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Lgw OF IMMOATALITY,
RTINS HSARAEREOS.

LHTROBUCTION .
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The ides of immortality, in some form, has been
enterisined by man, spparently, from the esrliiest times,
Doubiless primitive men's ldea of an after-life was arude;
and we are in consbant danger of resding into his notion =
meaning which it 414 not held, For the purpese of $this thesis,

howsver, we are 1ot meinly interected in what the sarliest men

thought ebout death and the possibility of snother life, but

in stating olearxly what we ourselves understsnd by the immor-

tality of the humasn soul. 7o wake our position clear, we

propese te introduce &E?aral iﬁaa% of immortality, indieat-

ing cur sceeptance or rejeotion, with our reasons im each case.
There is, first, the iden of immortslity as the

shadowy 1life of the human individusl sffer death, This sxighe

~ense is & ghest-like survival of the "dead™ in the place of

Hades, or %hﬂﬁig Such a condition is not life, The ghost
in this cape is not a real self; it is not spiriiusl as we
understand suche Taken aliogether, ithe life indiocnted is
mere suvival, and is infericr to that of earth,

' Ancther type of immoriality was faught by the
- Orphic ¥ysteries, namely, mystic mnion of the humnn soul with
GoG. This union wes the entering of the initiste into the
immortal 1ife of the deity. The Zlensinian Hysheries {which
were related %o the Orphic) promised s happy immortality te
81l whe ocelebrated the mystery of Demeler and Kere, The un~

conssorated were excluded, Here we have an immortality based



Do
net vpon %hg,agarggﬁar ef the human soul but upon chedience
to 2 rituale This is quite insdequate,

The Fersisn ides of human lzmortality contained
the prinsiple of elhicnl retribufion in & werld to abme, The
righteous were io be rewnrded, the evil, punished, This

gthical principle represenis an sdvance in the cultural idea

of immoritslity, show
ides of humen persenality, end the conseguent principle of

ing, 28 1% does, the dovelopment of the

individual responsibility. The main oriticism of the Per-
gizn conception is thet it wes founded npon & duslism, the
individual soul choosing elther good {i.e. Aburs Mezda), or
evil {i.s. Abrissn}. ¥e carmot conclude %o & Guslism at

the hesrt of %&iﬁ§$* Avrolute opposites are a contvediction
2 of lmmortality points

in termes., Further, the Persian ide
out that salvation or demnation, as the oase mey be, is for
eternity. e rejest this phase nlso.

| Fhe Christian ides of human imwortality, which,
gubstantislily, we aceept, is thoroughly ethieal, A5 we
shall endsaver %o aﬁﬁﬁgl} this ides 1o Tounded upon the
charseter of God, and upom wan's fellowship with Him. 7The
purpose of the ismoriality of the eounl is to secure men's
reconcilistion with God, whioh latter ig the purpose of ro-
dempiion.

When we speak, then, of immoriality, or survival,

in the following pages, we mesn not the mere sontinunity of
the human soul elsewhere, but the preservation, beyond physi-

eal dissolution, of the humsn soul or self-consoious principle
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which is the besi® of railonal thought snd sction, and in
those notivities whioch nre gerpave %o its nature ss sounl,

In the Tellowing ohaplers we shall endesvenr o
develop this idea of qualitative {es sgeinst s mere quanti-
tative) ilmmeoriality. Sefore proceeding to the discussion
proper, We will pause & moment to consider, and endesvour io
point oul, the vifal nﬁ@ar% of the problem,

One of the sge~long problems has been the ear-
nest athenpt o esinblish the reality of ap existence afier
death, Death 1z universsl, ¥e are sccusiomed %o refar io
this dissclution of the body as an evil, ¥eit, if it be an
evil, it i8 & serious fault, because it is undoubtedly deeply
rooted in the vonsiituiion of the world. Some, on the other
h&nﬁ;“ha¥9~$gak$ﬁ 8f 1t a8 an ultivede good. Can death, look-

