may be said in favour of
the affirmative. It being our purpose to be as faithful
as possible to the common religious experience, the
following suggestions may be made. In view of our
place in the universe it is a general truth *hat whatever
we do has far-reaching consequences throughout the
realm of existence. It is therefore entirely conceiv-
able that our prayers may be the condition of such
results. Moreover, all that has been said in connec-
tion with the miracle about natural laws as our formu-
lations in response to objective experiences might well
be repeated here to guard against the view that the
world is a closed system which would make every
thing not following upon natural laws impossible.
In other words, there may be new facts due directly
to the Source of Life. Again, Professor James makes
much of the doctrine that our self has a border region
which has been called “ subliminal 7 ; that it s in this
region of the soul that we have communication with
the spirit world, or, if we wish to say so, with God ;
that here we experience such inflowings of energy
from that other world that real effects are produced
in the 1’ enomenal world of which we are conscious.
Both physical and spiritual changes may thus be
accounted for. Prayer will then be a special form of
inner communion with that spirit world, a process
wherein work is really done, producing effects both
psychical and physical. This is certainly an inter-
esting suggestion—I assume it is not meant for more
which may serve to confirm our faith in the efficacy of
prayer.!

A final suggestion concerning the effects of praye:
is the simple and practical one from analogy with

what happens between finite persons. Suppose two
{riends have quarrelled and one entreats the forgive-
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ness of the other. The prayer for forgiveness cannot
have eventhe subjective e Hn et of relief and peaceunless
the friend actually changes his attitude towards the
offender. The restoration of harmony is possible only
on condition that both })'n‘th s change and experience
the harmony. In this case the prayer has what may
be called an effect upon the other. | ikewise, if we are
right in thinking of God as Personality, why may we
not hold that the subjective results of prayer experi
enced as relief, calmness, and peace are sure token
that the Divine Self has really changed in response to
our pe tition 2 If conceived relations tend to become

sstablished truths according as tllv\ prove themselve
\.|]1Lui le in the conduct of life, \uul\ the belief that
our prayers really l)lwluu 4lnnm\ in the divine
Person, whose being is not exhausted in His world,
may not be carelessly put aside as false.

Closely related to the belief in prayer 1s the belief
n |'l.ulu.|| freedom. To some extent prayer ior
spiritual help implies that the subject has been free
to wander away from that harmony with the Divine
which is the true normal state. Christian faith hold
that we cannot serve two masters, but that we nay
have whichever we choose. We have freedom to
enter into the straight and narrow way that leads t
life or into the broad way that leads to death. Af
once the problem of the freedom of the will and the
nature of right and wrong, good and evil, arises. It
may be treated from three different but related point
of view, psychological, social, and the philosophical,
which presupposes the other two. I’»\A\'|'|IH|U‘:‘\' can
deal with the so-called free act of will only on the
assumption that it has its conditions like every other
mental state. It is then seen that we as selves develop
ind our volitions are the v\;m'\\lun of our self-hood
as we seek to realize what we conceive to be our good.
In this good is involved our social relations, for we
cannot attain our free self-realization except in and
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through the life of others. On the other hand our
evil doing in this struggle for the good is equally an
expression of ourselves in our social relations. The

satisfactory treatment of these \nl»]wt\ must be left
to the p vehological and social seiences as we have

room for only a few words upon the philosophical

relations of the ]!!HHPIH.
|’||il~~r'§>\!\( has to determine what the freedom of
Il means in a general view of reality. This involve
a treatment of the meaning of individuality and our
;‘l'lwlul relation to each other and to H;»:l as the

upreme Source of all existence. This <||Il‘\lin!| has

been considered in some detail in the ]l!'ﬁ‘\'lnll- l',t‘llvlwl'.

hich may now be recalled (Chap. XI. 291 1.).
[dealism, as represented lv‘\' Green, the ( 114 . Rovee.
and others, holds that 1t belongs to man to lu(nml‘
orcanized into a self-determining life which is to be-
come free in the degree that comp leteness of or ganiza-
tion 1s attained. Perfeet freedom is found onlv in
consciously identifying ourselves with God and lwnw
in real harmony with Him. On the other hand. sin
s failure to fulfil the ideal of what it is to be a real
man : the 1|l*1';u'| one sinks mto sin, the farther
towards the ,!l'i\\‘ ol lllll‘l‘.‘l]li‘\' does he fall. Inter
preted in this way, the so-called unreality of sin has
in 1t the «ln'lnlh-‘ of hell itself. But, like all theories of
being, idealism has its difficulties. Its eritics sav that
the finite person is robbed of true individuality and
reedom, for, if God has His life in and through the
finite, it means that there is already a perfect unity
in which nothing really new can occur—at least there
can be nothing that 1s able to withstand the absolute
law 1|1 Hlv \\ll”|".

On the other hand, there is a group of writers differ

1o indeed as compared with each other, but agreeing
n affirming that the reallynew does occur even through

an’s free act.  For James, as has been s |ill (p. 330 1.),
reality 1s still in the making ; the universe * still
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there are real possibilities,

real chances, forced options before men who make
themselves good or bad, promote or hinder the fortune
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nd Spre wls out its knowledge in statie, fixed form
that are beside each other like the parts ol space.
But the intellect thus misses the free, the new, the

true duration of living experience, in consequence o

which. if we wish to get nd of the

*contradiction

implied in the problems of causality, freedom, persor
we have nlll_\' to go back to the real and

ality,

concrete self and give up its symbolical substitute.
It 1s ill~7 the immediate, }1'1\(!!1;!‘ experience that

modified by and takes up nto itself fwlnwr’1'\'}!4'||1-!u'v
and cannot be resolved again into these earlier expert

ences which makes it 1mpossible, for example, to

extend the physical law of conservation of energy to
conscious processes, and makes it possible to hold that

“the outward manifestations of this mner state will
he jll\T what 1s called a free act, since the self alone

will have been the author of it and since it will express
the whole of the self.”
is done by antecedent states, or to foresee what will be

done, or to ask if at the moment of acting a different

I

All attempts to explain what

course was m]lmH_\' pos iible, 1s to forget ** that the s

arows, expands, and changes as 1t passes through the

two contrary states 7’ and to become the vietim of the

|

pictorial, spatial representation of the two course
which makes them appear as two things, the one not

taken seeming to still remain as what might have been
instead of the other.'* Bergson thus makes a valuable

contribution to the discussion of the will by freeing
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it from the inevitable determinism that attaches to
impersonal thought relations, and by finding the
freedom in the most inward and immediate experiences
of the personal self. But is this really different from
Kant’s restriction of the causal law to objective rela-
tions, or from idealism as represented, for example,
by Rovyee. ‘,.‘.m first [rec t|1tw,m'\1iul| from the ,ll'ulvh'ln
ol causation r\ \"H\\'II" ]II‘If cause .:II<| (‘ﬁ't'(‘? 1 d
relation that depends upon the constructive activity
of the individual subject, and that this individuality
in its free self-expression 1s a form of the A\bsolute
Will, under limitations ? Jut 1t 1s IHI[)H\\”)IP to co
farther into the discussion. Enough has been said to
indicate the nature of the problem that lies at the
basis of the ‘llliiit‘ Christian belief that we may or

* not obev (GGod .13

Another .;\;,(-\1 of the problem of freedom is the
relation of human sin, ignorance, and suffering to the
existence ol a In‘rlw'? md good author of the world.
(‘an these “ be reconciled with a final moral trust in
the Power that is revealed in external and spiritual
existence 7 The arguments in ll'}il\' to this 'Illt'%inll
how that it would be a contradiction to affirm free
persons and vet, because of divine perfection, to deny
1||l possibility of these persons doing what ought not
to be done. To be a person, then, implies the c: ap
ability of making the self bad. This is not prope wrly
calle Al divine permission to do evil, but is the inevitab |l‘
contingency |n\uln 'd in the 1deal of moral personalities
who are to work out the moral ideal in themselves
which can be realized only in personal form. Conse-
quently, men may do evil and keep themselves evil,
ot uul e ‘u"iuY in goodness. But suppose every
person were to do evil and keep himself evil, might
10t such a world of evil persons be consistent with and
enforce the perfect ideal of the lu‘l'fm'! God ? This
introduces a questionwhich concernswhat the temporal
world is, viewed from the standpoint of the eternal
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divine purpose, but its further treatment i1s more
appropriate in connection with the Christian doctrine
of salvation (see p. 346 f.)."

The further interpretation by Christian doctrines
of the relation of God and men really consists of an
analysis of the conception of a Perfect Personality of
whom. under the influence of Jesus, we dare to think
as our heavenly Father. The usual catalogue of
divine attributes and their relations is made up of
analytic judgments which add nothing to the con
ception of God, although they may be use ful in he lpnw
us to understand the nn]»lu ations of the conce ption
of God as our Father in Heaven. But these attributes
have already been assumed in the conception itself,
for, as Kant said, having admitted that God is personal
and our ]lt';l\'t'n|_\' Father, we cannot ('inl\i.\h‘mli\'
deny His love, wisdom, holiness, providence, Saviour
hood. and the other attributes whose nature and rela
tions form those elaborate theological structures con
sisting simply of skilfully linked 'lllll\tl( judgments
whie ]l present in detail the content of their assump-
tions. Such theological constructions are exposed
to the simple but effective objection that i1t 1s not
necessary to admit such a conception of God as forms
the point of departure, and, if so, there would be no
contradiction in denying both subject and predicate of
these analytic judgments, thus reducing the entire
”lt*nlw'.( || structure to n<»1lmw

A n‘pl\ to this objection may be made. It has
been shown in this and the preceding chapter that
there is good reason for holding that the world-order
is the (\'pn'\‘inn of self-conscious Mind and Will. If
s0, it is easy to find implied in that supreme Being
perfect love, \\I\nlnlll and holiness, even that Saviour
hood which is characteristic of Christianity. It is
here that .|v>n~' consciousness of God was so remark
able. In His experience, Jesus knew this deeper
nature of the supreme Mind that is the source of all.
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Because Jesus made this experience so visibly manifest
others were convinced that God is as Christ experienced
Him and could with truth, as can we, say that Jesus
is God and God is Jesus, meaning thereby, in the f
instance at any rate, that the character of Jesus is
the character of God the Father, and that there is a
real unity and sameness between (God and Christ and
ourselves when we have the mind of Christ : thus are
we true sons of the Father because the same Dpirit
15 in each sanctifying and binding together in one, even
as God and Christ are one. Such an \H‘n]«'l\llnlul“.‘;
of Christ and God and their relations to e u‘hn!lw" and
to ourselves brings satisfaction to mind and hea

This conception ol human relations to (mri .Hltl
Jesus Christ makes it possible to say something con
cerning our 1l"\1l|]'\' and 1ts fulfilment, for it means an
identity between the ideal end of man, Jesus and
1£1>1|_ ol \\llil‘ll we may ~§N-r|\ as the '_'tmal. The
<]i\'1||(' nml]n‘“ i\ d [»l wetical 1‘“!_('1'{" ‘\lui must he
int ulmlul from practical human life. Goodness in
God and man 18 1n |»I'H"[vc' the same and involves
love, wisdom, and holiness. It consists in the adequate
fulfilment of the relations sustained. This requires
wisdom to know these relations, and a high moral
Judgment concerning them as they really are, and love
consisting in devotion to the well-being of all concerned
in these relations. In ll«';ltin;{ of these elements of
divine and human goodness, the most satisfactoryorder

love, holiness, and wisdom, which are imperfectly
in man, perfectly in God. Love is the fundamental
element about which holiness and wisdom stand as
servitors. It 1s a love that is devoted to the best,
the most lnl[ll»hl(l\ \\UIHI\ a wisdom that 1s the
adequate knowledge of means and ends in the fulfil-
ment of all that lmlmc,\\ demands and love requires
of God towards His world and men and of men toward
God and one another.

