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I 

Xenophane8 once declared: "It is men who have created 

the gods» for in these latter they find again their own shape, 

their feelings, their speech; the negro thinks of them as 

being flat and black nosed, the Thracian as fair and blue¬ 

eyed; if oxen knew how to depict they would give their gods 

the form of oxen." ^ Almost twenty-five centuries after 

Xenophanes Hegel observed that it was more important to under¬ 

stand what God is than to be assured of God's existence* So 

in contemporary philosophy of religion the problem of the 

nature of God has been subjected to critical and consistent 

examination somewhat to the neglect of the problem of God's 

existence. As Webb puts it "the great question for the thinker 

about religion is not whether God exists, but rather what God 

is.” That is to say, to doubt God's existence is, at bottom, 

nothing but to doubt whether the universe, in its real nature, 

is such as to justify the religious attitude towards it; 

whether it deserves to be worshipped. The theological problem 

thus changes into a metaphysical one. The Idealist, impressed 

by the rational order of the universe, and emphasizing the 

importance of value, tends to conceive of God as the ultimate 

Reality, the Absolute, or else, distinguishing God from the 

Absolute, interprets God as the Supreme Worth in the Universe 
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thus sometimes yielding and sometimes offering resistance to 

the lure of pantheism. The realist, influenced by evolutionary 

doctrines, is apt to regard God as the apex of the cosmic 

process, and reports an 'emerging deity* but invites doubt 

whether his faith in the matter is warranted by the facts and 

is more than mere hope. Among the pragmatists, James, distrust¬ 

ing absolutism, is attracted to the idea of a 'finite God' in 

active practical opposition to the forces of evil in the 

universe, and would somehow believe him to prevail cosmically, 

in spite of his finitude. Against idealistic absolutism and 

exaltation of value, neo-realistic pious prospects, and prag¬ 

matic revival of faith, distrustful of intellect, are varieties 

of positivistic and naturalistic agnosticism, discouraging 

inquiry and speculation about God, and advising us to "cultivate 

our garden". 

Hie purpose of this study, which is limited to British 

and American writers is to inquire into several idealistic, 

pragmatic, and realistic interpretations of God's nature with 

a view to securing better understanding alike of contemporary 

theology and of the present state of philosophical theory. 

In the last twenty-five years there has been a tendency to re¬ 

establish the presuppositions of religion. It is of interest 

to note that much of the most important work done in British 

philosophy has been under the auspices of the Gifford trust 
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for natural religion. Professor Radhakrishnan of Calcutta, 

turning an Oriental eye on Westerners seeking after the Light, 

observes: "With a naivete which is astounding in philosophers 

we find them taking for granted religious ideas and beliefs 

o 
and trying to defend them at any cost," 

In the idealistic camp, C, C. J, Webb*s Gifford Lectures, 

especially Volume I on God and Personality , develop a theistic 

philosophy in closest contact with the detailed structure of a 

Christian theology. Sir Henry Jones has a similar tendency, 

and A, S. Pringle-Pattison in his Gifford Lectures, the Idea of 

God in the Light of Recent Philosophy reaches a theistic con¬ 

clusion not so much through an interpretation of theological 

thought as through a criticism of pantheistic as well as of 

naturalistic and agnostic tendencies in modern philosophy, 

Ibese theistic tendencies of recent Idealism seem to be in direct 

opposition to the Absolutistic tradition. While Webb, whose 

ideas we shall examine first in our discussion, attempts a phil¬ 

osophical defence of a personal God, the systems of Royce and 

Bosanquet lay stress on the value and the perfection of the uni¬ 

verse rather than on God and personality. An emphatically 

pluralistic conception of the Absolute as a society of selves, 

itself not personal, leads McTaggart to a frankly atheistic con¬ 

clusion: a strange phenomenon in idealistic philosophy, 

A different sort of pluralism is that of William James, 
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He regards the world as in no sense Absolute Perfection* but 

rather as a ’pluralistic universe* in which the forces of evil 

play a prominent part* James* metaphysics is religious as well 

as pluralistic, and his idea of God, interpreted in the light of 

his radical empiricism has 'direct empirical verification*, 

supported by the demands of the moral and emotional life* Only 

on the supposition of a finite God of limited responsibility, 

and an undetermined world, in which what ought to be is genuinely 

possible, can the existence of evil be made tolerable to the 

moral will* Only the sense of working with God, looked upon as 

a 'faithful fighter* in the cause of righteousness, together 

with faith in an ultimate victory to which one will oneself 

have furnished a genuine contribution, can make "life worth living"* 

Thus does he take into account the pragmatic aspects of his idea 

of God, as well as its empirical value; both converge in a 

•militant moralism and a theistic faith'. 

S. Alexander and Lloyd Morgan, representing in the main 

naturalistic tendencies, show nevertheless the influence of this 

revival of religious regard* Alexander has formulated a definite 

and interesting 'emerging deity'; according to this principle, 

nature rises to successively higher and superimposed levels* 

Altghough the human mind,is thus far pre-eminent, the principle 

of emergence implies higher levels beyond, which will be related 

to the human mind as this in turn is related to the body* Deity 



-5 

is this prospective superiority viewed from below, and God is the 

supreme eminence or infinite deity, viewed with reverent expectancy 

by man. Morgan, far more of a theologian than Alexander, combines 

his belief of a "God on whom all things depend" with the accept¬ 

ances of the naturalistic interpretation of the world offered by 

"emergent evolution". 

In observing these tendencies in modern conceptions of God 

we note particularly the significance, contrast, and transitions 

of the ideas of transcendence and immanence; Absolutism and non- 

Absolutism; static and activistic characteristics, as well as 

those of personality and worth. In examining the relation of God 

to the individual we will endeavor to discover the precise nature 

of the connection. In the idealistic philosophies we have on the 

one hand, as we shall point out in Webb, a non-absolutistic system 

in which the interpretation of God as personality seems to emphasize 

man’s personality; on the other hand, as in the extreme absolutism 

of Bosanquet, a tendency to diminish God’s importance as well as 

man*8. From the point of view of absolute perfection God is present 

and attained in the Absolute; to connect God with man is the 

difficult problem; from the point of view of man in a 'pluralistic 

universe' God is not conceived as in absolute perfection, but 

rather as a co-worker with man in efforts to reach perfection as a 

goal 
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II. 

Webb’s insistence that God is personal involves added 

stress on the personality of mem as worshipper. By attributing 

personality to God, he would affirm that worship brings God 

and man into intimate personal relations, essentially of a 

social nature. Whether man look on God as King, as Judge, or 

as Father, in any case man may know God and be known by him, 

may love him and be loved, may experience a sense of intimate 

trust in the Divine. It is man's worship of God that exhibits 

clearly God's personality, and apart from his relation to God 

man's own personality is incomplete and unavailing: only in 

God and through God do we fully realize ourselves, "live as 

sons of God and share in the eternal self-expression of his 

Being." * But this nowise implies that God's life is solely 

in us, and Webb protests against a pluralistic conception of 

the Divine as a mere assembly of spirits lacking itself integral 

2 
personality. 

This God with whom Man may thus intimately commune, is 

Supreme Reality, conceived not abstractly as the metaphysical 

Ultimate, but concretely as admitting of being worshipped, that 

is to say, manifesting much more completely and richly its 

supreme character in religious terras them metaphysics can ever 

conceive or express; and in this sense the Absolute as God is not 

less but more than the Absolute of metaphysics. This conception of God 
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and the Absolute, and this view of the relation of religion and 

philosophy involve Webb in a difference of opinion with Bosanquet 

to which we shall allude presently*^ 

In Christian Theology the attribution of complete personality 

to God begins with St Paul's doctrine of the body of Christ I the 

social view of human life expressing the divine life* The 

examination of this thought as developed in the doctrine of the 

Trinity and as modified under philosophical influence leads Webb 

to admit that the conception of God's personality as used by him 

is of modern origin. He points out that Christianity is the 

only one of the great historical religions which culminates in 

this conception* The idea of God as a person serves to throw 

light on the meaning of sin, forgiveness, justice, sacrifice, 

and union with god and to render these chief concepts of the 

Christian religion morally efficacious* Sin is conceived in a 

more significant manner ethically when it is viewed as an affront 

or disloyalty to a loving Father than when regarded "after the 

analogy of a physical defilement or an automatic mechanism^" ** 

A genuine forgiveness of sins, similarly, implies necessarily a 

thorough recognition of the personality on the sinner and of 

the one who forgives the sin. Justice and sacrifice also possess 

greater value in the context <f a personal relation to God than 

otherwise* 

As already implied, Webb's conception of God as Divine 
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personality is related to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity* 

Cod as Divine Personality is emphasized in Christianity as a 

result of the fuller development of a factor which is to some 

degree present in all religions, the doctrine of transcendence* 

God as Personality and as transcendent is a god over and above 

the world, and yet at the same time is immanent in the world, 

and -thus recognized by man in his worshipful communion with 

the object worshipped. The mutual interchange of love between 

Father and Son, of which the worship of God and the grace of 

God which we receive therein and thereby is but a part, is 

itself, the eternal issue and process of the Divine Being, in 

which it forever completes itself as Spirit and so manifests 

g 
itself as a unity in trinity and trinity in unity* 

In Webb’s philosophy of religion, then, the ascription 

of personality to God, the object of religion, brings about a 

correspondingly fuller realization of his own personality on 

the part of the worshipper* The importance in the religious 

experience of a personal communion with God is emphasized, and 

the social unity of man is used as an earnest of and as an 

approximation to the more sublime unity-in-relation which Webb 

finds in the Christian doctrine of the Trinity* 
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In considering the idea of God in the philosophy of Sir 

Henry Jones, we find him first attributing "divine immanence" 

to his Deity; second, accentuating the non-static quality of 

his Absolute; and third, emphasizing finite personality 

together with an interpretation of God as Love* 

By immanence Jones refers to the "indwelling of God" in the 

world and in man. This inherence of God in man really constitutes 

man’s personality. All that the individual accomplishes, all his 

n 
'blind and pathetic gropings after the best', become the workings 

within him of the divine will. . "By his immanence in mein, God 

Q 

empowers man." ° This is a divine process in which God is rib 

being, gazing from afar on the world process and man’s part in it. 

God, himself, is the process, and he reveals himself to man from 

stage to stage in this process. God is "the perfect in process." ® 

He moves from splendour to splendour in the spiritual world as 

an eternal achievement and never-resting realization; there is 

nothing more divine than this process; it is continuous 

movement to new perfection, each realization of the best being 

the starting point for new activities. God is no ’slumbering 

Absolute', but a process which is endeavouring to evidence itself 

as perfection. 

In his condemnations of a static Absolute Jones is tireless. 

"God conceived as a static Absolute cannot do anything, and is as 

little satisfactory as a God who is limited and imperfect." 
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Again, "For spiritual reality to be at all is to be operative- 

outgoing—losing itself to find itself immersed in the universe 

and returning to itself through the Universe.” ^ Jones identifies 

his immanent, non-static deity with the God of Religion and the 

Absolute of philosophy. As we have suggested, God is the reality 

at the heart of all the processes and activities of the universe. 

How then are we to conceive the relation of the finite 

being, the individual, to this God? That is the character of 

the bond that unites man to God, and how does man know that God 

is being realized in him? Jones' answer is that God is known 

by man in the very participation of man in this 'never-resting' 

universe. God is working out his purposes and manifesting 

himself through all the activities of man. Man recognizes God 

as that power in the universe which 'makes for fuller spiritual 

excellence'. 12 God is allied with the good; man in achieving 

God is gaining the good; God, as this universe, is making for 

fuller spiritual goodness; every good man is the child of God, 

and his life, in its striving for goodness, is the divine 

perfection operating within him. 

Of God's goodness, Jones entertains no doubt. He speaks 

13 
of 'the unutterable goodness of the Divine Being;* and again 

of the 'unlimited goodness of God.' ^ Thile he recognizes the 

possibility of the existence of Evil, he firmly believes that it 

can have no final triumph. It'S existence cannot limit nor annul 
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the power or the goodness of God. In spite of all the evidences 

of sordidness, suffering and sorrow, the wickedness, wretchedness, 

woe of this world, as expounded by the pessimists, Jones is 

unruffled in maintaining that "we can still believe in the 

unlimited goodness of God and can recognize the possibility of 

15 
evil as one of the conditions of its operations". 

He believes that all men are given the chance to attain 

what is highest and best. God's benevolence could go no further. 

* 

Evil as one of the conditions of the operation of good, might be 

illustrated by the example of the life of Dostoyevsky, who was 

banished to Siberia for eight years of imprisonment, as horrible 

a life of punishment as described in Dante's Inferno. It was 

this very experience of the evils and vileness of prison life 

that changed Dostoyevsky from a pessimist into an optimist, believing 

in the "inherent goodness of human nature, an idealist who believed 

that even his own terrible sentence had been a real good because 

it had opened his eyes to the wisdom and goodness of life, and 

who wrote the Czar a public letter of thanks for having exiled him; 

16 
an optimist, not in spite of his sufferings, but because of them". 

Exactly the same kind of situation Dostoyevsky himself portrays 

in his novel Crime and Punishment; the hero, from all the 

darkness of a foul murder, passes through a period of imprisonment 

and suffering to the solution that "To find God is to find what 

17 
secures every finite value." God is revealed to man through 
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the process of morality. "The self which finds God is one 

that becomes flooded and inundated with its consciousness of 

18 
deity." The nature of this relation is more than a mystical 

experience; it is a high and true love rather than a sentimental 

one. It is described as that "which unites wills and leaves 

them standing." It is a spirit of Service vrhich not only allows, 

but encourages free and full expression of separate personalities. 

Rather than having man pass beyond himself, as we shall find 

Bosanquet to hold, Jones has man endeavoring to reach or become 

his complete self. Man learns through evil that good is best. 

"Never has any one been sorry for having tried to do what seemed 

19 
right or mourned over his attempted obedience to the will of God." 

This God who lives in the life of its object, man, and 

shares its fate is a God of love, a God of Love being the only kind 

of God who would relieve Jones' mind from uncertainty. God,as 

omnipotent, absolute perfection, is a God of Love in whom all 

spiritual and natural perfections meet. God is Love, since love is 

one of those facts which has ultimate absolute and unborrowed 

value. A "loving worm within its clod" is diviner than a loveless 

God. Men could not possibly worship a 'loveless God'; he 

finds proof of this character of God in the following condition. 

