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Preface

.H..Em BOOK has been written in response to a number
of requests from readers and reviewers of my pre-
vious work, 4 Realistic Philosophy of Religion (Willett,
Clark & Company, Chicago, 1942). Its purpose is, first,
to present the liberal Christian philosophy of the earlier
work in a way that can be readily understood by the ordi-
nary educated young person without the assistance of a
teacher. Second, to discuss from the same point of view
a number of questions only lightly touched upon in the
earlier work, such as revelation, sin and salvation, the na-
ture of Christ, Christian institutions, prayer, miracles,
and the argument from design. Readers of the former
book will find some of the same things freshly and more
simply stated, but most of the subject matter is entirely
new. oo

To achieve simplicity I have abandoned dialectic. In
writing for students of philosophy it is necessary to state
and criticize many alternative theories. This makes very
difficult reading for those not familiar with the views dis-
cussed. In this book, therefore, I have reduced this type
of argument to a minimum. I have, instead, gone
straight to the relevant facts, stated the questions they
raise, and then proceeded to draw from them the inter-
pretation they seem most consistently to suggest. Those

who wish to pursue the subject into critical dialectic I

would ask to read my two earlier works in this field, 4
Realistic Philosophy of Religion (1942) and (still more
metaphysical) Reality and Value (1937) .

X
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Liberal Christianity has for fifty years or more been
seeking solid ground whereon to set its feet. The thesis

here presented claims to have found such solid ground
by showing that the disinterested will to the good of oth-

ers is the activity of God within us. At the same time it
claims to preserve the essential truths which have made
Christianity a power for the salvation of the individual
and society. As such it refutes the charges of the'old and
the new orthodoxies while admitting much that is of im-
portance in their insights, especially those of the latter.
It also rejects the negations of the humanists and agnos-
tics, though adapting itself to what seems valid in their
critique of the religious tradition. It presents a philoso-
phy and theology that claim to be true to the scientific
knowledge of our day and to the deepest historic insights
into man’s religious experience. - It rejects and reinter-
prets much of traditional Christian theology but claims
that the new interpretation is more true to the spirit and
thought of Christ. It proceeds by the methods and in
the spirit of liberal Protestantism, but recognizes the
errors in that tradition and returns to find deep elements
of truth in much that it has frequently discarded.

In a field where so many have labored it seems like an

impertinence to claim to say something that is fresh and
true. But what seems fresh and true to the author may
seem so to others. At least it contributes its quota to that

never ending labor of thought whereby truth is found -

and maintained.
A. CAMPBELL GARNETT

The University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin

God In Us
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C H A P T E R o N E

Have We Outgrown Religion?

IS RELIGION WISHFUL THINKING?

O,z THE DAY I first sat down to plan the outline of this
book, a report came over the radio that all the tav-
erns in a neighboring town had closed, and the tavern
keepers had posted notices in their windows advising
their patrons to go to their churches and pray. Nol It
was not that the tavern keepers had all been suddenly
converted to prohibition. It was Invasion Day. That
morning our boys had stormed the beaches of Normandy.
Thousands had died. All were in peril. The war had
reached its hour of crisis. The action of the tavern keep-

ers was simply a fine gesture, in an unexpected quarter, -
that expressed the mood of the nation. Throughout the

United States and the British commonwealth the same

impulse was manifest. The President gave to the world
a prayer he had written in the night, before the rest of
us were aware of the news. The British king called on
his people all round the world to pray. Everywhere the
churches were opened and throngs entered them for

' prayer.

Such a demonstration makes it plain that we have not
outgrown our religion. Many of us habitually neglect
it. But few of us have entirely given it up. Yet there
are some who very persistently say that we ought to give
it up. And many more, especially among those who
habitually neglect it, wonder whether they are right. A

I
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religion that a person does not practice, except under
emotional impulse in times of danger or distress, is not
very convincing to anybody. It is easy to compare it to
a mere superstition, which a man rationally ignores in
his ordinary affairs but turns to as a last resort in his dif-
ficulties or relapses into in moments of emotional dis-
tress. It suggests that the belief in God is merely a prod-
uct of wishful thinking, something that people try to
believe in because it is a comfort in times of trouble to
think of an omnipotent helper, and a consolation in face
of disappointment and death to think of an eternal re-
ward in an afterlife.

Perhaps there are some people who believe in God
simply for the comfort they get out of it. But there are
also a great many people who doubt or disbelieve in God
because of the discomfort they have found in the idea.
The traditional and orthodox picture of God is not a
very comforting one. The modern tendency to believe
that God is so full of love and mercy that we can neglect
him, ignore his will, follow our own selfish desires en-
tirely, and still turn to him for help in time of need, is
in large part a product of wishful thinking. But this is
not the traditional picture of God. In that picture God
loves his children, but makes very difficult demands of
them. He is full of mercy, but he is just. He rewards
and he punishes. He is able and willing to save. But
the way of salvation calls for discipline. The further we
go back in history the more do we find the emphasis on
discipline.

Whatever may be true of some modern modifications,
man’s original belief in God was not a product of wish-
ful thinking. God was primarily one to be feared.

Christianity taught that those who honor and trust him -
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find him one to be loved. But the Father who receives

-~ the prodigal is still the source and upholder of the moral

law. And who among us is not conscious of having bro-
ken the moral law? Thus wishful thinking is more often
a cause of unbelief than of belief in God. :

GOOD AND BAD RELIGION

The sort of religion that manifests itself only in ap-
peals to God for help is-but a weak remnant of a faith
which arose because men believed that the moral law is
rooted in a will that is greater than their own, and that
the moral law is good, an instrument of love. The reli-
gion that is practiced only in foxholes is a poor surviving
fragment of a faith that inspired our fathers to demand
from kings and tyrants the recognition of the equal rights
of every man to think for himself, to speak his thoughts,
and to have his person respected before the law. That

- religion gave them courage to fight for freedom because

they believed that freedom was a law of God, above the
laws made by men. Before that God they bowed in hu-

mility and fear. And yet they trusted in his justice and

love. He was no product of wishful thinking. Wishful
thinking may rob a man of his religion. It may drain
the power from it by soft-pedaling the moral element and
leaving only a Santa Claus who brings us gifts. But it is
not the original source or chief sustainer of belief in God.

If on D-Day people prayed who had long neglected
prayer, if men have prayed in foxholes who never prayed
before, it was not because their anxious wishes created

" faith or strengthened it. It was because they had long

retained in the back of their minds a belief in a rule of
right and wrong that is above the desires of men, and in
a Power who upholds that rule and who therefore is just
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and good. They may often have failed to follow his rule,
but they still believed in his goodness and in some pos-
sibility of his power to help them. And so they prayed.
The prayer was a natural expression of a faith that rested
on something much deeper than their wishes.

But if it was merely a prayer for help in a physical
difficulty, divorced from all consideration of right and
wrong, it was illogical and unworthy. It ignored the
deeper basis of faith, the conviction that the moral or-
der derives from an authority that is more than human.
It tried to avail itself of God’s love without thought
of his righteousness. And an appeal to love without
thought of righteousness is an appeal for favoritism. It
. is a relapse to the primitive man and the pagan, who
think of a god who specially rules and guards his chosen
tribe, or a god who can be bribed with promises and of-
ferings to work miracles in the special interest of indi-
viduals.

If those who say we ought to have outgrown religion
meant merely that we ought to have outgrown such prim-
itive and spasmodic expressions of it they would be right.
But they mean much more than that. They mean that
we ought to have outgrown the conception that there is
any source or support of the moral law above the desires
of human beings. They believe that modern science has
undermined all ground for belief in any being higher
than man, to whom we may look for guidance and aid,
either in things spiritual or in things material. They
tell us that religion, even at its best, is merely a survival
of ancient superstitions, a hankering after unattainable
blessings, a reverence of nonexistent authority. They
usually fail to recognize the strength it brings to the
moral life. Or if they recognize this they charge that it
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is too dearly bought at the price of rigid adherence to
outworn codes, opposition to freedom of thought, and

~ waste of effort on futile ceremonies.

These charges against religion are not without founda-

“tion. But they go too far. They throw out the wheat

—

with the chaff. What our religion needs is not a tornado
to blow it away, but a winnower to sift it. It is true that
science has shown many religious ideas and arguments

“to be untenable. Itis true that religious thought harbors

still some superstitions of a bygone age, that it sometimes
imposes - outmoded restrictions, opposes freedom and
wastes effort. So does every other human institution.
The congress, the law courts, the economic system and
the army must be constantly overhauled and revised to
incorporate new knowledge and adapt them to new con-
ditions. So must our religious beliefs and practices.
There is a core of permanent truth and value in all
these things. But it has to be related to factors which
are constantly changing and only half understood. Some-
times it becomes almost lost under an accumulation of
these extraneous factors. Then we need a revolution or
a reformation. But the revolt ends in disaster unless it
succeeds in recovering and reinstating the core of truth
and value. That is what we need to do today with our
religion. This book is an attempt to winnow the wheat

. from the chaff, and to show that it is real wheat.

RELIGION AND SOCIAL ORDER

Every human society has its religion. And everywhere
religion performs the same essential function. It is the
cement that binds the society together. It upholds the
social structure. This is the statement of Dr. R. R.
Marett, of Oxford, one of our greatest living anthropol-
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ogists. This idea is also involved in the root meaning of
the Latin word. Religo means to tie up, or bind. Peo-
ple who don’t want to be tied up in any way don’t want
religion. But we can’t have a social order without some
restraints. We need laws and lawmiakers and administra-
tors. And if there is no law recognized above the law-
makers and administrators they tend to become tyrants.
Even if the will of the people is recognized as above that
of the rulers this will tends to become tyrannical, or splits
into selfish class interests and resultant chaos, unless it
recognizes a higher will above it that is concerned with
the good of all.  This is the lesson of history.

If a people to any great extent loses its religion it re-
lapses into chaos or slavery. We see this in ancient
Greece and modern Germany and among many primi-
tive tribes. Anthropologists constantly warn adminis-
trators who have to deal with primitive people that they
must respect tribal religion, change it only gradually,
always waiting until some equally effective belief can
take the place of the old, or they will demoralize the
tribe. There was a great loss of religion in ancient
Greece which was followed by chaos and tyranny. Newly
won liberties of the democracies were lost to dictator-
ships because they recognized no adequate Testraints.
Enlightened and democratic Athens made herself an im-
perialistic tyrant and brought resultant ruin upon her-
self. The old Greek religion, which had given some co-
hesion to the early Greek tribes and social order, was
inadequate and out of date by the time of Pericles. - Some
of the Greek philosophers tried to purify it and improve
it. But their influence was too little and too late. Greek
society could find no higher law, in which men suffi-

ciently believed, to keep within bounds the selfishness
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of individuals, classes and petty states. Division, vio-
lence and injustice went unchecked, and at last the
quarreling communities fell under the tyranny first of
Macedon and then of Rome.. Some degree of order was
restored, but liberty was lost.

Loss of religion is not the only cause of social chaos,
H.mmnnos and decay. But it is significant that where re-
ligion loses its influence, either through unbelief or by
failing to keep up with the life of the times, social dis-
aster tends to follow. The French Revolution is an ex-
ample of this tendency. The controlling hierarchy of
the church had become so corrupt and so closely con-

‘nected with the effete and predatory ruling class that it

Umommbm the opponent of necessary reform. The demo-
cratic regime sought clumsily to reform the church, with
resultant clash of consciences and moral confusion. The
Paris mob fell under the influence of antireligious lead-
ers, who led it to terrible extremes. The terror and
moral confusion thus initiated made impossible the dif-
ficult task of welding the contending parties into a stable
Q.@Boﬁ,mn% and from chaos the republic passed into the
dictatorship of Napoleon.

France still suffers from lack of a religion that can re-
tain the respect of independent thinkers and support
popular reforms. Atheism is today very widespread
among the upper classes. And atheism recognizes no
moral law above purely human desires. It can find no
logical reason why any individual or class should sacri-
fice its own interests for those of another. So when many
of these people became convinced that it was in their in-
dividual interest and that of their class to collaborate
with Hitler rather than fight for democracy they did so.
Except for a sense of shame and love of France many
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others would have done so. The forces of resistance have
been found, in France as in the rest of Europe, chiefly
in two places. First, among those who, like General de
Gaulle, believed in liberty and human rights on religious
grounds. Even Pétain was saved by his religion from
complete cooperation with the Nazis. Second, among
the Communists who, though they do not believe in God
as source of a higher moral law, nevertheless have a deep
personal interest in and a strong loyalty to another type
of social order (opposed to fascism) which they believe
is destined to triumph.
Because of its very definite philosophy and political
_program, communism has almost the effect of religion in
giving drive and direction to ethical ideals. But it-has
a narrow class outlook on present-day problems and en-
courages ruthlessness in dealing with them. Stalin’s

harsh treatment of kulaks and Trotzkyists is quite con-’

sistent with Marxian ethics. But the Russian people as
a whole have not lost their religion. And the Russian
church has for many years given support to the Soviet
economic program. It has also helped buttress the spir-
itual resistance of the people in the trials of war. Stalin
has shown his wisdom in that, though himself still an un-
believer, he has come to recognize the value of religion
in the life of the state.

RELIGION IN CHINA

Another example of social collapse following on loss
of religious support is to be found in modern China.
The Chinese have not lost their religion, but they have
lost the connection between their political system and
their ancient religion. Confucianism, like every other
historic religion, is a mixture of truth and error. It con-

{
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tains many noble teachings, but it is not adapted to mod-
ern conditions. It teaches that there is a supreme being,
identified with Heaven, who is the source of the moral
law. The principal duty of this moral law is filial piety,
honor and obedience to one’s parents. The whole em-
pire is one great family, with the emperor as its rightful
head. The emperor is the son of Heaven. He alone
worships Heaven on behalf of his people, who pay rev-
erence to their own ancestors and may worship minor
deities, but not Heaven. Thus the emperor is the sole
link between Heaven and the common man, and his au-
thority is unquestionable so long as he wields it in ac-
cord with the laws of Heaven — laws which even the
common man finds imprinted in his heart, and which
teach him benevolence, justice, wisdom, sincerity and
propriety.

This noble religion was well adapted to the needs of
the Chinese people until modern times. Itsupported an
orderly civilized life, peace, and classical culture over the
vast area of China. But the Manchu Dynasty stood in
the way of progress. The young Chinese who had been
educated abroad saw the intellectual flaws in the system.
In 1911 they conspired to overthrow the imperial dy-
nasty and established in its place a democratic republic.

