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INTRODUCTION
wbrdaworth has @aid:

~"late and soon,
Getting and spending, 'we lay waste our powsrs;

but if svar there was an age to which those words eould be more
suitably applied than the one 1n whieh he wrote, now 18 probably
that ags. Ve are beset with the ailamma of a saciety which daaa:
‘not seem to realize nar take the paina to examina, 1ts plight. )
Ve are 3W3Y84 by the whims and fancies of a moment, but lack o
the sagaeity of. sustained effort to achieve the groat purpese
which is ours to fulfil., The fixm of the hour 15 the 1nsp1r-v;
ationvbut for a BOMOPY . The call of the aatute and more de-
pandable lsaders falla upon exultant ears, but the 'Lydian -
airs' cr a listleaa saeiety soon inhibit 1t.

o ve live in an era which is reaping the results of
two davastating and disintagrating wars, These wars were net
the mere alamaring af two races in a small area of a remote
‘gorner et the world, but, in the 11ght of a 'coparniaan Ravol-
ution’, they-wera wars af such moment an& foroe as to elaﬁm A'
the axtention of the entira werlﬁ pepulation' and only the |
. more remate corners were unartected. Evan theugn tha immediate
causes of these wars were of either a political or eeenemie '
nature, the ultimate eause ‘of both wes the general lack of {n-
tellactnal integrity aisplayed on the part of leaders, and 1t1~
mately on the part of the common man. Sueh defioienel&s were

bound to hava tragiofﬁffeets upan an alraady(éffeeted warld.
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| But let us pauae for a moment to examine a little.'
more oarafully the position of the average man, Where liles the
body of his interest? Of what does he think? And haw‘doeéfhé
think abcut'it? Surely he, with the aid of the greatast édvanq

¢os in televisian, transportation, reereational and ﬁomestie

facilivies,. and with the security of atomic eneray, will he the
’man of the hour.' But he, alas, is too overwholmeé by pessi-f
bilities ef the future to be expressly concerned with the %hings
at hand. This eye for the future is focused upon two extremea. -
the one is a queat for the infinitely large, the other @ quest
for the 1nfin1tely smell. In essence, man 18 80 swaysd by the .
aﬂvancemant 1n contemporary fields of seienee, ané espeoially »
its posaibilities, that he has 1gnored rather aangeroualy the
neeessity of developing within himself an 1ntegratea and noble
character, Ea 18 scarcely warthy of his being. e
In addition, the general disregard for prineiplea .

which'the ﬁasi leader. diaplayed in his 1nternational daalinga
has been so publicized as to be oaught up by the eommon man,
and now the promiae of ona momant nay ve re;eoted 1n ‘the thrill o
of another. For himself, this ie aangerous to man, espaaially
in the short run; but observed in the light of & sceiety over |
a decade, it becomes the prism whieh deflects a hue 8O ghaatly
that evan be may shudder - dare he but pause t0 100k,

| in the industrial and commer§1al fields we find aurQ

selves in “the throee of a gpecialized ecanomy,_ )3 man~has

‘1ittle Opportunity to garner & camprehenstve knowledge or the

organs of production outside his own special funotion. The
man puahing a button svery other second, which in turn reoleases

a lever, ‘which in turn oaps a bottle 1s possibly ome who has
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little interest in ob jeots of-intellec§u51 1m§ort‘ Bia‘greét;
est hobbiss may be betting on the horse races or following the
life story of his favorite sdreen.etar. His own capacity for“
thought is so inhibited and'diacouraged that his intellectual -
progress may be thoroughly suppressed. This is é‘sad tale, but
it is one which is being spun today, before our very eyes. It
is the duty of those who ara.witnessesfto work assiduously and -
untiring1y for some solution. B
4 -Tge first queét1dnnthat one now poses takes the form

of why this must be? How did it happen thue? The next question
is, What, if sny, is the solution? An enswer to the first part
of»thelrlrst.quéstion ig practically 1ﬁposa1ble for mere huméns. F
An answer to the second part of the first queétion, however, will
be the aim of the first part of this work. ?he answer to the
second will be touched upon in the last pages of thé»work{

| ~ The purpose of posing-humanism against theiaﬁ is to  '
allow us to view the fallacies of both when they are examined
analytieally and objaetively. It is obvious today that human-
ism ie playing, and has playad, a great rBle 1n the history of -
the culture of the madern worla' but whether thia role has been
a good or an evil will ba the subject of.a considerable portion
of this work‘ In adﬁition, it {6 even more obvious that theism
_has figured extensively in the hiatory of the agaa. It will be
the purpose of this work to point out the necessity of ma1u~ .
taining s theistic belief if sooiety and mankind are to earry

on 1n a commendable raahion 1n the days to eome.
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 CHAPTER 1

- From time immemorial men have atteinpted to express
their desire or feoling for liberty. Occasionally some of these
men,have been so inspired with the ideals of this liberty that.

they have uttersd profound and commanding phrases in its support.

vThese phrases‘have endured for posterity. One of the many ’greate*

in this reospect was Protegoras, a Creek of the fifth century B.C.

" One of his sayings which marks the rudimentary aevelbpment of a
, A 2

later humanism was that "man is a measure of all things.” . The
undérlygng‘principle in this statement is that men 1é.Oapable of
ghaping his own future; that-man has no need for a power outside
himself; that any attempts to establish the logical existence of
a being of supernatural qualities are entirely miaguided.

It is highly improbable that Protagoras anticipated |
the extansive pcssibilities of his remarks on man, but he aurely
saw and ralt within himself thdx nan was a eraature ‘who had a
magnifioent body:an& minﬂ. He must have relt as dia Shakespeare

when he wrote'

"What a 1ece of work is man! how noble in reason% how

infinite in faculty! in form and moving how express and
admirable! in action how like an angel! in apprehension
how like a god' the beauty of the world} the paragon of

animals.”

-1 ths note which Protagoras struck was not to lie dormant. It

was revived 1n the philoSOphical arguments of Plato and Arlstotla,
who, under the influence of a.liberal culture, constructed a |

mataphysios and philosophy wholly apart from any element of

Gharles Bakewell: Source,Book 1n Aneient Philoso hf, New York:

Charles Seribper's Sons, 1959, p.

3
Willlam Shakespaare Hamlet.

.-4-
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fa parSOna; divine being'. Both men belisved that man had

within bimself the means of greatness. Flato's Re ublie, show~

4ing that man had faculties which could be developed if given
 the proper stimulus and enoouragement 'is typiecal of his beliefs..k

'Ariatotle'a logioal categories are the rational maans wharaby

man mey carry out his destiny. These two men heve been the

‘fountain-heads of all later philaaophy.

| Of course, all these trends toward humanism 13 the
days before Christ bore the influence cf earlier and more for-A A

midable philoaophies of far Eastern cultures. We are aware h

today, through exeavation, of the fine eulturea of the East

that at ane time exlsted. It was 1nev1table th&t they should
lize, in philosOphical eonsiderahions, that man was a wWohi~
drous pieoe of hanﬁiwork. In addltion, as is characteristlc '

of many Eastern religions, the laea or a personal Gcod was 7O~

Jeoted. The rational develapment of mankind to e higher plane

was due. to the attraotive and oompelling beauty of an 1ntellee-l

tual ideal. It was this alement from the Eastarn religioua‘that j

' influenced Greoian speeulatiena. _

A Neverthelass, the cnltura of a religious Hebrew natlon
was not to go unnoticed. Although the travel hazards and eom- .
munioation dirﬁoulties retarded .any oxtensive axonange of o
{deas, it is most probable that even the Greek ancients - Plato
and ﬁristotla - were aware (though parhaps only sngarfieially)
of the Hebrew divinity. It le signiricant then, that these '
men shoulﬁ have pr@ferred their own gods (or finite qnalitiea)

above the God ‘of the Hebrewa.
However, after the birth and death of Chriat, and

with the establishment of the Christian ahurch, there ocame the
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inculoation.cf‘chriatian beliefs with the Hebrew God. Now this,

we must realize, was not 4in opposition to the w111 of1Ghr1at.

~ Not eeldom 414 Christ align himself with God. His greatost

- plea to his hearers was e reconsidecration of their estate, end

of their purpose in life. This life was to be lived in’ tune.
with the father God. He wished them to retajin their then pre-

sent idsas of God's magnificence, but he in turn wished that

' God might be for them a loving and moving spirit.

With the further development of the Christian Chureh

aftar Paul there came ahbout the formation of two church heads -

" one at Roms, the other at Constantinopie. In addition to this,

there were develaped newer and mors 1ntricate insights: into
the nature of Goé. It was inevitable that divergent baliafs
should ariae between the two church heads and in the ensuing .
'rtvalry and oonrliet that arose the churoch of Conetantinople |
was destroyed. The church of Rome then became the guialng light

6r eontinéntal theology. Graﬁually the influence or.the,Pope‘ﬂ,  

.graw ana almcst the entire eontinent was subjactaﬁ to ‘his. euth-

ority. With the growth of the church, there was a contemporary '
growth of the idea of the wcrld-wide purpose of the church.

Kenoe thername Gatholic. which remained evgn_aftar the 1mmeﬁiate

‘aohlevement of this was frustrated.

As tue Roman ehnrch gained in prestige anﬁ power, the
position of the common man under its guiding hand becams more
and more one of sub;eetion.  The axtent of his reading was regu-
lated, the interpretation of his reading was ‘restricted to the o
church fathers, the whole life of men was snb;ect to papal jur-
isdietion. As well as these burdensome regulations, it was ime

perative ihat‘men should believe in the cosmological principles
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‘and ensuing metaphysics as enunciated by the chureh authprQ '
~dtles. | | |
R  Although the influence of the church was graat auring
- .. ‘the Middle Ages, it would be an untruth to say that the autherity  '
of 1t.went unguestioned, There are in every age some individuale,gf
;or.grpﬁps who have enqugh’eonvictlon to uphold the'tfuth>in the‘
, raee pf,unp1easant eohséquanoea. It was, therefore, this coﬁvi&—%“
‘tion onm the part of soms men to stand up for freedom of thought
'.that marked the growth of the Renalissance, Those msn.whévha?ev
this conviation were rigorously‘oppcséd by ehur#h‘leaﬁéra  Sut'A
there were in ‘turn gome church seholars who grasped the very
. words of theae Renaissance men with 8n eagerness that eomea -
fron 1nte11eotua1 atarvation. | o
Two or the more prominent men of the Renaiasance
humaniem were Petrarch and Erasmus, This humanism bore tha
ieeeds of the 1ater humanism of today.‘ Tbese men, in their
gearch for truth and beauty, diaplayed a fervor and diligence R
‘ mhioh have ennoble& them in the hesrts and minds of scholars |
through the ages. It'waa largely aue to their 1ntluence that
the pericd of enlightenmant began when 1t 84d. | ‘ ’A
' ﬁaw this partieular part of the Renaiasance 1s one
whieh has often been a ‘topioe for diaeussicn. Statementa re- ; '
garding its significanee have more aften than not gona ﬁo'ex—v. -
= tremase but the fact remains that there was & general clamour
for peoPIQ to- beeome very conesrned w!tn things not oomlng
under papal.gurisdiction. Sciantifie atudy, especially 1n the
| rislda of rhysies and astronomy, reeeived a new 1mpatus with

e , the advent of Gallleo's and Coperniocus’ theories on the nature

of the unrverse. Man was faced with the necessity of readjust-
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1ng his 1deas abeut the relation of the eartn te the rest of
tpeﬂaolar syste@, Explorers brought back to the econtiment .
.wgndrqus stdries’af other lands, and the_proof of the spheri-
gal_nature_qf the earth was séon to be eétablished'wiﬁh the
| nava1~feats'0f vgeco,da Cama andrMagelian; |
| . All thisvadvancément had two effects upon man.
4F1rsﬁ, it3revealéa to hin the insignificance of hinself andi '
“the earth in comperison- io the entire universe., Seeond, with
‘the advent of technicel 1mprovenen$s pan bevame aware of. a-~'
power within hinmself - a power with which he could ‘*have dQ-
| minien over!' the world around him. He had almost conquered
the water, he could overcome many of the obstaoles ‘upon the
lend, and in the worda of a later poet he saw. "argosies of -
magia sails “ene grappling in the central lz:tlwss"'/Aﬁ | |
| ' parhaps the words of -Glordano: Bruno, of the Ren&is«‘_u :
aanoe?périaa,_best axpress_the spirit of the age. Ezultantly
‘he ortes: N o
- "Let space be infinite, let there be an infinite num~

ber of universes, let man be infinitesimsl, let there E

be no paradise beyond the stars, tenanted by God and e

_bhis angals. Reality is all the "more sublime. 5
. The human mind had baooma 1noited to explore and meditate upon
A‘itself- and a8 1n the worﬂa of one man "the pressure of heaven
and the threat of hell paled in eompariaan with the prcspeot of
& Buccess or failure of hia earthly career.'¢

COﬂplea wlth this spirit or free thought eame the

— , . —— .
Tennyson, lLocksley Hall. , - -
8 L

B.A.G. Fullar, A Historz cf Philoaoghz, Rew York, anry BOIt
6 and Company, 194b, ¥art &, p.