Philosophy finds the operation of love amongst its data. In 

religion, this datum is "supplied most unambiguously by the 

religious consciousness. There love is simply all." 21 In the 
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poet Browning, Jones finds insistence on the importance of Love 

as a quality of God. Love as the bond between man and God, not 

only Constitutes the nature of God and the moral ideal of man, 

but it is also the purpose and essence of all created being, 

both animate and inanimate*. ^ Like Browning, Jones believes 

that Love is the sublimest conception attainable by man, in truth, 

it is man*s moral ideal and at the same time is the very essence 

of divinity. Love plays the same part in the philosophy of 

Browning as Reason filled in Hegel, or the blind-will in Schopenhauer. 

Browning reduces everything into ways in which the principle, Love, 

acts. "The facts of eternity, no less than those of time are 

love-woven.**^ This idea of Love as the fundamental truth of 

reality solves for Browning and Jones all the enigmas of human 

life and thought. These philosophers find then, in searching the 

data of philosophy, that God is Love. There seems to be a very 

definite difficulty in reducing ultimate reality to the single 

concept, Love, as Jones does. Might not a pessimist, in noting 

the data of philosophy, observe as does Leopardi: 

"Nought is worthy 
Thine agonies, earth merits not thy sighing. 

Mere bitterness and tedium 
Is life, nought else; the world is dust and ashes." 

And Schopenhauer found no love in his observations; life, reality 

is a ’hospital for incurables’; the only purpose in life seems 

to be suffering; God is blind will, purposeless, devouring and 

ruthless. Contrast with these the cheerful Jones, who believes 
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in a religion that ‘breaks into a joyful morality; and above all, 

in the knowledge that God is with us, and that, therefore, nothing 

24 can be finally against us*. One wonders whether Jones is a 

true metaphysician, or as typically a ‘philosopher of attitude' of 

an optimistic nature as Schopenhauer was in his pessimistic moods. 

This idea of God as love fits in with the immanent quality 

of Jones' god. The religion of Christianity is a religion in 

which Love predominates: God's destiny and man's destiny are 

identified in the religion of Christianity, "God suffers in our 

sufferings, and rejoices in our joys—He is our Father; and he 

moves with us because he moves in us." ^ 

Thus God, for Jones, is divinely immanent, is a process, is 

Love, is the Absolute; his philosophy has an unusually ardent 

optimistic quality; he himself is sincere in his belief that God, 

as Love labors for the good of all men* His most distinctive and 

radical idea is in his insistence of the Divine Absolute as process, 

as moving perfection; but, whether owing to surviving persistent 

traditional bias, or whether owing to the demands of a many-sided 

philosophical temperament, he lapses occasionally into the static 

view which he criticizes. So we find him occasionally explaining 

that God is more them this world process, "he is already perfect 

and possesses the future." ^ How can God be "the perfect in process", 

and yet already perfect and possessing the future! This problem 

of reconciling an explicitly non-static view of God with this 
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idea of him as ’perfect and possessing the future*, must be 

examined by Pringle-Pat tison, and an attempt is made to reconcile 

these ideas in his philosophy which we shall next discuss. 

God, for Pringle-Pattison is an experience or being, which 

embraces all things. This God or Absolute sustains and explains 

our fragmentary and contradictory experience while at the same 

time it completes it. Together with this interpretation of God 

Pringle-Pattison lays stress on the independent character and 

substantive nature of the human personalities, that is, of finite 

selves. In this emphasis on the uniqueness of each self, he 

explains what he means by the ‘personality’ of God. God is no 

world-soul, no universal self which thinks in all things; rather 

is God called ’personal* eulogistically, because in personality is 

revealed the highest we know? an experience not "limited to the 

intermittent and fragmentary glimpses of this and the other 

finite consciousness," but "renewing the whole life of the world 

in a fashion which is necessarily incomprehensible save by the 

Absolute itself. 

Pringle-Pattison takes the self as the ’apex of the 

principle of individuation*2® by which the world exists. The 

selves are individually independent, no matter what our relations 

as finite selves to God may be, it can be in no sense a 

connection which would prevent us from being our own integral 
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selves. Just how this individual independence and initiative 

of the finite selves is compatible with the creative function or 

the all-pervasive activity of the divine is a grave problem in 

Pringle-Pattison*s idea of God. It is the very nature of the 

self to think and to act and to view the world from its ov/n 

center. "A self which is merely the channel or mouthpiece of 

another self is not a self."29 Finite selves are unique, 

distinctive entities which can never properly be predicates of 

anything else. This very essence is to be exclusive of other 

selves; but this does not mean that they are unrelated to 

other selves, for, as we shall explain next, the self is really 

a self in just that degree in which it is related to God and to 

other finite selves. We find Pringle-Pattison somewhat obscure 

in describing this relation of finite self to finite self, and 

finite self to God. While he insists that the selves are in no 

sense blended in the Absolute, he does not really point out in 

just what manner the 'formal distinctness* of selves or souls 

can continue in his Absolute, yet he finds "God as immanent, is 

revealed in the structure and system of finite experience. 

The Absolute is the perpetual reconstitution and victorious 

self-maintenance of the spiritual whole. "The universe is in no 

sense a finished fact, it is an act, a continuous life or 

process which (to speak in terms of time) is perpetually being 

accomplished."31 Here we find in Pringle-Pattison the same kind 
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of problem as that which we found in Jones, the idea of God as 

process, and at the same time as Absolute Perfection. The end 

of the universe is in no sense attained "for it is through the 

finite individuals that the divine triumph is worked out and 

each of our actions and choices is therefore integral to the 

total result." This perpetual process is the "very life of 

God, in which besides the effort and the pain, He tastes, we 

must believe the joy of victory won."^ in this anticipation of 
« 

•joy of victory won*, in his agreement that "The Good, the 

absolutely Good is eternally accomplishing itself in the world, 

and the result is that it needs not wait upon us, but is already 

34 by implication, as well as in full actuality accomplished", 

suggest that while there is perhaps real process in the revelation of 

the Absolute to the finite beings, nevertheless, Pringle-Pattison 

would seem to prefer his God, or Absolute as perfect. We are 

not to regard God as realized somehow independently in his 

developing purpose in the world, whether at the end of the time 

process, or beyond it altogether. God is_the very process itself, 

present in the world as its Redeemer in an eternal act of self- 

realization through the giving of himself to others, an act 

in which time is transcended, and the future is equally implicated 

with the past and present.^ 

Pringle-Pattison sums up in his last lecture his conception 

of God? there is no God or Absolute who exists in a solitary 
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bliss and perfection, but there is a God who ’lives in the 

perpetual giving of himself, who shares the life of his finite 

creatures, bearing in and with them the whole burden of their 

finitude, their sinful wanderings and sorrows, and the suffering 

without which they cannot be made perfect'.^ God is not a pre¬ 

existent Creator,but is the eternal Redeemer of the world» "We 

must interpret the divine on the analogy of what we feel to be 

profoundest in our own experience..». And if so, the omnipotence 

of God will mean neither the tawdry trappings of regal pomp nor 

the irresistible might of a physical force»“37 

Our knowlege of God depends upon our keeping in view the 

whole realm of accessible facts, if we are to form a true 

idea of the nature of the Absolute system. This process reveals 

God as its essential nature, but the process, itself would not 

be complete without man's knowledge. As this Absolute process, 

God, is no unexplained and puzzling exception to an otherwise 

intelligible scheme of things, but is itself the focus in which 

the meaning of the whole finite process centers and from which 

it radiates. To learn God's nature, Pringle-Pattison, like Jones 

advises a search in 'the volume of God's works*. "God's knowledge 

like ours is through the manifestation. God's knowledge may be 

truer in the sense of being ampler and more adequate....it may 

be different in degrees of quantity....but there is not a qualitative 

distinction between the absolute and relative, as if the one 
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knowledge were true and the other vitiated by some inherent 

38 defect»" Our knowledge is not false; it is as true for us 

as God's ampler knowledge is for God» 

All of our human experiences consist in a progressive 

attempt through living and knowing to reach God. In this *quest 

of God* the characteristics of man's ethical life must be taken 

as contributing to the determining of the nature of the system 

in which we live. In emphasizing the importance of the ethical 

aspects in the relation of self to self, and self, to God, 

Pringle-Pattison finds that "the ethical predicates must carry 

us nearer to a true definition of the ultimate Life in which 

we live than the categories which suffice to describe, for 
39 

example, the environmental conditions of our existence." 

It is in and through finite individuals that the divine triumph 

is worked out, and each of our actions and choices is therefore 

integral to the total result» It is in mein's 'life in Nature', 

that he participates in "more than a training school of the 

moral virtues in the specific sense; it is an element, savage 

and dangerous into which the human being is thrown to show what 

stuff he is made of—an element testing with merciless severity 

his powers of courage and endurance but drawing from him thereby 

the utmost of which he is capable."^ Pringle-Pattison believes 

that his view contains all the strenuousness and the sense of 

uttermost reality in the struggle, which characterizes a non-static 

Absolute. Life for the individual in such a medium as just described 
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is a series of opportunities, but the use he makes of them 

depends on himself. Royce whose philosophy we shall turn to 

next, examines man's life in nature and therein he finds "the 

perception of the spirit's power to transform the very meaning of 

the past and to transmute every loss into a gain, finding even 

in the worst of tragedies the means of an otherwise impossible 

triumph—--a triumph which but for that wrong or treason had 

41 never been." 

The idea of God undergoes gradual transition in the thinking 

of Royce. In his earlier writings, the Absolute is glorified to 

such an extent that the finite self is entirely neglected. In 

The World and the Individual, Royce*s conception of God centers 

in an essential emphasis on the individual, and in his later 

'Philosophy of Loyalty*, the finite self and its potentialities 

is lauded so prodigiously, that the idea of the "Hope of the 

Great Community" depends upon the unique importance of the 

individual. Royce did not live to develop fully these later 

ideas of Loyalty and Community; hence we shall but briefly 

mention some of their implications. 

In the Religious Aspect of Philosophy. Royce closes with 

a parable which emphatically depreciates the contributions of 

the individual selves to the Absolute. A child comes bearing 

roses for a gift to the King. The child waits patiently for 
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some recognition on the part of the king; some word of praise 

for its roseS, but the King does not appear; and so in the evening 

the child falls fast asleep, lying beneath the great dark walls, 

"unseen and forgotten; and the withering roses by and by fall from 

its lap, and are scattered by the wind into the dusty highways, 

there to be trodden under foot and destroyed—yet all that happens 

only because there are infinitely fairer treasures within the 

palace than the ignorant child could bring. The king knows of this, 

yes, and of ten thousand other proffered gifts of loyal subjects—— 

but he needs them not. Rather are all things from eternity his own."^2 

It is a very different view of the place and destiny of the 

finite individual in the Absolute that we find in The World and the 

Individual. Royce here emphasizes the uniqueness or meaning of 

purpose in each individual life. Pringle-Pattison finds this new 

view more satisfactory, and, using the style of Royce's own 

parable, he adds: "It is not flowers, gifts out of the common 

stock of nature, which the child brings to the King, but the gift 

of himself, an offering which only he can make, and which, we 

would fain believe, is precious as nothing else can be, in the 

43 
eye of the King." 

This new view, based on the uniqueness of meaning and 

purpose in each individual life leads Royce to define the whole 

of reality in terms of purpose. This is brought out in Royce's 

definition of 'individual*. The real individual is unique and 
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irreplaceable, yet "when we try to state what this unique 

individual is we find ourselves actually and in abstract terns 

describing a type; the real individual remains endlessly and 

mysteriously elusive." The individual is beyond the ken 

of abstract psychological analysis, because it is never mere 

content of experience, but always individualized direction 

of activity. The true self is no datum, but is an ideal. 

The real individual is thus purposive, a pursuer of ideals. 

This self is the ethical self, and has meaning only as engaged 

in the moral struggle after ideals which are being worked out 

individually and socially in the world of experience. It is 

only as the individual is related to other selves in this 

striving after his ideals that he is a self. This relationship 

-depends upon the consciousness of the self in discerning 

contrasts. The individual is one Self for himself, only so far 

as he knows one-sort of contrasts between himself and the universe. 

As to the relation of this Self to God, we find Royce 

insisting that the self is only a self in so far as it is related 

to God. What does Royce mean by Godf God is the Absolute; God 

is the whole of Reality. "God’s life sees the one plan fulfilled 

through all the manifold lives, the single consciousness 

winning its purpose by virtue of all the ideas, of all the individual 

selves, and of all the lives." The individual contributes 

through his own expression of the divine will something which is 
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both indispensable to the whole and peculiar to itself. Even 

the least life is not neglected, and "the roost fleeting act is 

a recognized part of the world's meaning.* 46 Royce believes 

47 he has "vindicated the uniqueness of every human self,"* 

and at the same time has insisted upon "the finality and 

perfection of the whole life of the Absolute Self*" 48 Temporally 

viewed, God's life is that of the whole realm of consciousness 

in so far as in its temporal efforts towards perfection, this 

consciousness of the universe passes from instant to instant 

of the temporal order, from act to act, from experience to 

experience, from stage to stage. "Eternally viewed, however, 

God*s life is the infinite whole that includes this endless 

temporal process, and that consciously surveys it as one life, 

God's own life*" 49 

By an analogy, Royce brings out this relationship of the 

Absolute to the selves who are striving for perfection in it. 

The relation between god and the self is connected with Royce's 

conceptions of temporal and eternal processes. Just as the 

symphony is the totality to which the last chord contributes 

no more than the first bar, the melody is the whole, whereof 

the notes are but abstracted fragments. God is the totality, 

and as the absolute being, he is conscious not in time but of 

time, and of all that infinite time contains. "In time there 
50 

follow, in their sequence, the chords of his endless symphony." 
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For God, this whole symphony of life is immediately present. 