But for the common people this took the keystone out

‘of the arch of their moral and political system. The new

president was not the son of Heaven, and did not claim
to be. There was no higher divine law supporting his
authority, or that of the officials appointed by him, or
that of the elected members of the new legislative bodies.
Ambitious men swiftly began to turn their new power to
their own interests. Civil war, corruption and banditry
spread throughout the land. ‘At length a little company
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of sincere patriots, led by a Christian medical man, Sun
Yat Sen, and Chiang Kai-shek, gained control of the city
of Canton, and set out to unify the country.

The inspiration of this movement lay in the convic-
tion of its leaders that the divine law upholds, not the
authority of an emperor, but the right of the people to
life and security, to the means of livelihood and the op-
portunity for self-government. ‘They stated their ideal
in terms drawn from China’s ancient ethics. Patriotism
and the bitter lessons of chaos have combined to win ac-
ceptance for it. It has become to millions of Chinese a
new religion, whether or not directly associated with the
Christianity which is its source. It is this com ination
of patriotism, ethics and religion, underlying the new
democratic movement in China, that gives it hope for
success where the earlier movement failed.

"RELIGION IN EUROPE

Turning again to Europe we find the prime example
of social collapse following loss of religion in Nazi, Ger-
many. Nowhere in the world has the modern spread of
unbelief gone further than in Germany. But it has gone
far among all the other peoples of Europe too. Germany
is merely the extreme case of a general symptom. And
much of the blame for this state of affairs must be laid on
the religious organizations of Europe. .

" In the English-speaking world, tolerance — the right
to freedom of thought and speech on religious matters —
was asserted and acknowledged as a religious principle
back in the days when religious issues were still the most
vital and serious questions before the minds of men. In
Europe religious freedom was not granted until people
had begun to grow indifferent to religious questions.
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The state churches attempted to suppress all noncon-
formity, and largely succeeded. To do this they allied
themselves in every way with the powers dominant in the
state. Thus, in Europe, any opposition to the existing
class rule had perforce to oppose the church. The lib-
eral and democratic movement therefore became an anti-
religious movement. - In England and America, on the
contrary, it found its inspiration and support in those
churches that had broken with the state church in the

name of freedom of conscience.

This situation reveals one of the points where the re-
ligious man needs to exercise eternal vigilance and fre-
quently fails. The central thought of religion is that of
a divine moral law which is above the desires of men.
Thus religion becomes a great buttress of the social order
that society has developed for its own welfare and be-
lieves to be good. It is easy then to identify the existing
law of the land with the divine will, instead of recogniz-
ing that, at its best, it is but a fallible human attempt to
execute the divine will. A lazy habit of mind tends to
grow to regard the constitution as sacred, whether it is
monarchical, aristocratic or democratic. And this is all
the easier for those who benefit by special privileges un-
der the constitution. Churches and churchmen that are
given special privileges are not the least guilty in this
respect.

‘Thus there arose in Europe an alliance between privi-
leged classes in church and state. Those who were in-
jured by these special privileges naturally came to regard
the church as their enemy, as well as the ruling class in
the state. There was no other religious group in the
community, recognized, tolerated and strong, from
whom they could receive inspiration and help. So they
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became antireligious, rebelling against the @&m,ﬁum eco-
nomic and political order, and hating mb&. mmm.,?&.bm the.
religious organization that supported injustice in the
name of God. In England and America these same tend-
encies are present, but to a lesser degree. Liberal and
democratic movements have found leaders in free and
democratic churches; in England, recently, also in the
state church. Communism is a foreign rather than a na-
tive movement in both countries.

On the European continent, however, the battle mbﬂ
were tightly drawn. The Greek and Roman Catholic
churches and the Protestant state churches, with only
minor exceptions, have tended to support political reac-
tion. Political radicalism has been antireligious\ As a
result the church has lost in spiritual power, has failed
in its social function, which is to be the most sensitive
part of the community conscience, calling attention to
evil and injustice on every hand. It has also lost the
confidence of the masses of the community whom it
ought to have aided in their struggle. And it rmm.womn
the respect of the upper classes themselves, because it has
condoned their selfishness when it should have con-
demned it. Further, because it had lost respect and was
failing in its function, it failed to attract into its Hm.mq.ww.
ship that great supply of able and sincere men which it
needs. It became intellectually sluggish, conservative
and backward. Or else it slavishly gave way to the vig-
orous attacks of intellectuals and watered down its teach-
ing to something meaningless, instead of thinking m,ﬁm way
boldly through the problems created by modern science
and history.

This indictment of the church in Europe may sound
too strong. And it could be turned, though with less-
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ened force, against the churches of the English-speaking
world. But it remains true that in Europe, to a greater
degree than in Britain and America, and in Germany to
the greatest degree of all, the Christian churches before
the war had lost the respect of both the upper and lower
classes of the community. Religion was at a low ebb.-
Just at this time Europe, and especially Germany, were
required to face a double crisis which called for high
moral resolution and idealism. One feature of this crisis
was the rise of nationalism. Throughout the nineteenth
century the peoples of Europe had been steadily winning
their independence and unity." National pride every-
where aspired to gather all those of one distinctive speech
and culture into a distinctive national unit and make it

-great. ‘This process culminated in the treaty of Ver-

sailles. It was impossible to satisfy the conflicting as-
pirations of all countries and many of the decisions natu-
rally went against defeated Germany. It was a hard blow

for this strong and proud people to see other nations’

aspirations satisfied, but not theirs; some even at their
expense. National pride called for justice — and re-
venge. 'The other feature of the crisis was the economic
blizzard that swept across the world from 1929 to 1935.
It called for high statesmanship to adjust the claims of
contending classes, all of whom felt injured by a course
of events beyond their control. :

Difficult times always tempt us to seek remedies that
lie outside the moral law. Germany, having lost too
much of that religion which supports the moral law, lis-
tened to the tempter. It is not your fault that you are
beaten in battle and poor. It is the Jews. They be-
trayed you; and they filch your money and your jobs
from you. Revenge yourselves on them, Turn them
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out of their jobs. Take their money. Run them out of
the country. Build yourselves an army again. The
chance will come to use it. You are the superior race.
You can impose your will on others. You can avenge
their insults. You can make yourselves rich on the
spoils.” It was a seductive program. Martin Luther or
Immanuel Kant would have scorned it. They believed
in an eternal moral law. But too many of the Germans
of the twentieth century had ceased to believe in any law
above national self-interest. They made the tempter
their leader and gave him the power he askéd for to carry
out his plan. They made themselves his slavés and he
led them to disaster. ‘

In all the dark picture there has been just one bright
spot. The German church rose up from its slumber
and insignificance to become almost the sole source of
resistance to the evil program of the dictator. The in-
tellectuals (for the most part) and the universities suc-
cumbed and took their orders. The newspapers, the
trade unions and the leaders of commerce fell into Jline
and goose-stepped. But in the churches there was a con-
siderable section who at length opened their eyes to see
the evil program for what it was. It was too late to stop
it. But it was not too late to protest, to resist, and to
suffer. By their heroism these religious leaders of Ger-
many, whatever their earlier faults, have earned title to
respect. They indicate that the great tragedy of the
twentieth century could not have happened had not Ger-
many so largely lost her religion.

i

RELIGION IN THE POSTWAR WORLD

These historical facts show plainly that man has not
outgrown the need of religion, Religion is still needed to
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support the moral law which underlies the social struc-
ture and to provide a court of appeal from evils that ap-
pear in the legalized social structure to a higher law which
is concerned equally with the good of all. The lesson of
history is that where religion is weak any crisis in a na-
tion’s history that puts a strain on the moral resources of
its people is apt to end in moral breakdown and social
chaos; and chaos ends in loss of freedom, in foreign con-

quest or local dictatorship.

One does not need to be a prophet to foresee that

- America and all the other democracies will, in the near

future, be faced by problems in which the moral con-
science of the people will need all the support it can de-
rive from religion. We have to guide the destinies of a
new world organization without either developing a new
imperialism or relapsing into isolationism. The British
commonwealth must liquidate its imperialism. America
must solve its race problem. The problem of mass un-
employment has only been postponed by war; the solu-
tion has yet to be found. In our economy, wealth still
tends to accumulate too much in the hands of the few
while millions are “ ill-fed, ill-housed, and ill-clothed.”

These problems will try our souls. They call for
wisdom guided by a strong national sense of justice, ob-
ligation, good will and respect for personality. The self-
interest of individuals and of great economic and politi-
cal pressure groups must be restrained. Can it be done
if we lose the sense of a higher law above the individual’s
desire for his own success and happiness? Can it be done
without an adequate religion?

Leaders of social movements for the improvement of
the lot of the depressed classes have not sufficiently real-
ized the importance of the moral element in politics.
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They have put their trust in group self-interest and the
power of the majority vote or the threat of mass revolu-
tion. They have not awakened to the fact that in a mod-
ern industrial society the depressed classes are no longer
a majority. No more than one-third of our American
people are “ {l1-fed, ill-housed and ill-clothed.” It is the
majority who profit from the cheap labor and bad con-
“ditions imposed on the minority. If each group votes
only according to its self-interest that B&OEQ will con-
tinue to maintain this situation.

The middle class holds the balance of voting power
and, from the purely economic standpoint, it i§ not in its
interest to unite with the poor to rectify their \injustices
at the expense of the rich. If the injustices of the poor
are to be rectified it must be done by appeal to the sense
of justice of the middle class to vote for reform, even at
some cost to themselves. If this is to be done we shall
need all the support of religion in the appeal to the mid-
dle-class sense of justice. And we shall need the leader-
ship of those whose political activities are inspired by
religious ideals.

Communists, in QO&GSm ao:mpoﬁ are undermining
their best source of support in their efforts on behalf of
the dispossessed. Because the religious institutions of

‘nineteenth-century Europe supported the traditional
aristocratic and capitalistic conceptions of the state the
Marxians attacked religion. And because of their mate-
rialistic philosophy 9@% did not believe in the power of
moral motives to institute reforms. So they concluded
that the situation could not be remedied without force.
They worked for the revolution. And they were met by
the counterrevolution of fascism. They are now a hun-
dred years behind the times. Revolution by force can

HAvE WE OUTGROWN RELIGION? 1y

no longer remedy the wrongs of the poor, for the rich are
possessed of all the powerful weapons and have the sup-
port of the great middle class. The “ increasing misery
of the proletariat ” is a myth; and so is the theory of its
increasing numbers. The day of popular revolutions is
over for modern nations. Only fascist revolutions are
now possible. The only hope for the common man lies
in democracy. And the only hope there lies in a national
sense of justice backed by religion.

ETHICS WITHOUT RELIGION

Those who contend that we ought to have outgrown
religion usually support their position by saying that en-
lightened self-interest is enough if only it is sufficiently
enlightened. There is no need, they argue, of any higher
law to require of a man that he should be just, generous,
courageous and honest in his dealings with his fellows.
It is in his true interest to be so. Such conduct maintains
an orderly society in which he can live securely and hap-
pily. . It wins him that respect and friendship without
which few can be successful and none happy. Above all,
it maintains his own inner self-respect, which is vitally
important, for no external pleasures and successes can
compensate for the inner dissatisfaction a man feels if he
is contemptible in his own esteem.

In answer to this we should point out that, so long as
a man considers only his external worldly interests, apart
from the inner demands of his own self-respect, it is often
to his interest (in this narrow sense) to ignore the rights
and welfare of others, especially when the great majority
of his own associates, his own class or community, do the
same. The easy way is always to go with the crowd. In
a community of cheats honesty is not always the best pol-
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icy. Further, if bad social situations are to be remedied
someone must protest and take the consequences of scorn
and hatred. The prophets of social justice are likely to
be stoned. And martyrs are not produced by motives of
external and worldly self-interest, however enlightened.
But what of the final argument for the ethics of self-
interest — the need to maintain one’s spiritual integrity,
one’s inner self-respect? The answer here is, first, that
,most people respect the sort of person they have been
\taught to respect. Their conscience does not rise above
ithe common level. They therefore tolerate in them-
iselves whatever actions they find generally condoned by
ithose around them. ‘“ Others do it,” they say,\so why
shouldn’t I?™ The demands of conscience, or inher self-
respect, will never raise a person above the common level
jaround him unless he does a great deal of serious mﬁm
'self-critical thinking on moral issues. But few do this.
'And why should they if the result is only to develop a
isensitive conscience that will stand in the way of their
Woﬂrmammmwwmmm So most people are content to Un as-good,
morally, as the next person. And it is easy for a man to

persuade himself that he is as good as the next person

When really he is not. Thus the moral standard tends’

gradually to fall instead of rise— unless people believe
that it is fixed by an authority higher than their own
self-interest and the opinions of those round about them.

Against this the objection is still urged that there are,
in fact, many people who do not believe in God, but who
nevertheless maintain fine characters and make many
personal sacrifices for the common good. This is, of
course, true. It may even be the case that, in a commu-
nity where there is a general belief in God, the character
of the few unbelievers is above that of the general level of
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the believers. The unbeliever must be a person of intel-
ligence and mental vigor to think his way to a view so vi-
tally different from that of the great majority. Such a per-
son readily absorbs the best in the moral tradition, with
critical discrimination as to its real meaning. He desires
the respect of the community and cultivates the virtues
which win that respect. He feels keenly the inner need
to maintain his own personal integrity and so is loyal to
the truth as he sees it when the evidence seems to him
~_to be against the commonly accepted religious beliefs.
‘He may even sacrifice external, worldly interests for the
inner satisfaction of maintaining the integrity and free-

° dom of his own thought. He is to be honored for doing

so.  Omne of the great mistakes of religious people has
been the persecution of such men. The term “ atheist.”
should never be used with scorn or contempt. Most of
those in our community to whom it is applicable are
persons of good character and honest seekers of truth.

But the atheist’s character is maintained by his con-
science, supported by his inner self-respect. It would
make him unhappy to do things that he has learned to
regard as contemptible. But why does he regard it as
contemptible to commit an injustice even when it is in
his external and worldly interests to do so? Why does...
he regard it as fine and admirable to be just and gener- '
ous, honest and courageous even to the point of personal |
self-sacrifice? It is because these ideals are the essential |
part of the moral tradition in which he has been trained -
—-a tradition developed and preserved by the religion
in which the general community believes. Why do the
Nazi storm troopers not regard it as contemptible to kick -
a harmless Jew in the stomach? . It is because the great
group of Germans to which they belong has lost its be-
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lief in the authority of the Christian moral tradition and
replaced it by a creed of race superiority and brute force.
Why have nominally Christian mobs sometimes done the
same sort of thing? Because they have not thoroughly
absorbed the finer part of the Christian tradition so as to
incorporate it into their proper self-respect, or because
they have allowed their temporary passion to drive them
to do things of which they are subsequently ashamed.