i, o good? Good is

ed at from say angle, be, in the leng r
relative; then, good for whom? for vhat? e indlonte these
questions %o show what is the intimefe personal nature and
&ﬁ@'nﬁivawéaiiﬁy of the problem.
*The prince =nd the peasani,
The ronowned and the ohsoure
Travel alike the roed whioh lsads %o the srave."
To the lower orders of orgsnie life, death would
appesr $o present no problem. This masy be bessuse sll their
desires and sppetites are supplied and satisfied here, Death
oan constitute no problem when the creaiurs is ga%iﬁfia%, S0h~
tented. Bad, glven éigﬁe%&&nt, and discontent sceeniuanted
by an outloek beyend the present sphere, and we have dealh as

iy wan appears te heve an outlook beyond the

& problem.
actual, present 1ife, while the lower orders {sll, that is,



.
inferior te men), fit into the netural scheme of things,

satisfied end not fearing or contemplating denth., Death,

nowever, Jisturbs man; =nd because wan is reflsciive, the
mystery of death inkes sombre form beifore hime. I enters
into his ssleulstions, and he masl come %o some kind of cone
~clusion about 1%, 7This conclusion will debermine whether

his meditation henceforth shall be abtout life or &@@%ﬁ;{z}

wut he will alweye be awsre that, slthough he use as his maxim
"mementn vivere” instesd of the older "memento mori®, thess |

twe mottoes are bul the negative {or pessimistie) an
positive (optimietio) pheses of the original guestion, death,

Yen tronscends the 1ife of instined: he conceives ends, forms

ideals and strives to sttain, realise them, Death defeatis
the ends of imstinet, bubt 1% seers, alss, %o iﬁhihi& those
nigher ends, thwert those ideals. It assumes the character
of an interrogation: “Uan man escape the doom incident %o
the natural order? Can man escaps ennihilation? Can he
glaim sxermption from the forees whish kill ithe plant and
the animal? Is man a produast %ﬁ and bound by the natursl

grder?® These are obstiosts guesiions.

We have heen gpessking in genersl ferms, Ve
mast be swsre, howmever, thal individusls lave nob, everyvhars

and at a1l %times, preecisely the save feelings and thoughts on

this great subjest, The idea of o futmre life has fluctunted

it has reant more

greatly in the course of hums
ni individusls then for others, There have

for soms raoes 8

_existed religions develd of this belisef; but since the com~

{1} Spinoza: %ihics, IV, &7.



Cpe
ing of Christianiiy, belief in immortslity hes been an
esgential clement in the life of Vestern peoples. rHevsusle
they bvelleved the Romen Siranger counld reveal the mystery of

the alfter-1lifs, our Sexon Iathers scoevted Christionity.”

{8, H, Streeter in vol. on ’Xmﬁ&fﬁéiiéy’, introd. pe vii.}
But smonget the UYestere nstions of the mofern world there is
a temper and outlock reperding religion in genersl, and the
problem of inmordsliity in pariticulsr, which stends in sharp
sontrast to the attitude of the middle ages towards ths same
matters. with the Reformation there came a revolution in
religious thonght snd life. The authoriiy of the Chureh in
matiers of f2i1%h and conduel « an authority hitherie in-
violable - mas atiscked snd undermined; and it was in the
copsequent Ifrser infelleciual atmopfhere thet bolh science
and phileosophy found &?@ﬁ?%ﬁﬂi%&-%ﬁ develoment, Hen asked ~
took leave %o gueation; Goubt no loemger hid her face, bud
gos encouraged o revesl herself. The faith of the fathers

bmitted to eriticien, and upss the result of this sorut-

woe 8y
iny 1% =ae elther rejected or scespied "mulatis muiandis®,
Thus it wes inevifeble ihal the ides and hope of immortality
should no longer ¥Teseive the unhesifsting sccepience whieh
nad been ncoorded the dostrime in esrlier times, Hen new
percelived difficulties where their fathers had seen none,