The divine love, holiness, and wisdom together
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mean that the universe is being directed according to
these elements that constitute the divine gooduess,
even the divine Life. There 1s far more involved in
this simple statement than we can express. 1t means
that our life has moral significance for us and for the
universe. Out of the unity of these elements of
goodness in the divine character rises abundant hope
for us, for it means divine Saviourhood. God is not
merely holy, which would make Him terrible for the
erring to contemplate. Love becomes the delivere:
striving to bring men back to normal life in relation
to God and to one another. Love desires to save
unto the uttermost, and holiness can be divine only if
it, issues in providing for the salvation of the un
righteous. 1t is simply untrue to say that the divine
holiness is chiefly retributive and punitive justice
towards the transgressor. Purity cannot be suffi
ently asserted against the impure and unworthy by
condemnation and punishment. “ A God who did
mnhin;; to save a siful race of which He 1s creato
could not be worshipped as holy. . A God whose
holiness was as well satisfied with punishing sinnes
as with saving them would not be a holy God at all,
for His so-called holiness could be satisfied without
insisting on the highest good.” '

What a relief it is to turn from bewildering soteri
logies to the divine Saviourhood which Jesus taught.
But Jesus is often regarded as though He only were
Saviour who with some difficulty persuades God to
forgo the terrors of punishment by removing some
governmental or other obstacle to the sinner’s restora
tion. But Jesus says salvation originates in God
God’s love shines in the face of Jesus. What Jesu
does, God does in and through Him. Jesus was in
the world to serve God by serving men—the love, the
seeking to save—all this 1s of God and makes God
known to us. ““ If ye had known me, ye would have

known my Father also.” Neither in the words ol
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Jesus nor in His attitude toward either God or men
18 there any intimation that His Father needed

desired any trzn‘n'tinn directed to Himself, in or 11 3%
that it might be possible for Him to be a Saviour and
for men to be ~|\H| Instead, Jesus as Saviour 18 Iw:
men the expression and equivalent of God as Saviour.
(rod was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself.
In what Jesus did we see what God was doing. The
words ** | and the Father are one ”” relate to the work
of salvation and assert that the s |1w"» of the Son's
flock are the \liw'lv of the Father’'s flock also, since
ffather and Son are one in Saviourhood. * The
Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world,
not because the Father was not the Saviour, but
ecause He was. . . . As 1s Christ, so 1s God.”?

If then (iu' divine f__’"'!‘ll]“\\ leads us to believe in
(God as our Saviour, salvation can only mean that men
are to be \!\wl unto the Highest Good of which they
stand in need, which is the same in principle in (tod
and men. We have seen Illit the divine goodne
means love, wisdom, and holiness in the unity ol
( ‘[!rll \crer. \l"'l‘\l“'i l)\' ;l;\ 1 l“'l"l"l. men al 'l"lA
ing, and yet every man has the c ll)ml\ of lu\' and
devotion. The cultivation and dee pening of this love,
which 1s the supreme element in God and man (1 Cor.
xiil.),enriches each life if it is properly directed. Every
one has relations to others at every 'NIIIIT of his being,
and to fulfil these relations ululnx!vl\ and with due
appreciation of real values and with the right spirit
of devotion constitutes his moral task III order to
do this not only knov.ledee but wisdom as the J]l'ih“.l
tion of knowledge to these known relations is required.
It 18 clear that in these respects men are not perfect
as the heavenly Father is perfect, yet the normal
character for men is the same in prineiple as the actual
character of God, thoueh of course still human and les
'wr'l;»h?v If so, all that God I'wlilil"'\ 1s that each
man be normal or his true self, which he can be only
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when he identifies himself with Jesus in the sense of
.l[illlu[)ll(lllll" the kind of life exhibited in Him, which
is the same as God’s. Thus man puts himself into
harmony with the divine will.

|ln!|1w“ul|lrm ully means wholeness. God is whole,
complete, ulw]tlnv Men are not, but the divine
Saviour would bring all to this state, which is to love
what is most worthy, to know what should be done
in the complex relations surrounding each life, and to
do it wisely and with the whole self. Moreover, i
means a ‘]"\"'l”l'“l"“t “l' 1'{1});”'““" ll“ one IN""'HI"
what the divine Father purposes concerning each of
His children. Here it is fitting to learn a lesson from
the human parental relation. The father ever sees in
his child what he may be and what he hopes for, and
satisfaction for both father and child is possible only
in fulfilling the self that both father and child antic
pate. Likewise we become right in the sight of ow
heavenly Father only when we enter \\l“lll"l\ though
it may be feebly, upon the way whose end 1s the life
111\]"!1(([ for us l)\ the Father's love and wisdon.
It involves (lmnw- in our loves till they centre upon
objects that are in harmony with the larger life fo
which the Father destines us, and an unLn;_:n ment ol
our llll(lvl‘.~l;1]l(lill;j that we nay be qlli«’l( to lknow
what the way of true life requires.

This life to which we are to be saved involves all
that we call moral goodness and more, for the Good
is more comprehensive than the ethical. ** The end,
the right and only right end, of man, lies in the
fullest and freest realization of powers in their appro
priate objects. The good consists of friendship, family
and political re Lnlmn\ economic utilization of mechani-

cal resources, science, art, in all their comp lex and
variegated ]Hllll\ and eleme nts. There is no separate
empty and rival * good will.” 7% If so, our relation
to nature and the entire range of human activity i
imvolved m God’s purpose concerning us. Indeed,
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the Jdivine Life 1s manifested in the world and in

mankind to realize the end of existence, which is the
good. This view agrees with the interpretation ol
Jesus which refuses to regard Him as an ascetic, but
finds Him faithful to human relationships and deepen
ing their significance through the motive of love to
the Father and His children. 1t is, however, no easy
task to live this broad, full ife. 1t involves the sense
of strife within and the feeling of obligation and duty
to qlnmw remote l'.(”n‘l‘ Hmll Hnltlm“x]«' ends, the
broader, more rational instead of the narrowly con
ceived order of action, the social instead of the n v}r!.\'
individual, the lli”ht'! instead of the lower self. The
authority of duty and conscience is just this restraint
that the !m»u'u more rational, more far-reaching
|wint of view of conecrete moral situations has over
the easy, habitual, pleasurable, ¢ ‘Hl'lf(vlialllt‘ way of
acting 1‘1”1 cannot attain the larger life. To take the
one course 1s to enter upon the np\\';n'~l way, the other
does not lead unto abundant life.

No abstract law of God to 14‘1'1”}\ the transgressor
with threats of |n'11.‘1|1.\' and to be an obstacle to his
attainment of the }_lmltl destined for him need be
erected here, for nobody has 4\1*1 been able to tell
the conte nt of such a law except by coming down to
each man’s immediate relations to himself, to others,
and to God. Sin can then be tml\' thu' concrete,
particular acts that militate against true selfhood by
induecing conditions in the agent and in others whic h
prevent the normal life. ||w\v unfavourable condi
tions are ultimately personal in form : first, negatively,
since the character of the doer 1s such as not to afford
occasions that will evoke in others efforts towards the
higher life ; secondly, by causing others to adjust

themselves positively to the perverted individual,
thus hindering their own advance and possibly leading
me :I\”':I_\'. '”H'H‘ | ;||\u an illtlil't‘(‘l ;H'I\un;l|
effect of wrongdoing through the physical wheneve
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one through ignorance, neglect, or abuse lives a physic
lean life, and fails to make a proper use of

![Mll'!i.l[ possessions or to «lt'\i'lwi ”H' resources of

nature, thus failing to do his part in bringing about
the (u!v‘],|t'\ :mnl of 4‘\i~tt-||u-,A:hun‘_\' referred 1o, «
which the ethical 1s n11|_\' an imiml'l.llli factor. 1'l
means that the material, commercial world 1s not evil,
a view which 1s a survival of the ancient con« €] tion of
matter as evil ; rather is the complex life of the present
piritual and the sphere in which the spiritual is to
have 1ts 11«‘\.0[1»[»!(1«“1 and fulfilment. A cloister life
might seek to realize a separate moral goodwill, but
would be without content.