~ Ibid., Part 2, p._ﬁv. - | B ‘




Ghﬁrph”ﬁefOrmétion under the prime influence of Martin Luther.

The corrupt nature of the Church and its utter disrecerd for

any pogsibility>of thought on' the part of common man were signs -
 "of'g:oss error. Luther se% about following his éonviétionsf"

‘diaregarding theyguthority of the.churCh‘at'ﬁome'ih-prefefenee

for his own falth and reason, Had the episcopal chureh-borna-é“':'
more conciliatory front in the 1ight of tha then modern advance-."
ment perhape the reformation would have been delaye&. ‘Never=
theless the time was ripe ané then heppen it did.

'~ To the layman, any relation betwean the growth of

rhum&nism and the Reformation might seem to have 1ittle signifi-'

eanee; But we see from the effects of this bhumanism today that
it wes 1nevitable that it sboul& be a prime eause in the hreak-

up Gf the Church. Men simply could not maintain their 1ntellec- A
tual 1ntegriby and ¢ispley an allegiance to the Church ir they f

 pelieved in freedom of thoupht. There were two choices for man, :

one offered a ‘clouded and distorted picture in ocmparisou to
astronomical end other seientific advancement' ‘the other offerad :

the world as a domain an& man as an all powerful being 1n 1%.

Luther made the desparate and gallant effort to afford a plaee

for both a belief in cod anﬂ the univerae in the mind of man.

By such an effort Luther was retaining hie beliaf in Go& but oo

- wes aaknowledg1ng the placs of reason in the life of men,

Althaugh we must abstain from t931522E~§33335ffEf2§59
with regard to the éevelopmant-of hnmanismfthrqugh the Renais-
sance period, we cannot but recognize the fact that 1ts~develop—l
ment coincided with the advancement in {ndustry. Under an in-

dustrialized economy men became 1ntsrasteﬁ in the means of &X=

pansion along trade lines. Imperiallsm became a poliey of the
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nattbna,-‘ln_the mad rush for the better lands, people overs

looked the spiritual side of 1life and ﬁere 1nteresfea only in

'»glaaning wealth It appeared that theism had served its day.

In addition to the heartaohes 1t suffered due to the
industrial revolutioa, thelsm was to receive one of 1ts groatest

blows so far in th@ early nineteenth oentury. This blow took the

form of a theory of evclution by Charles Darwin., Of course, it
" was not neoeasarily parwin who first believed in evolution.

There were many who had ccntamplated its possibilities pre~

viously. e could name such peaple as Lamarck Hegel, Lucre-

tlua; andvevea some of the Greok philosophers. Although Darwin,

, inlpubliShing his papers on the “Origin of Species”, apparantly.,

found no prcblem existing as to what it would 40 to theology,

to many others it aia presentva problem., If men was develapad

from the lower forms of nature, how wouid it be possible to be-.

lleve the rirst ehapters of Ganesis in the Bible?
To many, ‘the theory of evolution wese deteetable.,~

Even today we have meny who do not think that there is any valid-

ity 1n the theory of evalutlon. waever, it is, and has baen,

those paople who have tenaeiously held to the dogmatiams of
theism that have so Opposed the theory. They have closed their
minds oompletely to the 1dea of 1%, not because they neceasarily

believe that there 1s no proof for it, but rather beaause thay

~ will have to change some of their metaphysies.

The sbove statements are maﬂe conoerning the so—eallad

,'Ghristians' of today and yesterﬁay, at least a majcrity of them.,

Their dlsbelief i{n evolution has thsn been a further eause of

the graat gulf that has been wrought between religion and seéience..

If people could not oreﬁlt evolution as valid, they could no%
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. oredit scisntirio knowleage a8 valid, beoause the very proof

of evolution lay 1n soientlfic researon and diseovery. Conse-

‘quently, the sclentist has looked upon religion with seorn and

 Christianity has not 'turned the other cheek', but hes raturhbd

the scornful attitude. The seiéhtist hes taken more seriously

than was 1ntenaed the words of the poet-

"Alas' what boots it with 1nceaaant care’ ,
To tend the homely, slighted, shepherd's trade,
And striotly meditate the thankless Muse?

‘Were it not better done, as others use,
To sport with Ameryllis in the shade, »
Or with the tangles of Neaera's hair?"”

~ The. fields of soienoe and theistio religlon through time then

beoame more and more restricted, and men of intolarance on both
sides have only tended to ‘widen tha alreaﬁy existent gulf between
them., )
With the dawn of the twentieth oentury, with the oon~
tinual shrinkage of the earth due to the advancements alang in- |
dustrial lines' with the urbanization of pOpulationa,and with |

 the modernization of printing, man has been faced with the ne-

aessity of re-adjuating his manneyr of thinking.' Beoauae of its

seeming 1nf1n1tuda, the galactic un&varse of 1nr1n1te nnmbera of

solar syetams seems beycnﬂ our comprehenaicn. The world about '

ua ia full of wondera, ana raqniraa much 1ntense contemplation -

end examlnamion ir we are to understand even a very small part

of 1t., With this 1n mina let us pause briefly to examine some .
of the tronds of theism in philosophy which all this has bronght

about.

We generally ascribe to Descarbes the hononr of . being '

the first of modern philosophers. He presented prob}ema of suoh .

John Milton, lyeides.
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‘import that thay have remained problems for philosophers since
his time. ‘His great aceomplishment was to establish a system
“of thought albné thé lines of mathematios. 'However, beferevhe
could do this, 1§ wae necessary for him to prove his éxiatenoe; 1
and the existence of the world about him. ﬂe began by dcubting
everything about himself, but he aonoluded that 1n so aoing he
was thinking. “He ‘then went on to say that because he thought
‘ legioally, he must exist and 1f he exiated, God muat alsa ex~

ist. consequently, a God of little 1mportanca in the ayate& 1%—

'Vvaelr was established as the head of it, “but one could 1n no wiee

tolerate this sort of God as a livinp and- dynamic force 1n thia . "
life. God became then. for Descartes, the mere rational ab-'
'straotion at the heaﬂ of an arahiteotonio.e_ | .

” Had thia bean the phllosophy of only one man 1t would
haeve baan of little oonsequanee, but thﬂre are many atudents of
phlloaoyhy.' Often they are facad with theae abatraot systems -
some of which they acoept. ﬁow, oanaider the plaoas of influ-
enee which these studanta wlll bolﬁ in society. Then, consider
'that beside Deacartea we may alao plaee the’ syatema of Spinoza,
WLooka, Hume, Kant, Begel, and many othera.‘ To the atuasnt of
philosophy, who begiﬁa his studies with a ateadfaat balief in
»God as a personal and dynamic peraonality, ‘and yet has an epen
minﬁ, there 18 1ittle danger of being mialed. However, to the
stuaent who has no eueh set with whioh to begin his studies,
and who is still searching for faith. there 18 a grave danger

- that he may be ovarwhelmad and led into endless and meaninglesa !

Although we aacribe to 9enoartes the honour of being first in
the field of modern philosophy, his system is almost en-
‘tirely (on metaphysical grounds at leaat) from the phlloao-
phy of Aquinas and Augustine. _
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ebstraction. It would eppear that this is what has happened .
in many of the higher oireles of thought - the people have been

‘1ed astray. Consider Santayena and his matter; John Dewey and

hig'pragmatism ("which pragmatiem,” in the words of a prominént

| theologian, "hes been the cause of the disinterested attituﬁe;_

of-the‘general run of people in Amerioca today to.égz}form of

. : o ,
religion.”) . Both systems are a form of this humanism about

" which we are ooncerned. Certainly, these systems may not per-

manently disallow the poasibility of a Goa, but they surely do
not take pains ta allow him & place of ‘any significance. Those

'peopla whose fiele of thought hag been in man-made syatama alone

are ultimately bound to a degradation;in intelleot., Deprive man ’
of a-persondl dynamic, and living ideal outside himself, and
you deatroy the very eeeds of progress within him, |

| Phis last statement is made in view of the fact that
oﬁr untversitiea and eolleges'ara putting great confidence in
the ability of men. to govern the material and scientific world
about him. His trust is plaoee 4n and around himself. His be-

" lief is maintaineé only in those thinga of rational poagibllity.
If he 18 asked what faith 18 he replie% that 1t 15 a fundamen-

tal alement in the religion ar Christianity - about which he
knows almost nothing. On the other hend, he may say that 1t

is a belief in something which may he uaeful because of its
sqlution of rational systems, ar that jt is a rational aystem_it-
self, Both answara are gravely 1nadequate. Thia certainly 1s
not the faith of which christ apoka. True, the aamathing in
which faith is placed may be raticnally conoeived_by those oute

-

William Creighton Grahem, 1n an address given 1n United collega,
January 16, 1948,
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side of the person having the raith but who oan say that the

.parson having thet faith can explain it rationally? Oartainly

the peopla who reoelved healing at the hands of Christ had a
faith! It was a faith which showed no trace of doubt but it

'»was 8 faith that was not rationally explioable to tham.- Christ
himaelr nad a rauh in God; this was imperative, ‘but who would
| dara to whisper a rational eXplanation for 1t all® Can a men

have a. faith in something when he 15 already aware of a logieal

explanation of that towards which he bears that faith? Rationalu

._paychology in this respect would be nothing short of vanity.

We have now viewe& some of the humanistic elementa 1n -

 our soolety. We have traced in a general way the development of
Vtheae elamenta - beginnirng with the classicel reaearoh 1n the
' Middle Ages and concluding with the recent trends 1n philoaophy.f_,,

_ In the progess we have yauaed ocoasionally to examine tha 1nflu- 2

ence of certaln dlscoveries. and ‘new theorles upon the common man,
and the oonsequent encouragement whloh these theories have given
to the cause of humaniam. Bearing these things 1n mind, we would
be praparad to state that although the cause of humanism was at
first a very oreaitable one in that it aerved as a check to Te-
ligious and theistic dogmatism, yet tha movement haa beccme a
definite force in directing the preeess towarda presant world

conéitions, which may be regarded as anything ‘but cneerful.




@ | | SOME VIEWS ON HUMANISM
R ' As we have come to realize in the preoeding chapter,

‘we are today faced with a problem of choice. This choioe s of
prime.eignifioanoe, It was one that was posad 1n the time er

| Jbshﬁalin fhe 014 Testament: "Choose ye this day whom ye will '
'sarvé“. Coincidental with this choioa is the statement of
\christ-/ "Ye aannat serve (od and mamuon” . 0, Toﬁay the choioe
has a modern touch, but its assential nature haa been maintainedf
:throughout the eepturies; and any.thinking person of any integ-
rity cannot escape it, The choles is nowAbétwéen a philosophy
of humanism and the maintenance of belief in a personal, ever-
lasting, end bmhiseient‘aéd,‘ In this chapter we will try to
examine, as,impartiélly as possible, some of tﬁe 1mp11cétipns 

of humanism., Theism will be touched upon to a certain extent,

but the body of the diacuasion on theism will cOme 1n a later
‘chapter, |

The diseussian of any subjeet becomes one of conrusionv

:unless we have some derinite statement to make upon the subject._

| In view of this we will now examine a definition of humanig? as
- found in the ”Encyelopedia of Religion" by Vergilius Ferm.
| “Humanism 1s the belief that .... man 1e on his own -
in an indifferent universe, His only satisfaction
is ability to eontrol part of the Universe., He is

entirely this worldly. Science is the key to his
 hope of a better world."

Joshua 24 z '16.
11

o ‘Vergilius Ferm, An Enoyelo edia of Reli 1on, Hew York. -
B ?hilesophieal Library, Igéﬁ. ”
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Any oesﬁic guarantese of human valuee, or of any gupernatural,
‘are not naeeeaarily’existent.A Quoting from the Humanist Mani;
festo of 1033 (Mey), hé'éaysz

"Religion consists of those actioms, purposes, and
experiences which are humanly significant. Nothing

" human is alien to the religious. It includes labor,
art, science, philosophy, friendship, reoreations -
all that is in its degree expressive of satlsfying ,
humen living. The distinetion between the sacred and
the secular oan no longer be maintained, ... The goal

" of humanism is a free and universal soclety in which

~ people voluntarily and intelligently co-operate for

' the eommon good. Humanists demand a shared life in a
shared world." : ‘ ,

From the‘abave def1nition we readily see that\the

cause of humenism, like the cause of so many philosophies and

of 8o many religions is a very impressive one if we are to ac-

a re;ection of the supernatural. Howevér, we may_obsarve‘thaf-
:humanismvig not opposed to the develorment of a well balanced
that is in 1tqm a

{ntellect, for it affords that as good as Falll

degree expraqsrve of satisfying human 1iv1ng.” In fact, it
appears from this definition that if society were to accept agd

‘maintain such en outlook, we would be on the verge of a miracu-

lous era, We would co-operate for the common good and mergly

demand a "shared life in a shared world."