The first grest modern event in the sphere of

thonght seme in the uninsleenth sentury, - the enuncistion of

nisn hypethesis, the princinle of evolution. Its

adopiion mesnt the dissolution of the sharp divislon between

organic types in naiure, and belween men and the anirsl werld;
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the mminbility of specles, The 1des of o gradusl develop=

ment had come to slay end to nsve fer-reaghing effects in

the domnin o7 science., Biology was born, end with 1t 4ne

kinfred sciences. Mon wos now rezarded ss the sulmination

of the developmenial process: he wos nevertheless locked ﬁ?ﬁﬂ

a8 belenging within the natural order. 7This was the %Z&%ﬁi;

fication of man in virtue of his status qua animel: his in -

ward and spiritusi nature wss iznored, Thus, religious Taith ,

or hope, in the desting of zsn wse confronted by radical doubt.
There hod been & day when men took & messure of

agmfort in, znd ssaurence from, whet wss callsd man's high

place in the universe, =nd the legitimaocy of his hope ia.imn

- mortality as supporfed by religliocus truth. But the histori-

ereture hag wenkeneld thal cone

gal oriticien of our soored 1it
foxt and sepurence vwhen 1% wes hased upon o mers literal in-

terpretation of the text of soripture. For exsmple, we ocan

not cite as %§?@§fia proof of human inmmortality the resurreg-
tion of Jesua. The asceplionl are unmoved by Such sn argu-

ment.

72% may be 85id by some thet the great mass of
men are not froubled by the doudls of the few, that there is
1ittle evidence of & gensrsl shondonment of the hope of im~
mortality on the part of the people at large. This, however,
cannct be Ysken so meaning thet the dcotrine coompiss an setive
plaee in the minds of ordinary people = an issue which deaply
and ceousclously affects life end conduct, Does the belierd

iﬁ fmmortality directly end intimalely affest their daily

(1} F.C.8.850hillewr: "Riddles of
the Sphinx™, Bnd ed. p. 173,
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iives? Ve 4o not think 0. The marjority of peopls aa%&?&
the iden of Immertslity in what ssens %0 be = passive WRY S

they do not strive %o give "good remsons for as much as they
ars persuaded %o welieve™; nor ers they consciously influenced
by the docirine. The "astruggle for existense” inhibits many
an aakivity éf‘r%ﬁlgﬁﬁi?% thought, many an enthusiasm, in

the lives of ordinsry men. "Phe world is foo much with aa”yéii
8aid one who hed peneirated many & depth of the bumen soul, =
big own, = who had seen with the "iawsrd eye™ what it is not
given %o meny %o look upon. Yei, although the ides and the
hope of immortallly may not £111 the comscious Foreground of
the ordinary mind, it may form o stable beokground, which may

nietly and gheadily infinence the outlook. #e bvelleve tinat
% .

there zu8%t he soms raslsotion hetwesn the dooirine zand Bumen

1ife, beeause we Find that no dootrine persists afier it has

gensed to cooupy the minds of men, 4 rerl faiith in ionore
tality will maindein itself only 1T the dootrine stands in
vi%al relation Yo human life. This vital relationshir must
‘be able to meet the doubis inocident to the doctrine a3 & worke-
ing theory for hwen 1life and conduet, The volce of science
orred these doubts; she hes many converts.

has often spons

Let us exsnine her avidence.

{1} vordsworih: BSonnet, "The
Werld 1s Too uoh with Us.®



The comiribuilon of soience %o our problem bhew
gine %o take definite form in the ecurse of the nineteenth
gentury. That ceniury wes sm ers of selence, The natural
solences could boast of = ﬁam%@r‘@f notable schievements; and
a8 & result of thelr &ﬁﬁ%&%ﬁﬁfg the 1ot of ran wes improved.
These sclences, in the pursuit of thelr imvestigstions, fre-
- gaently came into sontast with sebttled opinions, vrsjndices
often held by, ord %h@i%@?&é under, the segis of organised
religion. Here wes an unloved $ask - 5t lesst so some would
eall it - %o unfertake the dissipation of sncient prejudice.
Yot selence, committed %o the investigation of iruth in her

%o reveal what fruth she from finme in

cwn reslm, was bomnd
time discovered, vhether that revelation disturbed the rew
ligious aimogvhere or not, Socience had noe vesbed iﬁta@@@ﬁ%
in the pursuii of truth, 414 not sttempt %o secure s 'cornerl
in truth, but believed 1% to be & thing of value %o men apd
grent snd