The ancient doctrine of the origin of sin in the fall
of the first man 1S g1ving }vl;n«' to its modern t'll:x‘\‘nlwsi
of a |>1‘ll«'|‘ llll(ll'l‘,\hxlltlilig‘ of the pi:_\’-!n?ugu | and
ps \t||11 nature already reviewed (('Imir, X.). Ow
life is a mnl\ of the ;»In\«u il and the psychical whicl
leve ul; together wi ith marked crises in the progre
to maturity. The child 1s, as it were, a plant out of
God’s earth, out of the race life and the local co
munity of which each individual is largely : ||mu.
though in some degree moulded by his own mitiative
The so-called ** vitiosit y of nature “ 1\“!11.\ the psychic
factthat in thefirst .\l::;n'\nf(l('\q'lnl ment the se l,\llul‘.
impulsive, instinctive life dominates, and many do no
pass far beyond this level. From the beginnin;
|m\\<'\1'l' HI"'lni'/ili“’ ]rl'(N'l‘~~(‘\ l:l[u' I‘H't' ;lnli Imn 0
rapidly after the rational element Iw»L to preva
But there need be no wonder that in this slow develop
ment from the level of sensuous, impulsive, instinctive
activity to full self-conscious personality, men do both
what does and what does not accord \\th their true

in'ili;. The ;!ln'ft‘m ]lll"l\!‘ posse non  peceare (.u]"t'

not to sin), is not in harmony with our psychological

«l‘ \wln] ment, for, ll each has the task of mnlmlm' his

life into a character that may be called ¢ood, and if

virtuous action can only be the expression ol virtuou
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character, surely an original state without a character
attained is not able not to sin, which requires that one
should have adequate insight into his relations and
decide to do whatever fits the situation, being both
subjectively and objectively good. But it is only
through development that one becomes able not to sin,
and even then he will often commit the sin of omission
due to inadequate insight into his relations or to
failure fully to recognize the importance of carefully
determining the significance of the relations which he
sustains. In brief, there is no real self either good or
bad till it 1s attained, and in a sense it is true that
“we only possess ourselves in so far as we are the
author of ourselves.” 18

Three things are clear from what has just been said :
first, that men will do what ought not to be done ;
secondly, that all are engaged in seeking the good and
in some sense are striving for the ideal ; 13!511”_\'. that
the attainment of the true self through personal
thought and will is of so much importance in the
economy of God’s universe that evils done along the
way are .\((1)]1([1[\ and no essential part ol the end,
and in their very nature are to be overcome. Enough
has been said nln-;uly concerning the first point; ol
the second, many are in doubt, for how can the sinful
man be seeking the good ? Is moral development
as Hegel said, from innocence through sin to virtue ?
He who sins is a divided self. He is seeking somethin
that to him seems good even in his saddest most deeply
sinful hour. His bitterness and hate show that he is
not a brute, but a man forming his own ideals and
loving something not as yet found but sought for,
and, so far as he searches, he has in him the upward
tendency. To say that a man really loves the evil,
knowing it in the moment of his choice to be abs olutely
evil, is to affirm a psychological impossibility. R ither
does he take as good what to another i1s not. The
terribleness of his condition is just that he is such a
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self as can take as his good what really is not. The
hope is that, after many failures, he will awaken to
l'lltnrt' as 'lim j_:mul Th(»t' (r!)ji't‘la \\l\f(‘ll 'IH l\l'l‘ll,nlt-
and fulfil his true self. It would not be inappropriate
to call this change conversion.'?

In what now does man’s restoration consist ? In
the first place, it is not a restoration if it i1s implied
that individual men are to be put back where they
once were, but the term restoration may be used i
the sense of ['i;u‘in: men in right relations and 1‘l|.x|v|il|\;,
them to fulfil their hfe. Nor need we think of an
abstract lawof God,conceived in the spirit of Mediaeval
Realism, whose violation admits no possibility ol
setting aside the offence. There simply is no such la
except for some thinker who does not understand Ill 11
life, even reality itself, grows and develops, and tha
laws are human formulations of l'“'”“"\ immanent
in the individual and the world in which he lives
Nor may we think too severely of 1|w transgressor .zw!
terrify him with the threat of an angry God. = Did not
(tod make this man and should not the divine Father
bear the responsibility of this man’s creation ¢ |
not this transgressor sustained in his existence by the
immanent God to such an extent that it is almost
impossible to show how any human life can be even in
a relative sense ilnlt']wn(lt'nt of God ? Did not God
make the human race of which this sinful man 1s a
product? But he is also in a large measure the product
of the particular social community in which he wa
born and lives. Is not society partly responsible for
his sin, since it did not institute and maintain thos
physical, civie, and political conditions which would
make possible, encourage, and promote his attainment
of the rational, .\[»mtu.ll self # Of course, the individual
man is to some degree responsible, but to what degree,
after allowing for all the conditions determining his
existence, cannot be decided by an umw.ll to some
official or governmental decree. Jesus seems to have
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had these complex relations of human life in mind,
for He did not condemn except in the sense of that
aversion which a perfectly normal life feels towards
the abnormal and injurious. Instead, Jesus looked
upon the multitudes as sheep without a shepherd,
which He could not have done without desiring to be
their shepherd, that He might bring them into the
green pastures and beside the still waters and gather
them into the fold.

Jesus also is not misrepresented when we say that
good homes, schools, and social institutions of every
sort that tend to assist and elevate men are among
the means to that fulness of life in which their chief
good consists.®  Jesus’ message is that God the Father
manifests His Saviourhood in bringing about this
fulness of life in His children through the employment
of the wisest means. We behold in Jesus the perfected
relation of sonship to God the Father and welcome the
inspiring message that we too may enter into the same
relation. Jesus’ message 18 good news and induces
us to arise and go to the Father’s house confident of
a welcome, glad to trust ourselves to Jesus’ simple
direct truth. Just to know in Christ the nature of
(tod and what it really means for us, if true—this
draws us away from those courses in which true life
cannot be found, fills the heart with love, creates a new
motive for living, gives a new outlook upon life and
upon our fellows ; i1t makes us kin with nature, fills us
with reverence for life, even of dumb animals that find
it sweet, for the little child upon whom the mother
invokes blessing. Who has fathomed the depths of
Life from its simplest form to man in his loftiest
moments with his face uplifted to his Creator ?  Why
not find God everywhere, in His earthly as well as in
His heavenly temple ? And then to know that this
(od 1s as Jesus and so our Saviour who loves and seeks
to win us makes the message of Jesus the power of
GGod unto salvation.
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['he love of God as our Saviour 1s identical with the
love of Jesus who bore forgivingly the injustice of
men yet sought to do them good. He was faithful
unto death, even the death of the Cross, which is the
supreme manifestation of that love that makes atone
ment for the sins of others. There are at least two
wavs of interpreting the significance of the death on
the Cross. One is that 1t 1s the supreme work of
reconciliation or atonement wrought ** outside of us,
in which God so deals in Christ with the sin of the
world that it shall no longer be a barrier between
himself and men.”*  Back of this conception of the
death on the Cross is the Law and the idea of Christi
anity as an elaborate 'vllin ol \ll\('ll‘!!j_{lll‘_’ the debts ol
the sinner. The other way of thinking of the death on
the Cross is to see in it the inevitable 1ssue of Jesus’
faithfulness to what He believed to be His mission.
He brought licht and love, but the darkness compre
hended 1t not and hate could not endure the love.
It is a fundamental principle of life that the good bear
n their own persons the evil l;uillj_f of others, but in
doing so the supremacy of goodness, righteousness, and
love become manifest.  An atonement for sin must be
'v|.nic'. Mhl'l\\l-t' n \\lill]tl iu' ”u' succee \]lll ||\'.‘| Ol
coodness.  Jesus' faithfulness unto death was neeessary
if men were ever to know the full significance both ol
their sin and of the love that 1s both willing and able
to bear 1it. To know this love of Jesus works more
michtily than threats and fears. The good news of
Jesus” message should lead us to return with Him
ol ull‘\' to the FFather, whose perfect love will not let
us go unsaved.

As to which of these views of the work of Christ

nearer the truth i1s a matter of !u'l'\ull:ll decision.

it 1s, however, po ible that each of these conceptions
of Jesus' death on the Cross may lead us astray by
preventing us from finding in God Himself the final
source of redeeming, saving love. Jesus intended to
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give us a new conception of God and of His relations to
us, and if, by reason of speculations as to the Cross,
we fail to find God and His inexhaustible love, holiness,
and wisdom, we miss the very thing for which Jesus
lived and died. Let us then return to Jesus’ own
consciousness of the filial relation to the Father in
which we too have a ;\lif with our Elder Brother in
the Household of Faith. Here we nll'_\'l\l to be per

mitted, as Professor Rovee shows, unrestrained by

any '!W‘".l| l|1~"'l_\’ of the person of Jesus, to see In
Him one who so vividly realized that only in the
kinegdom of heaven could men find their true hifi
that He devoted Himself to the mission of winning
hem to their true place in the divine Community.

(
|

Human sin led to His sacerifice, but His atoning deed

was 5o wise and so rich in its efficacy that the spiritual

world,” after it, was ** better, richer, more trinmphant

amidst all its irrevocable tragedies than it was before ”

in occurred (The Problem of Christianity, 1. 322).
Out of the love springing up in Jesus the diseiples
built up the Church, in which St. Paul especially
found the very presence of his Lord. Only i thi
(hureh or divine Community can the fulness of salva
I""I !”' y]1 III‘.‘:‘

The conception of God forbids the restriction ol
the dn ine nllilulm't‘l!"t‘ to .lll_\' >|N‘<‘h|| \}lln'lv. 'l'}w
divine omnipotence must be brought into relation
to the divine love, holiness, and wisdom, and must
therefore be effective in the moral realm in which
personal wills find expression. Certainly we have a
will of our own ; so has any child more or less, but
wise, loving parent, even in our poor human exper
ence, more often than not wins by love, care, and train
ine, so that the child enters into the way of the good
life. But how much more certain to win the way
ward is the heavenly Parent, whose perfect wisdom
can discover ways in which to fulfil the holy aims of
perfect love toward His children whom He has brought
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imto existence.  Just as in the human family the love
of the home is the protection, inspiration, and strength
of everybody in it, so in the world-kingdom of God
the |".|1A|wl‘_ \'\]li‘ h cannot be a less secure |||,v('1‘ than the
earthly home. An unwise human father might require
every omitted service, although his child stands before
him repenting in tears and beginning to live in accord
with the father’s will. But the wise human father
and the idea of divine Fatherhood 15 based entirel
on this analogy—deals with the child in view of what
he 1s to be, and such a father acts at all times con
sistently with the ultimate ideal. But if God must
punish just for the sake of punishment, how shall God
be jll\'whu' [ in view of His love, wisdom, and holine ¢
Any punishment for the sake of punishment, any
blotting out of the individual in human society because
1

|
ne society

of violation of law 1s a condemnation of {
that makes the law, since it did not maintain cond;
tions ‘.‘\zl "i\ \\HH!'l i‘l!:||'!i‘ in‘!'\t'! men to in' ]vhwlmn-.]_
Likewise, if God has no other resource than just to
lHIli"II .w«‘ul<"ll|;{ to some fixed law, a being who could
so conduct the universe and administer affairs
finally to win the erring unto a fulness of hife would be
cuperior. It is a poor moral order that can affirm
itself finally only ].}\' ;»n-l\.lllh‘~~ whose infliction result
in the deterioration or extinction of the personal
agents in whom 1t purposes to be realized. At th
point emerges one of the profoundest truths of Jesus’
nmessage, It i1s that the Father's love and forgivend
brine the sinful into | armony with the divine purpose.
In this profound sense Jesus is the end of the law, and
the good swallows up the evil in the love of God
through which men are finally saved unto righteous
NESS., \ ]‘:llt l\'t‘li SAVs, we come to Ii"wl agamst mere

justice with its hard severity and exactness, however
necessary in the world as it 1s.  We demand a ne

llltil‘l’uf 1) ngs in \\11]1 l] a \\ull4lf1'nrni||v|i||'1 lu\l- lrﬂ
be supreme.®®  But is not this precisely the me
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of Jesus that God i1s love and Saviour whose love will
not let us ¢o, and who can never be satisfied with a
sinful remnant that will not yield ?  What is the love
that will not let the sinner go? What is an overcoming
love but a love that gives full play to another’s will,
vet. finally brings that will into a glad surrender ?
Otherwise love suffers, and the greater the love the
more intense the disappointment. But is God to be
finally unable to realize the holy ideals which love
conceives concerning His children ? Does He IIH‘!\
power to use and wisdom to discover the means of
leading His children to obedience ?  Fortunately we
have no chart of the future, for it is like asking how
long eternity 1s to set limits to the efficacy of the
divine love. 1t is practically and religiously well
that we are here left in 1gnorance uxw-];f as faith and
hope anticipate what is behind the veil.