For Royce, there is no temporal conclusion of the world’s 

successive processes, no one temporal goal of evolution, "no 

single temporal event to which the whole creation moves." 51 

As in the finite symphony, "every chord restlessly strives 

after a musical perfection that in itself it only hints, and 

that it does not yet finally contain, but as nevertheless this 

very perfection is in the whole symphony itself, viewed as a 

whole, so, in the universe every temporal instant contains a 

seeking after God's perfection. The perfection is never 

at any instant of time, attained. Its presence is known only 

to the consciousness that views the infinite totality of this 

very process of seeking. 

Now what of the individual in this totality! Royce views 

the position of the individual from both a temporal and an 

eternal viewpoint. This very instant that we as individuals 

are conscious of is never wholly contemplated by us. "We men 

are, indeed, just now not wholly conscious of the true 

individual meaning of even this passing moment.But in God 

this meaning becomes conscious. Behold this instant temporally, 

and it is just something that now occurs, and that, seen as God 

sees it, has its own unique contrast with every other instant 

in the universe, and that also is in so far no other event, and 

no other self. "Viewed eternally, it (this instant) finds the 
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complet© and individual expression of its v/hole meaning in 

God's entire life."*^ 
« 

The self which writes these words is from the temporal 

point of view an individual of limited finite duration. It 

has no endurance beyond today. The particular social contrast 

of this self which writes these words is its contrast with 

you yourself, as reader, of these words. And yet this instant 

of self-writing and self-reading may be viewed in the eternal 

order of things. "It is what it eternally is, by virtue of 

those relations which appear not now, in our human form of 

consciousness but which do appear from the divine point of view , 

as precisely the means of giving their whole meaning to these 

transient deeds of ours." 55 “To view even the selfhood that 

passes away, even the deeds of the hour as a service of God, 

and to regard the life of our most fragmentary selfhood as 

the divine life taking on human form, this is the deepest 

essence of religion." 56 HJhether contemplating the proposed 

truths and problems of The TTorld and the Individual, or whether 

in less exalted manner, dropping eggs, neatly boiled on toast, 

we express what has at once its eternal and its uniquely individual 

being. The very essence of the moral self lies in its meaning 

defined in terms of an activity to which no temporal limits can 

be set without a confession of failure. It is this very essence 

of the ethical self to press on to new tasks, to demand new 
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opportunities for service, and to accept a new responsibility 

with every instant. The moral self can never say,at any one 

temporal instant* "There is no more for me to accomplish; my 

work is done: I may rest forever." 57 

Does the moral self, then, ever attain Perfection? Surely 

the so-called temporal world is no scene of Perfection. The 

self, as a moral self is committed to perfection. Being moral, 

it is in conflict with evil. How can the moral self attain 

perfection in an Absolute wherein sorrows, troubles, and death 

are everywhere clearly present? Royce solves this problem thus: 

The Absolute, while it includes evil, overcomes and transcends it. 

Evil is only present in temporal reality,it is something ’explicitly 

finite’. Divine fulfilment in eternity can only be won through 

the sorrows of time. All perfection needs suffering; it is in 

the conquest over suffering that all the nobler gifts of the 

spirit appear, and all the richest experiences of life consist. 

The perfection of the Spirit is a 'perfection through an including 

and transcending of sorrow.' Without knowledge of sorrow and 

suffering, God cannot know the highest good which consists 

in overcoming sorrow. Perfection is found in the eternal, rather 

than in time; the temporal life, nevertheless even with its 

bitterness, is the necessary expression of the eternal triumph. 

Death itself cannot prevent the moral self’s striving in its 

pursuit of perfection; "I can temporally die; but I myself 
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as a larger individual in the eternal world see why I die; 

and thus in essence my whole individuality is continuous in 

true meaning with the individuality that dies." 59 

So once more we see that no moral self in its union with 

God can ever view its task as accomplished, or its work as done, 

or its individuality as ceasing to seek, in God, a temporal 

future. In the temporal order, in our moral career, every step 

is a step in my attainment of true individuality,nor is there 

a final step. "Since this is my duty, nobody in the universe no 

—not God--in so far as God is other than myself can do this 

duty for me. My duty I must myself do. And wherever in time I 

stand, I am dissatisfied with what is so far done, I must pass 

on to the next." ^0 

But if there is no end to a finite individual's career 

why do we call him 'finite*? The individual is finite in so 

far as he has a temporal beginning, "and at any moment of time 

he ha3 so far lived but for a finite period, has so far accomplished 

but a finite task, and seeks as ore whose life is unfinished, 

61 
his own temporal future, which is not yet." H!hat of the 

completed Self, the ethical individual, as it comes consciously 

to distinguish itself from all others, in the eternal world» 

and as it finds itself fully expressed in its own unique aspect 

of the life of the Absolute? Is it, as we asked before, to be 

still called a "finite self"? 
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The answer would be as follows* as the complete expression 

of a Self-representative System of purpose and fulfillment, 

this complete Self of the Ethical Individual is no longer finite, 

but infinite; in other words, in the Absolute, this Ethical 

Self becomes, no longer finite but infinite. True, but then 

one asks, why is it not then the same as the AbsoluteT Royce 

answers, using Spinoza’s terminology, the moral self is ’infinite 

in its own kind’. 62 The ethical self is infinite, yet it is 

not all-inclusive as is the Absolute. This ethical self, while 

infinite, that is, while lacking nothing, is yet partial, that 

is, it implies and requires other similar individuals which 

are not itself and which with it are in the Absolute. Just 

as the collection of numbers which are powers of prime numbers, 

are each of them as infinite as the entire collection of whole 

numbers, yet they are partial and distinct from each other, 

in just this way the ethical individual "in the grade of complication 

of his activity or in the multitude of his acts of will" is 

as no less ’infinite in his own kind* than is the Absolute. 

Royce concludes "We therefore need not conceive the eternal 

Ethical Individual, however partial he may be as in any sense 

less in the grade of complication of his activity or in the 

multitude of his acts of will than is the Absolute." Royce 

sees, then, in. still another way how the individual Self may 

recognize that in God it finds its own fulfillment, while still 
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it clearly distinguishes other Selves,within the Absolute, 

as in one sense beyond it. 

« The conclusions of the World and the Individual are thus 

brought together: God is Absolute unity, but we as individuals 

preserve and attain our unique lives and meanings and are not 

lost in this Absolute life. We are the very expression of God's 

own life. He is made real through us and we through our union 

with God. 'Close is our touch with the eternal*, so close 

in fact that in the later philosophy of Royce, we find him 

interpreting Absolute reality as Community and apparently 

advocating a devotion to losing oneself in this Absolute life, 

"the Hope of the Great Community. " 

It is in this emphasis on the ethical and social nature 

of the individual self that leads to Royce's later philosophy 

of 'Loyalty'. He develops the ideas of loyalty and community; 

he stresses the loyalty of the individual towards a cause, but 

also towards that "cause" which is himself, his most personal 

and most universal self. Royce's thought tends to a greater 

and greater emphasis on the conception of society. In his 

theory of knowledge he defines thought in terms of 'interpretation', 

rather than in terms of the meaning of ideas. His ethics center 

in the principle of 'loyalty', that is, the individual's devotion 

to a cause greater than himself. The ultimate moral principle 

is that of 'loyalty to loyalty* in which the individual while 
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he serves his own cause, respects and co-operates with the spirit 

of loyalty wherever he finds it. 

It is through this spirit of Loyalty that Royce was looking 

for a solution of racial and international problems through 

the idea of the ’Great Community'. He found the essence of 

Christianity to consist in a ’community of the faithful',hopefully 

and practically 'devoted to the cause of the still invisible, but 

perfect real and divine Universal Community*. He seems to find 

the essence of religion in the participation in the life in 

this beloved community; he emphasizes the Church in Christianity 

and not, as is usual in Protestantism, the personality of Christ. 

We turn now to a discussion of God in the philosophy of 

Bernard Bosanquet; he too has a 'philosophy of patriotism' 

containing some points in common with this last social phase 

of Royce's thought. We may have believed that Royce, in spite 

of all his protests, has preferred his Absolute to the individual; 

but Bosanquet's absolutistic sympathies do not admit of doubt. 

In Bosanquet*s essay "The Kingdom of God on Earth", we 

find a view similar to that of Royce's ’beloved community'. 

Like Royce, Bosanquet is opposed to the idea of a transcendent 

God, a God who in Heaven or the other world, will right all 

wrongs and compensate for all injustices in this world* "Life 

must not be split up into a present of endurance and a future 
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of enjoyment injustice must be redressed, beauty enjoyed, 

knowledge won and goodness attained here on this earth of ours.1* 

Bosanquet himself was interested in social reform as well as 

in philosophy. "The duties of religion are the same as the duties 

of morality. If we speak of our duties to God we mean the same 

as the duties to man. Worship or prayer in the sense of meditation 

are good things if they help us to do our real duties. But it is 

a sad degradation of words to speak of a ceremony in a church as 

Divine Service." A family or nation, like the English nation, as 

part of this 'kingdom of God on earth* is a more sacred thing 

than any church because these are what prescribe our 'real duties'. 

By our 'real duties' Bosanquet means our cooperation in this 

'kingdom of God on earth', that is, in this society of human 

beings who have a common life and are working for a common good. 

There the divine spirit is in the midst. But this account of his 

social philosophy should not mislead us regarding the character of 

the metaphysics on which Bosanquet's philosophy of religion rests. 

The Gifford Lectures, The Principle of Individuality and Value. 

and The Value and Destiny of the Individual. develop a conception 

of God in terras of Value, an absence of Roycean emphasis on the 

unique qualities of the individual, and an Absolute which is 

Perfection, but not God. 

Religion, for Bosanquet, is in no sense especially connected 

with the supernatural, or even with the divine in the theistic sense. 
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Religion is the attitude to whatever one at once fears and approves, 

in a word, to what one worships. Tîhenever we find a devotion which 

makes the finite self seem as nothing and some reality to which 

it attaches itself seem as all, we have the essentially 'religious 

attitude'• Thus does the artist feel in his attitude towards 

beauty, the scientists to truth; just as they take beauty and 

truth, objects outside of their immediate selves, and identify 

them with their will, in just that degree do they have the experience 

of religion, and, also in the same degree, the stability and 

security of the finite self. ^ 

Yfhat object is ultimately deserving of this attitude?. 

Bosanquet would answer, "The Absolute." This answer requires some 

explanation. To Bosanquet, the Absolute is ultimate reality; it 

is perfection; it transcends and transforms within itself all 

oppositions and contradictions. "God" is the way in which 

the aspiring self, in its religious moments, envisages this 

perfect Absolute and participates in it. Every satisfaction 

and achievement, every self-transcendence in which man becomes 

united with something which is beyond him, is religiously felt, 

if it is taken as involving recognition of a higher perfection, 

that is, as coming to him not in his own strength, but as a 

pledge of his absorption in the greater world. The Absolute 

i might be called the way in which the aspiring self conceives of 

the ideal of its own aspiring activity, tending towards, as it 
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does, but never completely attaining, perfect order, unity^ 

harmony, consistency.®^ 

As to the role the finite'individual plays in this Absolute, 

let us first examine Bosanquet's conception of the individual. 

In the full sense of the tern, the individual is a world self- 

complete; he is positively unique, i.e.. has his own quality. 

He is that which has nothing external to set against it, and 

which is pure self-maintenance within itself. In this sense 

there can be only one individual, and that the individual, 

70 
the Absolute. The Absolute is ultimate Individuality; 

we as finite selves share in a measure this ultimate Individuality; 

our fullest experiences tend to approach it. Individuality is 

positivej^-which means that that which is individual is individual, 

so far as it is so, is itself, not merely that it is not somebody 

else. "The individual is individual primarily because his 

own content is stable and self-contained." ^2 (in the case of 

the ultimate individual, the Absolute, there is no other individual 

from which it is to be distinguished.) The consciousness of 

the finite self often depends upon a sense of hostility to the 

not-self, and in fact, finite selfhood seems to be experienced 

and to exist in the very opposition to such a not-self. If 

this collision of the self with the not-self were absent, or 

if it were completely transcended, finite selfhood would itself 

be transcended and would lend itself to new arrangements and 
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adjustments of a superpersonal sort, that is, would transcend 

its incompleteness. One of the very clues to the structure of 

ultimate reality Bosanquet finds in just this conception of the 

finite self; we experience ourselves completely just when we 

are least aware of our finite selfhood. Though hostility to 

the not-self may help in awakening self-consciousness, yet 

a harmony in distinction with the not-self is a deeper element 

73 and one that increases with the perfection of the self. 

In The Value and Destiny of the Individual, Bosanquet 

begins by discussing the finite soul from two points of view. 

"We think of the soul on the one hand, as a nisus towards 

unity on the part of a world on its own level or below it; 

on the other hand, as an element contributing to the Absolute, 

isolated only in appearance by an impotence which constitutes 

74 its finiteness." With Keats Bosanquet agrees in regarding 

the world, not as *a vale of tears*, but rather as a *vale of 

soul-making*, in which pain and trouble are essential. This 

moulding of souls is the chief work of the finite universe; 

life, developed in a line of evolution, progressively sums 

up the significance of the world as acting through and upon 

each living creature under special conditions. Thus regarded, 

life is a clue to the nature of the universe. At exactly what 

stage in evolution, finite souls began, we cannot tell; but 

Bosanquet presumes that their beginnings are likely to be 
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found in what he calls 'the gradual concentration of forms of 

sensitiveness in a living being*. 

In addition to the moulding of the soul through this 

process of natural selection, there is also the self-formation 

of the soul, or the 'miracle of will*. This is the capacity 

of the soul to elevate itself above the obvious complexes of 

its circumstances. The finite self, soul, or mind, then, in 

'being moulded* is moulding itself and its environment, and 
75 

for Bosanquet, mind is moulding itself for the better. 

Bosanquet explains this ability of mind to transform things 

for the better by the fact that the mind always has more in it 

than is before it. The universe is interconnected; for every 

given situation there is a larger and more effective point of 

view than is given, and because of the spirit of the whole in 

the shape of some special want or question, is always in the 

mind, it can always in principle, find clues to new possibilities 

in every given situation. 