%o be brought te them. Solence weae cormitted fo a
noble task. #e propose to study, ﬁriaﬁiy, hex a&ﬁ%ri@aﬁi&n -~
from her omwn sphere of thought - to ihe problem of iomortality.
it wes sbout the middle of t&é nineteenth century
when the powerful mave of materislism swept over vestern Burope.
¥ony came within the sweep of that wave, vho willingly trasted
themselves %o 1%, vho ventured upen 1t "like little manton
boys that swim on bladders . . » but far beyond thelr depth.”
There was one Tundsrental claim vhieh is of profound intervest

for our problem. I% was affirmed that matter was not merely



R
2 conditien of mind, but that in metter lay potential mind,
The answer of the opvonenis of mnterialism is %o be found in
the susceedlns theurht of the 19th and 20%h centuries:; and
ws may refleot ithe® Shought by affirming the$ the intervening
Fears have nol seen 2 substentintion of the clsim in gquection.
Emterislism as o ersed has not died, bub 1% lss lest ?faﬁﬁig&;
1%s main title to potice is a8 represented by some mors or
less modified forms, There is 2 considersdle Taith im‘%aa
gaiences of nnture, hagause, g?imariiyﬁ they claim %0 use
accurate and verifisble means towsrds the discovery of fruth,
Their resulis are therefore olaimed %0 be boith scourste and

able tc be proved. On the cther hand, speculative thought

seems 0 move sboul in dees water where, 28 the old scots woman
reparied, we have "noe g?ﬁmn?* but "julst goe soconin' aboot.”
Thus, it was supected thal the natural sciences might be able
$o throw some light upen the question of the originm and destiny
of man. ¥hot has sclience %o tell us shout the problem of

i

humsn survival afder death?t Uan science prove that humen

mmortality? Can 1t furnish evidense %o affirm or to denmy

1ife after death e impossible? |

Ye shall begin by & brief exanination of tha
evideonce furnished by biology.

This seience denle wlth living forms, from the

simplest %o the mosi complex. Amonz the former, matnral

death is not found, The unigsllnlar éfg&ﬁi%ﬁ% have, apyare-
antly, never cessed to live as iﬁﬁi?iéﬁ%lﬁgl}'* if we mmy

employ that ferm %o denote separste bofies in thiz alass,

{1} Hewman Smyth: "The Place ¢f Deatk
in ﬁ?@iuﬁiﬁﬁﬂs Pa 3.?4




10w

They live; =and they ?ﬁ??ﬁ&&&% by a process sslled "fizsion™,
That is, pericdically the orzanise remches o stats of mnfurity
Guring vwhich 1% throws off = portien of iis body, or in other
woerds, divides Ltself into ftwe portions, The new poriion,
like the immediste “parent”, posessecs the nane rinciple of
Gevelopment and fission. How, if by immortality we meant
simply the absence of death, we should be sntisfied to cone
| glude our sesrsh and prodlem here, Bat immortzlity is not
merely the sbssnce of desth, &8 here shown. I% is not sn
indefinite continuity of rudinmentary physieal 1ife; 1% is the
survival of = true individwsl., Ve mmet look farther afteld,

Biology has studied evolution, I% has ohserved
thet 1ife 1s represented by = hievarchy of forms, orders. It
perselves thet theve is » continuons development within the
extraordinery range of thet hierarchy ~ from lowest to bighest,
from the simple %o the wost complex. DTut the %i@i&gigﬁ aske -
What is the prineivle whieh lies Baok of that devalopment?

{1}

Iz 1t a vitel or o mechaniesl prinsivle? T $e11 e that the

ndividual organisms must reset to stimuli in weye

girplest 1
which tend to commerve life - iheirs, To this end fthey must,
and do, appropricte frem their enviroenment only those elepents
whieh they ﬁﬁ@& in order %o live, Incidentally they avoid all
other elements which ave harmful %o them. In pointing sut 4
these scientific date, bielogists are sware they sre arguing -