“Let us now examine some other comments about the

- nature of humanism. Jacques Maritain, admittedly of the Roman

Catholic faith, says that:

#Humenism essentlally tends to rvender man more truly
humen, and to make his original greatness manifest by
causing him to participate in all that can enrich him
in nature end in history (by 'concentrating the world
in men' as Sehiller has almost sald, end by 'dileting
man to the world'). It at onoce demands that man make
use of all the potentielities he holds within him, his

Vergilius Ferm, op.cit.

~ eept Mr. Ferm*s.definition. There is embodied in it, of oourse,'



."1’?", .
éreative powers and the 11fe of reason, and labor :
to make the powers of the physical world the instru-
ments of his freedom,":Y ,
| From thia exposition we gather rather nore emphatieally that
~ this manner of life, if it be alienated to phsism and to the
metaphysies of Christianity (in the'traditionﬁlfsense)‘has'ecn-
siderable possibilities. Surely this phiioépphy would‘enoour-
;ageAman %Q émploy'his wiles upon this universe and dfercome:
that which 1mpedeé'his progress! Does 1t not. enable mgnitd4
" eling to that which presents itself to him as good°».HeAhaé‘ |
‘-unbeundad freedom in this curious world. o ‘-

’ _Another definition of humanism is one which 18 eouched |
1n general terms dbut depicts rather well what the majority of
'.people regard as humanism- '

"Enmanism may ve consldered in general ae the attitude
of mind which seeks the key to the world in the life of
man, or, at any rate, the key to man's life withln himn
golf." n1d
There is nothing here whiah oontradiots the two previoualy :
stated definitions whioh we hava examined. It 18 anggestive

- of all the pnasibilities anonmbent in man.. It reveals the .

. utter dependence of man upon. himaelr, that he may, through the o

. Apowere conoeived within hlmself, ahape his own destiny in thef‘

Worldt
: Frum the foregoing ﬂefinitions 1t 1a evident that
humaniam is apposed to any supernaturaliam., It is Oppoued to
it aaisohn Dewey 1s'oppaeea ta it. Wb,must ria ouraelvea of
- Jacques Maritain, True Humaniem, Lonﬁon. Geoffrey Bles the
" Centenary Press, 1936, Introduction, p.xu. o
4

J. S, Mackenzie, Leectures on Hnmaniam, London- Swan 8onnen~

sochein & co., ﬁ?&;, 1907, p.
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the shackles of areaa, doetrine, and dogmatiém, and muster all
our power to accept nature and co-operate with her. The sooner
we become aware of the faet that we are primarily dependent upon |
'\anrsélvea for our ownAdestiny, the nearer will be the day when .
‘mankind may view the world in its true light. The”humahiét oriea  .
'6ut'agaiggt~a11'the mental ?achemea!, for tﬁey are definite for-

2 baa tﬁpading-the progress of civilizetion. ;in ages paét‘mahv .

subjeoted himself to the ldea of God and embodled within Him

"f“iﬂtha 1dgals.necessary for a good 11fe§ but as7bawey.saya=

- na4ms and ideals do not exist simply in "mind"; they
exist in character, in personality and aetion. ....

~ the aim and ideals that move us are generated through
imagination. But they are not made out of imaginary
stuff., They are made out of the hard stuff of the
world of physical end sociel experience. The loccmotive
did not exist barorqlgxevenaon, nor the telegraph before
the time of Morse," . -

vﬁb“wiaheg us tb‘realize:that these aims and ideals may be em-
 ,bod1éd 1h thej'idea-or cba'. but thésé must not be confused
with ahy §npernatural ooneépté. Being thus relieved of any |
‘.extérnal.resﬁrainta or.inhibitiong outside himself, mah‘muat |
strive for the unificati&n of his charaster and personality.
" This 1s,neoesaary,fasﬂ36hn Dawéy says: - |

"Phe whole self is an ideal, an imaginative projection.
Hence the idea of a thoroughgoing and deep~seated har-
monizing of the self with the universe, ... and it is
pertinent to note that the unification of the self
through the ceaseless flux of what it does, suffers

and achieves, cannot be attained in terms of itself,

The self is always directed towards something beyond
jtself and so its unification depends upon the 1dea of
the integration of the shifting sosnes of the world ,
into that imaginative totality we call the untverse."ls

%

gence 1n the Hlodern worid, New York: Modern Lidbrary, 1939,
pn J o ' ) ’

18

Ibid., 9 p.v 1016.

‘John Dewsy, A Common Faith, found in,Joaeph Ratner, Intell;-  o




~ Burtt 18 admittedly a humanist.

ol

It is evident that the humanist may have little quarrel with
the ethies of Christianity, dbut he 13 daaperately opposed to

the cumbersome loed of dogma, oreed, and ritual.

These are some of the general proposals of humenism. e

.f Howaver, we iust be prepared to observe divergencies in humanism.
too., Autually there are three main typee, as also there are

| three main types of philosophy. These three approaches we will

' 1attempt to present in the llght of B. A. Burtt's chapter on

ious Pliloso ny,

' humanism as found in Types of Rel! Professor

o Mr. Burtt says that there may be only a alight differ-
' _enoe between the non»thaiatic humanist position and the more
radieal forms of‘modernism. The only difference might be that
. the moderniat prefers to aoknawledge and maintain his allegiance
.to the ohureh, wnile the humanist prefera (usually) to paadle ‘
his own canoe, modernism has been a means of avereomlng the
disadvantages of the historio and traditien&l d0gmaa snd has '
allowed the individual not only to think rationally, but to
think rationally about the chriatian values an& Ghristian '
prineiples.‘ It has allawed a new vision of chrish, so that
j now he may net be a figure in histery, but 21 symhol nd example
* of a better and a fuller 1ife. The mare conscientioua humenist
~then will probebly also velieve in the values of the life of
'Ghriat,‘bqt he will earry out his 11fe either entirely outside
any feligiaus gect or marely maintain his membarship wlthont

17

In the Journal of aeligion Vol. 81. 1941 (Jan.),,navid E.
Roberts of Union Theological Seminary had ean article called
A Chr stisn Appraisal of Humenism. Mr. Robarts took Pro-

essor purtt's chapter, as found in the book eited above,

as a statement of the author'a ‘faith. Mr. Burtt in the
September issue reproved ¥r. Roberts for !'Jjumping at oon-
clusions', though he did confide that his name was on the
list or namea in the Humanist Manifesto.
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adhering to the éreed or doctrine.
| In viewing the philoaophical foundation of humanism,’
Burtt says that humanists have been very much influenced by
.Kant;‘aspeéialiy“by his‘"dedtruotive*epiatemoiogy",'and“"they'~
accept as essentially aound”hia'disproof:bf'the’timsehénburéd 3
argument for God and immortality.” However, théy”findrnﬁteﬁz-
~ able Kant's “attempt to reconstruct religion upon moral postunrf
‘lates", for they have found through recent studies in anthroyol-
ogy the ”relativity of moral ideas and customs to partioular ;“ ‘
seoial needa which vary from one age and community to another..%e '
- With referenee ‘to the naturaliatio elements 1n humen- -
ism, E. A. Burtt says: | _
nilan is a part of the univerae... he must take ﬁo‘ays-
tematio amocount of his weal or woe: 8o far as he attains

‘any enduring good he does 80 by intelligently controlliggf
- those natnral proceasea which he learns how to master.

In ocnsaquenae, the humanist affords soience a prominent plaoce
4n his system. It 15 through practieal inventions that he m&y‘
éxert'maatery over the . surrounding world. He is able, through'
| mechanical advanteage and pawer, to oreate a livable place in
an indifferent universe. 'n |

COupled with soience tnan, humaniam has the 1daa of
non-teleology, for science 'is oredlted with viewing the untverse
‘as a non-purposive order, Darwinism has been an exposition of
the aams, and humanism acéepts evolution though ‘not only on.
‘the biolegical level. Still, this new ‘biology '

"makes men & part of a tree of life, genetically
related to the lowest forms of the animal kingﬂom

iF
' E. A. Burtt, Types of Rell ious Philosoph
&nﬂ Bros. Pub & 91'3. » 0P, P 366,

R Rew York' Earﬁar

19
Ibid.
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and oapable of survival only as he continues to ada |
Just himself suocessfully to enyironing conditions, ”20

but may we not be motivated to the higher form of life by thev

pure ability of man to sdjust hinself to nature and preserve

the geod? Ir we continually build on the good, never ratain—

ing the obsolete and burdensome aohemea, may we not - even in

the 11ght”of humaniam - achieve some higher form of man? Even |
. though there may be no final miraculous resurrection from the

1 deady though there mey be no 'gilded mansions', if we live a

*good life’ in accordance with the 'social ggbd' we may through
time attain the perfeect 1ife. There may be no 'gifts of celes-
tial beauty', no 'gol&éﬁ crowns' or 'whirring wings' to act as

an incentive in this life, dut may we not be content to live

‘;this life in accordance with the most satisfactory order we

may extract from the cosmic order?
. With this. preliminary view we may obaerve a little
more closely E. A. Burtt's analyeis of humanism, |
4 q:-.Wb must not forgeﬁ that this philcaophy, like any
other philosoPhy or religion, has various expreseions. These,
however, need not eontradict one another, but it ie evident

that at”varioua.phasas pna‘ahould be favoreaAagainat another

by aifferent 1ndiviauéls."we know only %oo well how divergent

‘are the views or sects of Christianity, and we would be commite

ting a gross error if we 1umped all such views into one and

J eriticized them all as one, So we must analyse humanism into

{ts main divisions 8o that we may not be accused of overlooking

any partidular view as expressed by any one division.

. '!,-




o There are three major distinetions to be made in hu-
manism, and these fall under the ‘headings of the three major

phlloBOphies»- 1dealism, realiam, and pragmatism. In the first

- we have the great grésent‘day exponent George Santayana. ‘The
-lsecond finds 1ts expresaion in the vigorous cammuniat movement,
 The third, pragmatic humanism, has been ehamyionea by none other
~than John Dewey.

Idealistio, or 'poetioc’ humaniam as Burtt calls it, is

a type which is not too prevalent in soclety today. There are

| elements in 1%, honsver, whiceh are maintained by people who have

any apecial affinlty for a poetio expreasion of themaelvea.' It
appeala more to tpe,aesthetie than to any other feeling of the

‘individual, In this way it remaina'as rather an exclusive phil-

osophy of_life: only those who find éxpression in drama, poetry,

.pagéantry, and plety may be suoceqsful adherents, Religibn for

this humanist 1svgssentia11y a poetie expréssicn~bf the moral

neads'anﬁ aspifationa of mankind. We must direct our devotions

- to the ideala and velues in our 1nst1tutions and we must ever

~ gtrive to uphold these ideals. Although traditional religion

of the Wastern world praves to be t00 mnoh of a burden for the

frealistic hnmanist the poetic humanist derives a aenae or. feel- -
"ing of elevation and delight in the rituals and ceremoniea of
} orthodoxy.- They have, to a ¢ertain extent 1nher1teﬁ the spiri-

‘tual awe and wonderment that was found in the Psalmist, However,

the poetie humanist will not go 80 far as to edmit the presenoe
of a personal and protestive God as d4id the Paalmiat. Nbvertha- '

) 1955, he will admit that in past ages, when the baliefa and

ideals of men ware associated with the aupernatnral there were

some good reasons for its being so. Now we may only retaln the
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idea of supernatural as it embodies our ideala,.but thia‘is no

longer a necessity.

The poetic humanist wishes to preser?ela‘sense,of"'

values. The best way to do this, for him, is to preserve the

ideals of the sccial structure. If we may maiﬁtaiﬁ the ideals. in

& reformed social structure, so much the: better, but the 1deals
'and values must not be allowed to fall into degradation or dis=’

~ repute, Christianity, or at least orthodox religion, haanaiﬂ#?

.‘italnea these principles, but neither s necessary for the furthsr
‘maintenanee of these principles. It would be good if we could

revise the symbols, but we merely say reviss because thase sym-

bols ars essential-.they vivify and express the quest for the:

»1deals whioh man pursues..