The individual, then, is finite in that he is moulded and 

shaped by the process of natural selection; he is infinite in 

that he may remould and reshape himself. The individual in so 

far as he is finite, lives in what Bosanquet calls 'the World 

of Claims and Counterclaims' This means that he lives in a 

world where as a finite being, he is independent, yet connected 

with God, nature and his fellow-men by relation of right and 
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duty. We are in connection with God, man, nature, using the 

lawyer's phrase 'at arms length*. 77 This world of 'Claims 

and Counterclaims' is full of hazards and hardship; of hazard, 

because these relations of right and duty do not express our 

real unity with God, man and nature, and they have therefore 

a character of chance; of hardship, because being accidental, 

they are constantly breaking down, and we find ourselves always 

failing in our 'duty* (the source of moral pessimism) and not 

getting our 'rights' (pessimistic sense of injustice.) 7® 

Through his career in this world of claims and counterclaims, 

man is brought to a realization of his infinite capacity. The 

very fact of the self's need to strive after perfection implies 

that there are obstacles to be surmounted. In his finite-infinite 

nature, his self-transcendent nature, man on the one side has his 

own nature being communicated by the world and on the other side, 

man in eliciting this nature from the world, reveals himself 

as a creative force, and a natural nisus toward perfection. 

When man grasps the meaning of his striving for the Beyond, 

when he realizes his self-transcendent nature, then is manifested 

in him the religious consciousness. in fact, this constitutes 

the very essence of religion. 

Thus in our discussion of individuality, we find that we 

are of necessity driven into the Absolutes the finite-infinite 

nature of the self implies the self's transcendence over and 
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into the Absolute. It is just this point that Sir Henry Jones 

criticizes: he objects to Bosanquet's theory that man is always 

endeavoring to pass beyond himself, and would rather think of 

man as trying to reach or become himself; for if man really 

passed ‘beyond’ himself he would cease to be a self. But does 

Jones mean that man actually and completely can 'become himself'? 

On such a supposition man's destiny would be far more static 

than Bosanquet conceives it to be; for Bosanquet there is 

always this striving after a 'beyond'; "We want something 

81 
above us, something to make us dare and do and hope to be." 

Jones finds also that in this world of claims and counterclaims 

in which man lives, he is condemned to failure and God is not 

called upon to be just, except 'on the whole*. But we should 

not forget that Bosanquet*s world of claims and counterclaims, is 

a part of his Absolute; granting that this world depends on 

the Absolute Jones would reply, but is the dependence one-sided 

or is it not rather mutual interdependence? For Bosanquet, the 

finite disappears if separated from the Absolute, but the 

82 
infinite does not disappear if it is separated from the finite. 

In other words, the Absolute of Bosanquet turns out to be 

transcendent rather than immanent. "It is not the reality that 

is revealing itself in all the variety and changes of finite things 

but an otiose substance behind the process." Bosanquet however 

repeatedly insists that his Absolute is immanent. Almost on the 
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verge of pantheism, he claims that the Absolute is in everything, 

and that we consequently cannot help but experience it. Against 

this disclaimer passages like the following may be cited: 

"It is only by conjunction of what is quite beyond us with what 

is deep within us that the open secret of the Absolute confronts 

us in life, in love, and in death." 83 The 'quite beyond us' 

would not appear to imply emphasis on the immanence of the Absolute. 

Pringle-Pattison criticizes what he calls Bosanquet's 

"grudging treatment of 'the formal distinctness of selves or 

souls'." He has agreed with Bosanquet’s treatment of the Absolute, 

that is, he considers that the universe in which the individual 

lives and from which he draws his sustenance, is as Bosanquet 

has described it. But Pringle-Pattison thinks Bosanquet has 

permitted the finite self to vanish. For Pringle-Pattison, it 

is the very nature of the self to think, act, and view the world 

from its own center; "each of us dichotomizes the universe in 

a different place." Pringle-Pattison parts ways with Bosanquet 

because of the latter’s insistence that there can only be 'one 

perfect individual’, the Absolute, and because of his claim 

that all finite individuals are in ultimate anlysis connexions 

of content within the real individual to which they belong, and 

of which they are therefore ’ultimately predicates'. The 

emphatic monism of Bosanquet's system is thus regarded as a 

result of his defective idea of what is meant by a self or by the 
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fact of individuation in general. According to Pringle-Pattison, 

Bosanquet has the finite self possessing an adjectival mode of 

being rather than a substantival mode of being: "If one were 

inclined to put it strongly, one might almost say that Professor 

Bosanquet's theory does not contain the idea of a self at all; 

the world is dissolved into a collection of qualities or adjectives 

84 which are ultimately housed in the Absolute." So, it is 

argued, Bosanquet fails to 'realise the elementary conditions 

of selfhood*, and in his theory there is no self at all, either 

of God or man, but only a logical transparency called the Absolute. 

Bosanquet, according to Pringle-Pattison, never looks at finite 

selves from the 'inside', but always from the point of view of a 

spectator 'momentarily concentrating attention upon them in 

85 abstraction from the social whole which is their setting' , 

and which really concerns him. 

The real problem in Bosanquet is this relation of finite 

self to the Absolute, and some of Pringle-Pattison's charges 

are justified. Bosanquet himself admits that it is difficult 

for us to understand just how the Absolute can include our minds 

or moods. The Absolute or infinite presents itself to us, the 

finite selves, as more of the finite or the finite at its best 

rather than as the extinction of the finite. But Bosanquet's 

'finite at its best* turns out to be really the perfection of 

the Absolute, despite his protestations that finite selves do not 
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lose their earthly lives as they approach perfection. Bos- 

anquet's self has a finite-infinite quality. The finite quality 

is that of a striving or a straining after perfection: the 

positive sense of the self is something vrhich continually passes 

out of and regains itself (dies and lives). The finite-infinite 

creature is always in this condition of self-transcendence. 

He is a fragmentary being, inspired by the infinite whole, which 

he is forever trying to express in terms of his limited range 

86 of externality. "In this ex-hypothesi he can never succeed," 

his effort is not wasted nor futile; the pains and evils which 

it strives to overcome are no illusions but are essential to 

the structure of reality. They are of the same general type 

as satisfaction and good; they are rendered contradictory by 

their imperfection, but they must both contribute of their nature 

to the complete experience. The Absolute depends upon the 

efforts of the self as a decided factor in its self-maintenance. 

How do finite selves contribute to the complete experience 

if the Absolute already possesses and absorbs into its being 

all that finite selves exist to achieve? Perhaps all that we see 

of a self is in the all-inclusive Absolute; nevertheless there 
87 

is much more of every finite self than we can see. Edward 

Arlington Robinson has brought out this point rather directly in 

his poem of the man Flammonde. The neighbors in Tilbury town 

never quite knew all that there was to know of the elusive, 



-41 

intangible, enigmatical ways of the visitor Flammonde. He had 

uncanny ways of discovering this 'something more' in his fellow- 

men,than was visible to the eyes of the townfolk. They tell of him: 

"How much it was of him we met 
We cannot ever know; nor yet 
Shall all he gave us quite atone 

For what was his, and his alone; 

Nor need we now, since he knew best 

Nourish an ethical unrest; 

Rarely at once will nature give 
The power to be Flammonde and live," 

Concerning this problem, How the Absolute includes us, 

Bosanquet takes as an analogy, the experience of the religion of 

88 
Dante. Dante's religion includes religious absorption, moral 

struggle, the aesthetic sense, and intellectual satisfaction. 

Most of us can possess these moods only in succession, though 

each really implies all the others. What we grasp of them at 

any moment, Bosanquet would say, is like a bit of mountain seen 

through a mist. This bit looks quite different from what the 

mountain is as a whole. Notwithstanding it is a part of_ 

that 'more' which is only dissociated from it by our weakness, 

which is necessary, perhaps, for its perfect realisation. His 

conclusion is that we should not think of ourselves merely after 

the pattern of separate things, or personalities in the legal 

sense, or even as selves in the sense of isolation and exclusion 

of others. 

* 89 
At the close of The Principle of Individuality and Value 
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Bosanquet again makes use of what he calls a very 'imperfect 

simile,', in comparing the Absolute to Dante's mind as uttered 

in the Divine Comedy. He makes the point that in its external 

nature (Italy), becomes an emotion and a value, not less, but 

more than spatial; each self, Paolo and Francesca, Ugolino, 

or Ulysses, while still retaining its real self, is also a 

factor in the poet's mind, which is uttered in those selves 

taken together. The whole poetic experience is single, and yet 

includes a world of space and person, which to any common 

mind fall apart and become a 'geographic expression', plus certain 

commonplace historical figures. This inclusion, Bosanquet compares 

to the Absolute as it holds together what for us is finite 

experience. At this point, Webb makes an interesting comment: 

Dante himself is one of the characters in the Comedy in personal 

relations with the rest. Do we not have an analogy here to that 

personal intercourse with human souls which Religion ascribes to 

God? According to Webb, Bosanquet could not ascribe this intercourse 

to his God or to the Absolute, for Bosanquet*s God, as it seems 

to Webb, is merely'religious consciousness.* ^0 

But Webb had implied the identification of "God" with "Absolute"; 

God, for Bosanquet is not the Absolute; God is the way in which 

the aspiring self, in its experience of the religious consciousness, 

grasps the Absolute. God is 'perfect good overcoming evil*. God, 

therefore cannot be the Absolute, since in the Absolute, evil 
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is eternally transcended along with the good. For Bosanquet, 

Religion is not itself the perfect satisfaction, the perfect 

satisfaction would be the possession of the Absolute. Man as 

a finite-infinite being, realizes in his finite point of view 

that he cannot attain to Absolute perfection; this implies 

transcendence on the part of the Absolute; man in his own 

self-transcendent viewpoint sees himself as in and of the Absolute, 

and this seems to show the Absolute as immanent. 

Bosanquet had almost lost God and the finite selves in 

his Absolute. In turning to McTaggart, we find a philosophy 

wherein the only substances are selves; the universe consists 

of selves whose whole content consists in their perception of 

themselves and of each other. As to God we find no conception 

of him, but rather a list of the kinds of God McTaggart does 

not believe in. Creative deity, whether omnipotent or non- 

omnipotent, is ruled out by what are considered conclusive 

arguments; and, if non-omnipotent, God is also taken as non- 

creative, there seems to McTaggart "only one reason why we 

should not believe in his existence, namely that there is no 

91 
reason why we should believe in it. 

McTaggart does insist on the existence of an Absolute, 

an Absolute which is in no sense God, but whose unity is that 

of a society, in the words of his favorite analogy, a college. 
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The Absolute, the ultimate reality, while a unity of persons, 

is not itself a person. It is spirit, whose essential and 

eternal nature is to be differentiated into finite spirits. 

The self is the fundamental differentiation of the Absolute. 

McTaggart's view of the Absolute is in reality a consequence 

of his view of the self as a ’substance existing in its own 

92 
right*• This does not mean that any self could exist 

independently and in isolation from all the others and with 

the Absolute which is their unity, but there is a relation, 

not of subordination, but of reciprocal dependence. "If 

each self is dependent on the others they in turn are dependent 

on it. If the self has no meaning except as manifested in 

the Absolute, the Absolute has no meaning except as manifested 

in that self." 93 The Absolute, unless differentiated into 

these selves could not exist; no other differentiations but 

selves would have the vitality to stand against a perfect 

unity such as the Absolute is. 

These selves are eternal and immortal, they exist not 

only after death, but even before birth. Any argument which 

would disprove preexistence would jeopardize immortality. 

"If the universe got on without me a hundred years ago, what 

reason could be given for denying that it might get on without 

me a hundred years hence!" * For McTaggart, the same self 

which exists before birth, continues on in immortality. The 
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self is a substance with attributes; this substance has no 

nature except to express itself in its attributes; hence if 

the attributes are exactly the same, then too the self as 

substance is exactly the same. The Absolute consists entirely 

of the interrelated activities of these selves. 

In drawing together his conclusions concerning the Absolute, 

McTaggart explains that the Absolute can only be perfectly 

manifested in a state of consciousness which complies with 

three conditions* (l) it must have an absolute balance between 

the individual for whom all reality exists, and the reality 

which is for it, neither being subordinated to the other and 

the harmony being ultimate. (2) it must be able to establish 

such a unity between the self and the not-self, that the latter 

loses all appearance of contingency and alienation. (3) and 

finally in it the separate and unique nature of each individual 

must be found in its connections with other individuals. For 

McTaggart, neither knowledge nor volition comply with these 

conditions. Love is the only case in which all of these 

conditions are fulfilled. By love, he means a passionate, all- 

absorbing, all-consuming affection. It is not the effect of 

association or proximity: on the contrary, proximity is the 

effect or rather the manifestion under particular circumstances 

of those relations between selves which make up the eternal 

nature of the universe. Accordingly Love, itself is eternal 



-46- 

just as the selves-in-love are eternal. He elaborates, adding 

that this would not involve their meeting in every life any 

more than it would involve their meeting every day of each 

life. The universe being on such a large scale might require 

long absences, but just as Love can survive the occasional 

absence in this particular life, so too can it survive the 

96 
longer absences from life to life. 

Pringle-Pattison objects to this ’harmonious system* 

of selves, since he finds in it no self which would seem to 

know all the other selves. "How then do we know that they 

form a harmonious systemî Can we indeed speak reasonably of 

the system or harmony at all except in view of some mind for 

which it exists?" 97 McTaggart admits that if his theory is 

to work every self would have to be in complete and conscious 

harmony with the whole of the universe; he concedes that this 

is not what happens in the facts as known to us. But we are 

told, the difficulty disappears, if we assume that all our 

selves are perfect, this he calls *our proper conclusion*. 

Pringle-Pattison refuses to agree to what he admits is an 

’inevitable conclusion* of McTaggarts due to the very fact 

that he has practically defined each self as an Absolute. 

McTaggart has granted that while each self might not seem to 

be perfect as viewed by us, as the other selves, nevertheless, 

he points out *that every self -is in reality, eternal, and 
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that its true qualities are only seen in so far as it is considered 

eternal*. **5ub specie aeternitatis,every self is perfect. Sub 

specie temporis , it is progressing towards a perfection as 

yet unattained.H 98 Pringle-Pattison calls this conclusion 

*such a heroic multiplication of deities' that it i3 rather a 

'reduction ad absurdum* of these doctrines of eternal 

substances of McTaggarts, not worthy of further discussion. 