In what has just been said, we have already passed
into the realm of metaphysical conceptions. The
( l:l;‘*thlll Wn Ilim' n!> ||!n' ll).lt no one can lv_\' ]H~~ own
unaided powers atone for his sin; that no one can
have his true life except in the kingdom of heaven,
the Church, the divine ('ulllmllm!_\ filled with the
Holy Spirit.—all this presents us with the problem
of interpreting the universe as a divine community
(!\'H\'H'. ‘I‘/u /'/’U/l/v nm r{/ (‘///‘lv\//l//l////. i’ 10 fv). |1 IS
necessary only to refer to the conception of reality
already ]l('l!lll‘ll‘l\' v\}»l'«‘ﬂwi. The social categories
have been the means of im«-nlm-t;num. and they lead
to the view that the universe is spiritual and the
expression of self-conscious mind in a unity or com-
munity of individuals whose reality consists in mani-
festing some aspect of the divine purpose. This
philosophical conception of reality aflords an import-
ant confirmation of the Christian conception of the
kinedom of heaven—the invisible Church, in which
alone our life can have 1ts supreme good.

The Christian doctrine of redemption implies belief
2 A




354 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY rr.m Ol X

in immortality. In religious chought, sin and death i line
have long been joined together. It has been held , sup]

that all suffering and death are the consequences of ! 1

sin.  ““The soul that sinneth, it shall die” (Ezek. into

xviil. 20).  ““ The wages of sin is death.” It seems to . had

i | follow that if redemption from sin is to be complete, ' not
e &! it must involve redemption from death. Of thi SOMm
'J“ I} (Christian faith has no doubt, for * the free gift of God the
l 1§t is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord ” (Rom. vi. 23) dest
,('," ;}l ! [t is insufficient to regard redemption as confined to Stol
i t i ; restoration from the sin of this present life. Resting excl
il | i all upon the resurrection in Christ, St. Paul says, The
"t.: i ‘ “If in this hife HII]_\' we have Ilnln' in Christ, we are stru
1‘ "' i i of all men most miserable ™ (1 Cor. xv. 19). Buf natu
il ’ Ll Jesus 1s believed to have IYil!ll|[¥}01‘1l over death and all 1
b the grave, and to have 11|<.|1'_'||t life and 1immortality es0a
f to light. The Christian consciousness, therefore, in t
f i holds firmly to the belief in the future life ; we shall H all 1
|| | live again, or, rather, shall continue to live only with t' that
' " a larger, richer experience and sphere of activity Like
What 1s to come 1s ** far better,” indeed f,"lin.“ S0 '(j of o

that it 1s not unreasonable even to long ** In<|n*|'.|'1 ' g,i Vol

i but as there are still unfinished duties here, we with i heat

I patience “abide in the flesh,” confident ** that what ) 1s th

! 1s mortal will (may) be swallowed up of life” (2 Cor E that

f v. 4). More need not be said to express the essential ¥ abso
| ' content ol ”“f‘ hiri tian ln‘il!‘.? in 1immortality. i com|
i ) I'he Christian doctrine of immortality enlarges and assu
enriches a belief that lies deep in the human mind.? 2

f ! No \[u-"':l‘ﬁinn has ever indeed proved immortality, to
ki and without doubt Christian faith goes far beyond ; perh,
.! the deductions of reason. Nevertheless these ground e S
v for the belief are not without avail as supports for the : can {

N H Christian faith in the final redemption from deatl ' to

! i \ The following suggestions are offered, not because they perio
4l Wit represent all the grounds of hope that might be pre tinui
:5 ! sented, nor because they add any really new factor to inter
the Christian faith, but because they serve to indicat agail
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‘ lines of thought that might be followed further in
support of the belief.

I. In the first place, the Power that brought us
into existence in this life takes us out of it. As we
had nothing to do with our beginning, so is our end
not in our control. We only use what we are. [t is
:~H!H1‘Y;|*UL to live with the ”;H!I‘,_'llt Ylj W\t we }n']un‘__' to
the universe and our destiny 1s bound up with it
destiny. This was the consolation of Epicureans and

Stoies, and Marcus Aurelius was not far wrone when he

exclaimed, O Universe, I wish all that thou wishest.”
The gentle Pliny, deseribing his experience at the de
truction of Pompeitin A.0.79 when his uncle, Pliny the
naturalist POl hed. sav j”l“‘:!{j‘?ﬂ bo t, that dw ny
all th ene ol horror, not a sigh or expression of fear

©S( zi\hl from me, had not my support been founded
in that miserable, though strong consolation. that
Ul mankind were involved in the same calamity. and
that I imagined I was perishing with the world itself.”

'JI\“\‘.J ¢, 1N " ¢ moment ol i\l'l‘!]l'J ‘_',14" ovel l‘..w!w d)[

e ——

of our beloved, comes the gentle whisper, ““ Neithe:
i vou nor the beloved did thi ”'H‘i_'“l and }\i“{l' the
K heart eries out for an answer to its que tioning, there
i 15 the vague recognition of Iil"|l'1'-1'\|1'l‘l»l ome Powel

that has ou lwgzn'.w"y; and "II‘!],\,‘ or continuation,

; absolutely in its control, which affords a measure of
comfort. That the heart seel and finds a agreater
assurance 1s true.

2. Self-consciousness as such seems to be able
to concely H"!H‘l'!' t ill'[_ﬂ]nl;ll\*‘} nor it ce 1tion,

perhaps, as T. H. Green suggests, for the very good

reason " that it has no origin 7 and no end.* Who
J can find in | pre ent state ol consciousne m"l“!lt,’
Lo *LI\ e 1 1 I!HJ to b | :”! ‘ moment / _\:)
period of unconsciousness makes any break in the con
tinuity of our self-conscious hife.  The two sides of the
\Ylh'll\i'vlwl trean f conscrousness flow f-ig'v?lu-l
again This 1 ight also suggest 1 t oul present
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life is only an interval of interruption in a larger
stream of consciousness whose parts flow together
again in an eternal life of which we even now have
intimations, and, in comparison with its glory, this
life 1s only like a confused dream. But we become
acquainted with the fact of death by what happens
in our environment. Others tell us that we must die.
Both the observed fact and the information come to
us as a surprise so intense that a deep sense of mystery
creeps over us. We do not understand. Rather is it
true, as Kant said, that the time-relation itsell <l<'|u'l|t|\
upon the subject which is thus not in time but |
already, by its own nature, eternal.  Hence the belief
in immortality which amounts to the denial that death
1s what 1t seems to be. And the ;|~1ul|i\|1in'_' belief
arises that death must be only the beginning of a larger
and better living ! Is there in the entire universe of
thought a bolder, more confident flying in the face of
the apparent sioenificance of observed facts ?

3. We have already spoken of the room for the
belief in God supplied by our needs and by the demand
that our lives find their completion in a divine Helper.
But the meaning of our life would seem to be incom
plete if cut short at any definite point. Such is the
first thought that comes to us, but it must be given a
deeper significance if it is to receive our entire con
fidence ; for is 1t not conceivable that the ~[n'l'l;|| ideal
purpose which constitutes the reality that we have in
the divine plan may not require an endless existence !
Hans Christian Andersen has a beautiful fairy-tale of
the little tree in the forest that was mourning because
it served no great purpose like its neighbours ; but
finally it was made a glorious Christmas-tree and,
for a brief season, was highly honoured ; but it suf
fered keen 4l|\;1}~|mil\tl|n'!|1 afterwards because 1t was
thrown awav as something no longer needed. s
there a lmwl'»llll\' that our hfe’s purpose shall some
time be completed, if not here, then at some ].uim m
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the limitless future ? We almost shudder at the
thought of endless, ceaseless life. If all the cood and
all the purposes within our sphere of attainment were

fulfilled, what reason for our longer continuance ?

Would not a quiet .[!‘H]\lnlh; out ol existence be htting !
So 1t 18 not enough to say that the completeness of
life requires immortality, unless we can

this 1'“1I|[>:l'|t‘]u'\'~ that 1t avoids the idea of a finished
work no longer needing to be carried on. Our next
paragraphs endeavour to show how this may be

I)n »Illl!‘.