As far piety, it 18 the devotion of man to the ideals.

of our foretathers. Vie must bear a blameless eharaotar, and we

ought not to allaw ourselves to be overoome‘by the sins of aenau-‘

ality and worldliness. These two sins are the prire enemies of

| - piety. ?he 1attar sin aspecially, because it may distraat us 80
". much that we eaaily beeome lost in the whlrl of materialiam. On 3'

. the other hand, however, we must ever avold fanaticism or mystl—

cism as 1nf1ueness in our lives, for they are both derogatory .-

: to ‘the ultimate possibilities of humanity._

~"The: .whole of religion for this humaniat oulminatea 1n"t'
the vieion ot the supreme and ultim&tglslyiritual enﬂ, which ond
may be eoneeived in one of two ways." The Pirst 1is the all-.

pervaﬁing vision, the eontemplative unﬁerstanding cf life, 80

© that we are rilled with a aatinfylng joy even in tne ‘face of

B. A. Burtt, T es of Religious PhilosQ ', P. 398.,
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rersonel tragec¢ies. The secord is the vision of universal
charity. "Love is worthy of love, and everything end everybody

22 5
nust love spmething. If we give ourselves expression in love

- for our brother, love for all beyonq-ourserves,-wevaré aligning

ourselves with the "synthesizing power” which we find expressed

in na;ure‘” These are the essential concepts bekind postic human-

ism, of which the great exponent is George Santayana.

Realistic humanism throws a different light upon the

prohlam of 1ife. For him, we must BO'adjust our society, in

maintensnoe of the idesls and values which ere ours at present,
as to allow more liberty for. all men. Our world is one of pro-
gressiveness, and we must, in order to keep in harmony with it,

adjust our social system in order to ald this progress. We -

_ the animals of the highest oners - must mot be guilty of {mped-

" ing the naturél process of the cosmos, The realistic huménisfg

wishes to arrange society in order that more people will be
favorably established, There will be no olass distinetion, for

- we are all bréught‘into the world in 1ike manner, we all leave

the world in a similér fashioh: Yhy may we not live that life

~

 whieh is glven us on an equal basis?

~ This humeniet looks at ‘the world es an indifferent
place in whieh we are wholly responsible for our own destiny.
Ve may progress to a higher form of Iite cnly as we pass on oﬁr -
knowledge of the good to posterity.} Formsrly, the realistio
humanist viewed the world as & mﬂchine whose constituents are
blind energy, and matter; and as for a purpose in life_ it was,
only if man himself evolved it. Included in this conceptlon was

the 1dea that we are travellers throngh a long night 1n whose

22
Ivid.
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darkness lnrk all the foes of men. However, these 1deas have

msllowed to include the view that the world is not full of ene-.
vvmies, but is a place for man to make his home. But build his

;gi{home he must, and when he has built it, men must live in it.

- Seience, for thisvhumanisy, 18 one of tﬁe means where-
by man may_overéoﬁe nature; This ﬁill'be achieveé-inﬂireﬁtly,
for seience first of all is a ﬁeana 6f understanding the wofld.{i
When we uhderstandvit‘we may then overcome the obatacles'wh16h~
impede»our progress. As we have previously hintea tbis pros
gress is that of a social nature. B
| Religion for the realist is conoerned with hﬁman'
{deals, end these ideele must be of a progresaive nature, as
alienated from a world of brute fact. We must not allow our
ideals and conceptions uf values to be 1ncorporated in any -
theistic schemes. Thelsnm may have been~suitable ‘at one time,
but now it ic not, for we are rationally'capﬁbie of seeing the
fallacies behind crthodox religibns.» As for salvation end ain
in any religious senseA they must be completsly rejeeted as
detrimental to the natural development of man. They arenbut"
the residue of theism. | H | | |

| Frwm‘the.foregcing,_it is‘quite'sﬁident that the
.rposition of the realistic humenist is much more forward and
demanding than poetle hnmanism. It is from this humean 4 sm that
-oommunism stems. o | f

~ The pragmatist has & 1ittle more eompreheneive view
of natuie and the universe than the realistic humanist. For'
the realiat nature was almost elien, but for the pragmatiet
pature is that with which we mu*t eo-operate.' "Our vision and

pursuit of lofty 1dea1§'takes place in constructive 1nteractien
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with neture;" <the idea being that we alone are capable, but

with the alds afforded us by nature we may work out a solution

~ which 18 raasonably aatiafactory.

Soienoe, for the pragmatic humenist, is a stﬁéy which

| discloses the structure of nature, and allows an understanaing
- of the funetion of it. But this view of science is not eompleteffﬁl
It does not reveal to us the entire pioture, though it does 1n~1’ff

. }0?6&88 our scope meansely. But as the pragmatist views the

Sunset,_ha sees in it not merely some particles of dust upon

which the rays of the distant gaseous body deseend and reflect.

 Rather he éeas the sunset as a wealtb'or’beauty. The amber hue .

] cabt by the lowering sun provides one witﬁ a sense of elevation,

a feeling of'the neafness and friendliness or natﬁre. It ia-per-
haps fancy, but does not this pragmatia humanism 1n general em«i_

body reallatie and poetic humanism? We must at least admit ele-

'ments of the first two are synthesiged in the last.

In reference to religion for the pragmatist, we have

viewea some of Dewey's oommenxa._ However, ‘the significant thing
ufor the pragmatist 18 to have ideals ana a great sense of valnes.“‘Ai
van faet, pragmatism has embodied ‘some ot the oharacteriatios of b}'
" jdealiem, which may account for. the reoent decline of the school

~J.t’iemﬂlism; the same aohocl whieh for a greater part of the nina-“';a

teenth oensury, aominaxed the field of philesophy. At any rate.  »‘
pragmaxism aoes not, ‘as some paopls think, overthrow all the
principlea and ideals which ought to be founﬂ in Cnrietianity

or any other theiatie religion. ?ha pragmatiat maintains the
ethics, though he does so in a more aubtle menner than the tra-
ditional Christians. _That is to say, the good life may be lived

E. A, Burtt, op.eit., p. 399.
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1n view of the ideals anﬂ valuas without the aid of symbolism

- and supernatural entitiea. Life has more freedom and meaning

{f we abandon doctrines end oreeds of stagnation and accept

_the faoct that thinss do'éhange‘ 1f ‘we wish to, we may aall our
‘aims and purpoaee God, dbut let thare be no supernatural charae~-.
'yteriatios ’tagged' on. Too long have we laborea under the meta—ﬁl

"~  physical coneeptions of God in adaition to the embodiment of

ideals; we realize the negative value of these metaphysics anﬂ

‘concern ourselvés with only the 1&9&18.' We must forget about

the mysterious hereafter anﬁ live today, in oo-operation.with :
nature. Nature 13 our friend - let us 1earn to build our house
with her. | |
S The pragmatist evaluates ends and purpoaeszasxthéy’

are found in ideals and values of our own schemes and systems.
We must nbt'be susceptible to the conceptions of hell and heaven,
as has been the Christian theist. We must not let ourselves bde
rrighteneﬂ 1nto doing the will of the 'Great Almighty‘ who will
burn us, 1n eternal hell fire 1f we do wrong., All this 15 pnre
raney, and what ie mare, 1t is harmful to the 1ndiv1&nal. Buw“

often have men committea auiciﬁa becauae they wiehea to dle be-

- fore they inereasea the tamperature of the anticipated rlamse~‘

. how many ariminals have beeome more murderous beeause they

thought there was no help anyway? We ocan nc longer tolerate o
such heinous aymholiam and fancy. Only wlthout such 1mpedimsnts |
may man achleve the unirieation of personality that s required
if he 1s to be a success,

It is evident then that though the three vlews of ihe
hqmanists differ, they have much in common, They all agree that

man is here to shape hia,own ends., They all agree thax we may
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abandon the olé'symbols and oonoepts of religion (though the -
pOetiq,humaniat thinks‘there is atill‘great-vélue‘$o~bewfounﬁ~

in them). They do, however, differ on the purpoae'and-vefitabil-

4ty of science, They do differ slightly in their'attitnﬂes.tor.

nature.

. We may also. ubserve now: that the trends . that are at

:';.present tending tcwards ‘modernism in tbaolagioal eireles. are

  actual1y of a humanist nature. This mew emergence might ba

 ealled 'pragmatlo christianity'

'In view of the fact that Chapter Three will: deal with

" erlticiams of humenism, we have refrained from any aerious at—.
jv_tempt of that nature 1n thia ohayter. It was falt that we mnat
,“ have a clear pressntation of the subject before éalling forth

"_the appraiaals. A




| CHAPPER III

® ."HARTS'Hom ou'mAmm

} One of the most complete rejections of. humanism which

| oould be offered is found in Charles Hartshorne's book "Beyond
'_ Humaniem”, Hgvaytemyts ;o,show the 1nadequacies or‘humanisml es
‘well as those of traditional theiem,in relation to the soelal re-
.§uiremants of the present dayg' In addition he offers & most com-
mendable solution to both'in thé form of a new theism. We shall
attempt to examine, in this chapter, Mr. Hartshorne's treatment -

of the subdbjeet.

In opening up the subject, Mr. Hartshorne oites John
Dewey as being of considerable significance.4 For him, Dewey
is one who does not become 80 much an atheist as one who alters -
A rather radieally, we would eonoeda < the traditional view of
N God , chever, 1n his guest rcr ceggaigtx Dewey wished to
alienate complately the 1&93 of God from the snparnatural. He
_ wishea - 1f we mnst consiﬁer it 80 neoessary to hold to the term
 God - to make Gna the consummation of our. ideals,v He would, of
{.oeurse, prefer to rorget about the term "God“ because 1t has
N ‘been a source of coafnsion in ancient medieval, and modern |
times, Thererore, we weuld be foreed to ‘say that 1n Opposition
%o tra&itional thelsm, Bewey is an atheist.: But, as H&rtahorne .
is oousidering the fallaciea or both tradit ional theiem and hu- )
menism in’ favor of a new theiam, his comment on Dewey 1s explaineﬂ.;

Eartshorne says that not only has Dewey left behind

. . the traditional God of. religion, but he has not attampted to
 establish in his understanding any more fundamental eonception
of God, Men 1s then aléne in the universe; he 1s‘the means of

- 20 -
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‘his own_enasf _Qt oaursq; man haa)survived‘thevages rather well,
but ‘4t is only now, says Dewey, that he hae had the integrity
and fcrtitude to realize that he is depenﬁent on no being out—
side himself., To this Hartshorne replies that the humenist is o

being too raah. His objeetion to traditional theology is Jus-» _ .  
'-.tifiable, but there ia no purpose 1n eompletely extingulahing |

Aman's oonceptien or Goﬁ, and whan he does do this, he tends to .
see 1n himselr and his brethran more than aetually is to be
found there.‘ Then, as . Profeseor Ebton haa put . 1t, "the tragedy

of bumanism apringaéinot from 1ta baing humaniam, but from ite

;.being man-oentreﬁ. But why doces man not credit anch a posi-

'.tion in the cosmos? Hartshorne saye ‘man- 1is not worthy of our

rinal devotien. Man 15 too 1mperfeot too eubgeet to the ais—

'crepanciea withln our soeiety to merit sueh elevation. On the

- - other hand, howaver. he pointa out that our'former notions af

‘aupreme geoﬂ have been locatea "i{n the most clearly kmown
reality or the mast ambiguoua and empty unreality“%s No wonder
that man, in the height of frustration, turned to himself as a (j
" being of final worship. ' o C |
| : Partshorne says that through the ages thera have been'»i"

grass ambiguitias in the ideas of God end christianity, end,

S  ;"whereas the heart of christianitgahaa been,with Jesua, 1:5'  |
o 1ntelleot has baen with Spinoza." In the &iddle Ages there

‘was an attampt to unite heart and intelleet 1n supernaturaliem, -

7
- W. S. Urquhart Humanism and . chriatiani Edinburgh: T, & T.
Clark, 1945, p. 80, quoting ro:essor Hoton in Gogtemgor-

ary Gontinental Theolggz P. B

25 .
Charlss Hartshorne, Bezp%d ggganiun, chicagos Willet clark
2 and COmpany, 1937, Dp. .
G . .
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| ﬁnt.this did not succeed. 'Toﬁay,-hcwaver, we are fortunate in
- not having to choose between Spinoza and Jesus. With scientific
_Qisedvary,and geeper insight into the reslm of nature, and with

'a clearer view of the WOrda-of_Ghriat; we'mayﬁfofmfalﬁpmpleté

and satisfying pieture, The matter of ohoiée 18 éliminaxed*

f;for we may 8see the need or both the elements of Christ and
' r .Sp1noza 1n a wholesome attitude toward the world. Christ was
‘not opposea to nature - rather he was very much a'friend of 1t.“
 Therefore, when man has become ﬁlssatisfied with the schemes

and dogmas of religion, he has tended to become & humanist.

But as Hartshorne points out, the man who once has been & -

theist anﬂ tben becomss e thelst 1s still not 1nfer1cr to the N

hnmaniet. The humanist hes rejectedfsoa but he cannot supply:
hinself in God's place. | | o

Were a man who haﬁ rejected cod again to turn to.