Pringle-Pattison doubts if individualism has ever been carried 

further than in this proposal of McTaggart to have as many 

universale as there are particulars. 

McTaggart has kept the selves safe; but God is lost in 

his procedure, and his Absolute is at best a corporation, not 

a person. Ülliam James, to whom we turn next is a pluralist» 

but non-absolutistic in his tendencies. He holds fast to 

Self and manages to save God, but is glad to be rid of the 

Absolute 
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III 

God is not the Absolute in the philosophy of William James. 

In fact, James* conception of God is rooted in his turbulent 

attacks on Absolutism, and most particularly against the Neo- 

Hegelian Roycean Absolute. He finds that the Absolute is *not 

only not forced on us by logic—but that it is an improbable 

hypothesis*. "Damn the Absolute" he called to Royce one morning 

at Chocorua, and some years later he scandalized an Oxford group 

with "Let the Absolute bury its Absolute." In a letter to Renouvier 

he asks, "Wiy does the Absolute Unity make its votaries so much more 

conceited at having attained itt", and to Hodgson, "There is no 
2 

superstition like the idolatry of the Fhole". 

This attack, for all its vehemence, is not invariable. 
3 

Thus in Pragmatism, James calls the Absolute the 'sublimest 

achievement of intellectualistic philosophy*, saying that it has 

supplanted the conception of Substance, Scholasticism's great 
4 

contribution to the history of thought. In a Pluralistic Universe 

he admits that absolutists have a 'healthy faith* that the 

world must be rational and self-consistent. Absolutism, it is 

further granted, might even respond to what is the deepest religious 

need for men, "a being who will inwardly recognize them and judge 

them sympathetically." There is a mystical appeal for James 

in the Absolute to which the 'sick soul' is especially susceptible. 

The very pluralism that he advocates has its one permanent 
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inferiority from a pragmatic viewpoint; "It has no saving 

message for incurably *sick-souls*. Absolutism, among its 

other messages, has that message, and is the only scheme that 

has it necessarily, that,constitutes its chief superiority 

5 
and is the source of its religious power." 

James finds that even the strongest of us might well 

sympathize with the 'sick soul*. He believes all of us have 

moments of discouragement ,when we are sick of self and tired 

of vainly striving. "Our own life breaks down, and we fall 

into the attitude of the prodigal son. We mistrust the chances 

of things. We want a universe where we can just give up, fall 

on our father's neck and be absorbed into the absolute life 

as a drop of water melts into the river or sea; where likewise 

our least is acceptable, just as the beggar's least grain of 

com was acceptable to the king in Tagore's poem. James appreciates 

the solace of the Absolute in such passages as: "All are one 

with God, and with God all is well. The everlasting arms are 

beneath, whether in the world of finite appearances you seem 

to fail or to succeed."® 

In so far forth then as the Absolute satisfies these 

human demands for comfort in men's mystical moods, James at 

one time was prepared as a good pragmatist to accept it as 

true,but he later took back even this concession. The Absolute 

is 'noble* in a bad as well as in a good sense. It is bad in 
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that it is 'remote' and 'sterile*. Moreover the idealist's 

representation of the Absolute as all-knower, seemed to James 

useless and absurd. "Thinking this view consistently leads 

one to frame an almost ridiculous conception of the absolute 

mind, owing to the enormous mass of unprofitable information 

which it would then seem obliged to carry. "The Absolute 

would have to know what everything is not and this suggests 

an overpowering burden of 'explicitily negative' information. 

Even if these are silly ideas the Absolute must carry them to 

establish their silliness. One would expect it fairly to burst 

with such an obesity, plethora, and superfoetation of useless 

information."7 

Briefly, then, the 'Absolute' is here taken as a hypothesis, 

available for certain uses: "Abstractly, like the word 'winter*, 

as a memoramdum of past experience that orients us towards the 

future, the notion of the absolute world is indispensable—— 

Concretely it is also indispensable to some minds, for it determines 
g 

them religiously, being often a thing to change their lives by." 

The Absolute might be more acceptable could we but transform 

it into an Ultimate. "The two notions would have the same content, 

the maximally unified content of fact; namely-—-but their time- 

relations would be positively reversed.And last, James appreciates 

the Absolute's religious qualities, but he refuses to identify it 

with God. "The Absolute has nothing but its superhumaness in 
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common with the theistic God."^ In giving up the Absolute, 

James did not give up the hope of satisfying his religious 

aspirations. 

James* religious philosophy is a genuine part of his 

philosophical system, not an *after thought* nor a popular 

gesture. His religious views are interestingly interpreted in 

the light of his Radical Empiricism somewhat as follows: 

*Radical Empiricism' means for James, that reality in order 

to he "debatable" at all shall be definable in terms drawn 

from experience; moreover that experience is coherent and 

self-sufficient in its own terms. It does not mean that knowledge 

is to be limited to the boundaries of actual experience, but that 

it shall not employ any categories except those that are exemplified 

in experience. Now in the Varieties of Religious Experience which 

we shall refer to shortly, James has outlined a complex set of 

experiences called 'religious* by certain men. As a radical 

empiricist James would have to take these experiences into account 

in his treatment of religion. Empirically we must take reality 

to be just what it seems to be, as it is given to us in direct 

acquaintance: "that distributed and strung along and flowing 

sort of reality which we finite beings swim in." ^ Its most 

characteristic features are those which the ordinary logic rejects. 

"How can what is manifold be onef how be both distinct and 

connected—"12 Such logical difficulties are however created 
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by that very intellectualism which is baffled by them. For 

intellect deals with things by abstraction and then proceeds 

as though there were nothing to the thing but what is abstracted.^ 

It is only in a return to the illumination of 'intuitive immediacy’ 

that the solution lies, not in making more abstractions in those 

’self-defeating processes’ of the intellect. Thus could James not 

only adhere to the empirical standpoint in metaphysics, and 

identify reality with experience, but he could also accept as 

hypothesis such doctrines as Fechner's of a superhuman consciousness, 

compounded of the experiences of human and infra-human minds. 

Any of the mystical experiences quoted in the Varieties of Religious 

Experience could be accepted as a probable hypothesis; an 

example of the religious experience with its conviction "that we 

inhabit an invisible spiritual environment from which help comes, 

our soul being mysteriously one with a larger soul whose instruments 

14 
we are." We now turn to examine the God in whom James satisfies 

his religious aspirations. 

According to James, the active will in its freedom and its 

purposefulness asserts its right to believe and in so doing creates 

the appropriate conditions for the operation of the objects of 

its belief. Belief in God is one of its credences. James' con¬ 

ception of God seems to have undergone a fairly clear line of 

development marked by three stages. "The distinctions between 

these stages are not absolute, and frequently the difference is 

only a matter of emphasis. But that the distinction, at least 
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of emphasis is there it seems impossible to deny. The first 

position is found in the volume called The Ull to Believe and 

Other Essays, including articles originally published from 1830 

to 1895. The second is set forth in the Varieties of Religious 

Experience published in 1902. The final statement is found in 
15 A Pluralistic Universe published in 1909." 

In the first stage, James defines God in terms of his 

function as releaser of man's active energies. God is defined 

as a "power not ourselves—which not only makes for righteousness, 

but means it and which recognizes us".^® Energy, power, moral 

activity, for all these things we needs must postulate God; since 

the most important definition of God is formulated in terms of 

his function of arousing them in us. A world without a God 

would not have this power to appeal in the most- stimulating 

way to our moral energy; hence James believes that if there 

were no metaphysical or traditional grounds for believing in a 

God, men would postulate one simply as a "pretext for living 

hard, and getting out of the game of existence its keenest 

possibilities of zest."^ 

Religious faith is belief of the sort that our life is 

worth while. ¥e know nothing positive of the unseen world, 

but we believe that the significance of our present life consists 

in our relation to it. "God, himself may draw vital strength 
18 and increase of very being from our fidelity." For his own 
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part, James finds "I do not know what the sweat and blood and 

tragedy of this life mean, if they mean anything short of this. 

If this life be not a real fight, in which something is eternally 

gained for the universe by success, it is no better than a game 

19 of private theatricals from which one may withdraw at will.1* 

James advises an active part for all individuals in this 'real 

fight** "Be not afraid of life-—Believe that life is worth 

living and your belief will create the fact." Take an active 

part in the struggle; be not faint-hearted, else you will be 

greeted as Henry IV saluted the tardy Crillon "Hang yourself 

Brave Crillon. We fought at Arques and you were not there." 20 

There is an interesting letter of William James to Thomas 

Davidson which is particularly significant as indicating some 

of the beginnings of the idea (more fully developed later) of 

a finite God and a 'pluralistic melioristic world scheme'; in 

the letter, the interest is in defining God in terms commensurate 

with human purposes: "Our strivings must have an outward warrant, 

God must be that which gives meaning to our moral activity..... 

It is a curious thing, this matter of God; I can sympathize 

perfectly with the most rabid hater of him and the idea of him, 

when I think of the use that has been made of him in history and 

philosophy as a starting point or premise for grounding deductions. 

But as an Ideal to attain and make probable, I find myself less 

and less able to do without Him. He need not be an 'all-including 
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that by affirming God's existence he means to imply that his 

(James*) purposes are cared for by a mind so powerful as on 

the whole to control the drift of the Universe* "The only 

difficulties of theism are the moral difficulties and meannesses; 

and they have always seemed to me to flow from the gratuitous 

dogma of God being the all-inclusive reality. Once think 

possible a primordial pluralism of which he may be one member 

and which may have no single subjective synthesis, and piety 

forthwith ceases to be incompatible with manliness, and religious 

'faith', with intellectual rectitude." The only theism which 

James would defend in this letter is that of 'simple unphilosophic 

21 
mankind, to which numerous mysteries are added corruptions.* 

The second stage in the James' conception of God found 

in the Varieties of Religious Experience, is characterized by 

man's passivity while God represents the active interest. In 

the essays in the Will to Believe. James had found that man's 

power of moral and volitional response is probably his deepest 

organ of communication with the nature of things. In the Varieties 

of Religious Experience, the deepest organ of communication 

is the passive experience, the experience of reconciliation, 

when man feels the touch of a Power greater than himself. Man, 

instead of selecting and creating hi3 own reality, is content 

to contemplate the Ideal as presented, finding in it a new 
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authority and a new source of strength.*^ At the beginning of 

the book, James announces that his criterion of value is results, 

not origins, and the book as a whole is largely a description 

of the results for life of religion. "Religion-—shall mean 

for us the feelings, acts, and experiences of individual men 

in their solitude, so far as they apprehend to themselves to 

23 
stand in relation to whatever they may consider the divine." 

This religious feeling is an absolute addition to the 

subject*s range of life. It gives him a new sphere of power. 

"Were one asked to characterize the life of religion in the 

broadest and most general terms possible, one might say that 

it consists in the belief that there is an unseen order, and 

that our supreme good lies in harmoniously adjusting ourselves 

thereto." 24 This belief and this adjustment is what James 

25 
calls "the religious attitude in the soul". In the chapter 

on the Reality of the Unseen, James sketches examples of the 

religious experience as it is manifested in various individuals. 

The adjustment and belief in the souls mentioned is of a varied 

and interesting nature. They are of a mystical rapturous kind, 

the subject is in a state of ecstasy by his knowledge of God's 

living presence. In the chapter on the Religion of Healthy- 

Mindedness and the Sick Soul. James explains how religion brings 

serenity and poise, and immunity to certain kinds of disease. 

Belief in God brings to some individuals an experience of 
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'utterly incomparable feeling of happiness*. In the chapters 

on Conversion, James has more cases of the remarkable phenomena 

attending conversion, including spiritual activity of a highly 

dramatic nature. Some of these illustrate in a very amusing 

way the psychological aspect of the non-philosphical mind in 

its description of God. Examples such as 'mighty baptism of 

the Holy Ghost*,'waves and waves of liquid love*, 'the very 

breath of God*, James thinks are the most characteristic of all 

the elements of the conversion crisis. 26 

In his conclusion in the Varieties of Religious Experience. 

James comes out unequivocally for the significance of the spiritual 

activity which all these experiences describe, and for the reality 

of the agency by which they are produced. All religions, for 

James, are capable of description in terms of: (l) An uneasiness 

and (2) It3 solution; i.e.. by the sense that there is something wrong 

about us as we stand, and the sense "that we are saved from the 

27 
wrongness by making proper connections with the highest powers." 

"The individual becomes conscious of a 'more* which is coterminous 

and continuous with the higher part of himself,....which is 

operative in the universe outside of him, and which he can keep 

in working touch with, and in a fashion get on board of and 

save himself when all his lower being has gone to pieces in 

the wreck." James has the theory that whatever it may be 

on its farther side, the 'more* with which in religious 
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experience we feel ourselves connected is on its hither side 

of the subconscious continuation of our conscious life. The 

actual power of the religious experience is what is uppermost 

in James' mind in this stage, and he points out "we have in 

the fact that the conscious person is continuous with a wider 

self through which saving experiences come, a positive content 

of religious experience which it seems to me is literally and 

objectively true as far as it goes." 29 

God is this 'higher part of the universe'; God is the 

'source of these saving experiences'; God is this 'supreme 

reality'. 20 »^0 and G0d have business with each other; and 

in opening ourselves to his influence our deepest destiny is 

fulfilled." 21 Furthermore, James finds that "the universe, 

at those parts of it which our personal being constitutes, 

takes a turn genuinely for the worse or for the better in 

32 proportion as each of us fulfills or evades God's demands." 

James would not go so far as to call God the 'absolute world- 

ruler* ; such an appelation he regards as a very considerable 
33 

'over-belief*; yet he finds some real pragmatic value m 

such a view. He himself affirms "By being faithful in my 

poor measure to this overbelief, X seem to myself to keep more 

sane and true." 34 There is a distinct note of finiteness 

attributed to God in James' discussion here* "TBho knows whether 

the faithfulness of individuals here below to their own poor 
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over-beliefs may not help God in turn to be more effectively 

faithful to his own greater task?" ^ If religion commends 

itself as a desirable kind of human activity James would addî 

"then any theological beliefs that may inspire it will stand 

accredited. If not, then they will be discredited, and all 

without reference to anything but human working principles." 