There can be no doubt that these ideals of justice, gen-
erosity, courage and honesty have been developed and
maintained by religion. Among primitive men religion
supports the tribal moral code, which asserts that every
tribesman has duties to his fellows, whether they are n
accord with his own interests or not. Gradually this code
is extended — to the visiting stranger, to friendly tribes,
to all mankind, even to enemies. Tribal religions have
supported the narrower moralities, but the prophets of
religious progress have initiated and supported the ex-
pansion of the concept of duty against individual and
group self-interest. They have based this obligation on
the conception of a God who is source and support of the
moral law and have argued that because God takes an in-
terest in the welfare of other persons and other peoples
so too should we. ‘ <

It is difficult to see in what other way this broad uni-
versal conception of man’s moral obligations can be logi-
cally maintained. Whether it can we shall inquire in
our next chapter. For the present we simply note that
historically it was religion that developed the concept
of universal obligation and that religion still sustains it.
Any other basis, even if one can be found, must for long
be socially weak and precarious. .

Have WE OuTrerROWN RELIGION? o1

. The study of ethics without religion leads then to these
conclusions: (¢) that a pursuit of one’s external and
worldly self-interest alone does not produce the kind of
character society needs; (b) that the further develop-
ment of character depends on a person’s inner self-
respect, demanding of him that he live up to an ideal
set by his conscience; (c) that the ideals his conscience
upholds are first shaped by the moral tradition he is
taught in his youth and can be modified only by critical

- thinking; (d) that, historically, it is the critical thinking

of religious teachers that has shaped our moral tradition
and developed our ideals of universal justice and good
will; (e) that when the religious standard is a&mnﬁmm
people are easily diverted to standards set up by special
groups in their own special interests, e.g., those of race,
nation and class.

THE INTELLECTUAL PROBLEM .

From the practical standpoint, then, it is evident that
we have not outgrown the need. of religion. But the
question still presses: Is there any proof of the truth of
religion? Are there any rational grounds for believing
in a divine authority for the moral law? And how can
we know what is the moral law to which it bears witness?
Religions differ in their moral codes. And some of their
doctrines are plainly false and superstitious. On others
they contradict each other. Those who say we ought to
have outgrown religion are usually thinking of the in-
adequacies and errors of our present religion — the con-
servative and often reactionary political tendencies of
some religious institutions, the outworn creeds that have
lost the respect of the majority of intelligent and edu-
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cated persons, the occasional opposition to freedom of
thought and scientific teaching, the rigid and narrow
moral principles insisted upon by some churches.

These faults of contemporary religion are to be de-
anmm. It is part of the purpose of this book to expose
them and show how unnecessary they are toa strong and
true religion. But even a poor religion is, in the long

_run, usually better than none. So long as a religion

maintains the essential conviction that a man’s obliga-
tions to his fellows are rooted in a higher law than the
mere pursuit of his own earthly happiness it performs its
essential function. It is possible for the religion to be so

full of injurious superstitions as to outweigh thevalue of

its central truth. But this is not often so. In any case,
the HmB&% is not to abolish the religion, but to purify
and improve it.

So we must pass now to our main theme — an inquiry
into the truth of religion. Society needs religion. But
it needs a better religion than it has had in the past. And
it needs more assurance than it has had of the truth of
its religious ideas. We need God. But where can we
find him? How can we know his will?  Why does he not
reveal himself?

The answer, in brief, is that God is ever with us, that
he reveals himself to us constantly so far as we need to
know him and in the only way in which we could pos-
sibly be assured and understand. But we are very slow
to recognize him for what he is. The finite children of
God must grow gradually in the knowledge of their Fa-
ther. For if they were not finite they would be God.

And if they did not have to grow they would be not chil-

dren, but mere things.

C H A P T E R - T w o

Where Do We Find God?

GOD AS SOURCE OF THE MORAL LAW

_/\<sz,<<m are faced with a question such as this chap-

ter sets before us it is a good rule of logic first to
define our terms. What do we mean by “ God ”? But
right here it is possible to make a serious mistake. In

_the course of centuries Jews and Christians have come to

adopt a very elaborate conception of God as an eternal
Being, infinite in goodness and wisdom, omnipotent,
oBbm@HommE creator of all things, giver of the moral law.
But this is quite a lot to set out to prove! It is easy for
the critic to pick on to some of these conceptions and to
point out their difficulties. How can we reconcile God’s
alleged goodness and omnipotence with the existence of
terrible evils like tornadoes and earthquakes, disease and
insanity? Why do we need to believe in a creator when
evolution explains the development of all the different
forms of life? How can we know that any being is in-
finite or eternal? Faced with these problems the theo-
logian has to delve deep into metaphysics and science.
His arguments grow too intricate to be clear and con-
vincing. The ordinary person is lost.

Let us begin with a much simpler conception that con-

-tains at least what is most essential. We have already

seen that man tends to believe in God, not out of wish-
ful thinking, desiring to believe in a powerful helper in
his troubles, but because he feels that the authority of the

23
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moral law rests in something greater than himself or any
priest or king or other human authority. The god of
' man’s early religious beliefs is first and foremost the sus-
" tainer of the moral law, whatever else he may be. We
" also saw that the important function religion performs
- for society is, first, to uphold the fundamental moral law
on which the social structure rests and, second, to offer
~ authority fora higher moral law in the light of which the
", prophets and reformers can criticize the existing law of
the land when it works badly. So let us begin with this
simpler conception. Our question then will mean: Can
we find any authority for the moral law higher than that
of man? This will also involve the question: an we
know what the moral law really is> When we searsh for
"the origin of the moral law we shall discover that there
is something within ourselves which demands of us
that we concern ourselves disinterestedly with the good
of others. And further inquiry will disclose that this
“ something ” is God.

THE ETHICS OF SELF-INTEREST AND LOYALTY

In discussing the question whether self-interest is an
adequate guide for the moral life we took notice of the
assertion, made by critics of religion, that a man’s own
inner self-respect demands of him that he be just, gen-
erous and honest in his dealings with his fellows. We
replied that this moral self-respect, or conscience, which
demands of him that he consider the interests of others
besides himself and which makes him feel contemptible
if he does not, has been developed and shaped by a reli-
gious tradition. This raised the question whether con-
science can be maintained at this high level without the
influence of religion in the community. ,
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- It has already been pointed out that such an ideal can-
not be based on self-interest at the level of external and
worldly interests. One person’s worldly interests clash
with another’s. The private interests of individuals and
groups are not always consistent with the general public
interest. If we argue, “ You must be just to others or you
cannot expect them to be just to you,” the answer comes
too easily, “ I don’t believe they will always be just to
me, so I can’t afford to be always just to them.” If any

—_man is ashamed to give such an answer it must be be-

cause he believes in an ideal of conduct that is above self-
interest. In brief, the moral ideal requires that an indi-
vidual should sometimes sacrifice his own interests for
the good of the community, and it is logically impossible
to base an appeal for self-sacrifice on self-interest.

In practice such appeals are commonly based, not on
self-interest, but on a motive that is often much more
powerful and always much more admired — that of loy-
alty to the group, to friends or family, comrades or
country. Man is a social animal and deep-rooted social
tendencies attach him to the social groups to which he
belongs. Every normal person is ashamed not to be loyal.
Here, certainly, is one of the reasons why a certain con-
cern for the good of others forms part of the ideal of con-
duct demanded of us by our inner self-respect.

But loyalties are always narrow. They not only attach
us to groups; they also divide us into groups. They hold
us to one group and set us against others. If there is a
loyalty toward the human race as a whole it is inevitably
weak beside the loyalties to the narrower groups which
enter so much more directly and deeply into our lives.
So if it were simply our loyalties that produced in us the
moral ideal, that ideal would never carry us beyond fam-
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ily and tribal morality. But this is merely the sort of
morality that people tend to revert to when they lose
their religion. They become, at best, good friends, good
comrades, good Americans — or good Nazis. At this
level people feel it contemptible to injure ar betray the
group. But they must rise to a higher level if they are to
feel that it is contemptible, for some relatively small
benefit to themselves or their own group, to injure or
betray an outsider.

THE WILL TO THE GREATEST GOOD

Neither self-interest nor loyalty, then, .can form an
adequate basis for an ethic that asserts the universal wsm
equal rights of all. Yet such an ethic has won almos ni-
versal approval in the Golden Rule taught by both Christ
and Confucius and in such principles as the utilitarian
slogan of ““ the greatest happiness of the greatest num-
ber.” On what can this approval be based? Is there, in
human nature itself, some general principle of good will
to all mankind? If so, is it strong enough to.account for
the fact that these high ethical ideals have come to be
almost everywhere endorsed, even though, in practice,
we fall far short of them? , .

Reflection on this question shows that there is such a
principle. There is something within us which demands
of us that we coricern ourselves disinterestedly with the
good of others besides ourselves. It makes itself felt
when we reflect, when we sit down in a cool hour and
think about the pleasures and pains, joys.and sorrows, of
other human beings — or indeed of any living creatures.
It also responds impulsively when we see another’s pleas-
ure or pain. We tend naturally to be glad that others are

[

glad and sad that others are sad. This tendency is a part

s

4
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of human nature. It is so distinctive of human nature
that we say of those who manifest it strongly that they
are “ humane.” We remark of such a person that “ he is
very human.” We call the opposite qualities *“inhu-
man.” : . .

We may call this “ the general tendency to seek the
good,” because it is not specially concerned with the good
of any particular person, either one’s self or friend. Nor
is it specially concerned with any particular kind of good.
It is just that whatever appeals to us as good is something

“that we naturally wish should exist, apart from any ques-
tion as to whose good it is or what may be its further con-
sequences. Because it has no special interest or bias we
say it is ““ disinterested.”

When we go on to pay attention to distinctions of
whose good, or further consequences, this, of course, may
change our wish. The small good that brings very bad
consequences we view as evil “ as a whole ”’; we then wish
that, as a whole, it should not exist; and we tend to act
accordingly. The question of whose good may also affect
our action. We form special habits of desiring the good
of some people, especially our own self, more strongly’
than that of others. This habit may make the wish for
the lesser good of self or friend stronger than the wish
for the greater good of some other person, where the wish
for the good has not been strengthened by the growth
of habit. This choice of the lesser good we often call
“evil.” But it is not really a wish to produce evil. It is
merely that the wish for a certain good has acquired extra
strength through habit and thus overrides the wish for

.the other good.

This strength of habit often leads to choice of the lesser

good even for one’s self. We may reflectively recognize
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a certain good as the greater; but when the moment for
action comes old habits assert themselves and we reach for

the good that is near and familiar. >mm5 this choice of

the lesser good we may reflectively call *“ evil.” But it
was not due to a wish for evil — for sorrow, pain or dis-
appointment. It was due to a habit-strengthened wish
for a certain minor good. Animal appetites and natural
emotional tendencies or “ instincts ” may similarly up-
set our more deliberate choices of the greater good.
What looks much more like an actual wish to produce
evil for its own sake occurs in anger. But anger is a sec-
ondary reaction. We have wished for certain goods and
found our efforts to produce them interfered with\ This
arouses a wish to do something to the source of interfer-
ence so that it can no longer interfere; and this wish is
commonly reinforced by the emotional feeling we call
anger. Emotion makes us blind; it concentrates atten-
tion on a single wish so that we don’t think of other con-
sequences. If the infliction of pain, or even death, upon
the person interfering with our other wishes appears as
the means to prevent his interference, then we tend ‘to
wish that pain or death upon him. And if emotion suf-
ficiently blinds us to the consequences we may try to
carry it out. If a person very frequently interferes with
our desires we may so get the habit of wishing pain or de-
struction to prevent him that we begin to think of any
evil to him as a good to ourselves. This is the attitude
we call hatred. But it is still true that anger and hatred

(¥4

are secondary reactions. The wishing of evil upon the

other person is due to a tendency first established as a
means to a certain further good for the self or friends or
friendly group. It may be a wish for a lesser good, but
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it is one that is aﬁbmoaomm by habit or natural emotional
impulses.

THE SENSE OF RIGHT AND WRONG

In all these cases, therefore, we see that the human wish
is a wish for a good. And'normally, of course, we wish
for the greatest possible good. But acquired habits, ani-
mal appetites, and instinctive, emotional impulses re-
inforce certain wishes and often lead us to pursue the

_lesser good. For the most part these habits and other

impulses lead us to choose our own private good. And
when they do so at the cost of the greater good of others
we call this “ selfishness ”” and say it is wrong.

Now here is a very familiar fact that is truly remark-
able. But it is so familiar we do not realize how re-
markable it is. It is really extraordinary that we should
ever think it wrong t6 do anything so natural as to pur-
sue our strongest wishes. Butwe do. If ever we sit down
and coolly consider the fact that we chose the lesser of
two possible goods we feel that there was something
wrong about that choice. Itisthe same if we have chosen
a good at the cost of an evil that outweighs it. This
would be easily intelligible if we felt this way only when
the greater good lost, or the greater evil incurred, is our
own. But we tend to feel that it is wrong also to pursue
our own lesser good at the cost of losing some greater

- good (or incurring some greater evil) for another

person.

We feel this most mﬁosm? when it is the good of some
friend or member of our own social group that we have
thus neglected for our own lesser good. There are two
reasons for this, both rooted in habit. In the first place




30 Gop In Us

we have learned (or acquired the habit) from the com-
munity-to think of such actions as wrong. Second, the
wish to produce the good of friends and neighbors-is al-
ways reinforced by habit, so that the conflicting nature
of our action is more strongly impressed upon us.

But we cannot explain the whole sense of wrong as due’

to the teaching of the community. For if the community
(e.g., a Nazi community) should say that to seek a bene-
fit for one’s self at the cost of a definitely greater injury to
another person is all right in certain m@m.&& cases. (e.g.,
if the other person is a Jew), then it is possible for a
member of that (Nazi) community to see that in this
case his community is wrong. And he will'see thi Hm ou&N
he will think hard enough and without special\preju-
dice. ™~

In the early stages of moral development each social
group tended to confine its sense of obligation to its own
members, because their own habits and the comments of
those around them drew their attention to wrongs done
to their own people, but not to others. Also, emotional
prejudices, springing from fear and anger, tended” to
blind them in the case of wrongs done to members of
another group. Butsome individuals did some hard and
unprejudiced thinking on these questions and came to
feel that it is also wrong, for the sake of some relatively
small personal benefit, to bring injury on a stranger.
When these thinkers first expressed this view they were
met with opposition and derision, for people do not like
to have their habits interfered with or to have obligations
thrust upon them. But the thinkers persisted and made
other people think. And when the others thought
enough about it they began to feel the same way. So
eventually the stranger was accorded his rights. - And

~

a
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gradually man came to recognize that what is really right

-is always to do the best for all concerned.