.theistie bellefa, Eartshcrne says that he would not return to

 f;traaitiona1 theiem. Rather he would edvance to & new theiﬂm-

This new theism, says Hartshorne will find 1ts essence 1n

-olose oommunion with naxure, for there is the spirit and body

of God. The aneient theologians 1n attampting to eatablish

| the supremaey anﬁ fatherhood of God, have only servea %0 extri-

cate Goa from naxure. The new theism will’ return to nature in

'search of a fresh ana comp*ehensive view of CGod.

‘ This is 1ndeed a great hope for that man who 13 alog ‘
ready a theist. The humenist has aacomplishea one phaae of thev
traneition alreaéy. May he be shawn that his position 1e yet
1noomplete, and that he muat progress towarda the better anﬂ
fuller vision of the world, the ‘Universe and God. '

L Speaking of funﬂamentallam, Hartshorno says that 1t
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"hes within itself the essence of refutation. It bellieves that
God dictated the Bible. Orented this were so, would we still

not have to 1hterpret'the'nible into modern language to be able
to have any degree of comprehension of it? we know thaf as time
passes, one aialect beoomes outmoded while another takes its

place. To kaep the. Bible 1n terms capable of comprehension, we

- must_ever be striving to write its truths 1n the most. preoise

and modern dialect possible. Ths reason that the Reman Ohuroh

has bean so ceriticized is that it has failed te allow the Bible

to be read in the vernacular. So also ‘the rundamsntalist friend,

who refusea to alter one *'jot' or one 'tittle' fails~ to compro=
hend the truth. We would wish as does Hartshorne when he says:

‘wChristienity is not a code or a scientific metaphysics:
it is, at its best, the sublimest inspirational source
of true ideas and gocd acts that we have. To belittle
"this sublimity with literal-minded claims to finality -
is an o0ld dbut tragic mistake. Call if you will the

Christian story the eentre or turning point in history,
as T1l1lich does, but do nmot make providence a pedent.” &7

One of the great pleas of the fundementalist has been

to oppose sclence whenever possible. Indeed, this has been one

. of the reasons for so exalting the 1déa of God and'ocnseqnently

extrioating 1t from nature - se that 1t might be beyond the

-eurious probings of the soientiat. From his indirferenx search

~ into nature, the seientist unocvera ‘the solutions to many prob-

lems. More cften than not, however, this gearch discloses the

presende of & multitude of greater problema. Because or the

~ desire of the theologians to supply all the answers to any ques-

tions poaed to them, they have closea out soience. In defance

of their posit ions they have moved away from the field of science

7
Ibid., p. 9.
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énd haVeiatfemp%ed'tQ carry on in a faith which finds its oh;
jective in @ supreme ruler of the universe, This being is to
have many poﬁafs - emong them the power to remove the shackles
from the eyes of'thevﬁisguided soientist, which he will some day
‘Ao. ‘Then how'true were the words of Chriet when he saia "Why
beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brcther'a eye, but not
the beam 4in thy own?"aa | '

‘ABut 1t 1s not necessary that science oppose thelem,
:at least the new theism, nor thet this theiem oppose science. In

' fact, it would seem at present as if 1t is necessary for them

'J'both te come together if man is to be Baved from the quagmire

of a listless scciety. eligion need not be based upon sclen~;'
. tifiec faet, nar is it but religion must see that in selence.
there is the solution to the problem of unﬁeratanding mora abOut
God. In nature thera is to be found the order and power of a .

great will. The scientist himsalf does not gsee this, but what

‘a thrilling universe it would be for him if he- woulé' We cannot,'g“_

'.however, conclude that because great and irrefutable natural

! 1aws exist we must cancaive of & grwat ccmmander uver all the
. world. | | TR
| Hartehcrne goes on to show how humanism is in the fina1:1 ~
analysis a disintegrating foree 1n man. If man 1s to reject God
and come sg believe in himself as indapen&ent, what 15 the view
which he will form of the untveraeﬁl One of the prublems that
faeea,anyone - humanist or otherwisq*- is whether;¢r:not-the

1ife of this planet will be~proléngéd indafinitely.’:xf»iﬁ the
face of scientific statements to the effeot that"the*éarthww111~;

28
Matt. 73 3.




some day disintegrate, the humanist ‘believes: that the earth will
keep on forever, how can he credit the believer in divine provi»

dence with over-eredulity? On the other hand, if the humanist

- ‘belleves in @he'ultihate\destruetion.of:gan'a-habitation; how - -
'-~_cah he face the world with any degree of confidence in himself

»:or in humanity as a whola? ‘
| ‘The prdblem of - ' what of the future? has to be raced
B by man. The humanlat may say that man has experienced many things
vin the past, and with the ald of such experience he may encounter
the diffioculties that 11e shead. But can we accumulate the past
into a bulk of memory to which we return in each naw Specifie
situation? If man ‘becomes extinot, whet then? What of his ex- .
perience? His memory? His aoeumulation of specific detaila?
It all becomes nothing. Man's values will have passed 1nto the
world of-néthing3w1th"man4himselff With only thie view to 8sus~
tain him, well might the humanist say: Watchman, what of the .
night? The only utterance the humanist ean meke in answer -to
the question, what of the fnture? i{s that one "must be brave
about-it.-z9 | | ‘

Iﬁ 6né'féspeot man mﬁy be oonsidered as part:of thé
infinite. He has the ability to scan the pest and speeulate on
| the future. He may talk in a world of the nneonditioned, though
he must work from the condit ioned world. Truly man has powers

which giva him pre~-cminence over the animals.‘ If then man has

this infinite element in him, may ha not identify himself with the |

superhuman infinite? But, taking the view of the humanist:

nT¢ the infinite in man is not in any respect a real
superhumen being with which he can identify himself -

Charles HartshOrne, op.cit., p. 16,

%:‘Y,qh’i -

¢
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though vaguely and inadequately - through aympathy
(which because of its inadequacy must also be humil-
ity), then he is mightily tempted to persuade himself
either thet there is no infinite in him at ell C
-~ that this infinite can be effecstively possesae& by him. -

The two come to much the same thing, since a finite

~ which is not contrasted with any absolute standard is
not elearly seen in its finitude, and whatever finite
thing happens to be of supreme interest at the moment -
will be quasi-finite. Thus the al ternative to religion

. 4n the true sense is megalomania in some form, the dei~
fying of 'something human; or else it is the diseourage—
ment of man's vital impulses by the notion of an abso- .
lute so alien. to man that he can derive no sympathetio
satisfaction, no participeting joy and fellowship from
its existence, but must rather seek to annihilate hime.
self as 1rrelevant to ultimate value.” n30 o

- People who have clunz to the humanist beliefs have
’great aiffieulty in gaining & gomprehensive view of life. Theyn«
may think that they have the solution to all the problems of
man, but they have not. How many men remove God from the ploa‘
A"ture, relegate néfﬁre to é subcrﬁinate position to themselves,
d still have a wsll ﬂevelcpe& character and persanality° It

s preposterons for mﬁn to do such a thing, and if he does do':

.1t he is takipg the first great step towards the ultimate ﬂisin~.

tegration or:himSelf. Nature is necessarily lovable if man himp
' salf is. lcvable' for what is man but another organism of tha |
w eosmos? Tberefore,_if men loves other men, why not love that
””part of the 008mos which we diatingniah from man by ¢alling it
nature? But this love we are unabla to experiance unless we' |
'have a knowledge of that which wa 10ve. Then, uniting lave for
nature and knowledge and making this part of a well 1ntegratad |
person: Is not this more than humanism? "Only humenity ean ‘be -
loved by a humenist, whereas the knowledge required  for the -~

a
realization of humanistle ende mnst embraoe all natura. - The

| Ibiﬂ. ¢ Do 18.
31 '
Ib’.d. ] p. 19.
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view *beyond humanism' then, 18 that we have the knowledge ana n

}33 gk

love ot_natura. But man being so 1mperreet may nevar achieve

_tﬁe entire love of all nature., However, God - "simply nature
38 '

. @s literally and profoundly lovable" - has the all encompassing

pleture. - g o g',ff S

In supporting this new theiam, Hartshorne quotes from

o John Langaen pavies in his Man and His Univerge, when he says*

"Copernicus, Kepler, Gallleo ﬂewton, Leibniz, and the
rest did net merely belleve in God in an orthodox way,
they believed that thelr woes told humanity more about
God than had been known before. If man hed not wanted
to know about God it is highly doubtful if they would
have worried to knmow about nature,” n33

-Also, in exemplirying this atatement, we could turn to the

Eastern philoaophies of Buddhiam and Hinﬂuiam, where God has

V ’ been an unknawable unseen baing abava anﬁ beyonﬁ the world.

COnseqnently the eultures of Indla ana Ohina hava lagged through

the recent oenturies. They have not experienoed. as have the

Weatern ctvilizations, the burning desire to know nature. ‘Their -

‘ 1noant1ve has been tragically inhibited by agncsticism.

Ve have above equated knewledge with love. This 8yD-

thesis the humaniat cannot make, But we need much more than‘,

A,ipragmatic 1nterest in the elements of ooamology. ﬁe‘must have' .]“

sympathy and concern. To have ean 1nterast 1n nature merely in- |

sofar as it 13 1n ‘turn congenial to oneself 18 to li&it onea |

‘seepe to sueh a narrow degree that the world 1a enly vlewea “' -

through dark glaasas. In thia reapeet: :

"Humanism condemns us to a lack of integration within
knowledge 1tself. For Just as God ia nature as inrinitely

A2t
Ibid., p. 20.
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'lovable, so he 13 nature as infinitely 1ntelligible.
To say nature is godless is to say that 1t 18 not
basically. 1ntalligible. ,

and

Mees %o say God is not, 15 fo say that the intellig-
ivle unity of the world is slight, not simply for our
understanding, but in itselef, Thia attitude discour-
ages the attempt to enlarge our comprehension of nature,
for it mekes 1t always possible that our fallures to do"
. s0 are results of defects in nature as a whole and not
-_‘marely 1n ourselves as parts of nature,"34 |

The heist - the new theist that is - can transaenﬁ

. the humanist not cnly 1n a better view towards life,,which goas

to make up a unified self but he may tsake & more zealeus ourioa-‘
ity to naxure in orﬁer to 1earn more. about Goa. Kncwleﬂge and

love ara the rueimentary and ever ohastening terma ror the

'theist.‘ For the humenist the term is dlaintereated eurioaity.

fSantayana depiets his last Puritan as one whose intellect 18'

ever chargad with a sense of guilt and of a fear for the after-

11fe. He clothed his figure in the robes of ecclesiastioal.

5 ~dogme ana filled its soul with the qualms thereof. Haé ﬁb but
ffwishad to changa the pieture it might have been that of a new
‘theist - a man 1n tune with nature end so with God. It might

- have been 2 man with the peaee of mind thet ooincides with a

wholesome attitu&e to 11!6. Jesus saw that we mnst live by

: impalses and chaught and not like Santayana's last puritan.

1ife is one of moral prineiplas but these prineiplee heve raaaon'

~ behiné them. They are the inherent principles of nature, which

1f followed, will allow us to eympathize with natnre and so

mak%‘ua ethieally atreng._ Than

"The real aolution veos 18 to sae the coamio group, the
universal oommnnity, as the boay of Goﬂ the. integratlng

=

Ibid,, p. 34,
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spiri% of the world mambers?i For nature is oloser .
to us than the Chinese; anid nature is palpably a

unity, with its eontinuous forms of spece, time,
gravitauon, end the uke. #30

Refuae men the worship of God and you refusa them nature.
’ »W1thout nature as a friend, man would not and eould not sﬁrviva.
n‘"Refuse men the worggip of God and they fall back upon egoism
rand state worahip, . and the reaults are only too apparent. .
‘What evolvea but totalitarlaniam and manOpoly? | -

- In order to nake more elear his 1&eas on the new .
| theism and organie sympathy, Mr. Bartshorna spends eonsiaerable
“1‘t1me explaining the prineiples or the "eosmic variables" He
has shown how the new theiem may avarcome humaniam; now he shows
us the essence of the new theism,
, . Man has ever been promne to think of himself 1n terma
of being the highest form of &evelopment upon earth, DMNMuch of
this attitude is derived from the belief in the early part of
 _0853315 which states that man'"shall have dominion over &ll
things - the beasea of the field, the fowls of the air, the
fieh of the seas, and the ereeping things upon the earth. " The.
belief‘that man, the animals, and being of organio life are the’

only forms of life upon. the earth. has been only too pravalant.l :

'u "A mental capaeity eomparable to our awn” ia the oriterion of

Judgment by which we. consider the world about ua. The eoneep-v :
tion that all tkinws are subjeote& o men beoausa of his eX~

alted mental state ana ‘his - tnganuity is wroug. we havs tar- |
vantly believed that what we eall dead mattar is aead. Stones

lbigp » p. 34.
3%
Ibid,
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. are to us but dead matter in a cmstalliz ed form. . This is all

very naive, ror "there are gooﬁ reasons .,.. for thinking that

*norganiams (e. g., atones)sgre simply apgregatea or parts whieh

- are ‘themaslves oxganiams. " This beling the case may ot thesa

‘ ,_smaller organisms be moleoules atoms or electrons which show

more analogy of behavior te animals than ao sticks or stones,

 11qu1ds or gaseav' Morecver, plants could ba uﬂderotco& on the

~ same basis' tbey ﬁo live when they ere an aggregation of crgan«

isms. This being granted, vhat a remarkably well organizea unit

"‘this world is: ror all things are aggregaticns of partieles whioh

are 1n themselves organiams.