consciouely or uneonsciously - thet the movenents deseribed are

{1} Hewnan Sugth:  "The flsce of
Death iz Eveluiion™, p. 18,




-1l
purposive; beoruse the raggéﬁa@ of the orgsniss in every sage
means sppropriation or aveidance, never misapmropristion. It
then the movements are purposive, no wmechanistic theory sen
sgaount Yor ihen. This is sn sxample of purposse upon ihe
iowest level, but 1% is purposs nevertheless., 4 mecheaniesl
theory has ne room for purpese; & vitalistic theory has.
Therefore, upon the vitalistic theery alone oan the fundamental
selective moverents of the simple, unicellular forms be explaine-
s&,{i} Then, o fortiorl, complexz forms exhibit purpose, As
organisms develop oulwardly, there is = corresponding iﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁ“
Sevelopment. The needs of the physiesl change, %éﬁ%ﬁ& HOre
somplicatsd; aond the needs of the puyehieanl slier correspond-
ingly. Sentient life enerpes into consciecus existence, and

the latter form Ffinds its highest development in man. Iz man
the last siep in ihe process of evoluilon of li?iﬂg forme? Soms
unhesitatingly affiry that he i3, 2nd they 2dd: Thersfore, man
is heir %o 2 larger desitiny then that of his hupbler fellow-
srestures, It is srgusd that mon transeends nature, that he ism
ratlonal; hence, that he must be suverier %o the {natural) deom
of denth, (2 In oriticism of this rether dogmatic view we
neel Say little., We admit that men enjoys an honoured place

in noture; theil, becsuse he is 8 rationsl soul he is entitled

{1} J. 5. Thomsomn, "Bible of lafure™, p. 100.
{we have besn apprised of the feel that ihere is by
ne means 8 consensus among biolegists 2s %o ths gl-
leged fael ef ypurpose, here siressed, ¥evhave,
nevertheless, feolf a degree of confidense in re-
ferring te Frel, Thomson.

{2} of, Tennysen: “In Yemoriam™, LVIL.
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%6, =nd Jdoes, live on = yi&ﬁ%4%hiﬁﬁ ig higher than that of
instinei-governed ocresiures; and the% he can, and does, sub=
limete, re-~interpret, control his instinets, Rut, having nade
these concessions, must we perforee ccnolufe Shat these 2obtivie
ties aulomnilioslly vrove thet man iz immordal? Ho; 211 that
the evidence Justifiss us in comeluling is, %0 2 probebility

of survivals We believe that the dozmetic view, above, is

- not sound inssmuch se thers is nmors in the sconclusion whish

it draws {immortality) than is conteined in the yremises (panl.
There ave scleniistes who have affiyned the immore

tality of the moul; but they heve mndis the ﬁf@ifﬁﬂ@i@ﬁ'&ﬁ

greunis cothey %ﬁ&ﬁ solentifla. Thelr olaim iz that the soul

{or spirttual Influx) came intc man 2t the rational staze, snd

1 of ¢

im;

v sath woe nssured,

e

e

that by viriue of %this sddition, sury
{1t was upon this point thet arose the radisal difference in

the regpective sutlook, of Derwin snd Fnllee, the latier conbande
ing for men as a specinl case in the neturel sysfem.) The main
difficulty in ressoping of ithis kind is %thet 1% is not oty rictly
golentific. The hypothesis may or may not be true, but it is
not verifiable. Hor do we think that such & theery is, after
all, hecessery %o ezplain the laets of evolution. Here the
soientiste have become melaphysiocians, and 214 we follow Yhem
our pursuif would lead us into another field. The phenomensa

of humen development ~fford us no final %?gﬁﬁéﬁ% thet wen is
immortal, and thet he will preserve his own personality post

rs ¥9 be

5

- mortem. 411 that we oen say, then, is thet men apve

the oulminetion of a long evelutionary process, spé that his
- appearanse sugrests thet he i & gentre of velune for whom thers

may be resarved sn sfter-life.
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g0 far we nave sesyn that sslence can give no
poaitive proof that san is immorésl. There ars, however, some
goientific theories which, if frue, would preclude any hose of
such %@r%i#&ig One theory states thet the mind of mn ig the
produst of lower forces, or matler, Thue wind iz dependent
upon body, thought becomes a mere. function of ihe %zaiﬁigié
Hiemoe ihe dissoluilon of the body of which the brain is s part
- means the destrustion of the mind, The theory dispenses with

soul a8 sn independsni, spiritusl entity in the body; thal uwhat

we ses 1o nerely o shanging seriss of mental vhenomens which sre

indigeclubly linked %o eeritein breln procezses. Thouzht is,
then, = movenent in the brain. e refute this %saching: it is
inoonsistent. The rsdical materialist holds that matter pro-
dnces mind, He orofesses o %ﬁ@l&iﬁ-miﬁﬁ‘hy satting out from
2 material basie whieh is intelligihle enly in torms of mind,