O conceive

t. A life brought to its |'n!|.|‘;l'H'm doe

s NOL nece
\l‘ll_\' IIHIA[_‘\‘ cessation ol ‘HU\I?»\ 50 far as that end 1
concerned in which the essential reality of the ind
vidual person consists, (\"J:]rll'h'li" ; y
means perfection of our being : but perfectiol I
the exhortation, * Be ye periect youl heavenly
Fatheri gu'llt'«'l_”Jn"\ not mean that we shall beconi
infinite, but rather that we shall be adequate to
whatever we have to do, an activity that fulfil
end with nothing lacking. This activit

harmonyv with the purpose of our exi

1 eriect

tence, can be
limited only by the value of this purpose of our being
In the final summing up of the meaning of all thing

This turns out to be what is strugeling for exm

in our hope of immortality. We are trying to over
come the unbearable thought that, whatever
worth may be, it is yet so limited that
may be set aside as finished.

ometime 1t

5. It may be some consolation to reflect that
meanings rise above the limitations of time. and are,
in their nature as factors in the divine thought, eternal,
and cessation can never A]\[»l\‘ to them, for the eternal
purpose tl«!n*nt'\ for 1ts constancy upon the continuity
of the factors entering intoit. Likewise. it would seem
reasonable to hold that ow li4'~l|||i\ 1s an essential
factor in the divine purpose because it has a meaning

in the meaning of that purpose. We may even say
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with Eucken, that we grow younger as we succeed in
implanting in our self-hood eternal principles that are
unaffected by temporal changes; o with Bosanquet,
that our value as individuality 1s embraced in the
value of the Whole, but the Whole cannot |~‘Ii\|| noi
can the parts so far as they participate in 1t.*

6. The moral order, which may be recarded as the
expression of God’s nature and purpose, would seem
to require the permanency of the relations whic h1t 1m-
[~|i1-\, Is not righteousness * ;glmlnllwl on the pei onal
lt‘l.’AIiHH\]llll \\]H('Il on (In' \illl‘ ol iw"!l‘:' 1s love ¢ .\Il‘
not the terms in which we express value mere abstrac
tions apart from permanent personality ! Could we
u-\}u't‘! H! ‘;1'1| \‘.]m e (‘]Hl‘ were l".lll/‘.("ll Hu;\ 1 ”

LOV(

own self-centred consciousness, and for whom
was lmm-?)‘ a temporary incident, whose HMNI wias
called into existence only to be disnussed again from
the scene ¢ % But if \v oive suflicient thought to
the Christian conception ol the kingdom of God, 1t
appears as a society of persons who have their life i
the supreme Spirit, whose harmonious unity is th
ol In\.ma[ per onal fellow ~|Hp_ ‘nuul‘llw_f to the wonderful
truth that the self-hood of God is 1n l‘[‘.il.l}m' from the
elf-hood of finite ‘}rHH\. If the Father 1s necessai
to our existence, can we avoid the thought that tl
Father’s life could not be the life that it 4-\11»1‘1 |
and through the life of finite spirit and the purpose
they represent within His own eternal world-embracing
purpose ¢ Thus our life is indeed from God and
returns to God.*

7. since the realization of the moral 1deal 1s
factor in the divine purpose, and can take place onl
In pel onal hfe, the ultimate meaning of the mo
end requires the continuation of every personaht
having part in its fulfilment. The meaning of the

1

moral drama of the universe implies the permanence

of its characters, each standing for itself and exhibit
ing success or defeat in working out the ideal. The

| n—
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, i same truth may be somewhat differently expressed
in the conviction that the moral i1deal realized only
in personality cannot be finally trustworthy, if the
extinction of personal life ultimately occurs.®
8. Belief in immortality rests largely upon the fact
! that love never acknow |¢"{'_'('~ that i1ts objeet | ceased
X f to be, and that we continue to love those who | ¢ v
:‘ [ been taken from u But what an omino e
on 18 contained 1n the fact that time in some measure ‘
1] oftens our IN“I‘.I\"I' ent and I,H' mmtensity "‘ ‘IH' E"'." |
llnmlm ; ! Our earliest vea are not remel ;t‘!t"‘I
. m maturity., When memory |u, ns to record the past
' clearly. only the most t!HII‘HIt‘(J features of life and
;\ of our relation W 'w" |H\l"l ones are ret ned., | t!
; be true of the few decades here, might not tl |
: » with 1t e ent interests be foreotten at 1 mneredible
o ( distance of time, a million years for ple, or be
to L red vl to Heeting ?HE‘ ol emo | out
2 belhief i mmmortality would be almost ma 0S8,
tor 1t now promises the contn tv Ol our s ( Cloul
personahity and the fulfilment of our 1 t, preciou
hope 'he o eply that seems possible is t
i our imperfect love shall be perfect nd fulh 0
‘ 1L ¢can ol “, "win I'ol «i‘ | !n (
)
Y W re the h 1€ ol n 1Y ( | 0
‘ vise and vl‘till' enouch to fulfil our love tn Himsell
’ and for His other ehildren whom we kno : ove 1mn
] p this life But here it 1s that we turn i hu ) Y
nd ; nmere reasonin to those mcon parable belie i
centre in Him who said, ** I am the resurrect
s the life.” The ground of this hope in Jesus is con {
" ] fidence in Him as revealing the principle of life which
‘,.‘ . can only mean v hife that abide There oro ‘:[‘Iit'
‘ issurance that the wav of hie has at t been found,
e and henceforth 1t 15 onlv necessary to 1K therein.
. Having found the principle of life in Christ, there need
he no 1 | mllw. the future., tor neinic \re

| 1 |
ultimate. ldentilvinge mysell with the finally real i
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Christ, it matters not what happens, since I shall miss
nothing that can ever be ]nn\\(-nwl. for there 1s nothing
of value for the seeker after the Highest (ood to obtain
outside or be \nn«l the principle of Life in Him. Such
is the believer’s hope to which the words of Professon
James, expressing the need of trust where ]mm! fails,
are appropriate : § lvlit!i(rn be true and the ey Hiw'nl e
for it still insufficient, I do not wish . . . to forfe
my sole chance in life of getting upon the winning
\|1ll‘ 32

There are still many phases of Christian doctrine
that cannot now be even mentioned, but enough has
been said to show how rich i1s the message of Jesu
concerning God in relation to the world and to us.
The moral kinedom of God realized in persons unites
the natural and \]Hlllllﬂ in itself, and 1s the end which
gives meaning to reality. If the God and Father of
Jesus really exists, and is conducting the world and
our affairs in love, wisdom, and holiness, it is a joy to
participate in the work of bringing in His kingdom
on earth, for we are assured that we have a real work
to do, a real contribution to make, and that God ow
Father will not cease to work through us in the fulfil
ment of His eternal purposes which affords us lwln' ol
immortality.

Although the message of Jesus as it has been inte
preted is far richer and more vital than the conceptions
of modern thought, reference may be again made in
conclusion to their ll;ll'llmn.\'. We are assured that
God 18 self-conscious, self il"h'l‘l!lllllll;{ |l|h'“lgvlu'v and
Will ; that the universe is His immediate expression,
I;['u‘i_fl'q‘\,\i\l‘lA\ lt-,|}i/,illg the divine t|lul|‘_1]|1 as a unity
of differences and a whole of value which includes all
other values; that human lfe with its variety,
individuality, and value has its being in the Supreme
Self ; that society, and its civil, political, and religious
institutions, is grounded in the divine Mind: that
these institutions have value only as they make it
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])4>$>il»l(‘ f:)l'(‘;l("l nt us to l)t‘ \\'ll;ll we are to ln‘ as |N‘I‘SH]|>
in the divine purpose ; that the universe is in process
of becoming, and that we are each determining factors
in the end ; that truths are such because they are
verified in our experience of reality and hence are
reliable in the conduet of life,—these are examples ol
l)l‘lllt'ipl"\ }i“'\‘lilill‘_f in modern thought which afford
a present basis for theology that more directly con
firms and supports the Christian faith than the intel
lectual environment in which the first formulations ol
that faith were produced.*




CHAPTER XIII

THE SCOPE AND METHOD OF THEOLOGY

IN the immediately !»Mt(‘x:'l\: 4‘]!!‘ €1 an 4%1\'!{:{‘?
148 been n 1»1!‘ to set forth some of the presel t tend

encles ol lhm‘;!d to which the theologian should not
be indifferent. A few words may now be said con-
clusion concernine the r(\l(";lui 1,47;;4»)12 theolog
What i1s it to form a theology ?  What condition
nd tests are recoonized W hat the value of the
theolooy i)\{’l«‘lh‘? ¢ \\'-.:I”||'.!I“\zl.l{'x Christ 1
"H‘H!w‘_. ¢ The Christian believer, whether called
theologian, ;»i, losopher, or any humble s« 1iter
truth, may, in reflecting upon his religious experience

make his umptions and PUrpose which are to

determine the character of hi theology whatever he
chooses.  That there is little uniformity in the assumy
tion ind purpose ol 1[Kl'(!’("'§1!\ 1s shown bv the {a
that I‘él"f*‘ 15 o 1 ,v'zl science ot [’;A'»mr-_'\ LO \\‘f (|

(r'rrfw'.‘f may be made, no has 1t a ;«‘l:t‘:d“_\‘ .u‘u‘{n?vw
definition.?

There mavy, for w\.mirlnx be a theology whost
purpose 1s to express in systematic form \\I;.’:It\"i

contained i some external source recarded as autho

T‘Ti\". Such a ]}H'(iiv\'_’\' cannot exceed the Pre

scribed limits. To the Roman Catholie, this authori
e A\}HﬁIll'-A ‘\!u‘ 3 ‘lv}(

15 derived from Christ and tl

1

Tradition, the Church, the Councils, and the Pope.

Infallibility is the mark of each and of whatever

declared to be the truth. Among Protestants, the
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Bible, Confessions, and Creeds have frequently been
put in tl | lace of the infallible Church or Pope. A
;"‘r|».“'m hs shown, the systematization of doctring
derived from such sources may be called theology, and
may be useful, but can scarcely be a science.?

A\j_mm, the believer may r‘u.nlmll“ lu recognize tie
authority of the Church, as Cardinal Newman did, and

W l!l l\;‘lll l‘l:l!i'.:‘\ulll to It"M[I('i]Q' it Tiu‘u}u‘j withh the
method and results of modern science, so far as to
Imit that the form of doctrine h undergone
1|\n-'rnm‘|»1 in accordance with the condit ol the
age ¢ Hlllu‘rllh Newman held that there  develop
ment ol do ne in the Bible itself through tl
nhet '4>.|y‘—‘| 11 T he \":.1: Nnol the proce

oh with then ['her howt ch el (
| | deposit of faith ch the 1 0 )
tiuu trine |‘|,"\|‘! CO 14[‘“‘“ Iy express. but or wieh I:’L"x
are signs. In view of the inadequateness of the human
mind to distinguish divine truth from error, the (]

| }v;'n!;lo"] bv God to be ° ne rb I Ol | true
doctrine and holy practice to her children. We fe
a need, and she alone of all things under | en suj
plies it.”  This conception, however, really confine
1{‘.‘&,_‘\ to what has validity for the Church a the
final Y~H'!u l«r! truth.?

Alfred Loisy, a representative of the present liber

movement \\il'\i!l the Catholic Chur 1y that

alter ‘in-H"_L reflection and even suffering he undertook

to show how the essential of Cathol 1N ( vl {

crisis of contemporary thought, how the Church can just
Its past, a | assure itself of the future “Why t find tl

ssence of Christianity in the fulness and tot of 1ts |
which shows movement and variet just because it is life, but
inasmuch as it is life proceeding from an obviously powerful
principle, has grown in accordance with a lay hich aftirm
at every step the initial force that may be « [led its physical
essence revealed in all its manifestation ¢ Why should the

to be |
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truly and fully in the complete tree as in the germ 2’  Con-
sequently, ““ the truly evangelical part of Christianity to-day
is not that which has never changed, for, in a sense all has
changed and has never ceased to change, but that which in
spite of all external changes proceeds from the impulse given
by Christ, and is inspired by His spirit, serves the same ideal
and the same Iur[n‘.” “1It is always the living ‘_‘H:xln‘[, not
spirit merely, but body also from the beginning.” * The
Church can fairly say that in order to be at all times what
Jesus desired the society of His friends to be, it had to become
what it has become ; for it has become what it had to become
to save the gospel by saving itself.”