How all things are conatituted alike - to this the Ob=

:‘Jeetor Er agreaa - but that atill does nct alleviate the fact
Athat man is above the other crestures. Or does 1t? If we are
‘_going to agree upou cosmic sympathy or feeling for other ereaturaa
in the world, on what basis is this to be so? We oannot say that

‘we love a daaé thing -1t must be alive. Grante&, but insofar as

these tiny unified organisms are alive - end e while back we -

-gteted that moleeulas,'atoms, ané eleetrona heve behavior more
| Manalogeus to that of animala than to shicka or stones - we are

.bound to share e 1ova with them in obedience to the oosmie prin- _=7

ciplas. To. some this ney appear abaurd. Sone objeeters might '

- say that thase smeller organisms bave uo intelleat or nervona

system with which to GXperience senaation. In,regly, the new

. theist wauld esk: * Is 1t logicel and universally right that we

human beings, endowsd with speech, & mentsl qap§¢;ty,'and'a ner- °

vous system, should judge these smaller organisms on the same
U & oo e —

W -
Ibid., p. 111,

L
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'baais as ourselves? Ye all agrae that amoebas or uther tiny

‘organisms have digestive organs, but do thay have similar a1~
gastive organs to ours? If nat, than why 1ngist_$hat their

abilities to experience sensation or to know\ba'guﬂgéafon the -

" same basis as ours? Scientlsts cennot object as yet - and it}

' 1éjnnlikely that thay’gvar~will on any factuai baais'e to the

helie?f that the electrons have feeling. Eleatrous'do.eondnet'
themselves: 1n a regulated fashion.

At this polint, with the 1ntroduction of the term 'regu-
lated’, tne,humanist might stop us. "There", he would say, "is
the key to my theory," théh proves to be the overthrow of thelsm

fitselr. He is here referfing’tb‘tha mechanical ﬂature_of'the'

antverse. If all 1s meéhanical there 1s no fres determinaf&cn
on tbe part of these lower forms of nature. But the humanist has

forgotten that he too is a part of this nature of whieh ha'spaéks. “

He tao; theﬂi 18 aubgéot'to the mséhanieal‘laws of whidh hé also’

spaaks. If he denles fraedom for the qmallar organisms, he must

dany it for himself and th‘a la+ter he oannot do, Tharefore, he

. 0annoc% attribute pre-des tination to the tiny organisms any more .

than to himself.

‘Tha1humahist'might‘albb”éaéail,this theory on the

‘ ;»groﬁnds that the diéintéaratibh'Of-thé”humdn body;éﬁee:the‘wi;l"
to live has zone from the being, i8 1nev1tabla. The-unifying.

factor has becema extinet th@rafora there is no 1ifa.. But'hé'
has again overlooked the fast that priar to death thera was an.
a@gregafe organiam, while after aaath theAcomplete nnity 19 1ost

and 1t is rathar a mnltituda of entitias, or organisma or unitles

b
that are now living. The only God that is feasible for men is 8

God or love, and we can naver ooneeive of him es a God or love
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| exoept "as the all sensitive mind of the worlﬁ--’bcn!iy.”“38 Man must
. | "thén rid hfunsblf df the belief”chaf he ie the sole rul&r of this
world end at%empt to aee naxure as the body of God - 80 beantiful,
80 infinite, and so oruarly.

The new themm then proves superwr to humenism. In

_ﬂaddition 11: ove"comaﬁ the stagnation of tradltmn&l ‘theism. In
the process it overcumss els8o the duallsm of minu and matter -

they ere one,

.
Ib;di. pb 8080
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object of nature, or the distant aourca of Light - tha sun - it

c ER.
A_SURVEY OF THEISM
From time 1rmamoma1mn bas affirmed his trust in
sometbing. That aomething has had gr*at range of eklstence.v
Men have trusted in that which haa bean very mundane or close at

hand. They have worshipped the mysteriqus-worl& beyond¢»;That

which was beyond thelr immediamte comprehenéiﬁn'was'fééred'and’

.reSpected. However, ‘when the element of fear was obliterateé,'

men came only to plaee their trust in the ob;ects alose at hand.

These obJjects usually were repreaented as the idsals ané values

~to which the people clung. Whether it was @& golden image an

. s
o

was something whieh ideally embodiled the principles of the gooﬁ
1ife for whish the people strove. Thus began the way of life

" oalled religion if we conslder religion to mean what E. 8.

Brightmen conslders it to mean - "an alleglence to a souree of
39 . , S

value,” A ,
It hes been customary for people who have held re- :
ligion in the sbove senee to refer to this source of values or

jdeals as Goé;-'weverthelese, 1t‘has been fhe peculierity of

“~'f-,men to imply in this term 'Ged' many strenge ené wonderful

chéraeteristics,lbesides embodying thé¥valueé'and ideals re-

@

“quired in the soeiety., The term 'Cod' has come to mean & super-

natural being with pcwers or cnaatlon end destruction. It hes

' oams to maaﬁ a bainy who has omnisclence and amnipotance. :Ba

has been referred to as a God of war, of peace, of reward, of

B. 8, Brightman, ggiloaopgz of Religion, New York: Prentice-
Hall Ins,, 1940, P B : o
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good, and 0: many other things., It might be eummgd up bi 8ay =
ing that, in the main, God has been a major scurce of trust and

| hope for thelfariety of societies and oiviliSations‘thrbhgh-the
| . ~ages. | | . ' ‘ 4
| _ XThQ sense of God, howéVer, must aétually'originate_'
A-'samewhere in the awareness of divinity. In thia way God becomes
Quité‘personal. J. B, Bocdin puts the problem rather well when
he says: | . | o | | ; _
. "In the dewn of the mind the idaa.or thé'divina,Alike N
other ideas, is neeessarily orude., Primitive men in his
intellectual innocence felt the divine quality in his en-
vironment, but his imagination failed to grasp the whole.
Man lived in the bosom of God, but his efforts to inter-
pret the unseen were groping and pragmatioc. Even before
his fanoy and his will to believe invested the things
about him with life, he no doubt tried to get into rapport
with the mysterious powers about him - not mechaniocally,
because he had no idea of mechanism, nor impersonally,
becsuse he had no idea of personality. His efforts were

for ages and pluralistic and opportunist, dictated by his =
~ immediate needs."40 . - PP -

. and so
" .... man starts with a sense of the divine. But the
eontant in which he elothes the unseen must come through
his experience. In the evolution of human experience,
God is for man the great shepherd, the patriarchal father,
the tribal chieftain, the judge, the lawgiver, the rational
lord, the friend and comforter, in accordance with man's “
edvance in sooclal ideals."4l | |
_ These have been the ways in which people have qdnéi&ered God.
Although, as we observed, the ideas of Gba vérybfrom'
‘age to age, and though'the God of one réligion becomes incul- -
qatéd'in that of another, the God of the Hebrew nation hes en-
dured through the ages in relatively the same form. Hebrew

é ‘ : .
theism has been the major form of theism in the history of the

&0 " .
John Elof Boodin, God, New York: The MacMillan Co., 1034,

41
Ibid,

p. 29,
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western.civilization;- Trus, 1t has undergone somé ehanges“ :
. with the embodiment of Christianity, but this has served to
strengthenfit.' With the recognition of Christ as relative to
God by his early followers there caés the teachings of St. Paul.
It was he who was responsible for having this religion spread
‘into European countries. In his misaiqn&#y.zeal,Ahowe§er,.he
tended to gxpreas his belief in God in a manner whidh revealed
the influence of FPlatonic and Aristotelian conoépts; In like
| manner,-Chrietianity apfead across the continent - 1noulcat1ng-
many thinga,linoiuding fanaticism and myaticism.‘ _ »
| 'As for the theism of Plato and .A.rist'otie. it was a
mere oonvanigncegl In the one case, God was the all embracing
fidea' Qt.gooﬂneSS and lightg in the othef_hé was'the unmoved |
_mover, The‘GodIOf these philosophers was one who could be thought -
of in a logical menner. Hé certainly embodie&'the fidea of omni-
sclence, butlAriatotle'a}at least was not omnipotent - he equid,
not move himself. All things were merely attracted to him. The
Greek mind'aeeme& to have a desire to think in an~éxéet1ng‘mahnér;
' and’it'naturallyfthought of God in terms relative3$o their intel-
 lect. As Blewett says: : ' | o
"Phe Greek mind in,ita scientifioc workmanahlp-was therb:
oughly disinterested. Greek men of science and Greek men
of thought were wont to look upon faects of life and the
facts of the world with clear and direct eyes. They saw
things just as they are, and desorided them exactly as
they found them., The notion that truth - truth in ths
grave and deep sense of the word - eould have ill eonse-
quences in the practical 1ife, had no place with them.
By the very nature of mind they wers free from the vice
of doing violence to the scientifioc consclence in order

to eonduct sgeeial pleadings for ethical and theologiocal
positions."$ - | - : |

- G. J. Blewett, The Study of Nature and The Vision of God,
' Toronto: Wil am Brigge, 1907, p. . .
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- 86 muéh for Greek theology.

‘ The Hebrew mind was not 8o given to disintereated
: euriosity as waaltha Greek mind. It was enoumbezeﬁ with a oul~
ture which encouraged concentration on lawe, customs, gﬁd;rites;f
The Sacrifiees‘to the God of Abraham, Isaas, and Jaéeb'demanﬂad- 4
consideradble éttentibn.f The faot that the Hebréwa 6559rVeé God
as the all powerful creator of the world eeemad ta hamper their |
spirit of spaeulative thought. ?hey were & paatoral people also, :
and the necessity to be always earning one a bread lessened the
poasibility of theoretical apeoulation. It 1s an economic thoory~
that aaya that a poor’ nation is one in whioh the great maaority _'
of thé peOple are farmers, 1If the country 18 rich there are
mora who are able tc be at their leisure, Gonaequsntly, tha
Hebrews did 11ttle apeculaxing becauae they were ccnetantly at
labor, But the Hebrew God was a practioal ome. He was the L
loving father who cared for hia little flock with all patienee.
He was revered so greatly that his name was only used by the
*holy priest' In common practice he was referred to as ri\ ,;
" (Yahweh). - B

withine ’Aaveﬁt‘ of Christian teaching upon tha'coﬂi-‘;

nent there commenced the most enﬂnring and dynamlo religion

". whioh the world has known. As we have previoualy ohservad it ,

~was begun by Paul and his followers, but it was soon to be _
reckoned with 1n the form of Roman Cathclicism. Under thia ; 
form it was hoped that christlanity might become the religion -
'of the whole worle, henoa the name Catbolioism.. However, the
corruption of the church led to its disgrace and 1ts dtviaion
by the Retormaticn. This caused men to reeonaider their faith

4n comperison with the funnamental teaohinga of Chrlet. The
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result was that men beocame more -independent of the'clergy and

began to think about God outside’ of the restricted areas whieh

the Church had permitted.;

' Regardless. of the faot that there has been an ever-

ohanging idea of God, we have a number of peOple who still retain

~ most: of the Hebraic ‘concepts of God - the supernatural, all power— fﬁ
- ful, all knowingvheing, These conoepte werse suffieiently valid
" in the days when they originated, but at present, when we have'

“been privileged>with the rapid advance of solentifie discovery,

we must reeonsider our idea of God. We have observed the atti»',
tude of many men today in thiﬂ regard, among them the humaniata.

We conclude, then, that.aomething nust be done to'improve the

~ logleality of the idea of God.