In this way he sssumes what he preftends to dsduge. Ieterisnle
ism is thus invelved in & vicicus eirvele, -It i = hopeless
task to try to derive mind from something other then itself.
This point is mnde by ﬁa?&ggar%*igg “yen of ability haove
maintained that what I call matber is nothing ui my thoughis
and sensations, and, at the ssme %ime, the¥ ny thoughis and
sensations sre nothing but an sotivity of my brein, which being
matter, will itself be thoughis snd sensations!™ This leads
a8 %0 the considerstion of & more plausible theoYy.

EPsyaho-physical parslleliienm affirms thet there is

{1} sireeter: "Immortslity™, p. 22

{2} Humen Impmordsiily ond Pre-uExistence, p. 5l.
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: {1}
& close corrsspondsnce between mind-process and rain-srogess,
I% is now granted that matter does no% produce nind: but it is
cigimed that neither does giﬁé produce matter, The theory
ghates that the menisl and the bodily states rum porslliel, each
mental faot having s correlsted brain-progess, The nind or
soul is regaried o8 sn epiphenocmencn, This theory aveids the
gross materialism of the former; bBut i% feils %o give the ming
any supremacy over zan's experisnces, The mind has ne spone o
tonelty; itf is not sctive on its own scoount; 1% hss no vital
influence upen the series of events, beesuse it is not a unifying
principle, & reel self, The mind is werely = complementary
fzotor, thes body bweing ifs correlate. Jush =z theory é&ﬁﬁﬁ% fage
the facis of experiencs. Ve conelude, therefors, thet an BY P~
@gﬁ% against lmportality which is based upon psysho-physieal
parallielisn 28 a fipal trath is invelid,

1% may be objected that our eritioism tekes ne

ageount of the fagd %@&ﬁi if the brain does nol funetion properly,
the notivity of ¥he mind is thereby anffected, te) 4 leslon in
the brain, the effect of drugs, or an insafficient blood supply,-
any one of these ills will produce defective funstioning of .;;;;;
the brain cenires, with a corresponding defeet in the menisl o
proceases. Ye do not deny these facts; we concede the gengral
sorrelation of perebral and menisl progesses. But when this

working view is con

verted inte sn sboolute welaphysienl state- o

{1} Spineza: "The Ethics™, Part II, Prope TIle

lLeibniz: "The Fonedology™, in Band, Modern
Glassieal rhileseophers, pp. 19% 1€,

(=} streefer: op. oif, pp. 2520,
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mant, ve objent.
There is o further objeciion %o our oriticism,
Ye are reminded thet, in the series of animsl forms, insluling
men, the brain siructure in every en8e correspenis fo the degree
of intelligence, Thet is, 2s we find incrensing intelligence we
find, slpe, inorensed size and ﬁrgﬁﬁiﬁﬁkiﬁﬁ ef the sccompanying

brain siruobure., Henes, by comparisen, we cboerve the marked

difference between the brain of men and the cerebral @%fﬁ&ﬁﬁrﬁﬁ
of the other mammsls. We Iave, again, & body ¢f feots which
we 4o not refute, but sccept. Bul we euzgest that care should
.%% taken In the intsryret-ition of these funals, The whole argu=-
ment sssames the priority and indevendence of miter. This

isg @%&i?&i%ﬂ% to affirping thai structure determines funciion.
Op the contyrery, we claim thet the developing nind fashions for
itself its immediate instrument, ihe brain, ﬁ&k&ﬁﬁiéﬁ gub ek

io growth as the mind is subjesct 4o Gevelopment.