The third stage in James' conception of God, as found 

in The Pluralistic Universe, is a combination of these first 

two stages. God is the 'saving power' just discussedî "life 

inhabit an invisible spiritual environment from which help 

comes, our soul being mysteriously one with a larger soul 

37 whose instruments we are." James had found in examining 

religious experiences that there were 'possibilities that 

take our breath away, of another- kind of happiness and power 

based on giving up our vdll and letting something higher 

work for us’. 38 He finds that by reasoning in an a priori 

fashion, we would never have suspected the workings of this 

higher power, 'but proceeding empirically we must take these 

experiences into account' "Reason——could not suspect their 

existence, for they are discontinuous with the 'natural* 

experiences they succeed upon and invert their values." 

"But as they actually come and are given, creation widens to 

OQ 
the view of their recipients." 

In addition to this emphasis on God's 'saving-power', 
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James similarly emphasizes God's nature as being such that it 

calls forth man's most active response. This side of God's 

nature is brought about in the distinctive conception of God 

as finite, together with a recognition on the part of man that 

God is finite. For James, God and man make their lives in 

'the pluralistic universe*, any other kind of world would take 

away all life's zest and meaning; pluralism means real losses 

as well as real achievements; it stimulates man to real efforts 

God, too, works in this pluralistic universe; consequently 

he is far more approachable, more of a real leader and inspirer» 

Because God is working out a history just like ourselves; James 

finds that we may enjoy an intimacy with him and respond to 

his will in a ray impossible under any other system. Our whole 

active nature is quickened by the thought that we are co-workers 

with God, aiding him in the realization of purposes that are 

ours as well as hi3. ^ 

In spite of the fact that James had condemned all forms 

of Absolutism, it is interesting to note the similarity between 

his doctrine of a 'confluent consciousness* and the Absolute. 

It seemed that some of James* former pupils believed that 

towards the end of his life he was coming to a belief in a 

form of panpsychism. In the last two chapters of a Pluralistic 

Universe, James definitely places his theory of the continuity 

of experience at the service of religion. A single field of 
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consciousness shades off into other fields larger, more extensive 

fields which suggest a higher than human experience. "Every 

bit of us at every moment is part and parcel of a wider self, 

it quivers along various radii like the wind-rose on a compass, 

and the actual in it is continuously one with possibles not 

yet in our present sight. And just as we are co-conscious 

with our own momentary margin, may not we ourselves form the 

margin of some more really central self in things which are 

co-conscious with the whole of us! May not you and I be 

confluent in a higher consciousness and confluently active 

there, though we know it not!" James even finds in examining 

the testimony of experience that we discover our own 'confluence*. 

He adds "I think it may be asserted that there are religious 

experiences of a specific nature—I think that they point 

with reasonable probability to the continuity of our consciousness 

42 
with a wider spiritual environment." 

James* very use of 'Fechnerean* terminology is suggestive 

of panpsychism. It would imply that James is moving in a 

direction of binding all the things that really count for us 

together in the unity of a whole. If there is a great reservoir 

in which the memories of earth's inhabitants are pooled and 

preserved; if consciousness preexists behind the scenes coeval 
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with the v;orld and is not generated de novo in a vast number 

of places; if it is only the phenomenal interposition of a 

brain or nervous system that gives to experience its various 

special forms and separates it into parts; if I in my apparent 

individuality am only a marginal content of a greater self, 

my energies the overflow from its superfluity, and my new 

experience a shifting of the threshold; if the ideal of truth, 

of satisfying knowledge is a total conflux of mind with reality, 

how are we any more virtuous than the Absolute! ^3 James 

does however rescue his view from the extreme taints of Absolutism, 

by insisting that the universe is not all inclusive; some 

portions of experience are left outside, and these explain the 

existence of evil* That is to say, God does not necessarily 

have to be responsible for evil in a universe which is not 

all-inclusive. 

In the last chapter of his Pragmatism. James expounds 

a doctrine of meliorism, upholding man's ability to cooperate 

with God in effecting changes in reality, insisting on the 

intimacy between God and man, which is possible in a pluralistic 

universe, and calling on the Power of God and the power of man 

to effect real changes for the better in a growing world. This 

world grows not integrally but piecemeal by the contributions of 

its several parts. Ve stand in relation to 'the higher powers 

that exist' in the whole of the universe in somewhat the same 

way as our feline or canine pets do to the whole of human life. 
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Just as their ideals coincide with ours, and dogs and cats have 

daily living proof of the fact, so may we well believe, on 

the proofs that religious experience affords, that such higher 

powers do exist, and are at work to save the world on ideal 

lines similar to our own. Meliorism means that the world is 

not getting worse, nor neither that it is necessarily getting 

better. Meliorism stands half-way between optimism and pessimism; 

it offers a scheme of cooperative work, in which man and God 

engage with the purpose of making the world better: meliorism 

as James uses it implies that the world can be made better 

with human effort. 

In view of the fact that James has foresworn apodictic 

certainty his assurance of God*s existence and character is 

surprising; yet it is perhaps just because he has foresworn 

certainty that he can so hospitably entertain these partly 

validated possibilities and ventures. Pragmatically we both 

test and postulate God; through pluralism we have a community 

of interest with him, and empirically we seem assured of him. 

James recommends his ’pluralistic and melioristic* type of 

religion to the mixed 'tough-minded and tender-minded'. His 

'moralistic religion' he suggests is 'as good a religious 

synthesis as you are likely to find'. His pragmatism then 

inclines to meliorism, this form of religious pluralism which 

insists that there is no assurance at present of the final 
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salvation of the things that man holds dear, and that these 

things will be saved, if at all, by the joint effort of man 
44 

and God m the quest for value. 

Of the more recent pragmatists, Ames has carried out 

some of the excellent beginnings of James, as found in the Varieties 

of Religious Experience, in making clear that the real problem 

of religion arises in the field of psychology, and is to be 

understood if not solved by the methods of that science. Ames 

is opposed to the extension of James' later views into a kind 

of mystical interpretation. He finds this not acceptable 

even to the pragmatic types of psychologists. Ames has a 'psych¬ 

ological examination' of this problem of God; in his Psychology 

of Religious Experience, he finds that the philosophy of religion 

deals with such topics as inspiration, faith, knowledge, the 

nature of the soul, personality, religious genius, and the 

significance of such conceptions as God, free will, the world, 
45 and evil. In examining these questions Ames considers the 

psychological processes involved. 

The psychology of religion accepts the facts of religion, 

such as the temples, priests, sacred books, ceremonies, faiths, 

customs, all in fact that exists in such profusion in the world# 

His task is the search for the needs, impulses and desires from 

which these institutions and activities arise. He inquires 
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concerning the circumstances under which they appear in the 

race and in the individual. "He marks the part they play  

the function they perform— in the experience of the individuals 

and of society. 

As the psychologist of religion studies the development 

of the idea of God, he finds that it is the central and deter¬ 

mining conception in most theological systems. Among primitive 

people, the gods are the central objects in the life-processes 

of man. In the more developed civilizations the gods become 

quite exclusively anthropomorphic and reflect increasingly the 

social and political experiences of the people. The forms 

of religious thought are the direct reflection of the political 

and social organization. God is conceived as transcendent or 

immanent, depending upon the organization of the individuals. 

"A person’s idea of God may be taken as comprehending the highest 
48 ideal interests known or felt by him." Thus in a monarchy 

where sovereignty is idealized, to think of God means to humble 

one’s self, to take on postures and employ the phrases which 

a menial uses in the presence of his lord. In a democracy, 

the idea of God is the embodiment of ideals arising from democratic 

social movements, its presence in the mind expresses itself in 

motor reactions indicative of respect, for the welfare of all 

members of society. "When such a social order projects itself 

in the form of consciousness and comprehensive ideas it results 
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49 
in a conception of God as immanent." 

This idea of God, like any other general idea, Ames finds, 

signifies a system of habits, and in this case as elsewhere, 

the presence of the idea has for its normal effect the initiation 

of those habitual attitudes and endeavors. Quoting Leuba, Ames 

agrees "God is not known. He is not understood: He is used— 

and a good deal, and with an admirable disregard of logical 

consistency—sometimes as meat-purveyor—sometimes as friend, 

50 sometimes as an object of love." In this discovery that 

God is not so much known as used, Ames finds that this idea 

of God possesses that which is common to all other ideas. This 

typewriter, this desk, are not so much known as used. "Mere 

contemplation or analysis or syllogistic manipulation of ideas", 

Ames declares, "is empty and unsatisfying when devoid of practical 

interest. It is in their uses, in the interplay of cognition 
51 

and action, that ideas have any meaning or can be understood." 

Moreover, it is in this living process also that both 

ideas and habits change, ühen these no longer satisfy, they 

are discarded under the influence of the new shifts of interest. 

This is most apparent in the great massive movements of society 

and in the comprehensive idea of God in which these movements 

of society are symbolized. Practically all the various theological 

ideas and doctrines are directly determined in form and content 

by the experience of the individual or the society in which they 
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arise. Thus the Christian doctrines of atonement from Anselm 

on down through the modern 'penal satisfaction theory*, 'the 

ethical satisfaction theory' and the 'moral influence theory' 

are direct results of newer forms of social organization and 

regulation* ^ 

Ames believes that the difficulty with the treatment of 

the idea of God has been a result of estimating its validity 

out of relation to the only situation in which it can be true 

or false, that is, the situation involving conduct.**^ The idea 

of God has been taken apart from the social experiences and 

the genetic processes in which it arose, and then has been 

subjected to various ingenious manipulations to determine whether 

it is true. Ames thinks this 'somewhat comparable to seeking 

the meaning of a word after removing it from any context by 

repeating the sound, counting the letters or analyzing the 

54 
ink with which it is written'. The psychological solution of 

this problem of God, Ames believes is achieved in taking the 

idea of God as the 'generalizer and idealizer' of all the values 

one knows. ^5 ^he only kind of thinking of which human beings 

are capable is that which refers to ends, to needs, to values. 

"The God-idea is a teleological idea, and in being such 

it shares fundamentally in the nature of all ideas. For 

actual human experience there are no other normal ideational 

processes than those which involve value." The present Church 
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has accepted with no thoroughness the psychological view of 

all doctrines, namely that they are working hypotheses—subject 

to constant modification and revision in the light of further 

experiences and reflection* Anes would conclude that not 

unless such a view is accepted "can religion become domesticated 

in the modern world and overcome the inner conflict which 

now crassly separates faith and knowledge from each other 

57 
and in large measure separates both from concrete experience." 
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IV. 

The doctrine of "Deity” which S. Alexander offers as a 

part of his 'realistic system* in Space, Time and Deitv is 

strictly speaking a theory used to express 'divine quality*. 

"God" is the name for any being (there may be more than one) 

which possesses 'deity'. * In expounding this metaphysical term, 

deity, Alexander points out that what religion worships as God 

really has this quality and that it alone justifies the 

religious passion. Deity is a quality different from spirit 

although it owes its existence to the travail of a world which 

has reached the level of spirit. Deity depends on values and 

is in the line of what is good, but it is itself a perfection 

not contrasted with imperfection. 'Deity' is a term more fun¬ 

damental than God, and in his argument to place 'deity' in 

his scheme of things, Alexander proceeds as follows* He 

conceives the universe as in process of evolution, creatively 

bringing forth qualities which are not only new, but form a 

hierarchy, an ascending scale of perfection. These emergents 

have their beginnings in 'space-time*,and are exhibited in 

successive levels of finite existences, each with its characteristic 

empirical quality.^ First, there are the secondary qualities, • 

or'matter' which "movements of a certain order of complexity 

have taken on"; next, the emerging qualities of 'life' which 

is not 'an epiphenomenon of matter but an emergent from it"; 
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and then 'mind', the latest stage in this evolution towards 

3 
even greater perfection. 

Just as these new qualities of existence have appeared 

in the past, we can suppose that new qualities of existence 

will appear in the future, having the same relation to the 

highest fonn of organization in the preceding stage that matter 

bears to 'life*. Perhaps there are already in existence angelic 

or god-like beings for whom our minds will constitute a body 

as neural matter constitutes ours. These gods, however cannot 

be the true objects of religion since they themselves are merely 

finite portions of the space-time world. For them consequently, 

a new and higher level looms ahead. "Deity" is this eternal 

urge of the universe towards new and ever higher forms. "Deity* 

is the next level of perfection, in the birth-throes of which 

the world is now travailing. It would follow that "God* 

as the possessor of the quality of deity, does not yet exist. 

He is only about to be.4 "God is the whole world as possessing 

the quality of deity——But this possessor of deity is not 

actual but ideal. As an actual existent, God is the infinite 

world with its nisus towards deity, or using a Leibnitzian 

phrase, *as big or in travail* with deity." God is the whole 

universe engaged in process toward the emergence of this new 

quality." Religion is our sense of participating in this 

creative nisus of the world towards becoming God. 
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This God, which re may hope to approach through the nisus 

of deity is apparently beyond the world of Space-Time and the 

qualities of matter, life, and mind; that is to say God is 

not in these qualities as in the Aristotelian entelechy the 

oak is in the acorn. Potentiality in Aristotle's system meant 

that principle in virtue of which the acorn becomes the oak. 

Potentiality in Alexander’s system means the possibility of 

novelty, of invention; Alexander's God is not like the 

Aristotelian entelechy. Immanent in respect of his body, but 

transcendent in respect of his deity, Alexander's God is not 

identified with the Space-Universe, but is something beyond 

it, and yet at the same time, God is the whole world as possessing 

the quality of deity* a conception combining theistic with 

pantheistic features. God, the infinite real world with its 

nisus toward deity, the possessor of deity is accordingly not 

merely actual, but ideal.** The whole of Space-Time is the 'body' 

of God, and thus of body, God is all-inclusive, and all finites 

are included in God, and, in their continuous connection as 

pieces of Space-Time, are linked by spatio-temporal continuity 

as members of God's body. But in respect of God's deity, this 

emergent, 'plus' quality, this conception of God is theistic, 

indeed predominantly theistic, since God’s 'deity' is his 

distinctive quality. Though in respect of this his 'deity', 

God transcends all finites in quality, he yet remains grounded 
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in the finite world, and is in fact the whole world of finites 

as tending to a higher order of finitude. In this nisus toward 

deity, the finite individuals are not lost or absorbed in God 

so as to lose their identity; rather are they made more richly 

individual due to just this connection with God as deity. 