This is certainlya brave attempt to unite the subjec
tive with the objective, the individual with the social,
the uniqueness ol Churist (.'u\|u»: with the modern
biological conception ol ‘l"\“l“i'l:‘!‘hl‘ and has much
m its favour ; but, because Loisy mtends to confine the
u}:‘|1-1 tive and social expression ol ihn“iu\(ﬂ within the
[imits of Catholicisn, he can only at last, like Newman.
submit his 11“'”51»“'.\' to the (IIH]HII[!.\ of the Church,
a position mconsistent with scientific method and
historical ecriticism which he would make his own.
|mij\‘ also errs in holding that the Protestant cannot,
as we shall show that he may on another basis, combine
in his theology the subjective and the objective, the
individual and the social.

On the other hand Harnack, whom Loisy sharply
criticizes in behalf of the \II‘IH\ 4r|»l|t'<'11\¢‘ and histori
cal, attempts to get back to primitive Christianity as
It appeared in Jesus and in His immediate disciples.
'l‘|.t'(iu;’lxl;| that has 1!('\1'|u[n'<l as I}H'c"\pi»'\\iul| of this
original kernel protects and conserves it, but, like a
husk, !'Il.illj_N‘\ and llm‘.’l‘\.\ The value of (lngnl.l
depends upon its fitness for its function. Thus
doctrinal formulations are something foreign to the
original element. Such a view, of course, is distin-
guished from that of Newman and Loisy by the
rejection of the regulative function of the Church
(ll\mt‘[l\ .']I|milm~! to select and establish the doctrine
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to be :[l'«'v}m"l as the truth because of ll;:l'lllnll.\’ with
the original essence of the revelation. Since, however,
God is regarded as incomprehensible by the natural
reason, reflection upon religious experience can only
produce theological systems that are little more than
related symbols of faith with no value as knowledge of
the divine Being.?

A still more radical view of theology is represented
]».\' the }IH'\"HI 1|'ru|t~||(‘_\' to substitute for it a pPSy-
('lmln:(\' of religion for which religion and religious
sentiment are collective names for ¢ the feelings, acts
and experiences of individual men in their solitude so
far as they :I[i]vlvlll‘!lrl themselves to stand in relation
to whatever they consider to be divine.”” ¢ (Concerning

these facts there are two orders of ir:nlllirum_ of which
the first is psychological, and deals with the origin,
nature, :«m‘ Iri\hﬂ‘\' Hf l1‘|l<_'imc y)ho'lu-lw‘l!;l ::Hfi ]4'.)‘!- to
‘ existential jlll]‘_’lm‘m\ 7+ the second concerns thel
importance, meaning, or significance, and leads to
“judgments of value,” whose test is the pragmatic
one of how they “work” in the whole of experience.
Whatever is more than this psychological study of
I»l'imzll‘\' relioious ;»lwnumvnsn consists of ““over
beliefs, buildings-out ]u‘l‘lu!'lm-\l |x_\' the intellect into
directions of which feelings originally supplied the
hint.” *° We must, therefore, bid a definite aoood-bve to
'Iuy_rrmw Iilt'lihﬂ)'.u Instead of a fll\'l'!“l_' let there
be a psychological study of religious experiences,
reaching * existential judgments ” and judgments of
their ** value ” 1n the conduct of life.?

In \ll,H‘,- contrast to these views 15 the constructive
idealist’s 1'\-)‘”‘4-"1&“!1 of theology, both in relation to
the distinctive prineiple of Christianity as it apppeared
in Jesus and 1 relation to the significance of dogma
in its development. According to this conception the
|)Ii|lm|x{v that .||-§1~"|l(‘1l in Jesus was indeed an expres-
sion of the Infinite, but while the principle has not
changed 1n its essential content, it has unfolded in the
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aradual development of Christian thought to the
present time. lach step in the process is required to
exhibit the eternal truth, and contains implicitly those
that are to follow. Form and content develop together.
Thusthe historical sienificance of the different doctrine
is restored to its proper place. The principle of Chris
tianity is indestructible **because it is the only rational
interpretation of the facts of our experience in their
totahty.” But the form which this principle assume
in our day cannot possibly be identical with what i
maintained to have been its p1 mitive form ; in othe:
words, it must be regarded as participating in that
process of evolution which applies to the whole history
of man ; consequently the Christianity of the present
is the result of the development of the past, but is
real Christianity. Its theology consists in a determina-
tion of what Christianity is now in the manifold life
of the present. Christian l?u-u[u;z_\' 1s nothing less
than the philosophy of the Christian religion in which
God is really known, although, as befits our state
5)ww>!|m:v‘,v|\:.‘

It 1s evident that these different «'nl;('v}»tiuu of
what theology is depend upon the assumptions made
and the purpose in view, and as these vary widely,
there is no uniformity of opinion as to what theology
18, or as to 1t vorth if 1t 1s at all. It 1s now desirable
to find a way out of these difficulties at least for om
selves, since theology is in the first instance chiefly
a personal construetion. We, like others, cannot avoid
determining the character of our theology by ow
assumptions and purpose.

What, then, does Christian theology assume and
what 1s its purpose ? It assumes that the needs of
life find their satisfaction in Jesus. Its purpose is to
form a view of the significance of the life and work of

Jesus in relation to our needs which shall meet the
l"'“"i“ 1| standard of being the most satisfying to mind
and heart, of verifying itself in our entire experience,
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and of opening the way to a clearer vision of God
Christian theology., therefore, describe

and ‘-\1.1 ns
!‘[n- CONSCIOUSNess 4y|' “ml as

determined by reflection
upon the life and work of Jesus, and finds 1ts verifica
tion only in its tendency to promote, enrich, and
deepen religious experience in all its relations.

It 18, then, important to know exactly what the
life and work of Jesus were if they :

are to 4’1‘](-"“‘\”‘
OUT consclousnes

s of God 1 relation to ourselves. But

knowledee be found ?  Shall we limit

where shall th

ourselves to the results of the eritical examination of
the New Testament writings which seems to show that
the Logia or Words of Jesus Ve Ml ‘ our most
direet information of Him ?  How much 1 e [l b
added ? Shall Hll“rvl“wva‘;‘: ‘\l'*l?lvill“l;[ﬂ | elemi

of the Synoptics ? Shall we enlarge the
literary sources to embrace the whole Bible, and shall
1 1 ] ]
the Bible be treated as a natural development of the

Christian community or as

a divinely miraculou
product ? Shall we, with Eucken, say that *

seeks the content

of truth mm relicion need not t
its humble beginnings nor follow its tedious ascent,
but may at once consider it in the higl

t stage ol
1ts Jn‘.«'!ult‘m':rl 77 Whatever the difficulty

covering exactly who Jesus was, and what He real

\
sald and did, the desirable thine is to learn what
.|q'~1l»‘ own !HHI.II .u'u: H‘!.*_;iw‘.% consciousne O il
relations to the Father was, and make 1t, as Wobbe
min says, the norm by which we measure ou ) na

the centre that gives unity to our ent

This would oblige us to ‘l»zm-_r our religious thought
into l(wl“!wt!_\' with our scientific and philosophical
knowledee which, because of its universal cl
transcends the historical and |r.|lﬁl ular. From this
standpoint 1t 1s necessary to find in Jesus’ moral and
religious consciousness eternal principles,

 exnerience
1aracte Le

0 \“!‘.ll.l!t‘

them from their historical form, to unify them with

all other principles known to us and to apply them to
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the conduct of life. \Moreover. 1t S Pps! \‘r*hn]ngil'.t”\
unavoidable that the |nlol|mt |1lu|1 nl any or all of
the sources of information concerning Jesus be deter-
mined largely by the ethical and l(]l'_jl!'ll\ consclous-
ness of the interpreter, and some sort of unity must be
shown to exist between the individual and the objects
of his consideration if mere subjective individualism
is to be obviated.

The fact is, however, that the present religious
wn«mu ness 18 8o (‘Hlll}>|( x that any one of its phases
mav be abstracted and made the 4»'»|ul ol 'l"l\
and scientific treatment whose result might muul
lliL_’].\ ln' ux“mi H ”HUI«M\ H)I\ 1S I;Io(l\ul\ \\|||l \
done. and there is nothing but the pragmatic rule of
practical interests to determine which feature of the
religious consciousness shall be made the object of
theological flection, and what the scope of that
reflection shall be. Fon 1'\.1!11})|t‘. there 1s 1'l'll;lil||‘\ a
distinet seriptural ““ world ™ in which Christian thought
moves freely about Jesus as the central fioure. A
a Protestant Christian, therefore, let me lwgm l»_\
assuming that the Bible 1s the Word of God, and
that it shall be my purpose to set forth its content
systematic 1orm, which T may call Ylll'l)l\'j_‘b\', 01

11
\|’:\ Biblical theology, though the name 1s un

}ln
ll|||m|1 int.  This t
to how the Seriptures are to be understood as divin

revelation. Is the Word of God the whole Bible o1
a part, o contained in the whole or a part

the Bible be taken literally, or treated as literature and
subjected to the stand irds of literary eriticism 2 The
vstematiec arrangement of wl'l[ﬂ\ll”' teachings 1s of
highest importance for clearness, instruction, and
ministry. The mind moves gladly in this scriptural and
tlw'lim;ll \\u!|(|, |?~ scenes :\Hrl 4'1)!]"1*|rfmll~ lw‘l'UH €
o vivid that they assume a value approximating real

existences, like that of the Platonic ideas. Th
}L|Tl'l;ll't']x~~~ and [»!‘w;»]n'lm the Saviour and ;l}um!w

i. i\ l‘!'lll})l]l"‘.“‘ll !!\' 'lll"\”“l] dS

2 Shall

th
th
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have become distinet ficures in the Christian con

clous-
ness, and in a lesser {

degree so has .\'Il‘.i\r\imm-
Hamlet and Bunyan’s Christian. The Bible 1s the

most widely known book, its scenes are pictured in

the mind of a large part ol the race, and these mental
i!lf.‘l:v~~ ||H'umt' \'I\Itl and n"nl 'H‘(‘Ill\l‘ IIH‘\' are the
“visible 7 forms of moral and religious experiences
which are repeated in ourselves. As

the Roman Forum or Coliseum and thinks of the
events that took ln!.u'q' l||<"1‘. that lhife become real
1wain in the living present. Likewise, to follow the
Biblical characters in their