It was a lesson human beings did not learn willingly,
for it is so much against man’s habits and impulses which
tend to pursue our own good first. Even when people
came to recognize the principle as right they still failed
to live up to it, and made all sorts of excuses for excep-
tions to the rule. For habits and traditions are very
strong. But almost everywhere now it is recognized by |
those who think, and think without prejudice, on ques-
“tions of right and wrong, that we ought to do in every
case what seems best for all concerned.

This result has come about by thoughtful analysis of

" our sense of right and wrong, as we feel it. And thought-

ful-analysis could not have produced this general con-
clusion if it were not that there is something in our na-

* ture which demands of us that we seek the good of others

equally with our own. It is not merely that we wish for
the good of the other person. We do that, but usually
we wish more strongly for our own. It'is not merely that
we wish for the greatest good. We do that, too; but we
also often wish more strongly for some lesser good — for
ourselves or our own group. It israther that there is an -
“ ought,” a ““ sense of obligation,” attached to the idea of
the greatest good. The will to realize it has a unique
sort of authority. If, by force of habit or impulse, we
override it for the sake of some lesser good, it has the
power of impressing upon us, in subsequent reflection,
that we did wrong. We can refuse to reflect and blindly
follow habit, tradition and personal preference. We can
shake off the sense of wrong by ceasing to reflect. But we
cannot think about questions of good and evil, right and
wrong, without finding that the will to the greatest good
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of all concerned tends to break through our selfishness
and the limitations established by group tradition. It
breaks ﬁraocmw and asserts its MEQSEQ All that con-
flicts with it 1s wrong.

THE WILL THAT IS FIRST >ZU LAST

Our analysis has shown that thissense of an *“ ought ”
is attached to the will to the greatest good. This will,
with its ““ ought,” is a part of the self. It may not be as
strong as the wishes that have acquired the force of habit
or are backed by native impulse and emotion; but in re-
flective thought it asserts its peculiar authority, ‘What-
ever impulse or desire is out of harmony with it, it brands
as “ wrong.” To be wrong is to miss the goal atwhich

one aims, or to be out of harmony with an acknowledged

standard. So the choice of the lesser good is said to be
out of harmony with some standard or to miss its real
aim, even if it obtains that lesser good. The will to the
greatest good asserts itself as right. And it asserts that
the real aim of the self in every act of will is also the
greatest good, but that in pursuing this lesser gdod
(through force of habit or natural impulse) it is off its

course, missing its mark. The assertion is that the real

aim, the fundamental purpose, of every self is to produce
the greatest good, whether that be for itself or mow some
other.

This means that any pursuit of any particular good is
simply a part of a larger aim, a means to an end. The ul-
timate end is always the greatest possible good. But this
ultimate end is commonly forgotten in attention to the
means. The means is itself a good; and having found it
good one may pursue it for its own sake and in ways that
defeat the end. Thus, for example, a man desires health.
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For his health he decides to take exercise. He finds the

‘exercise good and takes too much, impairing his health.

From the standpoint of health he has done wrong; he

‘has missed the mark. Similarly, the sufficiently reflective

moral conscience asserts that our ultimate goal is to pro-
duce the greatest possible good. We find that posses-
sion of money is a means to much good. We enjoy and

take pride in possession of it and pursue the possession

of money at the cost of some greater good to some other

| person. In reflection we discover that this is wrong. It

has' missed the mark, the true end, the ultimate -goal.
Now the will to the end is not merely the last act of

- will in the series of efforts that work toward a goal. It
is also the first. And it remains as the set, directing pur- -

pose, in the Acmowmaoﬂbm of consciousness, all the way
through. So the assertion that our ultimate goal is the
production of the greatest womm:&n good means that the
will to. the greatest good is not merely the final form,

the highest development, of the moral life; it is also its |

fundamental Umm::zbm

This means that in the simplest beginning of human
consciousness, will takes the form of an effort to produce
good, more good, always greater and greater good. In
this effort it forms mvmnwmo habits which in general serve
its purpose and add to its power to pursue further good.
It acquires knowledge of many different kinds of moom
and different means to good. It cannot keep all these in
mind at once, nor can it keep its ultimate goal ever
clearly before it. But in each situation it responds to
what it feels or anticipates as good, seeking to maintain
and expand it. Gradually it develops the capacity of
analyzing a situation and distinguishing alternative pos-
sibilities of action. More or less accurately it foresees the
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end of each action and makes its choice according to
which promises the greater good. Thus it - modifies its
habits and develops new ones.

For the first few years of a human life there is no
awareness of any goods other than its own immediate
Sensory Emmmcwnm and natural satisfactions. These are
the goods it pursues; and it forms a strong set of habits
of pursuing such goods without much analysis of alter-
native possibilities. But gradually the ehild becomes

aware of other selves as also having pleasures and pains,-

satisfactions and dissatisfactions. When the child be-
".comes aware of these he spontaneously seeks to produce
these goods too— goods he does not himself feel. As
soon as a mother can make the child understand that
she too enjoys eating candy the child will manifest a~de-
sire to put candy into her mouth, and will show much
pleasure in doing what he has come to understand brings
pleasure to the other person. This means that as soon
as the child learns that he can create pleasure in another
person’s experience he spontaneously wants to do so. He
is not indirectly seeking his own pleasure. He gets pleas-
ure out of doing it only because he first has the desire to
do it — to create a good he does not himself immediately
experience. Gradually he then forms habits of pursuing
this other sort of good besides his own.

But now arise new possibilities of conflicts between
his desires. He desires the good of other people and of
himself. He has a well established set of habits of seek-
ing his own goods, i.e., his own pleasures and satisfac-
tions. These often conflict with what he sees to be the
greater good of other persons. At first, habit is usually
dominant. But occasionally he reflects on such choices
and then he begins to feel something vaguely wrong

5]
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about them. The impulse to pursue his own good was
stronger at the time of action because it was reinforced by
habit. It was the familiar, easy and assured line of ac-
tion. But in reflection the good obtained appears defi-
nitely smaller compared to the good lost or the evil pro-
duced — for the other person. The choice of the lesser
good appears somehow to have missed his real aim.

At length: he realizes that he now wishes, and has al-
ways wished, to produce the greater good. In similar in-
stances in the past, when he has neglected or destroyed

‘the greater good, or produced an evil overbalancing the

moom Wm has been told such acts are “naughty”

“wrong.” He now has a new experience to attach to
Emm word. It has acquired new meaning. On a subse-
@cnbﬂ occasion he remembers how such actions appeared
in later reflection. He controls the habitual impulse and
pursues the greater good. Gradually such choices be-
come habitual and easy. He has become socially adapted.’
He has formed a good character. He has become a well
integrated personality because he has brought his major
habits into harmony with that will to the greatest good
which is first and last, the beginning and the end of his
volitional life.

MORAL EFFORT AND PERSONAL INTEGRITY

We can see now where all those attempts to trace moral
conduct to enlightened self-interest are wrong. They
interpret human will as originally and essentially an ef-
fort to obtain something seen as *“ good-for-me.” Inreal-
ity, will is originally and essentially neutral as between
the self in which it occurs and other selves. It is simply
a response to the quality of value that enters into the life
of feeling. It prefers pleasure to pain, beauty to ugliness,
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joy to sorrow. We lump all these together when we say
it prefers good to evil. It seeks ever the greatest good
within the horizon of its feeling and thought.

At first the only goods within that horizon are those of
its own self, as immediately felt. At this stage the will
never hesitates. It goes for the greatest, the one that is
most strongly felt. Itavoids the felt evils or pains. Later
the individual develops the capacity to anticipate future
goods; and now some hesitation arises. . It-has formed the
habit of paying attention to what is present.. When the
future good appears greater than the present some effort
is required to break through this habit and pay attention
to the more distant goal. But it learns to do this and di-
rects its behavior accordingly. At length the individual
develops the capacity to recognize the existence of other
selves and imaginatively to enter into their experience
and see that they too have pleasures and pains, joys and
sorrows. Here is a new cause of hesitation. The habit
of paying attention to the self’s own goods conflicts with
the tendency to pursue the greatest good when that is
the goed of some other self. It requires some effort “of
will to break through the habit, pay attention to the good
of others, and act accordingly. But when the will makes
that effort it is true to its own essential nature. When it

fails it is the slave of habit.

Now we must not make the mistake of setting up a
complete distinction between habit.and will. A habit-
ual action can, in some circumstances, be carried out
automatically and unconsciously. In so far as this is the
case the action is not willed. It is involuntary. But so
long as we are aware of our goal and of what we are do-
ing our actions are willed (i.e., voluntary), however fa-
miliar and habitual. Every wish or want is an act of will,
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even the wishes or wants of our natural appetites. A con-
flict between two desires is a conflict of will. 'Will is not
an indivisible unit, except in its simplest possible form
where there is no awareness of alternatives. So every

‘habit is simply a specialized form of will, become famil-
iar, easy, strong and ready through frequent practice. A

habit is the development of a capacity to perform certain
voluntary actions with ease and power and with little at-
tention. The growth of habits adds to our capacity to
perform complex actions and to deal with complex sit-
uations with accuracy and assurance. It frees attention
to look further afield and analyze the unfamiliar.

It is now a generally recognized conception of mod-
ern psychology that an individual personality is simply
an organized bundle of habits. An individual mind is
a more or less well integrated set of habitual tendencies
to attend to this; that and the other thing — a set of hab-
its of thought and action. But each habitual act, as we
have seen, is an act of will; and each habit is thus a spe-
cialized form of <05&05& tendency, a special develop-
ment of will: Every act of will is a pursuit of some good;
and a H&# is a special set, or tendency, of will to pursue
certain' particular goods as opportunity offers. The
habit thus arises out of the general tendency of will to
pursue the good —and the greatest good within its hori-
zon.' Thus the individuality or individual personality is
a special set of volitional tendencies (forms of will) de-
veloped out of a general volitional tendency (a general
will) to pursue the greatest possible good. - And if the in-
dividual is to be a well integrated (or harmonious) per-
sonality his habits must be kept in harmony with. each
other and with the general will to the greatest good.
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MIND, LIFE AND CONSCIOUSNESS

The individual mind, therefore, is a growth of special

volitional tendencies that grow out of the general will to
the good. But whence comes the general will to the
good? The answer is that it is in every living thing that
feels pleasure or pain, comfort or discomfort, or any
other form of good or evil. Itis that which struggles and
strives in everything that struggles and strives; and it
strives to increase the good in the -experience of that
creature. But in each creature its outlook, or knowl-
edge, is limited to that of the creature. It is an|active
striving after the good, but with a finite or limitet] out-
look. i :
It is this feeling and striving that distinguish the living
from the nonliving. Even single-celled organisms like
the amoeba give evidence of it. The consciousness that
we enjoy is the unification of a mass of feelings, centered
in the activity of the cells of the cortex of the brain.
These feelings are held together by the act of attention.
When we become sufficiently inattentive we become un-
conscious. The spotlight of attention is the height of
consciousness, leaving a mass of vague feeling in the back-
ground that is marginally conscious, subconscious, and
even unconscious. For the unconscious processes of life
are not devoid of feeling and striving. A mass of evi-
dence from abnormal psychology proves that. A

Consciousness is a certain selected mass of present feel-
ing of the living organism, pulled together and retained
for a brief space of time. It enables us to distinguish the
passage of time in the transition of feeling; and thus we
become aware of the distinction of past and future. This
makes recognition possible when the same kind of feel-
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ing recurs. And it makes learning possible as we discern
the connection of different felt objects, one following
another. This act of attention which pulls feelings to-
gether creates consciousness. Without it feeling and
striving still exist, but unconsciously, because they are
disconnected and momentary. We know that this is so
because abnormal psychology has discovered an abun-
dance of cases where people have later become conscious
OM past feelings and strivings of which they were not con-

~ scious at the time they occurred.

It may seem, at first, like a contradiction in terms to
speak of ““ unconscious feelings.” But a little reflection
shows that consciousness requires much more than the
existence of a present feeling. To be conscious we must
also be able to hold that feeling in immediate memory
when it has passed, connect it with the new present feel-
ing, and anticipate some further feeling. Consciousness
is a linking up of feelings into a connected whole which
constitutes intelligible experience. This makes memory
possible; and habits linked by memory constitute per-
sonality.

Abnormal psychology, however, shows us that, in any
individual, this linking may be very incomplete. In the
one individual there may be a set of linked feelings that
are separate from the main body and constitute a sec-
ondary consciousness, a repressed personality. This is
abnormal. But the normal consciousness certainly shuts
out a mass of feelings, especially when it is most highly
attentive. And some of these certainly seem to function
as though they were interlinked in secondary conscious
association. So it is evident that our nightly sleep and
other gaps in normal consciousness do not indicate com-
plete absence of feeling, or even complete cessation of
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all forms of secondary consciousness. We lose the con-
nections whereby we remember or become aware of

them. That is all. : .
 The evidence, then, is fairly conclusive that will (i.e.,

feeling and striving) is continuous throughout life, pres-
ent in every cell of a living organism, though it is not
always gathered together in that act of attentive con-
sciousness whereby the individual strives to direct the
behavior of his organism as a whole. And-this will, as
we have seen, is always a striving after what is felt or an-
ticipated as good. ,

The general will to the good can therefore be traced
back to the beginnings of life. It was the activity \that
made the difference between the animate and inanimate
in the first bit of living substance on earth. That activ-
ity was a response to a feeling of something good. It was
a striving to maintain and increase that good. In course
of time this striving built up what we call a living cell;
and that cell grew and multiplied itself into many dis-
tinct cells. Thus the ongoing activity of the initial gen-
eral will to the good developed special set forms (or hab-
its) in each different organism, enhancing their powers
and adapting them to a particular environment and
mode of life. It developed the power of gathering up
the multiple feelings of a cell into the beginnings of at-
tentive consciousness, and so distinguished between be-
fore and after, and formed the capacity to learn by ex-
perience. In its special set forms it developed colonies

of cells and organized these into a multicellular organ-

ism. It developed the organization of the attentive con-
_sciousness into an intelligent human mind, capable of
thinking of the good of other selves.

Up to this point the outlook of this feeling-striving
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process, as present in each organism, had been limited
to the good of that organism. But now it became aware
of a vast range of other goods in the lives of other or-
ganisms. And it then showed its true nature, as a will
to the greatest good, by reaching out to produce the great-
est good on the whole, even though not the greatest good
of the particular person through which it worked. Then |
it found itself sometimes in conflict with the particular,
specialized forms of will, directed toward particular, spe-
cial goods of the individual, which it had developed in
the past.