Just how, then, is God related to us as parts of this 

Space-Time universe? Commenting on James' conclusions in the 

Varieties of Religious Experience regarding the fact that 

the conscious person is continuous with a wider self through 

which 'saving experiences ' come, Alexander adds: "the world 

as a whole in its forward tendency acts upon our bodily organism 

and ....the religious sentiment is this feeling for this whole." 

We, as parts of Space-Time throw our feelers towards the rest 

of it and we are accessible to its influences. The body of 

the universe affects our body, and the ultimate response in 

consciousness is this emotion. "Like hungry appetite it is 

a conation which sets us in search of God, is our groping out 

to the reality which is God."^ This religious appetite is found 

to be either stirred in us directly by the impact of the world 

with its tendency to deity, or it may be felt by us as a need 

of our nature. It is only in this sense of 'straining towards 

10 
deity' that there can be an infinite actual God. 

This God is in no sense a 'creator' of the Space-Time 

universe, but rather the Space-Time itself is the creator. 

God is creative; Deity is to be created. The body of God 
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includes all the finîtes which have hitherto been evolved in 

this Space-Time universe, and it is only in his own quality 

of deity that his creativeness appears. It is thus only by 

looking back and identifying, the body of 'deity* with its previous 

stages and ultimately with Space-Time itself that we can speak 
11 

of God as a creator. Deity comes from the pre-existing finites 

with their empirical qualities, appetites and reachings-out 

and is their outcome; 'Deity' is rather a specific quality,or 

emergent which is the 'ideal*; 'God* is the power which makes 

for 'Deity*. Alexander condemns the view of a 'creator* God, 

calling such a God 'a hybrid blending of the creative Space- 

Time with the created deity?12 a notion seeking deity by a 

backward instead of a forward viewj Accordingly, "in its relation 

to conduct, religion does not so much commend us to perform 

our duties with the consciousness that they are the commands 

of God, as rather it is religion to do our duty with the 

consciousness of helping to create his deity." 13 

Alexander believes his conception of God, as deity itself, 

is superior to that of God as conceived in ordinary theism. 

In ordinary theism, God is a being who acts as a spectator of 

the world directing it from without, the problem of suffering 

is difficult to explain in such an idea of God. Why should 

God allow pain to his creatures? Alexander in his reversal 

14 
of God as creator, to the place of 'deity-to-be- created*, 
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has this explanation of suffering. It is not God who allows 

struggles or strife, but it is the struggle and strife which 

are to determine, (it may not be at once but in the end) what 

deity is to be; which ideal, if either, is on the side of the 

divine. In this scheme, God is not responsible for the miseries 

endured in working out his providence, but rather are we 

responsible for our acts, in as much as, we see that on the 

15 issue of them depends in their measure the character of God. 

Alexander even suggests that it is natural for men so engaged, 

to send up their prayers to a God whom they suppose to be 

already in being and to favour their particular ideals. "The 

God they pray to is the God to whose nature they contribute, 

but the call of their ideal is the call of the universe as a 

16 
whole as it appeals to them." Such a ’created deity* rather 

than a ’creator deity' makes our human position more serious, 

while at the same time it frees it from the reproach of subjec¬ 

tion to arbitrary providence. 

The approach to deity may be made in various ways, 

through the phenomena of nature, through the pursuit of truth, 

17 
or morality, or through the religious emotion, itself "as 

18 
unique and self-sufficient as hungry appetite or love," 

its process towards a ’newer and higher quality of value,"deity".* 

Whils Deity was subject to the infinite deity of God, it had 

no distinctions of evil and good or of any other values. Yhile 
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Alexander does not identify 'deity* with goodness, he points 

out that it is on the side of goodness; evil, pain and pleasure 

are only felt when deity emerges in finite beings* Alexander 

finds that 'the universe works in experience so as to secure 

T Q 

the survival of the good* and that ’morality is the nature 

of things.' Matthew Arnold had called God 'the eternal not- 

ourselves which makes for righteousness*; this brings God 

down to the level of man. If the power which makes for righteousness 

is not ourselves there is no other power which makes for 

righteousness. God is the 'power which makes for deity*; it 

is because w®. ourselves make for righteousness that we have 

faith in this further nisus of the universe,and are sustained 

by that sentiment so as to derive help from it in doing good. 

Our virtue is only part of the presupposition on which depends 

the emergence of the next higher quality to mind which we call 

deity. 

Alexander's Space, Time and Deity has been described 

by Hoernle as a 'fascinating essay in theology*, and as 'concordant, 

too, in its emphasis on the reality of time, on creative evolution, 

on progress towards perfection, with marked tendencies of 

21 
modern thought.* This critic adds "but most critics have 

been puzzled whether to take it seriously, and rightly for it 

breaks, in effect, with every great historical religion. It 

satisfies neither the theist nor the absolutist. For, the one 
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holds that God is real here and now, and the other says the 

same of the perfection of the universe. In this, both of them 

seem truer than Alexander to the deliverances of the actual 

religious consciousness, which is fundamentally an attitude 

not towards a reality about to be, but towards a reality which 

is, in fact, 'eternal'." 22 Boodin, another commentator, has 

criticized the entire Space-Time universe of Alexander, describing 

it as 'the most impressive attempt to evolve the richness of 

reality from abstract postulates*. In his opinion, Alexander 

has started with nothing but the mathematical abstractions of 

space end time; and has attempted to weave a cosmos out of 

'this gossamer stuff'. "For Alexander everything emerges from 

the complexities of space-time. Ahead always is God, who is 

conceived at any stage of development as the next stage, the 

uncreated which is about to emerge fron the complexities of 

Space-Time." Thus according to Boodin, for Alexander 'before 

13 
life emerged, life was God to the inorganic stage'. 

Moreover, Boodin finds in Alexander's philosophy a 

* sweep and seductiveness’ of argument. He claims that Alexander 

has treated Space-Time with such fertility of imagination, 

that he melees those bare concepts me en anything he chooses to 

want them to mean in order to have them do the work he wants 

them to do.24 He calls Alexander 'a magnificent magician’ 

and finds his book making the Arabian Nights tame. In 
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comment ing on the copious abundance which Alexander gets out 

of the abstractions Space and Time, Boodin remarks, "The 

rest of us at any rate, no matter how re manipulate the abstract 

concepts of space and time, seem to get nothing but space and 

time out of them and he asks still further "What 

is to prevent time and space if left to themselves from running 

riot-—rum ing any way whatsoever, downward as well as upward?" 

He finds that "Chance is God—all happens bjr emergence; Science 

aims at explanation—and it is no explanation to say that the 

26 later appearances emerge from the earlier appearances." 

In other words, he asks "What makes emergents emerge", and 

why are they emerging towards deity? He points out that the 

fallacy underlying this type of emergence theory is that we 

can account for new forms and characters in terms of the simpler 

antecedents in the series. Boodin believes that there must 

be an adequate efficient cause to account for evolution in the 

concrete. He explains a 'nisus to divinity' as being due to 

the fact that divinity, the supreme organization of harmony, 

beauty and goodness is active throughout the cosmos, stimulating 

the evolution of every part in the direction of divinity."^ 
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Alexander in his 'nisus' towards deity had claimed that 

this is the highest emergent quality which has yet been super¬ 

venient on lower qualities. This nisis is felt as a nisus 

towards something unattained, and this something unattained 

is deity in the widest sense. That is to say, in any given 

entity which has felt its nisus towards its unattained goal, 

Deity, in this wide sense is,Lloyd Morgan would believe Alexander 

to mean "the characteristic quality of the next highest level 

of experience prophesied by tne nisus of the universe which has 

created "the whole emergent series". This nisus of the whole, 

is as we have pointed out in our discussion of Alexander, shared 

by everything in it# That which is unattained is from Alexander's 

point of view as yet, non-existent, although there may be an 

28 anticipation thereof. 

Morgan is far more of a theologian in spirit and in attitude 

than Alexander; even though it is only in the last lecture of 

Life, Mind and Spirit, that he definitely gives his attention 

to the problem of God. One feels that his treatment of deity 

is rather in the nature of an 'appendix' to his philosophical 

doctrine of emergence; yet he has statements which serve to 

weave his conception of God, as Activity, Divine Purpose, or 

nisus, into very definite relations with his theories of emergence. 

"IBe acknowledge God as above and beyond—but unless we also 

intuitively enjoy His activity within us, feeling that we are in 
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a measure one with Him in Substance, we can have no immediate 

knowledge of Causality or of God as the Source of our own 

29 
existence and of emergent evolution." Not only in us, he 

claims, is Divine Purpose revealed, but in God we realize the 

mystery of our being; "we touch the fringe of immortality when 

30 
we acknowledge God as Ultimate Substance." 

In this contact with 'spiritual regard', Morgan comments 

on the presence of nr, stery in the attitude towards the God of 

Christianity. This 'mystery' causing a spiritual attitude of 

a mystic or monistic kind, is looked upon in part as its 

'emergent character*; such 'emergence' in some human persons 

falls within Divine Purpose; in Christianity this touch of 

mysticism might be found in any one who believes that the 

Divine Personality shines through the Unique Individuality of 

the Christ, in fact any one who subscribes to.a Logos doctrine 

might possess this mystical attitude.It is in Christianity 

only that Morgan finds "truth to which all art is ancillary— 

truth that in and through mystical insight, and only thus 

32 
touches the eternal verities of a spiritual religion." 

The God of Christianity is accepted by Morgan as 'directive 

activity' in a pragmatic sense, "Can it be denied that acknow¬ 

ledgement of God which is the heart and soul of Christianity 

has been profoundly influential in the practical guidance of 

33 
conductf' 
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Morgan has the difficult problem of reconciling this idea 

of God as ’Divine Purpose', with the evolutionary aspects of his 

philosophical system. It is our task to examine just how consistent 

the conclusions of his last chapter in Life. Mind and Spirit are 

with his ’emergence* theories. Morgan has agreed with Huxley 

in the contention that the cosmos or nature is a changeful 

process in which nothing endures but the flow of energy and 

the rational order which pervades it. Nature, for Morgan 

includes man, or 'human nature’, all that happens in and to 

a man falls within the 'cosmic* or ’natural’ process. ’Cosmic* 

process means 'natural progress' and Morgan points out that 

"the fluent cosmic process in nature includes, then, ethical 

33 process in human nature." Morgan regards this ’natural 

order' which pervades the process, as 'Divine Purpose'. It 

is in this rational order of progress that spiritual regard 

is 'now in purpose*, it is in this regard that evolutionary 

' advance and progress is considered a manifestation of Divine 

Purpose. Just as with the advent of the reflective attitude 

values and ’unvalues' come into being as possessed by mind, 

so with the advent of the religious attitude, a yet higher 
34 order of spiritual value and 'unvalue' comes into being. 

Just so does this 'religious attitude* appear 'supervenient* 

to the attitudes towards beauty, truth or even moral goodness; 
3 

yet it does not supersede them in any strictly antagonistic sense. 
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This new mental attitude is a directing of reference to Divine 

Purpose as in some sense objectively real» This is somewhat 

the same kind of object of 'religious activity' as Alexander 

had meant by 'deity'. 

Is reality Divine Purpose? May not Divine purpose be 

only a 'figment of the imagination*? Morgan agrees with 

Alexander in that the possession by mind of values does not 

deprive these values of reality. "Divine Purpose is objectively 

real in so far as it is possessed by -mind"; Morgan affirms, 

"If in some persons there be a religious attitude toward the 

rational order, that order has for them spiritual value» For 

them it is not only rational order, but also this higher emergent 

level, Divine Purpose. The reality of Divine Purpose as objective 

is not other than, but emergently more than the reality of the 

37 
rational order of the cosmos." And here is where Morgan differs 

from Alexander. There is nothing for Morgan that is 'objective' 

in his sense of the word, that is not possessed by u.ind» He 

contends that "the whole story of knowledge from first to 

last is that of the emergent evolution of objective reference." 

Morgan's efforts were to bring about claim that there need be 

no discrepancy, inconsistency, or contradiction in the acceptance 

of evolution and the acknowledgment of Divine Purpose» This 

would mean that the same array of facts might be interpreted in 

terms of the most thorough-going naturalism and at the same time 
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time may also afford instances of Divine Purpose» 

On the view of emergent evolution, Morgan finds and accepts 

a series of ascending steps in advance, as he passes from the 

natural entities of lower to those of higher status. In the 

evolution of what we deem the highest of natural entities, a 

man, these steps afford instances of a determinate plan which 

includes the evolutionary progress of all relevant events in 

him, alike in physical and mental regard. There is no place 

for so-called ' divine intervention' in Morgan's scheme; all 

advance in nature is a manifestation of Divine Purpose, and 

there is no stage in which any 'supernatural* intervention may 

take place.^ The concent of activity is 'part and parcel' 

of Divine Purpose; it is an activity which is 'monistic to 

the core*; it is an activity manifested in all action 'in 

that which obtains in the atom as in that which obtains in 

man, each according to its status.' Morgan's idea is not so 

much to belittle man and his efforts, but rather to give 

to Divine Purpose itB due, "to enthrone God rather than to 

dethrone man";^ and he adds with something of the same 

piety that he believes Alexander possesses? "If in some slight 

measure Divine Purpose be manifested in and through me, I am 

thankful and claim no more." ^0 

Morgan has a strange 'monism* with pluralistic tendencies. 

There is for him only one realm of reality that is both natural 

and spiritual in ultimate Uity of substance but is not both natural 
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and supernatural if this imply ultimate diversity of order of 

being;. His monistic creed is that, *in so far as there is progress 

and advance in the cosmos, God is All in all but in diverse 

modes and degrees of manifestation.' The 'one order of reality’, 

comprir.es v/ithin its substantial unity aspects such as 'in 

physical regard*, 'in mental regard', 'in spiritual regard*. 