one looks upon

trugeles 1s an ¢ tance
1IN winning victories in present conflicts. Con equ nt

the preaching of the Word, worship, the Sunday
School lesson, pri te medit vbion, and historica |
theological discussion serve to Ip"i' the Bib 1 con
ceptions and n mees fresh and vital, and strer rthen

the hold of the moral principles they represent ipo
the conduct of the individual and of the communit
Thus far the interpretation of the Bible has been
\‘!l'\‘,wi as “ili now cone
iN'[\\M\l! these person |
While there can never be a complet:

ork of the individual.
the que tion as to the unity
|I|ln'l’|sll"\ (\tion
identity, the

that both the

| 1
1 kn‘iumn-g\ ol religious experience

ture of the individual and the mate:

offered for reflective analysis and systematization

promise of some degree of unity in the result. A )
found reason for the “ authoritative character «
the Bible 1s to be found in the fact that the Scripture

are an uMwl!\r expression of the larger race-hifi

which we participate. Since the Bible is the depository
of human experience, it so fully interprets ourselves to
ourselves that we attribute to the written
mystic ** divine authority. §
fails to lay hold of mind and

coercive authority could

words some
what the Bible say
heart, no amount of
give 1t a place 1n sucl

man’s life, for such authority and religion

are mutually

exclusive. It i1s only because the heart of

mankind

5
< B
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has during the ages poured out its sorrow, prayer, and
hope and expressed in these Seriptures its growing
comprehension of itself, of the world, and of God that
our hearts find healing. Given this supreme record
of lIHHIIIH &‘\ln'l‘li‘lu'v. l'.r IHJit'. ;;m] I}n' consclentiou
reader, and the way is open to salvation, and hi
theology, though primarily personal, will contain
many important universal elements. This 1s rendered
all the more certain I)_\ the fact that even the intel
lectual constructions of the individual are in some

sense a i\i'tn]llll of soci <| l'nlw»in-l \oon.

At IIIH!NMH the u}»‘imllwrl may iuw\}v('z'r-l that |
have not yet given any .<|l<‘r(<1 te 1dea of what Christi
theology 1s. I can only repeat that whatever theo
“u:", ~ .v»‘mf» upon “V A O aAsSSum¢ d ¢ 1‘.‘; upon |
purpose in view. 1 began by assuming the Christian
consclousness whose constructive analvsis 1s the 1
of Christian theology. 1 also assumed that a large

part of the Christian consciousness is centred about
the Bible. and that the theologian might Lnut hi
purpose to the pre entation ol 1ts content 1n system
atic form. Undoubtedly the Christian theologian
will have to embrace I'lnit‘ll more in the scope of hi
[vmi’m e, 1f ]l(' 1S ‘Il!!'\|ll;:ll‘!‘\' to Ir}m- ent the (qm'. tlan

consciousness, but how much more largely u“,!mn:‘
Indeed, perhaps nothing can be left out of the ** Que
of the sciences ! To Biblical revelation

added the history of the Christian social conscio
¢ im which Christian truth mav be upposed to
more fully l"«.:",;wh‘«i Alfred Loisy i his eriticism
Harnack is right in emphasizing the importance of
Hiljl‘l"l"\“ and social for the understanding of the
nature of Christianity, but Loisy en n holding

the Protestant cannot consistently do this, for we h
already shown that, psychologically, the mdivi
cannot be under tood .i)-*l? frony so« {
that I|1|'lw 1S both an Illtii\hillil .Mni sOclal relgiou

mind, in inseparable relation, with a memory

ul
al
ol

for
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THEOLOGY
15 the history of the Christian community, that 1 Ol
the Church and its doetrines. Social
makes 1t necessary that the theologiar

P Vi {;z:‘,n{_'.
\‘\id\ ‘\\I‘l"i l|-
faithful to the whole of Christian experience should

consider the social and historical. Accordingly, to
('||HI<‘|1 ]II~M'!\' ::Hli ”I»lulit’;ﬂ vlvl!“u!w_'". may be
assigned the task of presenting in logical form the

¢‘.\])1‘l'~\iu||~ of the Christian social consciousn imn 1t

Ii\illg (l!‘\t‘]n}v!lu'll! from the life and work of Jesus ol

Nazareth.
Still again, since ( h I Ii.ll\ experience 1 onity one

aspect ol experience in general, the question as to the

relation of part to whole 1s inevitable ['hat 1s to
\\}1.!1 . T)u- lq'\\iluu 0l theolooy to othel 1eNnee

indeed, to the entire range ol lentine mvestigation,
;Hl‘li«)}»]bli'vw]»“\ which tri to form consistent and
satistactory view ol all our experience ?  Of com
one mayv refuse to satisty this int

; ectual 1mpulse to
bring our religious ideas into harmony with all the rest
of our conceptions by assuming that Christian theology
1s limited to the Bible regarded as containing or being
a supernatural revelation which is unrelatable to th
knowledge of our natural rea

on, | l that the Hnnv
logian is, in consequence, not required to do more than
to set forth consistently what these writings teach
However useful this may be, 1 do not believe on I
Inmi"lw'lwtliw‘ll!_l!\' uch an assumptiion, to remove the
]r:t\\i'u‘v of his investigation bevond the 1 1 O]
rest. of his knowledge. Instead, the impu o find
reason \‘\\‘i\'\\'fn-vv | trono. | own b 1(
that, when Christian thoueht cannot d ( 1
the entire products of reflection in otl ) 0
('\}u-|i«-]|w- about its own pring l’\‘ h In 1ts ow
ultimate reasonablen 1s unshaken. ere will
always, indeed, be an 1irreducible element in the fact
Hf I"“l_’iull» "\liv‘!i“?l’ as well as 1 Y‘w ) W«‘W ’
for they are both sufliciently mysterious and worthy

of our humility and reverence. But, if on
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upon theological investigation feeling it necessary to
take into consideration the whole of knowledee, let
him be prepared, not only to ap \hl‘l]'l‘i‘nh' what science
and ,»lnlmnpll\ contribute to his task, but also fairly
to face the difficulties of each, which in the end react
upon the solution of his own problems.

However, before enlarging the scope of theology,
the motive of 4!«)ing so 18 worth (‘thifl"l'll‘."_’. Is the
motive a calm determination to get at the truth fo
the truth’s sake ? Or, 1s this motive mingled with
a sort of fear or nervous :mxivl‘\’, as the following
remarks suggest?

It th“ f_'“”\l \\Il“'ll i\' l)l“” ﬂ"l to ]]i" IN'l“‘\(" IS
finally to be his, what more 1s lacking ? Why ente
upon a ll\n-l.lpil\*lr of Christianity and make the wm
verse Christian and its forces simply the instrument
for carrying out the Christian ideal ? Is there not,
on the contrary, a feeling that the world is foreign to
the Christian, that the forces of l!u‘ world have to be
conquered and guarded against lest 1Iu\ defeat the
spiritual life ?  Nature has no gentle, lovely character
to render her tractable. It 1s true there are the sun
beams and the flowers, but what about the lightning
and the earthquake, the terrible storms and the prey
ing of one life upon another, with the pain of disease
and the terror of death ? But man himself 1s often
more cruel in his power than the brute. And yet the
doctrine of the Incarnation attempts to add
dignity and worth of the Person of Christ as Saviowm
l»_\' making Him the creating Cause of the natural
world. Great controversies have taken place ove
the absolute nature of the Person of Christ, who h
I'"l'll ('Hll(‘('i\'t"i as l|:1' l.lvgtr. l]u creative |'m\1l alte
the manner of Greek speculation, as well as the |m~*
of the Messianic kingdom of the Hebrews.

As a matter of fact, however, mere power has n

)

worth in itself. One does not read a treatise on ]-i\\ 1CS

t‘,\ln't'lillg to find wise counsel for the conduct of life,
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because 1t deals with natural forces. But, if one is to
build a bridee or manage an electric current, the know-
ledge of physics is indispensable. To place Christ in
the world of Might, even as creative Power, is sadly
to miss what He really is to life. The motive for doing
s0 18 not truly scientific, but springs chiefly from the
anxiety to see the entire universe subordinated to
the Supreme Good that we hope for in Christ as the
"IIHHIM‘HI .vlul ]'4‘]‘1]'1'““!! nf our M‘.‘. \\YH \\'UIIM ||:4ml\1'
Christ the Supreme Power in order to be assured that
no power can prevent the consummation of the ends
that seem most worth realizing, but we have no interest
in the *“ Power ” as such. Con 1'~|ll<'n1|‘\'. the effort to
el |'| un the world according to Christian prin ..;},]‘,.“ T
not entirely due to a disinterested sclentific Hugrll! e,
but n ;..ul owing to an anxious hope that nothing
can be found to shake our trust. Asa purely scientific
|

 speculative theory, there is nothing to prevent the
acceptance of a materialistie conception ol Il‘:l!ll) and
the most radical doctrine of evolution of one species
from another, except some other 1'4*1”'.\.' \ru'ln'\lir.xH.\'
more correct. The fact 18, however, that the blessing
we hope for in the fulfilment of our spiritual destiny
prevent us from weighing scientific theories with
critical impartiality. Instead, we rest our hopes upon
Christ and then, with the case pre-judged, we search
for corroboration of our faith, by no means with the
acknowledgment that we are ready to give up our
faith if we do not find such confirmation. The chances
are that 1t would appear to be a sort of virtue to cling
to our faith, all the more l.!IIH|.\'. wlo‘\!)ii(‘ those facts of
experienice which do not agree with what we cannot
endure to doubt.