As the attentive consciousness of the individual pulled
together its specialized habits to direct the activity of the
self as a whole toward its own greatest good it found its
familiar habits in conflict with a new form of desire
within itself, a desire for the good of some other person.
But this desire was new only in that it was a desire for
the good of another self. It was old — the very oldest
form of desire — in that it was desire for the greatest
gsod. And as the oldest form of will, the very source of
all the others, it asserted its authority. The attentive
consciousness could not pull itself together into a single
united will by subjecting this original and ultimate form
of will to the other forms that had been developed as its
Instruments. .

The strength of the special habits often was enough to
flout this new aim of the old, original form of will. But
they could not integrate it in subjection to themselves.
If they flouted it the self remained divided against itself,
and pained, when it reflected, by a sense of something
wrong. So the effort at reintegration must be made, the
effort of attentive consciousness to subject the special
habits to the will to the greatest good. It was an effort
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at self-integration that had to be made by the self as a
whole. It.was hard; and it had to be made often. With
practice it grew easier. It can grow almost habitual.
But what self succeeds in always maintaining that inte-
gration perfectly?

GOD AS FOUND WITHIN

This, in brief, is the story of life on-earth. It finds the
origin of life in an act of will, responding to, a feeling of
something good and seeking to produce more good. But
it does not assume that that original act of will was aware
of the end from the beginning. It does not assume a
consciousness of any ultimate goal toward which|it is
working. The story merely takes life as it is found. \Life
is seen as a process striving, in spite of difficultiesx to
produce all the good it can, making mistakes, getting at
cross purposes with itself and producing evil, but still
striving to correct its errors and drive ever to produce
more and greater good.

Obviously, the story thus far is incomplete. We want
to know more about that original act of will that has been
expanding and -multiplying itself ever since.in all the
amazing forms of life and the still more amazing history
of man. Could that act of will be the first? What was
it that produced it? Is it only in man and the animals
that a multiplicity of feeling-striving processes (or acts
of will) ever are ::mmamﬁm& by an act of attention to
form consciousness? How is this activity of feeling, or

~will, related to the physical body?

These are questions to be examined later. But even
with the material we have gathered thus far we can an-
swer the questions raised at the beginning of this chap-
ter. We saw that, for religion, God is, above all, the
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source of the moral law. We asked: Can we know of
any authority for the moral law higher than that of man?
Can we know what the moral law really is> Now we see
the answers. 'The moral law is that every person should
at all times seek to do the greatest possible good for all
concerned. It is the Golden Rule which religion long
has taught us. And the authority for it is so much above
any man or body of men that it is the fundamental source
of all earthly life, the will that animates all that breathes,
that is active still in every man. And with this will that
seeks in and through each of us the good of all we must
make our peace and live in harmony or there can be no
peace or harmony in our souls.

If this will to the greatest good, which is the source and -
ultimate guide of our lives, our Alpha and Omega, is
rightly called ““ God,” then we see God face to face. We
know him more intimately than we know any other per-
son. For we only look on the external face of another
man; we merely guess at the life within him. But we
look upon the actual will of God in operation (his inner
soul) as we do upon our own, We see the essential na-
ture of his will more clearly and simply than we do the
complex nature of our own. For God isin us. Heisa
part of us. We are products of his activity, outgrowths
of his life. And he is active still within us, guiding us,
admonishing us, using us, cheering us with the sense of
inner peace and strength when we are in harmony with
him.

This is exactly the sort of knowledge of God that
our greatest religious teachers have declared we have.
‘“ Blessed are the pure in heart: for they shall see God ”
(Matt. 5:8). “ For it is God that worketh in you both
to will and to do of his good pleasure” (Phil. 2:13).
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“In him we live and move and have our being” (Acts
17:28) . ““ In him was life; and the life was the light of
men . . . which lighteth every man that cometh into
the world ” (John 1:4, 9) .

This is the knowledge of God that we have by imme-
diate acquaintance. It should be enough to make us rec-
ognize the nature and authority of the moral law. But
we want to know more about God than this. Indeed
many will hesitate to use the name “ God” for some-
thing, however important, that we find within ourselves,
unless we can show that it is more than just in ourselves.
But other facts about God must depend on inference.
They cannot be given in immediate experience [as are
the will to the greatest good and the sense of obligation
or authority attaching to it: God as found within us\ We
must infer the rest from nature and history and the de-
tails of personal experience. But all our knowledge is
like that— even our Hgo.i&mm of the physical world
and other persons. moﬁmmzbm is given in immediate ex-
perience and the rest is inferred from its Hm_mﬁon to other
data of experience.

In our study thus far we have already inferred that -

what we find within ourselves as a will to the greatest
good is the fundamental form of will from which our
whole personality has developed, and that it is continu-
ous with the first act of will, which was the dawn of life
on earth. If we call this will “ God” then we can say
already that God is creative, personal, good, immanent
in man, and the source of the moral law which bids us
love our neighbors as ourselves. But we cannot be con-
tent with this. We want to know more of God’s relation
to us and to the world, of what he has done in history and
of the hopes he holds out to us for the future.
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But “ God is a Spirit.” If this is so then our further
knowledge of him must come Qﬁoﬁm& a mnc.&\ of spirit
where we know it best. This, if there really is any such
thing at all, should be in the life of man. So we wmmm to
our next question: Has man a soul?
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Has Man a Soul?

DEFINITIONS

NCE AGAIN we had better begin by defining our terms,
for the term “ soul ” has been used sometimes for
the animal life, sometimes for the immortal element in
man, sometimes for the higher mental, moral and aes-
thetic capacities, whether believed to be immortal or not.
We shall use the term here for that part of man’s life and
mind which may be believed to survive the death of the
body. The terms “ spirit ” and “ spiritual ” we shall use
for all the life and mind of man which is above the level
of the other animals, whether this is all immortal or not.
Thus we can distinguish sharply between man’s animal
and spiritual tendencies. The term “ life ” will be used
to refer to all activities or processes other than the merely
physical, whether conscious or not. We shall see reason
to believe that all these processes or activities are of the
nature of feeling and striving, even when unconscious.
Thus all “life ” is also “mental.” There is no distinc-
tion between life and mind. But we shall use the terms
“mind ” and “ mental ” to refer more particularly to
those processes or activities which normally can be con-
scious, though they may become unconscious.

THE ORIGIN OF FEELING
If the distinctive feature of life is the feeling-striving
process we call “ will,” then whence did it come? Some
. 46
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scientists have speculated that it has been produced in
some mysterious’way by some minute material body.
Within the slimy substance, floating in the shallows of
the warm seas when the earth’s crust was new, the ultra-
violet rays of the sun synthesized many new and complex

_chemicals. Somewhere a new synthesis or mixture of

these clung together in a new sort of lump or extra-large
molecule which began to act in an extraordinary way.
It ingested, digested and egested other chemicals. It
built itself up. It multiplied its own kind by division,
and these new individuals built up colonies of cells and
eventually developed multicellular organisms. Some-
where in the course of this process, perhaps at the very
beginning, some of these chemical processes produced
feelings. The processes that tended to build up the or-
ganisms felt good; those that disintegrated it felt bad.
Along with feeling came striving — striving to maintain
the good feelings and be rid of the bad. Thus the striv-
ing of the organism tended to maintain atid expand its
life. At length the feelings developed consciousness and
the conscious struggle for existence and expansion of
power began.
, This theory, of course, implies the ethic of self-interest.
The striving process is produced by the organism and
adways strives to build it up and maintain it. It strives
for the good of another only as a means to its own good.
The falsity of this ethical conclusion immediately sug-
gests the falsity of the whole theory. .
But there are other objections to it besides this. If

- feeling and striving were not present from the beginning,

then it is most extraordinary that the early forms of liv-
ing thing should behave. in such a highly purposive-
looking manner as they do. To meet this objection



48 | Gop In Us

many advocates of this theory accept the view that these
factors must have been present and operative from the
beginning of life. In this form the theory is more plau-
sible. But it is still faced with the objection that it sup-
poses that a world in which there was nothing but the
push and pull of bits of Eﬂomm matter could produce
something so utterly different as feeling, with all its
wealth of qualities — color, sound, pain, pleasure and all
the rest. : = o
- The difficulty of believing that matter produces feel-
ing becomes still greater when we inquire from the
physicist what matter is. He tells us that it is composed
of units of electrical energy organized into atoms. Each
atom consists of one or more units of positive electricity
(“ protons ”’) surrounded by one or more units of nega-
tive electricity (“ electrons ”’) ; perhaps also some neutral
units (“neutrons ). At the center there is a compact
mass composed of protons (if more than one) and neu-
trons (if any). Around this revolve the electrons, like
the planets in a miniature solar system, and relatively
just as far away from the center. So most of the atom is
empty space. The various parts do not touch each other,
nor do they touch the parts of other atoms. The most
solid-looking piece of matter is chiefly empty space, the
units of energy pulling and pushing-each other across
distances relatively enormous. This apparent action at
a distance, in the structure of a piece of matter, is a mys-
tery, as is the apparent action at a distance we call gravi-
tation, which holds our solar system together. *
Now a little thought soon shows that it cannot be these
separated units of electricity themselves that possess feel-
ing. How could the feelings of a multitude of such sep-
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arate units be combined into a single perception except
by the activity of some unifying agent beyond them?
Further, how could a set of such isolated feelings be com-
bined into the unity of consciousness? If our feeling
were located in the electrons and protons it would have
to consist of a multitude of separate, shifting spots.

THE REALITY OF SPACE

The reason for the persistent effort of materialistic
speculation to depict the units of physical energy as the
locus of feeling is that materialism has always thought of
matter as the only reality and has defined matter as that
which occupies space. And these units of energy are all
that physics can find as occupying space. So they are re-
garded as the only reality; and therefore they must be the
locus of feeling and consciousness.

But this conclusion misses the significance of what
modern physics has to teach us. It is no longer possible
to regard the ultimate units of physical reality as bits of
solid stuff moving around in empty space. They are units
of energy, not bits of stuff. Energy is motion, activity.
Careful physicists tend to describe their ultimate units
simply as * operations,” which have to be defined in
terms of the operations we perform in measuring them.

Physics knows nothing more about them than how they

change position relative to each other. Chemistry and
physiology can go on to describe how the operations
physics describes are correlated with the sensations we
feel. That is all we know from these sciences.

" But what is the space in which these physical opera-
tions occur? Is it nothing? Then these operations are
connected by nothing, for there is nothing but space be-
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tween them. Obviously, space itself must be something,
a reality of some sort. It is then a reality that is every-
where. In it occur all the operations that make up the
physical world, and all the feelings, strivings and other
activities that make up our minds. o

This gives us a hint to answer another question. What
is it that operates? There can be only one answer that
aveids sheer invention of some purely imaginative entity
orstuff. Itisspace. Space itself, the reality that is every-
where, is active in the form of that great system of inter-
related operations which we call the energy system ow the
physical world. That would explain the mystery Om.mn-
tion at a distance, the law of gravitation and the cohesion
of the atom.

THE RELATION OF BODY AND MIND

If space is a reality (not just nothing) it 4055 help
us, too, to explain the mystery of feeling and its relation
to the physical processes of the nervous system. O.oHoH?
sounds, and other qualities such as warmth and pain oc-
cur in space. Probably all space has some quality .mbm
the qualities change according to the physical operations
in each particular space. The physical operations —
-e.g., electrons and protons — are events 5. space that set
up changing tensions acress the intervening space that
holds them together. And with these changing tensions
there are correlated changes in the quality present in that
space. Thus, when a nerve is stimulated and a nUmB.mnm.L
change takes place in a certain part of the brain, this is
correlated with a change of the quality present there.

But what is the function of these qualities in the whole
scheme of things? Surely they have some part to play;
surely the colors and sounds, pleasures and pains, have
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~some effect upon our behavior! Yet physics and chemis-

try can find no way in which they do affect physical proc-

~esses. 'T'here is much about the chemistry of living cells

that is not known. But all physicochemical processes, so
far as they are understood, seem to operate without any
effect upon them other than the effect they have on each
other. Certainly it is hard to see how qualities like blue

~and red could push a molecule around or cause it to
break up.

But here the conception of space as the agent that op-
erates in all physical activity again comes to our rescue.

- Space must also be the agent that operates in all mental

activities —in seeing red and blue, hearing sound, feel-
ing pain, liking this, disliking that, striving to change this
or that. If so we can understand how, when a new qual-
ity appears in a certain space in the brain (its appearance
being due to a new nerve stimulus) and the mental act
in that space changes from liking the former quality to
disliking the new one, this change of mental activity,
being really an activity of space itself, may affect the phys-

‘ical activity of the same space. It need not increase or

decrease the total physical energy. It need not create a
new electron or proton, nor destroy any, in order to do
this. It may merely facilitate the process of chemical
synthesis, ‘or the release of enérgy from some molecule.
It would simply be that the change from feelings of ap-
petition to feelings of aversion, or vice versa, in a certain
brain space has an effect upon the other (i.e., the physi-
cal) operations in that space. For both are operations
of the same reality — the same space. This gives a very
simple answer to the problem of the relation of body and
mind.
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THE STRUCTURE OF A MIND

This conception — that space, the omnipresent reality,
is what operates in our mental activity — gives us a very
workable conception of mind. It is a conception per-
fectly in harmony with our best vm.%nwﬂompo& knowl-
edge. We should not say that space 1s EEP Bm&&%.vm-
cause it performs mental activity. And it would be just
as wrong to say that space is matter, merely because an-
other set of its activities constitutes the physical world.
A physical thing (an atom or a stone) is a wmﬁwo&mﬁ 5
terrelated set of physical activities. Similarly, a mind is
a particular, interrelated set of mental activities. The
connection between the physical activities is what we call
physical causation. The connection between the mental
activities is memory and purpose.

But neither mind nor matter is a distinct substance or
stuff. The physical universe and the whole historic
course of life and mind are simply two distinctive sets of
activity of the one omnipresent reality. Each set wm ac-
tivities has its own kind of inner relationship; one is the
physical-causal; the other is that of memory-purpose.
And the two sets of activity have their effect upon each
other. For the physical activity presents qualities which
the mental feels, likes or dislikes, and strives to change
or increase or maintain. This response of liking and
disliking, feeling and striving, then has its ommnﬁ upon
the course of physical events in the place where it occurs,
e.g., in a human brain. A material thing is an .oamm.ENw.&
system of physical activities of space. A life or mind is
an organized system of mental activities of space.