eory of psycho-

In Zine, we conbtend Lhet ihe th
physicel parsllelism is guiliy of a dunlisw of pind-miter,
It seln the one over against the other, How do we Imow Lhat

mind apd matter are absolutely, and met relatively, diffarent?
| Let us go baock for & moment %o the facks of biow
logye %o pust ask ourselves whether these faots oblige us %o
postulate a unifying principle in organie life. If not, then
the plea for the survivel ef the seul not only e8n have no
weight, but muet become mesningless. The main point at issue

here hes slready heen tentatively introduced: Usn the feote of

{i} %fl ﬁ@@: Z&E@Eﬁ; of g&lig& ‘Qi@w ii;
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organic 1ife be suplained by ihe mechaniesl theory? 1%t remsine

%o conolude the argument. The hebaviocur of the smogba, o

o

unicsllular organism, is not intelligibvle as merely mechoniocsl
¥Yeaponges, of pure reflexes, Its movesments express purpose.
This purposivensss argues concerted movenent. Concerted move-
ment Implies & ventrsl, unifying principvle. The amosba, we
gonelude, aote ag o whole, seli-regulsting frowm within, and all
in the interest of seli-preserveobion. I% is evident, therafore,
that we must dispense with the nechenistic theory in this cone-
neetion.
If we earry this lmesnent yrincipls of unity de
its obvious conclusion, we see 1% in wore siriking evidence
in *he higher planes, in these of conscicus experience,. Thusg,
man nppenrs o himeseld oo & wnliye. He is sware el hiz iden-
tity throughout his experienges. This uwuliy ispliss 2 uni-
fying vrinciple in kimy we oall $iat principle ithe hurmen soul,
Ouy dimounssion, so far, entitles us %o conslude
thet an crganism is never on sulomaton. It is 2 feleclogziecal
unity whose simplest resctions lave & purposive meaning, %hi%
erganising principle 2t every level of 1ife is the condition

of development. It ig ﬁ?%, itseli, crested by the msilerisl
whigh it crgonises and vitaliges and uses as iis iaa@éamﬁﬂﬁ.

It may be somplained that our argament has not
proved anything direotly in re the immeorbality of the sounl,
To this we reply that we have felt it %o bs %%r first daly %o
elesr the way for such & docirine by showing that the phenomens
of 1ife denand a cenirxsl unifying principle which is unigue snd
not the product of material forces., Thus far we have kept

within the 1llaiis of the evidenss, But the dale will hesr still
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further interpretation. We believe thet this principle of
unity, when it resches i%s highes$ doveleopment in wen, hos a

reality per se, =2nd does nol perish with the smterisl body.
I i 3

ot

It will be vetoried thet, here we zZo beyond the evidence. e .
adsit thet, on the face of 1%, we sesw 4o be intreduncing 2 con-

glusion o whieal

Yot

the evidence toea not poink; but wvhen we
thoroughly weigh and congider the premises, we oen at least
aver,~ _ .
{1} That our conelusion is not incompaiible withtihe @?iﬁ%ﬁﬁé;
{2} That & true interpret-tion of %he evidence establishes s
ﬁﬁr@ng'gyﬁgmwgﬁiﬁﬁ in favour of humen immor$ality. This, how=
gvar, is tsking us too for shend.

Let us revise the evidenss, VYe have concluded
%c the existence of & reality which iremscends mecharical sxplan-
ation - 2 reality with which the nsturel sclences have nothing

to do.  If, on other groumds, we ore led %o wnostniate the

immortelity of the soul, blology, physiclogy, and 4hes natural
8ciences In general arve net in = position to sey that it is
 imposgible. So far a8 these scliences are conserned, ithe issue
is an open onG.

We have very briefly survesyed the case of ssisnce
a8 eriticel of ths docirine of immortality. The most that we
have been sble to derive from the evidence was:

{1} 7That mind or soul is distinet from matber,
{2) Thet mind or soul is = unifying principle which dominstes
the body =nd its funciions,