[t 13, then, a serious question whether the theologian
hould undertake to form a theory of the universe
with Christ as the central truth. Nevertheless, these
intense religious experiences are mingled with a strong
intellectual necessity to unite the principles of faith



371 A CONSTRUCTIVE BASIS FOR THEOLOGY er. m

as (« umlw!t‘ll ly as |m~w|»[«- with science and itlnl[u‘\n!»h_\'.
all of which ministers to the spiritual life. Nor do |
think one can in the last analysis accept the teachings
of Christianity as true, however guaranteed, unless the
mind is able in a large measure to fit them into the
entire intellectual framework of personal experience
in the modern world, whose science and philosophy, as
has been shown, not only afford a far more favourable
constructive basis for the expression of Jesus’ view of
the Father’s relation to men than the science and
philosophy of the age in which Christian theology first
developed, but require that we return to the vital
message of Jesus and express this message in forms
suitable to prese nt needs. M

This brings us back to per onal life, which furnishe
much of what enters into the construction of theological

ystems.  We ourselves are merged in the complex life
of the present and our theologies represent our religious
l‘\;'t'lwmth \ﬂ!‘il“‘! 1S l}:!‘ IVIIlllrll‘\' ];!l‘f‘ ”tr‘\\n‘\(‘!‘
indispensable our theologies may be as fulfilling an
important function in the spiritual life, each requires
to be lived if it is to be completely true and real.
This immediate relation of every theology to pel sonal
experience seem to me to be a sufhicient “',‘I.\v to the
constructive idealist. to those who make religious con
:v]»! ons mere symbols, and to the p! !:m.lYi\I : noone
can be a self-conscious personality without striving to
unify his religious ideas in some sense with his entire
l"vl".i*‘t‘\ and diverse experience, but this does not
mean that he :t‘lyrmlllu'- the 1dealist’s ““ absolute ”
theology., if such there be: besides, all our i1deas are

1c of ;l('li\'ilA\' that

In some sense ~1w»':1|'11‘\’ A|I|<| »\ln|m
involves the subject, and it is not peculiar to religiou
ideas to be so; and, lastly, but again from within the
personal life, that 1s true which “ works.” Likewise
theological conceptions become a sort of chart of life.
Jesus stood at the centre of things in the sense of
expressing the norms that ought to be the con
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trolling principles of activity if life is to be conducted
in harmony with I‘(‘.‘llﬁ_\‘. These t'unt‘v]»linlh intro-
duce new values into experience and cause our action
to turn upon new points of emphasis. Besides, this
chart of life has a value of its own for purposes of study,
and the relations of the theological <'nl|n‘1'p1in!r- them
selves may be profitably investigated. Such 1s the
functional significance of III('HIH"__"\ , which thus becomes
a relatively good ** working hypothesis,” and true in
the sense that it is ever more completely verified in
experience, giving expression to our needs and re-

1'11"'41"\!‘:‘ the demands we make n}mn HHI‘\«"\«* .lr‘:‘|

upon one mother.'?

What, then. shall be the fate of any theological

tem constructed by a given individual or genera
tion ¢ Let 1t be welcomed as the utterance of some
mind that has had precisely that experience of reality.
If a man casts himself upon Jesus and 1dentifie him
self with what he finds in Jesus, \\ll.\’ 15 he not a
Chrigtian, though he mav not think as others do ?
It 1s alway po sible that the fulness of God should be
revealed in some individual so y|ni(}1|-'|\‘ that the
intellectual formulation may

ichtly differ from that
of other minds.®® But, when severed from the livine
experience 1n which thev were born., I'hmxlngu 11 doe
trines are like the branches cut off from the vine.
There 1s no life - current running through them, nor
can they bear fruit, unless it is possible to engraft
them into another living experience. Even though no
one 1 .|M»' to use the an]n;_"!t'.il (lut'!!innu !»['u\hlmw]
by another, they have already served an important
function in their author’s hife.

[t has already been explained how the individual’s
|'\}m|'{r‘lu e .!!I‘I. "rlli~~‘<|\l1‘lll].\'. Ill l'<‘|1'ﬂull~ ilI"‘% [M\'t*
in them universal elements which }H'q‘\'-'w( theological
('Hll‘«Y!lll'“l)ll iblnm IH‘.\H‘_‘; IIH‘I\‘I.\' |H‘I -Hlml ;I!l(l \Ill)»
jwti\w He reads the same Bible as others in which
the experience of the race 1s reflected ; he himself is a
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fragment of a vaster social life that has a past and a
present.; he has largely, but, of course, not entirely the
same needs as others which require like satisfactions,
and the conceptions which express them must form
to some extent a unity with the thoughts of others.
|’M“~i<[1'\\ 1'1(‘ lwlﬁ'\"l‘ﬁ' "I;H'v ill 1]11' \\ul'|<| as Il!‘ CO-
operates with his fellows constitutes him and them
factors of being in general. Thus our thought and
knowledge are not divorced from the cosmic process.
The more successfully our experiences are organized
throngh the medium of thought and brought into
harmony with themselves and with the experiences of
our fellow-men, the more completely organized does
being itself become. * Thought’s own work appears
thus in a cosmic light. The goal that thought sets
before itself . . . 1s to establish a constant connection
between our methods and ||\'}m1||<‘\1'« and the real
processes ol Being. If thought succeeds in :lyr!»llut"l
g this goal. then Being itself becomes more rational
than it was before, because a new constant and har

ation has been wrought out and now i
Why is 1t nottrue, then, that our thoughts,
our theological systems while they live in om experi

monions re

I'¢ “‘/4‘{'"‘11

ence, expre through the medium of the human soul
the divine Spirit’s utterance and contribute to the
unification of the world-life ? 1f so, each one’s i]l”llﬂ!tf
of his l«’!iw_'!‘-lr experience 1s itself at once a factor of
that experience and of the Life lll(iT 1s the llm\il!‘j
principle of all existence. Nor 1s the belief unfounded
that what enters into our personal conception of the
human relation to God is a divine message. Thus
one forms his I,Iw-wlvulml doctrines ]Hlln:llll(\‘ in the
light of his entive experience as the expression of hi
own soul to himself, believing that he has so learned
the meaning of the Father’s voice. [If others can make
use of what 1s thus given objective form, as perhaps

they may because of intimate social relations, it will
be only a further step in the harmonious organization
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ol

of human experience by which future action may be
more adequate and satisfying.

It should be remembered, however, that in pro-
portion as a theological system becomes all-inclusive,
it becomes in part at least unfaithful to the concrete
religious experience which is the true reality. There
must, then, be a proper relation between theology and
life. As Sidgwick, in view of the many values and
norms of activity, thinks it better to call ethics a study
rather than a science of conduct,’ so may theology
not inappropriately be called simply organized think-
ing in the service of religious experience, studying
religious beliefs from many sides in order to learn
what deeds of will are fitting in the 1I}rit'i ts present
relations.  Such studious reflection upon religious
experience will also, when expressed, 'vrlﬁ"ﬂ"'l to the
life of the religious community, making communica
tion and mutual edification ;‘m sible.  The different
results of Y||<‘<r|n<ji<‘1| 1|IEI\|J;H;' are not reorettable, for
they may be regarded as signs of real and varied
(‘\,];s‘!it*l\(wv: which cannot be entirely embodied in
fixed objective formulas. It is rather a condition of
vital religious experience that the theological activity
of the mind should be made constantly to serve. how
ever variously, in subordination to the living faith.

\ final suggestion may be made concerning theo
logical struction. Psychological analysis makes it
clear that the social religious consciousness alone can
have a history formed about doctrines that are the
}‘l"”llh'l\ of the l'u-u’n-lllii\t‘ 1|m11'_’||[ of the member
ni. tlu' l't"i*_'iwll~~ «‘H!Illl‘.lllm\'. T‘It‘\l’ «lw trimes are 1}4'
u}:‘i(‘('ﬂ\“ mind of Christian societv.® Althouch the
individual is inseparable from social relations, he
reacts upon this u}‘iwli\(' thought according to the
needs and l‘lrIHlH‘»»lr\ ol ||\ own mdiv ilfil‘lilli\'. While
the theological instructor may set forth the results of
his own reaction upon this objective mind as the best
conception he can form of what Christianity means in
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the |1_H of 1ts lli»(u!.\' and Ili\' own 1’\'].1']‘}0'”4"' of 1t
in the present, let him do so with the sole aim of
arousing the student to do likewise, treating his
instructor’s thoughts as only a factor in that objective
mind of the Christian community to which he in turn
must adjust himself as a condition of his own spiritual
development. But let the theologian, of whatever
rank, enter upon his heritage of intellectual freedom
which science, philosophy, and the growth of the
(C‘hristian consciousness have prepared for him. Nor
is this inheritance appropriated without a struggle.
To be stripped of our Augustine or Luther or Calvin o1
Wesley and to stand alone with the fact of Christianity,
that is, to stand intellectually alone with Christ in
order to determine His pl.u‘n'Am our world of truth,
humbles us with a sense of our limitations. But there
is no other way, for to seek relief by the adoption of
another’s thoughts is delusive comfort and 1s to fail
of owm ]rlr\:it"_u'. It may be that lt_\' \;1‘\’mg what we
think of our relations to God, Christ, and our fellow-
men in the light of what is given for guidance in the
past and |>l'<"~\('l|1. we shall assist each other, not (»H]_\'
to think more \\;*l‘l_\' but. also, to mimister to each
other’s spiritual welfare and vision of God, whom to
know is KEternal Life, the Supreme Good.
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ben with empty Pl ind, since everything that i
e f pt pace has no existenc For t wwomists, the void
l on-being must be real, for the void is necessary for the
en t of the atom Plato, who denies empty space as a fact,
v relative world of non-being, the counterpart of ignorance,
of | e l, interpreting it also as space, regarded
t matr out of which the world was created. Aristotle at
nted to e the t n non-being a dynamical inte rpretation.  ** \
ire moves | een the potential and the completed, the potential
mee 18 and is not On one side, it 18 the medium, the
through which the form realizes itself ; and it is also the
restraint h prevents the full exhibition of form and which
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id of the of Anaxagoras and
entral fire 7 of Heracleitus, In Philo, matter assumes a positive
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thing, a sort of compo
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enter into direct relation with it. In Neo-Pythagoreanism, there is a

sharp dualism between spirit and matter, the former being the good,
pure principle in life, the latter the bad, unholy principle. In Neo
Platonism, non-being as empty space, privation, the absolute opposite
of pure being, limits the manifestations of being and is the cause of evil
In Gnosticism, the oriental dualism predominates. The material
world ( ) stands in sharp contrast to the world of the good. The
world of evil is full of active energy and hostile powers,  Gnosticism

also probably responds to Greek influence in the dualism between
spirit and matter, so that it may be said, Gnosticism combines the
Greek opposition between spirit and matter, a higher and lower, with
the Zoroastrian dualism of two hostile worlds standing in contrast to
each other like light and darkness. Out of the combination of these
two dualisms arose the teaching of Gnosticism, with its thorough-going
pessimism and fundamental asceticism.,
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the very presence of his Lord. Second, that * the individual human
being is by nature subject to some overwhelming moral burden, from
which, if unaided, he cannot escape.” The third idea is that of atone

ment provided by the divine plan for the redemption of mankind.
Royce seems to attribute to Paul rather than to Jesus the recognition
of the importance of the social relations in the individual's salvation

expressed in the conception of membership in the divine community,
and it is true that the apostle was instrumental in establishing and
developing the Church.  But I think that the importance of the social
relations in th Ivation of the individual is implied in Jesus'preaching
of the kingdom of Heaven and of the filial relation of men to God, who
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men and their helplessness if unaided. His love passed beyond co
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atonement through which men have entrance into the kingdom and
eternal life,
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33. Page 361. If it is objected that the discussion of Christian
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