Now consider more carefully the structure of a human
mind. Tt is an organization of feeling-striving activities,
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or acts of will. And these acts are not actions of any
physical thing, nor of any particular local thing, but of
the omnipresent reality. This reality we know immedi-
ately in its character of extension, or space. But we now

- discover it to be full of all sorts of other amazing poten-

tialities. . . :
The mental act consists in purposively attending to

‘something. The objects attended to can be distinguished -

as having various colors and other sensory qualities, vari-
ous shapes and sizes, motion and resistance. These fea-
tures we classify together as the characteristics of physi-
cal objects. But we can also attend to our own mental
activities; and we distinguish these as feeling, striving,

- perceiving, thinking, liking, disliking, etc.

- The liking and disliking involve attention to a pecul-
iar set of qualities of a kind we have not yet mentioned.
They may be classified together as values and include
the unique element felt in pleasure, pain, joy, sorrow,
beauty, ugliness and every other sort of good and bad.
We are at first inclined to regard the value-quality as de-
pending entirely upon the nature of the object; e.g., the
color of the rose is beautiful and its smell pleasant. But
a more careful examination shows that the value-quality.

“felt depends upon our own mental activity. The same

color seen in a connection that gives it another meaning
may appear ugly; the same smell on another occasion may
be unpleasantly strong for us. - Further, the value-quali-
ties are often directly associated with our mental activi-
ties. We enjoy doing what interests us. If we have set
our heart upon a certain goal we enjoy doing the things
that seem to bring it nearer. In fact we can lay down a |
general rule that value-quality tends to be felt when our
purposive activity (or that of a sense organ) is working:

3
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harmoniously and successfully toward its goals; disvalue
is felt in frustration and failure.

It is not necessary that the goal should be explicitly
in mind in order to affect our value experience and thus
affect behavior. Ordinarily we tend to forget the distant
goal while we pay attention to the present means that has
been seen as a step towards it. Our will can become set
on one of these means as a subsidiary goal; and we can
then enjoy working towards this subsidiary goal, quite
forgetting its ultimate purpose. Often we pursue it too
far, to the injury of our ultimate purpose; and then we
experience the unpleasantness or bitterness of frustra-
tion. This fact, that an act of will that is forgotten can
still affect our value experience, making the activity feel
enjoyable and satisfying or otherwise, shows that when
an act of will is forgotten it does not necessarily cease to
exist. It does not have to be conscious. Once estab-
lished it can remain as an unconscious set of the mind.
It then vaguely affects our value experience without our
quite knowing what makes us happy or sad.

A human mind, therefore, consists of a oonLoM or-
ganization of forms of will, set upon certain goals, not
all of which are conscious at any one time. Indeed, only
a small part of mind is conscious. The rest consists of
set forms, operations of the omnipresent reality (or
space) that have, as it were, taken their stand, become
set, and so affect the value experience of that mind even
when it is not conscious of them. If it does become con-
scious of them it is aware of them as wants or desires, set
upon certain goals. But consciousness involves an act
of attention which links up a selected group of feelings,
strivings and set tendencies, giving some a special prom-
inence and leaving others in the background. This at-
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tention, giving a special prominence to some forms of
will over others, brings about changes in the effect of

- the mental operations of the omnipresent reality (space)

upon its physical operations in the same area, i.e., changes
in the brain, and thus in bodily behavior.
_ But we can see now why we are not always conscious.
The various set forms of will are so many special hab-
‘its. So long as they remain the same the brain activity
remains the same. Then occurs a new mental act of at-

_  tention to the good by one of these forms of will, with

liking or disliking of a certain object so as to want it
changed. This effects a special new set of brain activity.

_ But the nerve cells are fit for these special changes of ac-

tivity only when they are freshly charged with potential
energy and free from fatigue products. If mental activ-
ity tries to drive them when they are fatigued it experi-
ences weariness, headache and frustration. So mental

~ activity has formed the habit of giving the brain periodic

rest. It becomes inattentive, inactive, unconscious; i.e.,
it goes to sleep. Similarly mental activity ceases imme-
diately to disturb the brain when the brain is badly
jarred, attacked by noxious drugs, or if the blood supply
fails. It is the well established set, or habit, of the mind,
perhaps inherited from its past ancestry, in such circum-
stances to become inactive, to relapse into unconscious-
ness. Thus the brain is given a chance to recover.

WHAT SURVIVES DEATH?

What happens to the mind if the brain never recovers,
if it and the body disintegrate? For answer we have no
clear and certain evidence. But, unless our whole inter-
pretation of the facts is wrong, the mind need not cease

to exist. If the mental activity is an operation of the
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omnipresent rezlity, then a set form of will is a set form
of that reality. And a human mind is an integrated or-
ganization of such forms of reality. Every interest that
a personality has developed is a form of will, a set form
in the omnipresent reality. And a mind is a system of
interests. There is no reason why these interests should
not become active, and thus conscious, again. They cer-
tainly should do so if their object still exists and their
activity can have some effect in the realization of their
goals. L ‘

The whole question of whether a mind may live on,
after the death of the body, would therefore seem to de-
pend upon the nature of its interests and the possibility
of their realization without the body. Interests in the
body and its achievements would necessarily become in-
active. The whole mass of physical habits and desires
of the flesh would thus be lost. The minds of animals
and the animal interests of man must cease to operate
when the body dies. But a great range of other interests
of a well developed personality would remain.

Our value experience is determined, not by our rela-
tion to physical things, but by the interrelation of our
mental operations. So long as these were harmonious
life would be happy. The richness of that life would

oped in things independent of the body. Beauty is ex-
perienced in the activity of imagination and could still
be pursued, though not in its familiar sensory forms.
But since all the world is full of qualities we would form
new habits of attending to these instead of attending only
to those associated with our sense organs.

Further, it should surely be possible to develop new

\\mmvmsm upon the richness of the set of interests devel-
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‘means of communication with other minds. In telep-

athy there is already evidence that this is possible when
we become more interested in another personality than
in our own sensations. This is very difficult so long as
our habit is to attend to these as media of communica-

tion. But when the familiar sensations are gone this

habit must disappear, new means of communication will
‘be sought, and if they can be found the interest in other
persons will again become active. But it will have to be
a positive interest in their welfare or it will make for
unhappiness. A selfish or antisocial interest would Qmmr
with the will to the greatest good of all concerned, which
will still be the fundamental form of will in each person.
"Thus hatred and pride developed here may be expected
to make a person unhappy hereafter, until they are over-
come, while love will make for happiness.
Finally, the truth interest could still be active. The
body as a means of investigation and information would

" be gone. But there would be personalities and their re- .

lations as subject of inquiry; the relation of personality
to the world would open new channels for research; per-
haps even some operations of the physical world itself
may still be felt and investigated. .
Memory should be carried with us into the next life,
for the function of the brain is simply to present objects
— qualities, shapes, motions, etc. Each oEm.Q as pre-
sented is merely present, whether its presentation is due

_ to the sense organs or to imagination. The mind must

carry its own past experience with it, subconsciously, n
order to see in the newly presented object something
with which it is familiar, something like the experience
of the past. The dependence of memory upon the brain
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Soﬁ.m seem to be due to-the normal mind’s habit of at-
tending only to what is presented to it by its body — the
Uo.&w and what it can achieve through the body being the
wﬂmﬁb& and ever dominant interest of the normal earthly

ife.

Thus the answer to the question of our chapter is that

man begins to develop a soul as soon as he develops in-
terests that do not depend upon his body for their fulfill-
ment. The soul is an organized system of such interests.
Man is not born with a soul. He grows it. Its growth is
essentially a moral process and it is one in which human
beings can help or hinder each other. The soul devel-
A.%mm in this life is more or less rich in the range of its
interests. It is more or less well integrated. If it is self-
ish, or involves hatreds, it is warped and is bound to suf-
fer until it can overcome these tendencies. It will be
free, after death, from the habits of the flesh, good and
vmmv but not from the effect these have had in determin-
ing the direction of its interests — proud, self-centered
and vindictive, or genuinely concerned with the greatest
good. Only the latter types of interest make for true
harmony in the soul and therefore for happiness. But
the soul, at death, has not finished growing. Death is
the beginning of a new life, in which the soul will de-
velop old and new social interests and interests in beauty
and truth. Above all, it can go on growing in the knowl-
edge of God and in the joy of working in harmony with
his will.

THE MORAL ARGUMENT FOR IMMORTALITY
This conception of the future life is derived directly
from an analysis of the nature of mind and its relation
to the body. But the ground for faith in immortality is
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enormously strengthened when we approach the ques-
tion from the standpoint of our knowledge of God. In

the next chapter we shall show reason to believe that God

is not merely a higher will and moral demand immanent
in ourselves, but also a supreme and all-embracing Per-
son with an eternal, conscious purpose. We shall see
that there seem to be some limits to his power; yet the

possibilities which the universe may contain are beyond
“our guessing. The course of the evolution of life on-
" earth has revealed amazing new potentialities of the uni-
verse at every stage; and there is no reason to think this

life has exhausted its resources. The power of God and
the further possibilities of the universe would have to be

small indeed if they could not provide fresh means of

communication and development to minds such as ours
will be when they have left the body behind. Perhaps
they may provide .opportunity for further development
even of the lives of infants — a hope for which the merely

“psychological evidence provides no basis.

From a faith in the eternal power of God it is a short
step to faith in immortality. For God as immediately
known to us is a will to the production of the greatest
possible good in the lives of persons. He wills the con-
tinued life and wholesome development of individuals.
And his demand upon us is that we should pursue the
same end. It cannot be that God makes a moral demand
upon us which he does not himself observe. So we must
believe that the whole eternal power of God, in accord
with his eternal purpose (assuming the validity of the
argument of our next chapter) , is directed to the culti-
vation and development of finite personalities like our-
selves. No substitute for such individual, personal im-
mortality could meet the demands of the moral will.
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And those demands will surely be met, for the moral will
is God within us.

MORAL OBJECTIONS TO IMMORTALITY

Finally, something should be said in answer to the ob-
jections to the doctrine of immortality that have been
made on moral grounds. The Communist charge that
religion is “ the opiate of the proletariat ~ has been urged
particularly against the doctrine of immortality. It has

‘been called a device of the ruling class to persuade the
dispossessed to be content with their lot, promising “ pie
in the sky when you die ” for those who remain faithful
servants in this life. -John Dewey and others have also
urged that speculation about a future life only turns peo-
ple’s attention away from the problems of this life, and
should therefore be avoided.

Now it may be admitted that designing people have
sometimes made illegitimate use of religious truths. But
this does not make a truth any less true. Further, such
objections as Dewey urges are pertinent only against a
conception of immortality that divorces the status in the
future life entirely from behavior and achievements on
earth. As has been shown in this chapter, the future life
to which we look forward is one in which the higher de-
velopments of personality begun in this life will be con-
tinued. It therefore makes those Emwma m%&owgmﬁﬂm
all the more important.

The fact that a personality has. eternal womﬂgrﬁmm
makes it all the more important to make the most of its
initial stages in this life. Every act here acquires the
greater significance by reason of its repercussions in eter-
nity. Not only is the importance of the moral law en-
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hanced, but the value of the principle of neighbor-love
is specially emphasized. True happiness hereafter de-
pends upon cultivation of a personality in harmony with

.the will to the greatest good. And everything that can

be done to assist the higher development of personality
in this life is a contribution to the enrichment of a life
that is eternal. The task of making the most of the op-

_portunities of this life is rendered, not less significant,

but infinitely more so, by the recognition that the life

“ which we help or hinder by our activity is not limited to

threescore years and ten.

In particular, the right of the individual to freedom
of conscience, and therefore to freedom of information
.and inquiry and freedom of speech, attains its full sig-
“nificance only when it is recognized that any attempt to
limit these freedoms may enslave and inhibit the devel-
opment of an immortal soul. Any imposition of bad
conditions upon individuals or classes that warps their
spiritual development, puts temptation in their way,
causes them to do wrong, is a crime against the eternal.
It was this that Jesus had in mind when he said, “ But
whoso shall cause one of these little ones which believe
on me to stumble, it is profitable for him that a great

‘millstone should be hanged about his neck, and that he

should be sunk into the depth of the sea” (Matt.18: 6) .
The Christian doctrine of the supreme value of the
individual soul thus lies at the basis of our liberties. It
teaches that all differences of race, station, physique,
mentality, color or sex are insignificant compared to the
fact that a human being is an immortal soul, responsible
for himself directly to God, and a child of God whom
God loves. 'Those who think that the social status of the
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humbler classes of men on earth could Uw advanced by
the abandonment of faith in mgﬁoﬁmﬁ@ Wwﬁw ..noMT
pletely failed to grasp the significance of ﬁ..Em faith in t M
course of history. It is one of the great pillars on A.iﬁ.n

has always rested the democratic doctrine of the dignity

of man.

G H A P T E R F O U R

What Is God Like?

GOD IN US AS WILL, NOT IDEA

ITH THE understanding of the nature and destiny of

man developed in the last chapter we are in a bet-

ter position to understand the nature of God and his re-
lation to man. We see the whole course of life on earth
as beginning and ending with God, and God as present
and active all the way through. As we have already seen,
‘we know, God immediately as active within ourselves —
a will to the greatest good of all concerned that asserts
its moral authority over all our other desires. This will,
however, as it operates in us, does not at first carry with
it a clear consciousness of its own end. It is impossible
that it should; for the very young child is not aware of
the existence of other selves as centers of experience sep-
arate from his own. We cannot pursue the good of oth-
ers until we are aware of their existence. So the divine
will in us pursues the greatest good that is  seen and rec-
ognized as greatest by each individual mind. The in-
dividual mind may fail to see some possibilities of good;

‘it may make mistakes as to which is greatest. But the

divine will in us establishes a desire and a sense of ob-

< ligation to be true to the greatest, even if it is a good for

some other person but not for ourselves.
‘This view is perfectly in harmony with the opening
verses of the Gospel of John: ““ In the beginning was the
-63
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Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. The same was in the beginning with God. All
things were made by him; and without him was not any-
thing made that was made. In him was life; and the life
was the light of men. . . . That was the true light, which
lighteth every man that cometh into the world.”

This text has been much misunderstood by theologi-
ans because the Greek word logos, which means ““ mind,”
“ reason,” “ thought ” or “ word ” and is here translated
“ Word,” is connected in Greek philosophy with Plato’s
notion of certain perfect ““ ideas ”” which are eternal ob-
jects of the divine mind. So it has been suggested that
the “ light which lighteth every man that-cometh into the
world ” is-a certain set of perfect moral ideas. Thus
the human conscience was thought to be a sort of instinc-
tive knowledge of what is right— “ the voice of God
within us,” telling us exactly what-we should do. Against
this interpretation many people pointed out that con-
science makes many mistakes and so its ideas cannot be
the voice of God. . o

Now what our analysis of the structure and develop-
ment of the human mind shows us is that God is in us as
a will to pursue the greatest good, not as an idea of what
is the greatest good. Our intelligence has to find what is
good. And the good changes so, with changing circum-
stances, that it is impossible to-lay down any absolutely
rigid rules. Conscience is indeed “the voice of God
within us ” in so far as it demands that we try to find out
what is the greatest good possible in every situation and
strive to produce and maintain it. If we set aside our
prejudices and favoritisms conscience will always de-
, mand this. But it is a great mistake to think that any
| particularly strong and vivid idea of what is rightin a
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certain situation (which is what is ordinarily meant by
conscience) is the voice of God.