In the pest three mngor ayatema have been employed

in thinking of Qod. They are the coamologieal, the teleological

'and the ontologieal. In tha caamologioal argument we attempt to‘

show tnat the world must have a first eause. This proof ﬂeas not

maintain itself loglcally. The argumant followa the lina that -
| thare ‘must be a God of infinite qualitias and potentialitiea.

| But this personage must find its cause from those of us who o

heve the idea of him. But we are finite beings and God 1e 1n- '

‘finite. Thenhow may something 1nf1n1te be logieally eoneetved e

frcm finite beings? ‘"Beginning with an 1nf1n1te or absolute oause,l.

one might canelude with finite efreote but you oannot reverse o
- 43

the process,” It 18 an inductive leap whieh oannot be regarﬁed

as valid. ‘The cosmologieal argument is not oomplete.ig'3‘

John Caird, An‘ ntroﬁuntion.tofthe,Phi osoph 'ot Reli 1on.Glasgow'

James Maclehose and Sons,
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| - The teleolegical argumsnt is aluciaated in the faect
®  that 1t conceives of a purpose or 'y ¢ TS for the world end
for us finite belngs of~nature. Of the three proors for God this
. one is the ‘most aceeptable, althongh it is- not neeesearily the
. most favored by moat paOple.. It permita the embodiment of the
values and 1&9&15 whieh are most often held to bv people. Under
 »}this proof. Goﬂ may be looked uyon as the ereator of tha world
‘acoording to his own free will. One diffioulty ariaes howaver~
 ‘1f God aid create, he did so as a workman, Suoh being the ocase,
_ he croated acoording to the 1dea or purpase in hia own mind.
Now if he ereated according to a purpoee he exoluded 1nfin1ta
power on the grounds that he set his mind on one tinite thing -'.
.»the universe. "Nontheleaa this proof for God 1no1udes in ite
survey both prinoiples of eause and prinoiplee of value.’4 )
| - The. third proof 13 the ome used by Arietotle, Aqninaa,
. and by the founﬁer of modern philosophy, Deaoartee. This argu-
ment ia the most objeetioneble on 1ogical grounds, but it is
the one most aﬂhered to by people, 1In 1t the very 1dea of God
is presumea to be the proor of his existenca. In this respect
however - - taking in the totality of peOple - God would be the
: oonSummate of all. the ideas of him. COnsequently,-
w1f we conceive of God as Infinite Mind, or ‘as that
universal infinite self-consciousness on which the con- -
scious 1ife of all finite minds depend, and whose very.
pature it is to reveal himself in and to them; then we
have befora us a conseption of the nature of man which

‘makes religion negessary by making it in one sense the
highest realizatian of both."45

v <
E. S.”Bri§htman, The Problem of Goﬁ Naw York. The Abingdon
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Ccaird, Op.cit., p. 180.




. *From this we see that the idea of God has various

' proofe and there may be various 1daala or values attached to

- god., We might pause here to*view a few of these ideals,

Perhaps the igea of God most often’ ezpressed by _
people is that of 'goodnesa' The lmplicatlon of this is that

if God 1s oodness there must ‘be some other power in the. warla
;,whieh must represent badness. This has 't0 be B0 because we

'oertainly cannot be blind to the faot that there is evil in the

world as well as good. This being 8o, there must be a being

who is evil by nature.

One other 1&9& of God is that he 1s a cosmic peraon—

ality or divine eonseiousneaa. This view 1s ons that haa come

'to conaiderable favor in recent timas. It 19 in faot a rather

.1ntriguing view. One seems to gain a aenae of oomfort or solace

in that there is an all—encompaesing peraoaality which has eon-

~ gern for each one of us. It 1s the patriarchal view of which '

Boodin spoke. However, there are some 1mplicationa. These we

.will view presently as we eonqider some of the implications 1f "

god is 1n‘1n1te ana if he 18 finite.
There are few modern theOIOgiana who ocnsider God

as Absolute ar Infinite. Howaver, iv has been the view favored

o by the fundamentalista and by Roman Catholieism. Undoubtedly
‘ the 1ataet notable exponent of Absolutism has been Karl Barth.
: Let us analyse briefly the posltion of Goa‘as an 1nfin1te heing.

If God 18 1nf1n1te then he must be all good. He can-
not, if he 15 absolutely perfect, be imperfect - that 1s only
logical. Then, being infinite, Cod must be all powerful. But
he is not all powerful because he cennot do avil for he 15 alll

good. Then there must be oonceived another being in the worla




,favorable.

-who is all evil, and the heads of evil wage an endless wer

against the heads of good, and the battle-—growid 1s man., But
referring back to the omnipotence of God - if he hes not the

power to0 d0 evil he cannot have the powar ‘to do averything,

‘and therefcre he 1s net ell powarful.

1f Cod 1s concelved of as infinite, ther the effect

‘upon the mind of men 1s like a 'wet blanket.' There is a ais-
| couragsment 0 furthar saareh about God, The reason is that
‘beecause God is infinite he cannot reveal himself in the ob;eots

‘at our hand because these objects are finite - the finite can-

not‘be‘the infinite. 'Gonsequentiy, t&evlogioal'éuteﬁme of a

beliefiin aa‘infinite God is agnosti¢1sm. God ls,unempirioal;

bacause he cannot be finite, and we exﬁerienoe on1y~the'f1n1€e.

It 1s therefore evident that the idea of God es infinite or

absolute is not guitable for man, | | |
What then ir. Go& is finite? It is aertain that i .

we eansider him as such, we may hava a coherent aooount of evil.

God, being finite, could not create & Universe 80 extannive.

’Then he eould not be responsible for the evil that we experienee

| in this sphera. But we must always be aware that evil will aver~

come good 1n the final analysia. Thia we feel 19 true from our

"everyday 11fe. Do we not finﬁ that although the way aaems diff1~‘°.

cult, the load heaVy, the abstacles almost iﬁpﬁssible there
always seems to be a satisfactory aolution of 1t all through

time? For the g¢ommon man, then; a finite God soems. somewhat

_However, there arse objeotions to a finite cod, Some .
objeot to it as baing too inadequate a rellgious ideal. Some

object to it as implying anthroyomorphism. This isem may be
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oongiéered.as»tha promiﬁent defeot 1n‘theiat1c finitism;‘»It~ia
ot quite feasible mat God. should be eonsidéredga finite being
in sll fespects; As sueh he would ganerally'be oonceived in the
iight of human énaracteristicsg:anq man 1is génerally'sﬁpposéﬁ

to be unworthy as an object'of»dtvina worship. gAndtheé~absurdity

.~ that arises hers is that we generalljirefer'to_tﬁavfuture=esAax~

' pension. If we do this, how do we view the past - as regression?

I God 1s aonsidered to expand in the future, he must be cone
sidsred tc contract in the past until zero is reachad. But this
implies that God begau from zaro, which is abaurd. Nothing will
come of nothing in our lagie 80 the ides of a finite Go@ is not
complete, , | |

The finlte ¢od then is an absurdity. But we found
that the ibsoluts God vee similarly i11cgloal., How then are we

o to solve vhese diffioulties® Could it be that we‘mu@t'deduce

- finite - 1nfin1te thaiem as & solution¢ ¥e ‘are told by Brightgan
_ 6
that a "finite Goé mekes & rational openaeyed faith‘possible,

'but we know the*e are occasions when an infinite o 4 1s prefer-

able - aspaeially when it cOmes to creation - in soms cases, .-
Parhaps Brightman '8 dafinitian of Cod 1s suitatle, however., He -

says that-

*God is a Person supremely conscious supremely valuable,
and supremely oreative, yet ‘limited, both by the free
choices of ot%er parsona 8ﬂd by restrictions within hia

own nature 0 » v
It aeems that we aust coneeda this, then - that God is a finite -

'inrinite being if he. is to be oonoetved in e aatisfaotory manner -

'.)‘,

L) R , L
4?Brightman,‘A'ghilcsoghz of'Religion p.-QSé.
Brightran, Tba groblem of God Pe 113
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by men. This 1s the conclusion at which Blewett arrives.

~ In this respect he cites Wordsworth as one who was able .to

vision God in a finite-- infinite fashion, We know that'thié'

poet oertalnly had a hemaly philoaophy, but it was. ona whieh was
.suitabla for this life, He: saw God in the world and he wrote
‘about him in the world, but he till thought of God as infinite

4n some“:espgots.. This 1s avldént in his wards:

"Wisdom and Spirit of the universe! 40
Thou Soul, that art the Eternity of thought!" . -

 With this deduotibn,*then, that we must coneeive of’_-_-
God in en infinite, yet finite being, what may be said for the
present day Christian theist? Is his position one which has &

rational baeia,‘or ia his but an emotional position? Ferhaps -
there are few who are Christian who attempt to,:ormulata their

poéition, but we would be of the opinion thét-moatjpeoplﬁ Qill\

'be ronnd to favor a finite - infinite God., Few people, unless. |
they are . dogmatists, will tenaoiously hold :to the abaelute the- -

ism in praotiee, although many wish thay ooul& believe 4in the

1dea of an abselute God. - On the other hand, hoae who holﬂ to
a finita thaism will finﬂ 1t easy to practiea this belief. chg3 
 ever, sheuld their position be analyse& for them, surely. they
| would realize. that thay have not so mnch 10510 on thair s8ide ae'=

thay had supposed. They would have to eoneaﬂe that they aust

accept the 1nrinite aharacteristic af God in raspeot to the
oreation'of the_world. Ged, then, 18 finite in sOme respeota,

1nfinitevinﬂctﬁérs}

48
éBlewett g.ait.
4

Wordsworth, from ?he Prelude.

o
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EAPTER V
EARTSHORNE ON THEISM

As we have several times notéd through the foregbing a
diacourss, traﬂitional ‘theisn has been full of ambiguities.~ In

view of this faet Charles Hartshorne ‘has attemptea to extricate

| theism from. these dogmatic beliefs and haa come forth with a

logical, almple but forcible interpretation. We will attempt
to elucidate aome of mr. Hartshorne'a Aeduotions here.

What we have long required {8 an exhaustlve olassifi~

| cation of theistlc beliefs in order that we might discuss them -

1ogiea11y and precisely. Hartahorna has provided us with sueh

| a elassifioa;ion. He haa divided the theiama 1nto three maaor

. classes and then subdivided these. The olasaifioation 15 as’

Bpactsn
Absolute perfection 1n s ome re-
speets, relative perfeetion
, in all others,
 Absolute perfeotion, relative
‘perfection, and ”imperfeetlon“!_
' {neither absolute nor relative
perfection), each 1n some re-
ST o spects. ’ o
ATl . ' 4 : Absolute perfaeticn 1n gome re- -
e . . gpects, 1mperfeotion in all '

) A - ) U :Ahsolute perfeetlon in all re-
II AR, 2

'Cﬁ: B

ARTI

‘ S § others. '

I R .- .. B " - Absolute perfectlon in no respaots _

o ' o relative in all. . 5
RI . - & ' - Absolute perfection in no re- -

B spects, relative in some, 1mper-

IR , reotion in the others.

"I - . %7 . Absolute perfection in no rGSpecte,

' : 1mperfeotion in all. "

Charles Hertshorne, Man's Vision of God, p. 6. _ '
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| It is readily evident that this classifieation ex; |
oludes no theisms. Upon exemination we find that Group I has
only one tyﬁe, whilé’the other two Groups have subordinata"

olassifications, Group I includes the absolute qualities fbr

God. Group II includes any bellefs which attribute to God some

“absolgta qﬁalities and some whieh are msrely unsurpassable.’

 Group III has only those beliefs whioh give to God no qualities

of absaluta perfeotien.

It 1s evident that rirst type theism 1mplies a raticnal -

"baqls for thinking about God. God can only be oonceived thraugh
‘intellect, He has mo empiricsl qualities. In third type. theism
~ we have the antithesis., God is completely finite, This type

of theism includes the pantheistic, hylozoistio, religions. God

e is for this group only experienced in an empirical fashion.
'Hartshorne teela that these two Groupe (I and I11) represent
- the positicns of the extremes of. traaitional theologieas The

1nf1n1te and tne pantheiatie. He then attemptl to show that the o

only logical way that we could think about God: 1a in acma way

" to amalgamate thesa two theiams. The mannar 1n which he at-

tempis thls feat is through conaiderlng the idea of parfeetion

.es used 1n his elasairieationa.' Apparently perfeetibility

© means not "completenesa" but maraly "unaurpassability” by any~[~

thing other than itaelt.  How we know if we implied this 1n o

- first type theism that we would eradiaata many or the airfieulo ‘
‘tles of Goé ae infinite. However, 1P we 1mpliaa it in thira

type theiam we finﬂ God 15 ooggletely surpassabla in only ons

oase (Ko. 7). In hia prefaoe Hartsharne speake of power. .