"But just as, for us, there are no mental events that are not 

also physical and no physical events that are not ex hypothesi 

mental, so too for us there is no emergent step in human progress 

that is ,in religious regard other than contributory to Divine 

41 
Purpose." In short, then, the very existence of 'emergent 

evolution' depends upon the existence of Divine Purpose; while 

at the same time the religious attitude is a distinct 'emergence* 

in the evolutionary process. The one is consistent with the 

other because it is really an 'emergence' of the other. 

In passing from Divine Purpose to this God, as the "Being 

of whom the religious person has .'vision' in spiritual regard," 

Morgan believes God to be an object of contemplation for the 

religious person only in the same sense as is a personal self 

in social regard. The self that one is, in its individual 

uniqueness and in its representative personality, is the self 

of enjoyment. Here and here only do v/e realise the self in 

42 
the current nature of its being. The self 'enjoys God'; 

primarily the Kingdom of God is within us; not as something 



-84- 

other than what one is as mortal man "not as restricted to 

the individual, but as constitutive of what some persons are 

as passing manifestations of life and of mind through the 

presence within them of the Eternal and Omnipresent Spirit." 

Morgan's conclusion is that God is necessary to complete the 

pyramid of Emergent Evolution. God is 'directive activity* 

43 as well as the 'nisus-directive of the course of events'. 

"God, as actually possessing deity, does not exist but is an 

idea,always becoming; but God as the whole universe tending 

towards deity does exist." 44 

God, then is a 'nisus through whose activity emergents 

emerge, and the whole course of emergent evolution is directed.' 

Morgan himself admits this idea of God is supplementary to 

the scientific policy of interpretation. The least part of 

Alexander's and Morgan's books are devoted to an exposition 

of deity; and yet both seem to think it' necessary that their 

philosophical thinking should somehow include or entertain 

God. Morgan is particularly devoted to the God of Christianity 

and emphasizes the idea of God as one who 'draws men upward'. 

The acknowledgment of the God of Christianity as profoundly 

influential in the guidance of conduct, is justified. Morgan 

implies that it is conduct of the best kind. But what of the 

crimes committed in the name of God; what of the countless 

wars, religious persecutions, inquisitions: where and how do 

45 
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they fit in the scheme of emergent Divine Purpose? More 

generally, hovr is the actual cause of life to be viewed from 

this standpoint, if one persists in the determination to be 

strictly naturalistic and does not make unwarranted concessions 

to docile optimism? Sin and suffering are perhaps not treated 

adequately by the idealists, but does the philosophy of emergent 

evolution furnish any clear conception of the so-called problem 

of 'unvalue*? 

■What assures us that the hierarchy of emergence does or 

vrill coincide with the value-scale? Is an optimistic forecast 

here really justified by the facts or is it a pious appendix 

to the alleged philosophy? In his criticism of both Alexander 

and Morgan, TJheeler at tho International Congress of Philosophy 

raised the questioni How do we knoi,r that the emergents which 

are later to emerge will be of a constructive and excellent 

quality? TOiy is deity the supervenient level next to mind? 

In a study of biology, TSheeler has found that while the social 

is the next level in the ascending order of these ‘emergent 

evolutionists* it does not necessarily mean that ‘deity* 

will be the next. According to Tlieeler the social may end 

the series; in studies of insects, most highly specialized 

and socialized creatures, TOeeler has found a gradual ‘regressive 

development* of the individual as specialization continues» 

In a l^ke manner, among the human beings, as civilization 
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proceeds, the individual may suffer degradation, and possible 

degeneration. HTheeler finds Morgan's and Alexander's conceptions 

of progress, 'illusory' as well as too optimistic and is 

inclined to believe that these would-be naturalistic conceptions 

46 
of deity are not quite satisfactory. 
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V. 

In concluding our survey of the various interpretations 

of God's nature in recent British and American philosophy, it 

may be well at this point to draw together the threads of our 

discussion of the idealistic and pragmatic tendencies and to 

relate them to the evolutionary notions of Alexander and Morgan. 

The conception of God in the idealistic philosophies ranged 

from the non-absolutistic description of God as personality, 

found in Webb, to the emphatic Absolutism of Bosanquet. McTaggart's 

reaction to this Absolutism results in his saving of the finite 

selves by sacrificing God; his Absolute is a society of selves 

but itself is no self: a notion of metaphysical significance, 

but of no religious value. James* God is finite, a power against 

evil, and is allied with man for the purpose of improving the 

universe. Ames turns from the philosophical to a psychological 

interpretation of God, conceived as the consciousness of the 

highest social values. Morgan and Alexander favor an evolutionary 

or 'emerging deity', in which a critical examination finds 

many difficulties. 

Our conclusions concerning the religious aspects of 

these philosophies center in their treatment of the problems 

of God and his relation to finite selves; of God and the 

Absolute; of God an the Absolute; of God as immanent and as 

Process; of God as 'emerging deity*; and of the place of 

evil in its relation to God. In general the treatment of God 
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in the idealistic philosophies changes from an emphasis of 

God as personalityi found in Febb's non-absolutistic system, 

to tie interpretation of God as value or worth in the absolutistic 

philosophies of Royce and Bosanquet. Febb's stress on finite 

personality as essential to the understanding of Divine Personality 

changes likewise to an estimate of the individual in terms of 

the individual*s ethical aspects. 

Bosanquet's Absolute is glorified to such an extent that 

scant attention is paid to finite personality or to God. The 

'cosmic role* of the self in the universe is overshadowed by 

the importance of the Absolute or the Thole. God is 'perfect 

good overcoming evil*; God is the way in which the finite self 

envisages the Absolute, but in the larger view (and it is the 

larger view which Bosanquet takes), it is the Absolute which 

is the only One, the only true Individual. This Absolute 

Perfection is definitely 'static'; the Absolute cannot change. 

"The Thole cannot change. The whole I take to mean the universe; 

all that in any sense is. It cannot chcnge, because any change 

introduces something that is, and this, ex hypothesi, falls 

within the v/nole. The whole if it changes, was not the whole, 

but something less. All that is includes all that can be; 

there can be nothing more than it."1 Aspiring personality such 

as Bosanquet attributes to finite selves, efforts of finite 

selves to express their infinite side, all would seem to 
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have no place in such a scheme of Absolute Perfection. 

Insurmountable difficulties arise in Bosanquet’s efforts to 

place selves and God in his Absolute. Even Sir Henry Jones, in 

his recognition of the difficulties of a ’static* Absolute, 

while maintaining God, as the perfect in process, nevertheless, 

as was pointed out in our discussion of his theories, described 

God as *already perfect and possessing the future.* 

HJhat is the place of finite selves in such systems? God 

as value, as worth, together with the finite self, play brief 

parts in that they are taken up into the Absolute. Once Absolute 

Perfection is achieved, there is no longer any process towards 

•becoming* on the part of God, or of the finite self. Royce 

tried to show in his discussion of the moral life, the unique 

advantages of the focusing of reality in human selves; even he, 

however, seemed inclined towards the conclusion that the existence 

of the self is only justified as a part of the divine life of God. 

Pringle-Pattison and Jones made efforts to connect God and man 

more clearly and closely by ascribing ’immanence* as a quality 

of their Absolute. Nevertheless, it is difficult to reconcile 

the idea that God is ever-active and reveals himself in man*s 

life of moral endeavor with the idea that the Absolute, after 

all is *perfect and possessing the future.* 

In opposition to these emphatically or reluctantly static 

systems vre have the conceptions of God as the ’emerging deity* 
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(Alexander) and as ’Activity' (Morgan). Alexander parts company, 

vith Bosanquet who had claimed that "Only the whole is true". 

Space and Time are aspects of one whole, for Alexander. Deity 

is the ideal; God is the ideal God in embryo, always becoming 

Deity, but never attaining it. This creative stream of tendency 

makes for the realization of higher values, that is, of more 

complex empirical qualities. Our values are the proximate 

materials for the making of Deity. Deity, itself is a quality 

not a value, since values are secured by finite beings. This 

nisus or striving towards deity of the universe is the true 

meaning of the God of the religious experience. 

Several difficulties arise in connection with Alexander's 

doctrines. As has been noted already, the question arises, 

What makes these different levels emerge? Alexander hides too 

much in his one explanatory word 'emergence*. Just what is 

this process? And can Alexander ever explain the satisfaction 

of religious aspiration by including it, too, in the word 'emergence'? 

If Reality is just Space-Time configuration, how can Alexander 

be always speaking of 'higher* and 'lower* empirical qualities? 

What makes one quality 'higher* or another 'lower'? Either the 

empirical qualities come blindly from a mechanistically predetermined 

'lower order*, or the higher qualities were present potentially 

in the lower order and belong permanently to reality. But 

Alexander maintains that each level is built up by a selection 
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end. complication from the processes of the next lower level* 

Each level in turn becomes the basis for the formation by selection 

and complication of the next higher empirical qualities* And 

how, if higher, does Alexander know we are approaching deity? 

TNheeler’s criticism in this connection seems justified. 

Morgan, as we implied, is more recognizably theological* 

He admits his belief in "God on whom all things depend", and 

he combines this ’acknowledgment' with his acceptance of the 

naturalistic interpretation of this world offered by 'emergent 

evolution*. He adds to his 'evolutionary' interpretations a 

'richer attitude of piety'. He admits a realm of faith which 

is above reason. This term 'acknowledgment* means for him the 

faith by which he accepts his philosophical-religious creed in 

those aspects which transcend logical proof. God, for him, 

is Activity, the ultimate source on which emergent evolution 

is based. For Morgan, there is no emergence of mind from life, 

but there is emergent evolution in life and concomitant emergent 

evolution in. mind. Just how the relations between mind-evolution 

and life-evolution are made clear is one of the serious difficulties 

in Morgan's theory. 

jftrom the conception of God as Activity, as initial Activity 
(a) 

which he calls God, or mind he turns to an interpretation 

(a) This must not be confused with his other use of mind as an 

emergent from life, of Emergent Evolution; Morgan changes from 

the emergent view of mind in that volume to a Spinozistic view in 

Life. Mind and Spirit in which mind is not an emergent* 
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of God as Divine Purpose; his main claims are5 that there is 

a physical world-in-itself inaccessible directly to mind; that 

mind by the process of "projicisnt reference" clothes this 

world with the properties it seems to find in it; and that 

the whole of things has been ordered by Divine Purpose. His 

naturalism, saturated with his theological tendencies in the 

last chapter of Life,Mind and Spirit, seems to show that in 

his opinion the world is emerging towards the best possible 

kind of universe, an optimism that should be justified and not 

merely entertained. 

Corresponding to a series of mind-levels,Morgan works 

out a series of life-levels; each life-level on his view is 

characterized by a determinate plan which, so to speak, controls 

the elements in the interest of the whole. Now the ’interest 

of the whole' is that of Divine Purpose; Morgan would thus 

interpret his naturalistic account in the light of his theological 

kind of metaphysics. While he does seem to imply that emergent 

evolution is operating teleologically, in the control of the 

elements surrounding the different life-levels, and while he 

does grant that God is ultimately the ground and source of 

all activity and emergence, how can he maintain that there is any 

real emergence in the life-levels? If life-levels and mind-levels 

are both parts of one underlying Spinozistic kind of substance, 

is not this tendency of Divine Purpose a part of it too, and 

consequently, would emergence there be real emergence! 
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James with his ’finite God* and his claims, 'over-beliefs’, 

of 'confluent consciousness', appears to present a real problem, 
t 

His use of Fechnerean terminology is misleading in his exposition 

of his doctrine of an 'invisible spiritual environment*. Because 

this 'invisible world' is pluralistic, James does not blame his 

'finite God’ for the existence of evil. Evil for James is a 

fundamental reality definitely opposing good. It is that which 

resists the evolution of the world and fights a continuous battle 

against the tendency of all things, and James would imply, fights 

a losing battle, God is ranked on the opposing side. God aids man 

in fighting evil and in improving the world. From the eternal 

viewpoint of Royce, and the Absolute viewpoint of Bosanquet, evil 

is absorbed in the final Perfection. It is one of the contradictions 

of the good; or but an appearance within the whole; or else 

valuable only in its role of being that which the good could 

overcome. Evil in monistic idealism is rather a 'flavour to the 

sauce’, or a role in the drama which though it is subordinate 

cannot be dispensed with. Morgan dismissed 'evil* with the 

appelation 'unvalue'; consequently his treatment is even less 

satisfactory than the idealistic. None of these philosophers deal 

with the problem of explaining the existence of evil; why it has 

to be, even from eternal or absolute points of view. 

We have then, on the one hand, Bosanouet's Absolute, wherein 

God and aspiring personality of man are absorbed. . With this 
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complete neglect of the personal aspirations of man in his 

system of the Absolute, it is interesting to remember that in his 

social philosophy Bosanquet was an eminent sociologist, working 

with man, particularly with the ‘aspiring self*. In Bosanquet's 

metaphysics, however, from the elevation of the Absolute, to 

get down to man’s level seems an impossible task from the point 

of view of the Absolute# On the other side, we have Alexander’s 

and Morgan’s systems, in attempts to save the individual, Alexander 

on the one hand, anticipating a Deity which is not here, but is 

only about to be, an attitude about reality; Morgan, on the 

other side, working out the psychological aspects of the Self, 

yet giving his preference as to importance, to his ideas of Divine 

Purpose# 

. From the point of view of contemplation, then, the view 

of Absolute perfection is attractive to man. Perfection is 

present and attained, and the demands of the finite self and 

personal God really seem less insistent as we approach the static 

perfection of the Absolute in which-evil, the self and God are 

taken up into the Absolute. But from the point of view of 

action, man desires to feel the realitj of himself and his 

striving. Significant of James' God is this characteristic 

’co-worker' idea of deity; God is looked upon as a co-worker 

in a genuine temporal activistic process, a ’pluralistic universe*. 

Perfection seems at best the goal, justifying the process# If 

as we have hinted the conception of God results from the demands 
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of man perhaps the conflict of the dynamic end the completed 

conceptions of God and the world answer to different demands 

of men, the demand for completion and the dem-.nd for completing. 

Perhaps it is the shift in the urgency of these demands that 

accounts for the shift of religious interpretation, evident 

in idealism, pragmatism and realism. 
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