.Hrw words in John’s Gospel would seem to agree with
‘this view. The word logos in most Greek philosophy
~meant much more than a perfect idea. And it means
much more for the Gospel writer. It is a creative power
‘and life. It is the “life ” that is “ the light of men.”
>bm life, while it may have ideas, is much more, and E&a
-exist without them. It is primarily feeling and striving
Le., will. _ The logos, if we use that term, is the Qmmmﬁw
§F.m@&5m and striving after the good as it feels and
sees 1t. In that process it has developed all the forms of
Wmm Each one seeks the good; but each one has a limited
vision; it can err and produc i _ 4
goods than it wﬁomsnmm.@ ) wﬁ~ nd destroy greater
It is therefore correct to say that all the forms of life
are created by God and that God is in them all. But it
1s not correct to say that each is and does exactly what
God, from the beginning, planned it should be and do.
That conception of God would make him directly re-
sponsible for all the evil of the world. God did not spe-
cifically plan either the sweetness of honey, or the mmﬂ
mum H.?w m&..mmﬁ or the misery of disease. God, in his mnﬁ?m.
ity in animate nature, seeks the good in and through each
living thing as it is seen from the standpoint of that liv-

[

ing thing, not as’it is seen froin some all-inclusive stand-

L il

onbn.mrmﬁmmmmmeWSOSM&:Es mvH .
tail from beginning to end. gs, p m.E_Em 98&%&?

INFINITE MIND AND FINITE MINDS

"This mo@. not mean that there is in God no higher
nosmnwoﬁmbmmmv no eternal plan.- A mind with an eternal
consclousness and an eternal plan might well initiate a
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growing, creative process, which would be vmm\owmm ”M
direct control in detail and yet would, as a whole msw. n
the long run, fit into the oﬂmwbm.y plan —a %55 MMH MM :
might well provide for Hrm. continuous m%ﬂ O@Hﬂoym
relatively independent individuals within the w Tmrm
This is exactly what is mmmmmm_wma. by our analysis o <
structure and development of mind. d<m have nmmnwz
the life and mind of man back to an initial act o wil
which found on this planet conditions that made possi-
ble a new kind of constructive activity, with mmBomﬁ MMH
finite possibilities of varied Qoﬁ&owgwﬁr _ These MNE
ditions, combining water, mwﬁr.maﬁ air with a cer an
narrow range of temperature variations, mmqobogm.aw Mo-
us are a very rare phenomenon. Huaovmdq they exis .mmﬁﬂ.
where else in the universe, unless it be on our si
planet, Mars. However that may vm. when these MHMH\M
forms of physical activity appeared in %mﬁm, %m..n%ﬁo. he
reality that is everywhere) wmmwou@n”& to them. he xe
sponse was a constructive interest in ﬁrw smim.u:% e
forms and qualities. The resulting G%wﬂmbnm M :mvm&.
so long as it was successfully constructive. ﬁ_H, W bad
when the result of activity was disintegration of the n '
structure and thus a disappointment of the o.obmﬁaco.nﬁm
interest. Thus the process of .Eﬁoamma.mﬁ vital activity
went on — a process of attentive feeling and .Mﬁiﬂﬂﬂ
building up a new moHHE .Om Womw that could maintai
ow and multiply itself. o
m&HN%M any single m:w@enmﬂ.waoﬂmm is absorbed in H_ﬁmmoﬁ
object. It does not of itself involve a BmB.oQﬂo (he
purposive act that initiated it, nor of the EQJS e mﬁﬁ-
which that act may have in view. For examp mumm s -
dent writing an essay has to look up a certain momﬁm Hﬁ
a book. He takes up the book to search for the fact.

T
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Presently he-is absorbed in the interest of reading the
book. He has forgotten the purpose for which he took

- the book up. Something must occur to bring his atten-
tion back to this original purpose or it would be forgot-
ten altogether. The new interest goes ahead, oblivious
of its origin. .

‘Something like this must have occurred in the initia-
tion of the creative process of life on earth. Assuming
that there is an eternal conscious mind, with an eternal
purpose, this mind would see the opportunity for crea-
tive activity and development of new individual lives on
this planet. It would react with constructive, interested
attention to the new situation. This act would be an act
of will (feeling and striving) seeking to control the new
physical form in ways felt as good, and going on to de-
velop new forms and new goods, always the greatest pos-
sible good. The new interest-process would be aware
of its own object, the physical form and quality, and"
would strive to maintain and increase what it there found
as good. It would manifest adaptive reaction and per-
sistency. with varied effort. But it would have no sur-
viving consciousness of the act of will that initiated it, nor
of the ultimate purpose held by the mind that per-

formed that act of will.

‘The originating mind could be aware of the new in-
terest-process, and of the goal it was intended to pursue, |
and of its success or failure. But the creative interest-

Pprocess itself would be absorbed in its own object, un-

aware that it was a part of a larger mind. It would thus
become a new and independent individual, a life with
its own body, gradually developing as a distinct center of
consciousness. .

In a mind that has only one distinct body through

e,

Sz

/

f

Y



68 Gop In Us

which to express itself, it is a mistake and a failure to H.mn
any single interest-process get beyond control of the orig-
inating center of consciousness. But an m.ﬁmgm; con-
sciousness would have a multitude of distinct bodies
through which to express itself. .Pbm its purpose 29.&&
be to produce independent, 5&2&&& minds, s&wg
could develop a range of unique-experiences to enrich
the experience of the universal BE.Q” In wmﬂ.SnEmﬁ the
development of independent, »ﬁ&.ﬁ&c& QLBS%, would
make possible the creation of a unique range of values,
the social values, including love. “Love can be exper1-
enced only when there are two or more relatively :.ao-
pendent minds. And if there are two or more Bbpm.m
only one of them can be infinite (embracing all experi-
ence). The others must be limited, finite, or they 20;.5
be identical. Being finite these other minds must _o.m in-
dependent, erring, and sometimes opposed to the will of
their creator. But that is the price even God must pay
for. having other individuals, with independent minds,
to love. : .

If there is an eternal, conscious mind with an eternal
purpose, and if it was this mind Qp.mﬁ Euﬁmﬁmm the process
‘of creative activity of life and mind which we call the
course of evolution and of human history, then our
minds are specific interest-processes within the universal
mind, working more or less in harmony with ﬂr.m purpose
for which we were created. The universal mind could
be aware of us and share our consciousness, though we
could not share his. .

We must not assume, however, that the H&mﬁoﬁ be-
tween our mind and the universal mind (if there is such)
would be exactly the same as that Uwﬁéomw a mEmHm in-
terest-process and the human mind in which it occurs.
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Our minds are much more complex than any single in-
terest-process and have bodies of their own, a fact which
gives them a much greater independence. Another anal-
ogy would be that of such free-moving bodies as the white
corpuscles of the blood stream, which live much like in-
dependent organisms and yet are an organic part of a
larger organism. Another analogy, suggesting a still
greater independence, is that of parent and children. No
analogy is perfect. = All are misleading in some respects.
But of this we can be sure, that if our minds are the prod-
uct of the activity of a larger mind, then there must re-
main some sort of organic relation between them.

POSSIBILITY OF AN ETERNAL CONSCIOUSNESS

It is time to face the main question. Is there a larger
‘mind than our own from which all life and mind have
sprung? Is God, as known within us and active in the
whole development of life from its inception, an agency
that had its first beginnings with the first act of will which
constituted the first throb of terrestrial life? Or was that
first act of will the conscious act of a mind that existed
beforehand? . .

We have already seen reason to believe that qualities
more or less akin to those that we feel in sensation are
properties of space, the omnipresent reality. They are
not the special creation of the molecules of our brains,
but are displayed everywhere. We have also seen that
it is space that feels and strives, not the molecules of the
brain. It would be most extraordinary, therefore, if a
reality that is capable of feeling the changing variety of
qualities that everywhere flow through it should never
have felt anything until a few thousand years ago on
earth. It would be strange, too, if a reality that is capa-
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ble, in small individual organisms, of attending to its
feelings in such a way that it becomes conscious should
practice this attention only in those organisms.

In brief, once we have recognized that it is space, the
omnipresent reality, that feels and is conscious, not just
certain minute units of physical energy, there is little rea-
son for thinking that feeling-and consciousness ‘do not
exist until physical energy has developed the special
forms or organization with which our consciousness is
associated.

Some say that while it is possible that there is an eter-
nal mind, there being no evidence against it, yet there is
no evidence for it. They claim that it is just as plausible
to think that feeling and consciousness originated along
with the development of the nervous system as to think
that they are an eternal feature of reality. They are will-
ing to swallow the implausibility that a reality capable of
consciousness should have remained unconscious until
awakened by certain minute changes in the structure or
arrangement of certain molecules; or they choose to be-
lieve that these minute changes made that reality capable
of consciousness even though it was not capable of it
before.

In saying that there is no evidence for an eternal con-
sciousness these thinkers are looking for evidence of the
wrong sort. Our consciousness is concerned with the spe-
cial purposive behavior of a particular body, directing
it to certain special goals and adapting it to special cir-
cumstances. . Those who say there is no evidence of con-
sciousness outside of human and animal life mean that
there is no evidence of such special adaptive behavior of
anything outside of human and animal life. Nature does
not modify her laws in order specially to adapt herself to
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human needs or to reward human beings according to
their desert. ;

But should we expect that an eternal consciousness
would manifest ?m&.m in special adaptations of natural
laws to human needs? What ground is there for believ-
ing that feeling and striving could have such effects as
would be recognizable as special changes in the natural
order made for a moral purpose? So far as our evidence
up to this point goes, feeling and striving have no effect
upon the course of physical events except to facilitate or
retard certain chemical changes in some of the very un-
stable carbon compounds of living cells. This implies
some very slight effect upon the operations of physical
energy. In the delicately balanced structure of a liv-
ing organism a very slight effect upon certain nerve
changes may make a great difference in behavior. In the
long-run course of the physical world, spread over the
1mmensities of space and time, the influence of a univer-
sal world-mind may also be great. But there is no evi-
dence from mind as we know it to suggest that an eternal
and universal consciousness would be able to work mir-

acles for man’s special benefit, enlightenment or punish-
ment.

EVIDENCES OF DESIGN

Is there, then, any evidence of the long-run influence
of mind upon the course of the physical world? Yes, it
can be found in two facts. The first is the almost uni-
versal predominance of beauty over ugliness in nature.
Beauty and ugliness are two distinct possibilities in the
arrangement of material things. If the universe were a

" chaos it might be expected to throw up the one as often

as the other. But almost everywhere it is beautiful.
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Nearly all the ugliness is made by man. Inanimate
nature is never ugly. Even deserts, ice floes, oceans,
‘storms and volcanoes are beautiful, however cbnogmowm.
able and destructive they may be to human flesh. Ani-
mate things in nature are rarely ugly, though often un-
pleasant or dangerous to man. .
Animate nature, however, is the product of n@ﬁm&m of
special, adaptive feeling-reactions of living things, mﬁ&
must therefore be much less subject to the’long-term 1n-
fluence of the eternal consciousness.. Yet some such long-
term influence in favor of beauty must have been opera-
tive here too. For it is very easy for the shortsighted
feeling and striving reactions of living things to create
ugliness — as man discovers as soon as he starts to inter-
fere with nature and build cities. Since 1t 1s sO easy to
produce ugliness it is difficult to escape the conclusion
that the vast predominance of beauty in nature must be
due to the design of some higher mind. o
‘The validity of this argument is not affected if beauty
is regarded as merely subjective, i.e., Bmwm@ a wao&.ﬁna
of the mind perceiving it. The argument simply points
to the fact that nature is such as to affect human minds
predominantly with an experience of beauty. HH.BNQ be
that nature is marvelously adapted to have this effect
upon mind. Or it may be that mind is 882&01&%
adapted to receive this effect from Smmiﬁmﬁ Hr.w various
forms of nature. In either case the adaptation 1s equally
marvelous and indicates a long-run designing influence
in favor of beauty, for beauty has no mﬁé.w.ﬁm <m€w m.oH.
the struggling animal, and random, undesigned activity
most commonly produces ugliness. o
A second evidence of the influence of design in the
universe is the peculiar adaptation of our earth and solar
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system to its function as the medium for the development

. of rational, moral individuals. To say this is not to

argue that this is *“ the best of all possible worlds,” that
“whatever is is best,” that everything is made by God
for a special purpose and exactly fulfills his will. Tradi-
tional theology, with its theory of special creation, made
God directly responsible for all the evils of nature. But
this ascription of responsibility was due to the inade-
quacy of ancient science. Primitive philosophers, lack-
ing any knowledge of the laws of physics and biology,
‘borrowed an idea from religion to fill the gaps in their
knowledge of the world. Religion had developed the
conviction that the moral law is determined and upheld

by a mysterious superhuman power. So the primitive

philosopher assumed that this same superhuman power
must be the explanation of all the mysteries of nature —
the movement of sun, moon and stars, the change of the
seasons, the reproduction of life, the origin of all things.
This theory of special creation still survives in religious

thought today, in spite of our knowledge of physical laws

and evolution. It is responsible for much trouble to re-
ligious minds, who wonder why God should have pro-
duced a world so full of evil.

But in our study of the relation of mind and matter we
saw reason to believe that the direct influence of mind
upon matter is very small. And we have seen no reason
to believe that an eternal and universal consciousness
would have any greater influence at any one place and
time. We therefore should not expect miracles. Nor
should we expect the world to be adapted in every detail
to our comfort and convenience. The long-range influ-
ence of the eternal consciousness, working out its long-
range plan, has been able to provide at least one place
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in the universe where finite minds, developing their own
individuality from a single act of will, could find a me-
dium of expression in constructive control of some of
the processes of the physical world. So far as we know,
this is the only way in which finite, individual, inde-
pendent minds could be developed. They cannot be
constructed as mature and complex entities all at once,
but must begin with the single, minimal act of feeling
and striving, and must grow by their owngefforts. We
may assume that if there were a better way the eternal
consciousness would have chosen it.