B

Ibid‘,,P-Xvio
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wa,»when one speaks of perfection he usually implies some sort

of power.; But-ﬂartshorne equates power with 1nr1uence- 80

" ... perfect power is perfeat influerice, over individuals
which, @s such, only a very imperfeot power would even try

- to reduce to mere echoes or mechaniocal exacutors of its
own declsions, There 1s a perfeot way, as there are im-
perfect ones, of allotting to others the amount of good
and evil they shall have within reach of their own deci-
"'sions. There is neither an imperfedt nor a perfect way
of dealing with individuale as getally within pow@r of
their own over good and evil.

k~But Eartaharne also rinde in power an element of love. Thera-
. :f0r6'G0ﬂ as & peing,~ perfact in at laast some respects - will

have some power, some love, some influence. This is the‘eéaance,_-

of second type theism, and this, as Hartshorne seéa'it,>1s the |

Bolut;cn‘ta the difficulties arising in first and thi:a'tyfe

In tﬁrning to his chapter on Tﬁeologioal Analogles,

'VEartshorne points out that, men has ever hed to think of God in.
’-_tarma of analogies and symbols and  never in ooncrete terms. ‘We-
| 'have orten thought of God as a rather who sympathizes, raprdvee,:f
‘»’and oares fer his children, God has also bean coneeiveé as a .
" tender shepherd watehing 1ovingly over his sheep lest they stray

fram ﬁhe green pastures. Hb has been thoughx of as no leaa than"

a monarah or world bosa. Theae last analogies prave to be the

.least suitahle to our univerae of tha onea eited. Along with

these matapherieal conceptions of Goé Hartahorne brings in an-
othar aﬂd mera ‘highly elaborate analogy. Wa have 9reviously re- 
ferrad to this one as the new theiam, but we. will elucidate a -
l1ittle more fully here. . - L

- It is ganerally agread that tha only objeot over whioh

L2 RN
charlas Ea:tshorna, Man's ?1s;on'of God, Prefaoe,fp§ xvid.
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man has direct eontra& i1s his own body. At least, this is so

if vy direct control is maanﬁ immediate. It 1§ also agreéﬂ that

thia "organio body is both eomposite and simple, it is a com~
53

'plexity, but . an 1ntegrateﬁ complexity. If man reoeivea an

1mpresaion - be it taotile, olfactory, or otherwise - he has

‘volition to respond to' that impression. Now Hartshorne draws

an analogy between the boay of man and the world, and between

the will of men and the will of God. If men has direct aantrol_,

74 _ over his aody, God has direct oontrol over his - the warla.r7

“And as

"God's vclition 48 related to the world ae thou

every object im it were to him a nerve muscle, and his
omniscience is related to it as though every objeot

were & muscle-nerve. A brain cell is for us as it -

were & nerve-muscle, and a muscle-nerve, ln that ite
internal motions respond to our thoughts, and our

thoughts to its motions. If there is a thsologioal anaIOgy,
here i8 its locus. God has no separate sense organs or -
‘museles, because all parts of the world body direotly.
perform both funotions for him. In this sense the

world is cod's body,"54 L . ,

In adéition to the 1nd&vidua1 body analogy to the world

as God's boﬂy, Hartehorne goes on %o craate another analogy,

:whioh is thia ‘time -social. We 1nd1viﬁuala as the cells in our
'body,must work eo‘Operatively fcr the maturity of the whole.
'*Wa must practise the self-control neceasary for our own well

being 4n the 1nfluenc1ng of others; and ‘herein 19 love and "lovevf

makes all oontrol of others. also eelf-ocntrol, gél ‘denial self«

jdenial ‘4t does not abolish eontrol or denlal.

vaiaualy, there ars objections to this analogy. But
thase objections will oome from the ranks or traditional theiam.
These objectiens will ariee becauae of the limitatlons plaee&
L A
ibid., p, isl.
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upon God's personege. Snme might concede that if this analogy
o - is valid, God is deprived of the ability to ereate the world,
o ;ar man 1s_unable goﬁada ‘ona cubit' to his stature. Eowever,

we might interpret the meaning of creation as'does Hartshorne

t

~ that is, to be & means of influence in the natural growth of
the bdody. We may exareise'ourbﬁody if we wish to-dévelép'it
_more. Similérly; God may be conceived to oreate thevworld..
The aﬁalogy may be essailed on the problem of efil.
If we are subject %o sin - God must be subject to it. Harts-
horne replies that CGod 19 not aubjadt to such discord as we ara;
‘Unquestionably this oonelusion which Hartshorne reaahes
ig very similar to pantheism. But 1n anticipation of such a
eriticism, Hartshorne shows that this ‘analogy 18 more than em-
pirical, This view iavolves second type thelsm, and as such
overecomes the empirioal in favor of some aspecta of perreation.
 We have seen in previous deliberationa how seasond type thelam '
is quite suitable and adequate for man - more so_than.any other
‘theism. This 1s’£he éonciuaioh'which Erightman hﬁa.réachad'and'
lit is the conclueién which wé h&va reached; Go& oannot be eon-'
ceived ‘as absolute - he cannot be conceived as finite~'he can

_be conceived as finite - 1nfinita however.v._"-




' concruszow
‘We have come néw'to the obnolu&ing ﬁhaaéléf thia wbik
and it is only now that we ara able te gtve the flnal 1nterpre-
tatien to 1t. It is ditfieult for one to carry through a diseus-

~sion and then come to an ultimate 1nterpretation of 1%; but thia
‘1nterpratation is necessary 1r any discussion ia to be 6eemad

’ worthy of the tima whieh it requires to malntain 1%.

Ve have examined the fundamental assumptiona and be-’
1iefa of the hnmanist. It haa been observed that he has stressad

the need to usurp our anoient t¢rappings’ of aogmatio theology

_‘for the wondrous realization of the potentialities of man him— a
'self, It haa been noted too that the humanist is concerned for

“the welrara of men, He must have security, he mnst be realistio,

he must face life aquarely and on his own 1nitiattve.7 In all

this the humanlst is quite sincere, and he may be eommandeﬂ far

‘his rertitude but the saa part is that he has not gone tar

enough. The humanist laeks an antira oomprehenatve view. He

s brave, yet, but he ia unreasonable too; he must have more.

We have also concerned aurselvaa with a eonazderation

of thelsm., Ve heve observed that aneient theolopieal ‘beliefs

»‘have taken varieus fcrms., Theiems have been illcgical anﬂ 1n~

adequate. Praafa ror God’s exiatence ara 80 illogieal that it

- would seem we must extricata ourselves frcm theistic be11efs

entirely. Certain 1&9&3 aboat God eonceive him as baing finite,
some as infinite, some as 1nfinite and finite. Muoh discusaion

has been given to these thinge.

We have given some consideration to. thaological

analagies in reapeet to Charles Hartshorns's books, "Beyond

- 57 -




Humenism®” and "Man's Vislon of God™. It has been inspiring to
learn of new wdys in which we may think about God. However,

there is one dlsturbing thing about 1t all; that is that neithef

the ccnaiaerdtion’af humanism nor thet of theism has brought us

~ to anything of much greater import, “What," we may ask, "is the

purpose Qf thinking-gbout God, what is there for ue in prodfs
for his exjstengé, how does theism really ovércome‘humanism?@
} ’ Pexhapsvthe mpst orying need which is appérent'in oué
world today is thst.men should (in éolloquial terma)a'see the”
light'. But *he graat problem whieh eonfronts us is~ .What 1é

the 1ight? This may be conceivad as the deficiency in humanism.
| The humanist seys we mnst seek truth but the problem whioh is ’

 for him and many othara is, what is truth? Thie 18 the same

problem whicb has befuddled men - tbroughout the apea - the crawn~i
1ng example ooeurring whea Jesting Pilata before Ghriat asked
"What is truth?”

It seems that thsre 15 no -’ eoncluaive answer to tha

question, what is truth? But we do know this - that there ie
' truth and that truth 1s right. But why is 1t rightﬁ The only

answer 18 that if man éoes not live by ‘the truth he must live

by deceptlon, ané we know from experience that he whe 1ivee by
this philosophy is doomed. Perhaps that 1s why . tha prophate
through the ages have boldly. proclaimed that men mnst mend their

" wayg8 or suffer annihilatlon. It was 1nevitabla that destructzon‘

should come. It was not beeause the prophet sald 80 that they
would be destroved it was not beoause of anyona's saying 80
that would nake 1t so, but 1t waa 8o because the very underlying
prlnciple of the world ‘said it.v We cannot overcoma ‘the ‘faot

that there are universal anéd immortal truths in ths worlﬁ. and




‘wWe must liva by them or we will dasuray ouraﬂlvaa.

- 5P

It 1s voday neeessary, as ever it was, that men
should 1ive by truth. That men should be ready tc.stana'up «‘i

for truth againat all opposition, persecution, or destruction |

is 1mperatlve,_or=we;peap upon cursslves veritabié ecoals of‘fire‘

If we do not prbﬁuce men in our United Nations Organization who

will atand up for what they}kncw fe true rathef than for the

| _aoonomic ﬁiplomacy of thair nation vhich fhey repreaent ‘We
_‘shall be - daomed tc further turbuienae. Var s inevitahle if.
 we aannot hava 1eadera who will be willing to saoririee prea-

- tige’ and honour for themselves and for th@ir country. 1n pre~

:ferenoe for trath.:

As rcr the 6omest1c usea of truth they are mnly too.

'Aapparent. ?hat eruptions woul& ooaur in our cbnrch 1P men

would demane truth - 1f the ninisters wculd be prepared to

.  saerir1ce their reputations ana praetige even themaelves for
‘"truth' But why ahou&dn't uheyﬁ Chrlst stooa for truth. and .
: fif men are going to call themselves 0hrist1ans ‘they muat stanﬁ
_; ‘for truth or be. dubbed, as Christ himself dubbad the Seribaa ;f' 
'~fand Phariseaa of h‘s day, hypoorites. Christ diea an the eresa -
‘not beeausa he had not ‘the maana ‘with whleh to help himself,

nat rcr the purpcse cf honanr or preatige, ut because ha saw

‘that that was the only way he ooul& upholé truth. That was the
"only raad he could take. Be aould noc have allowed himself to

be a king becauae ‘he had to 1&?6 by *rutn, and as a king ha would

‘damand truth.‘ Sueh a king woula hawe ‘been overwhelmed 1n a so-

l'ciety purged with dsception.

Ve might obaerve anothar occaaion when a man stood

for tfﬁth.. Abraham Lineoln, facing a tarrible arisia with the

1]




S 80 --
issues at stake being slavery end economic rivalry, sald:

" mIf I could save the Union without freeing sny sleve,
I would do it; and if I could save 1t by freeing some
and leaving others aloue, I would also do that, What
I do about slavery and the colored race, I 4o beocause
I pelisve it helps to save the Union: and what I for-
‘bear, I forbear beog&se I do not believe it woulﬂ help
to save the Uniom."

Thesa ‘are the words ‘of & man who enaeavcred to live by what he

pelisved was true and bechuse he 80 lived he has. endaared bim-

 self to the hearts of meny withln end without his own eountry.

. ¢ruth, however, presupposes something else,  We can-
not 1ive by truth merely bocause some supernatural figure says

we ought or bec&use someons says we ought. Wb’must have an

“affection for truth - a-love far it. we have seen how Harts~

horne spoke of love -~ a cosmic sympauhy. This is 1ntrigu1ng.

Ve must. adnere to love ag: the all»peﬂvading, underlying, and

“uneeessa+y prineiple,or the universe - God. WeAcannot esoape

”_V'this love and eseape perdition. Ir-wé‘will to deceive we will C

to be destroyed. pecelt is the handmaiden of déstruetiona7‘
It is therefore nvident that we must 1live by truth;
not because you or I say we ought, not~beeause thevclargy says

we ought, not beoause the philosophar says we ought, not be~

 ;cauae Christ said we ought but beoause it 15 the imperative

prineiple of our universe.

we now conclude that we aannot escape God.  60& 18_ 

“love; God is truth. But he ia 80 net for any ratienal*praofii'

not becausa we will it, not because we think it, but becausa

ho is thet ana we ‘cannot deny 4%, We know that the principlas'~'

on whiceh ¢ his univerae turn damana that truth be upheld 1f we

® Nathaniel W. Stephenson, Abraham Lincoln and tha Unio 5
Toronto: Glasgow, Brook and Co., 1918, p. o
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are to survive, but truth must have love, and love is God. The
~ humanist believed in the integration of the personality in order
that we might prqduca a‘mind_uninhibited, a character noble and
strong; but he did not really know how to get this. He knew it
'was needed and he wanted it, but like the child in the orib
wanting the toy beyond its reach the humanist does not know how
to achieve his desire, The answer is through love for, and faith
in, the truth against all odds. If we live in love and by truth
we will beiopntributing to the higher principles of the Universe
and we will be achieving the aims laid down by FPlato @hen he said:

" L..e the true order of going, or being led by another,

to the thinge of love, is to begin from the beauties of

‘earth and mount upward for the sake of that other beauty,

using these as steps only, and from one going to two, and

from two to all falr forms, and from fair forms to falr

practices, and from fair practices to all fair notlons,

until from fair notions he arrives at the notion of ab-

solute beautg, and at last knows what the essence of -
beauty 1s."57" A AR

B7 o T T
"Plato, Symposium, Jowett's translatiom, p. 206,
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