It is not difficult to see what are the requirements for
the development of a rational, moral individual. There
must, in the first place, be a medium that the individual
can control, some kind of material with which he can
work. This material must react upon his feelings ac-
cording to regular natural laws, so that he can learn to
anticipate its reactions. Only a world of natural laws
is a possible home for rational beings. The reactions of
the material must, further, give him satisfactions, so as
to encourage further efforts on his part. But they must
also present him with problems, difficulties in the way
of satisfaction, or he would never think, never develop
his mind. So life must have some possibilities of dissat-
isfaction and disappointment. -Finally; he must be able
'to become aware of other minds and create a society.
This sets before him the moral demand to concern him-
self with the good of others besides himself and also
opens up to him that vast new range of values found in
society, especially those found in love. If individuals
are to know love and moral responsibility they must be
to some extent dependent on each other, bringing joy
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and sorrow upon each other as well as themselves and
sharing joy and sorrow with each other.

Now this world is not perfectly adapted to our com-
fort and convenience; but it meets the above require-
ments and serves very well its main function as a medium
and a stimulus for the development of rational moral in-
dividuals. Some religious thinkers argue that it serves
this purpose so well that, after all, we are entitled to think
that it is perfectly adapted to God’s purpose and that God
is absolutely all-powerful, able to introduce any change
at any moment into the laws of nature, but wisely refrain-
ing because it is better for us to be left to solve our prob-
lems for ourselves. This, however, is carrying the con-
clusion much further than the evidence warrants. It is
even against the evidence.

It cannot be shown that the amount of pain in the
world is all morally necessary. On the other hand, it is
our duty to reduce suffering; and in general we find that
people are morally better if we can succeed in reducing
suffering or fending it off from them. It cannot be to
our moral good to suffer from evils that we have not the
knowledge or power to avoid, however good we may be.
The evils of tornadoes, floods and earthquakes fall on
guilty and innocent alike; and there is no evidence that
the inhabitants of areas thus affected are better or worse
than others. Disease is, in part, a moral problem, but
much more a scientific one. As science saves us from dis-
ease we are not made morally worse. It is evident from
all these considerations that the order of the physical
world cannot be regarded as perfectly adjusted to man’s
animal and spiritual needs. Some features of the physi-
cal world must therefore be regarded as beyond the 1m-
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mediate control of a God who wills for man all possible
good. : ;

Now our knowledge of the relation of body and mind
suggests that, though the long-range influence of mind on
matter may be great, and though upon certain delicate
organizations of matter a single mental act may have de-
cisive results, yet the immediate influence of mind upon
matter in general, outside of living cells, is negligible.
This, it would seem, would exactly mﬁ&mwb the great but
imperfect extent to which the earth is adapted to the
habitation of man. We have already mentioned the fact
that this planet is believed by astronomers to be perhaps
the only place in the universe, besides Mars, suitable for
life as we know it. All the rest of the stars and their
satellites are much too hot or too cold, lack air or water

or other necessities of plant and animal life. Our solar.

2

system is apparently due to an ““ accident ” in the history
of the sidereal universe which seems to be extraordinar-
ily rare and perhaps absolutely unique. Yet without it
the universe (if there is no eternal consciousness) would
have carried all its potentialities of life and mind, joy and

beauty, forever unrealized. It is difficult indeed to be-

lieve that so extremely rare an event, fraught with such
momentous Consequences, could really be an accident.

Yet if there is an eternal consciousness, able to exercise

a very slight but continuous influence upon the course
of the physical world, its long-range, planned activity
could well be understood as the cause of that rare event.

Thus we can see the working of the eternal mind in
the preparation of our earthly home, as well as in the
creation of finite life. The eternal mind is responsible
for the beauty of the universe and for the general adapta-
tion of this planet to the needs of our lives, but not for

WHAT Is Gop Lige? : "y

all the details of its structure, nor for all the forms of
development of life. The world of inanimate and ani-
mate nature is one for which we must be grateful to God.
But it is not entirely shaped according to his will or ours.
To some extent we can work with him to improve it.
But we must accept the fact that there is little in the
course of nature that even God can immediately change.

In answer, then, to the charge that there is no evidence
of the existence of an eternal consciousness we can say,
first, that we have no right to look for evidence in the
form of miracles, because these are AUQNOHQ the reach of
any power that we have reason to believe an eternal con-
sciousness would possess. Second, that in the predomi-
nance of beauty in nature, and in the preparation of the
earth to be a home and medium for the development of
finite individual minds, we have strong evidence of the
only kind that.we have a right to expect.

CAN THE UNCONSCIOUS PRODUCE CONSCIOUSNESS?

In addition to these evidences of the operation of an
eternal consciousness upon the order of the physical
world, the very existence of finite consciousness on earth
is evidence of the existence of an eternal consciousness.
Either there must be an eternal consciousness or the pro-
duction of consciousness on earth is a miracle —and a
miracle occurring without even a God to perform it.
Obviously no scientific and rational mind should believe
in such a miracle. _‘

‘A miracle is an event — something happening in the
course of time — without the sort of antecedents that
could explain it as part of the regular causal order. The

eternal existence of matter and natural law would not be

a miracle; nor would the eternal existence and operation
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of feeling and consciousness; nor the normal, minimal
influence of consciousness upon the physical world exer-
cised in favor of beauty or in bringing about the *“acci-
dent ” that produced our earth; nor the natural behavior
of life on earth. All these things constitute the nature
of matter and mind and are in accord with their regular
functioning. But, if the eternal consciousness should
exercise an influence upon physical events that is beyond
the regular effect of mind upon matter (due to-their both
being operations of the one omnipresent reality, space) ,
that would be a miracle. If a finite mind should exert
such an irregular effect upon matter it would be a mir-
acle. Similarly, if matter should exert an effect upon
mental activity other than the effects it produces in the
regular causal order, that would be a miracle. .

Now matter, as we have seen, affects mental activity
through the changing qualities of space (color, sound,
smell, warmth, etc.) which are correlated with the chang-
ing tensions of physical events in space. Physical changes
produce qualitative changes. New physical arrange-
ments present new sensory qualities. But sensory quali-
ties are not mental activities. The mental activities are
the feeling of the physical events and the qualities of
space associated with them, the striving to maintain or
change these qualities and physical processes, the liking
and disliking them, attending to them and to other men-
tal activities, expecting or anticipating new Ones, 7€Cog-
nizing some as familiar, noticing and thinking about the
relations between them. .

If consciousness is not eternal, then either it came into
being without a cause or it was caused by what existed

before it. If it came into being without a cause that cer-

tainly was a miracle. So let us see whether it could have
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been caused by the regular (i.e., nonmiraculous) opera-
tion of the factors that might have existed before it.
These would be the physical operations of space, with -
their changing qualities, and probably feeling and striv-
ing, since it seems possible for these latter to occur un-
consciously. Consciousness, as we have seen, involves an
act of attention to two or more processes of feeling and
striving in their relation to each other and to physical
events, qualities and other mental activities. It is an
act that holds these together so that passage of time is no-
ticed and memory and expectation are made possible.
Our question is, therefore, whether this new act of at-
tention could be caused by the regular operation of the

' physical activities, qualitative changes, and unconscious

feelings and strivings, which may be supposed to have
preceded it.

- When the question is asked this way it is apparent that
the answer is “ No.” The regular operation of physical
changes produces only other physical changes. New
physical changes are all produced in accord with natural
laws, but they are simply new spatio-temporal relations
of the old units of physical energy — not new kinds of
activity, like an act of attention. They are correlated
with new physical qualities (color, etc.) which may or
may not become objects of feeling. But this feeling
would be an act of the same kind as other feelings, only
the kind of quality felt being new. So if previous feel-
ings were unconscious this would be too. If all feeling
were conscious, but consciousness not eternal, then feel-
ing would not be eternal. That would merely shift the
problem back to where this conscious feeling began. We

would have to suppose that some slight change in ar-

rangement of physical energy produced both feeling of



8o Gop In Us

qualities and consciousness of these feelings at the one
moment. And this would be still more miraculous.

In brief, the production of consciousness by uncon-
scious processes would be a sort of causal production that
science cannot logically admit. Supporters of the theory
of “ emergent evolution ” are mistaken in thinking that
it is simply analogous to the emergence of new forms of
physical things and organisms. These, as they point out,
present new qualities to our senses and manifest new
modes of physical activity which result in new effects
upon other things. This sort of emergence of new things
and organisms is explicable (at least theoretically) in
terms of the regular causal relations of physical events
and the normal process of qualitative change accompany-
ing physical change. But this analogy breaks down
when we remember that mental activity is not a quality
and that it is uniquely different in kind from physical
activity. And conscious mental activity is uniquely dif-
ferent from unconscious feeling. It is a distinctive proc-
ess of attention, interested in a different kind of object,
superimposed upon feelings which may otherwise be un-
conscious, but not derived from them.

The only way, therefore, to avoid a hypothesis that
would involve the unscientific and irrational notion of a
miracle happening by accident is to recognize that con-
sciousness must be eternal. The act of will which ini-
tiated the life process on earth was the act of a conscious
and eternal mind. It was an interest in creative activity
that would develop new forms of both body and mind.
The first product of the creative act was the initiating of
a process of feeling and striving which had to work first

with a minimum of that attentive interrelation of feel-

ings we call consciousness. Perhaps it — the first and
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simplest form of life — was conscious only in flashes; per-
haps not at all. But the original act of conscious interest
established a ““set ” of the will which produced that at-
tentive process we call consciousness as occasion offered,
and developed at length into the multiple forms of con-
scious life we know. _

THE ETERNAL CONSCIOUSNESS AND THE SOURCE
OF THE MORAL LAW

That set form of will, thus imparted to the stream of
life at its inception, and passed on to every living organ-
1sm, makes every act of feeling-striving a striving to main-
tain and produce what is felt as the greatest present good
and anticipated as the greatest possible future good.
"Thus, when the organism becomes aware of possibilities
of good outside its own immediate experience, it strives
to produce them as it does its own. And when the great-
est possible good is seen as a good of some other person
which can be realized only by sacrifice of some lesser good
of the self, it still demands that the self should pursue
that greatest good. Thus that fundamental form of will
imparted to all life by the eternal consciousness becomes,
in man, a demand felt within him that he concern him-
self with the good of others equally with the good of self.

At this point, therefore, we are able to link up the
knowledge obtained through analysis of our religious
and moral experience with that obtained in this analysis
of the interrelation of mental and physical activity. We

are able to identify the eternal consciousness, which we

find to be implied by the nature and history of mind
and matter, with the superhuman source of the moral
experience. Without this identification the existence
of an eternal consciousness would have no religious or



82 Gop IN Us

moral significance. 'What would it matter to us to know
that our consciousness is derived from and shared by a
universal and eternal consciousness if we could not know
that that consciousness wills our good and seeks in and
through us the good of all?

But it makes a great difference to our religious and
moral outlook to know that the power we find in us as
source and sanction of the moral law is éternal, constantly
conscious of us and interested in our welfare. Even
though we see that we cannot expect the special inter-
vention of the eternal, conscious mmm.bﬂmb our favor in
control of natural events, this knowledge gives us confi-
dence that our spiritual welfare is safe in his care. We
can look to him with thankfulness for the beauty of the
world, and for the provision of our earthly home to sup-
ply our needs in accord with intelligible natural laws.
We can see that the evils of the world are beyond his im-
mediate control, but that his will is with us to strengthen
us in all our efforts to overcome them. We can know that
the will that seeks the greatest good of all is the eternal
part of us, that the evil, in the long run, must die, but
that all that is good in the spiritual part of the personal-
ity we build shail live eternally.

OMNIPOTENCE AND THE TRINITY

‘We have arrived at this conception of God through an
analysis of moral and religious experience in the light of
modern scientific knowledge. Let us now compare it
with the traditional conceptions of Christian theology;
we shall find the differences are not very great.

In our view God is a person; indeed he is the only com-
plete person, for he includes all others and they are
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rooted and grounded in him. A human person is an
interrelated set of physical and mental activities of a part
of space. The personality of God includes the whole
of space and the whole range of physical and mental ac-
tivities. Justas our person includes some semi-independ-
ent organisms, living their own life and not always en-
tirely in harmony with the good of every other part or
with our will, so does the person of God. But though
evil is possible within his being his will is always good,
always willing the greatest good of all, and therefore mor-
ally perfect. He is omniscient in the sense that he has all
the knowledge that exists. For all knowledge occurs in
him and he shares the consciousness of all his creatures.
He is not all-powerful in the sense of being able to do
anything. Every theology has had to recognize that some
things are at least logically or morally impossible to God.
We have to go further and say that many things are also
physically impossible. But he is all-powerful in the sense
that he includes all the power that exists in the universe.
There is no power beyond his. He is also infinite in the
sense that he is not limited by anything beyond himself.
‘There is no being beyond him.

Christianity has also said that God is Qﬁmo persons in
one, the Father, the Son (identified with the Logos, or

eternal mind), and the Holy Spirit. The reason for this

tripartite conception of God lies in religious experience.
Man feels God within him; that is the Holy Spirit. The
Christian sees a perfect life in Christ, concludes that he
was divine, and identifies his life and mind with that of
the eternal. But philosophical thought sees that its God
must be more than either an eternal mind or a moral
power in man. So it frames the final conception of God

e ez
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the Father as the inclusive source and sustainer of all. It
is then recognized that in each of these concepts God is
personal. So he must be three persons. Then to save
the unity of God these three persons are said to be “ of
‘one substance.”

Now the difficulty in this conception has come from
the traditional notion of a person as'a separate soul, and
of the soul as a single separate piece of substance, having
its own absolutely private consciousness. How, on this
view, could the Holy Spirit be a single person inside ev-
ery human person? How could the three divine per-
sons be one substance? These problems disappear when
we learn the true nature of personality. If we are to
speak of ““substance ” there is only one in all the uni-
verse. That is space. And a “ person ” is simply a spe-
cial, organized set of the activities of space. These sets
of activities can be organically related to each other, so
that one person can be an organic part of another. And
since consciousness depends upon a special act of atten-
tion within a personality there may be different levels of
consciousness within the one person. We thus have no
difficulty in seeing how God can be in man, and man in
God, and how yet God and man, in each instance, can
be distinct persons. And all are gathered up in the one
supreme and universal person.

~ Christian theology, in the doctrine of the trinity, has
attempted to give a true account of God as known in're-
ligious experience and thought. But it had to try to do
it in terms of the inadequate and inaccurate concepts de-
veloped by Greek philosophy. Modern scientific philos-
ophy gives us more accurate concepts and more adequate
terms by means of which we can make the matter clear.
We thus see that the ancient theologians, who distin-
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guished between God the Father and the Holy Spirit,
were justified in what they tried to express, even though
the terms and concepts they had to use made it impossible
for them to avoid apparent contradiction. In a later
chapter we will inquire how far they were justified in
speaking of Jesus as God the Son.