He shall Ré%‘%?&lﬁ&%ﬁ geritain evidence which sug-
geste that the mind can function witheut using the recopnised
ghannels of bodily sense. In order %o moke this evalustion
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we shall examine briefly the evidense asntsined im the frang-

sotions of the Joeletly for Fsychisel femearch,

“he 4. Y. He {88 we sibsll %erm the Scoiely sfore-

s21d} is deeply inderested in %he vrocurntion of scientific
evidense releting to the immortalliy of ithe soale The methods
invariably sdopled by the 5., P. R. are thoroughly sclentific.
It ie pot = spirituslistio inetituilon, nor bas it any official
gonnection with what ig eslled, variously, spirituslism o
spiritisnm, The S. Fo Ze 18 2 soientific orgonisstion, intere
ested in the problem of husen survival of desth. I% iz not a
religious oult. The membership of the Soslely is gloonent
tewtimony to the honcurable standing whioh this scientifie

bedy enjoye. Itg invesitigstions opnd gxperinents have been

y and varied, ond in 811, condiucted from n purely scientifie

standpoint,. With refersnce %o the S. P. 2.8 own evaluniion

of the evidence, %here are wilely divergent ﬁ?iﬁiﬁﬁﬁa The op=

inien of the Soclety iteelf may be said to lie between those

of the ¥sfiesl and the conservative camps., 50 Tar 28 the Bo=

called evidence ¢f spiritwaliss iz concerned, the S. P, . hag

made no official final stajemend, sxsept in o vory gusrdsd manner.

The Soolety poinite oul fwo mein considerations vhich must be held

in mindi-

{1) Heny mediums have beon proved %o be conzciously or &a%

conBaiougly unreliable.

{2} 1In oases vhere the chance of fraudulent sormumicstion has
been reduced %o a minimmm, the Scelety's most thoughtful
mewbers admit thet there is evidence, either {a) of tele-
pathio communiertion between the minds of living versons

{end this %o an unueual degreel; or, (b), of "control”
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by o disenbodiasd snirit.

Thizg "elther - or"™ defines the limit of cur
Floonpeion,

Let us now furn to the slleged evidence of sur-
vival founded npon "verbal communiostions f?ﬁm‘éisﬁm%eﬁiéa
spirits,” %yiyﬁﬁagii@@-éaﬁﬁaaég that the evidence @?ﬁ?%ﬁi
resl communiostion from the sourses all ieged, thet, consesunently,
- the probvlem of huren imﬁﬁyﬁaiiﬁy ig affivmmtively solved, We
éaﬂﬁ'gkéﬁ the evidence establishes $his conclusion. In our
sorvey of the evidence we shall, from time ﬁa.%ima, have ra-
course to telepathy {that is, non-sensuous transference of
thought beotween one mind and &ﬁﬁ%&ﬁz}, a8 o salisfactory inter-
tretation and explapation o¢f the facts, Indeed, we af ffivm, 8t
this stnge, that %ﬁi@@&%ﬁg actunily explains most of the evi-
dence -~ and way exrlaim i% all. ©niil %&%‘mﬁﬁé shall have
been discoversd wvholly ss te i%s powers, apparent and i%%@ﬁ%;
together with the zange of these powers, we cennot set liﬁikg
te fhis setivity which we 6all %ﬁl»xa@hlﬁ&%ﬁéﬁﬁiﬁ@@iﬁﬁw |
Sir Oliver Lodge admits "thai the g@ﬁﬁi@iiiﬁg of %hﬁ% may be

galled normal tslesmathy, or unsonecious amind-rending, from
survivors raises hesitation about sceepting messages agﬂiré
refrasable evidense of persistent personal axia%%gﬁﬁi”{f}

In spite of ithig statement, however, there sre coezsions when

the felepsihic aﬁﬁlaﬁ&%iﬁﬁ Beens, on the foet of 1¢, dnsufficient.

Wnet may be resarded se our best illustration of this is the

{1} Barret$: TIoychiesl Research, p. 2850.

%g &l%& %ﬁg same aubhor's “The Survivel of ¥an] pa. B30,




phenosentn of “oPesSg-ralarencs”,
living in 4ifferent places, write messsgze: automticelly whils in

the $rance sondltieon. These megsazes, separalsly, are zeaninge

esch message supplesrmented By - the complement of - the obhar,

&k

3

Greel peline are faken to pravent fraud, The cenclusion is then
resched that the evidence proves a supernatural "sonirel.” It
is argued that only one mind oonld be the aocurse of the message
which ig thus made %e appear fragmeniarily, beususe, if the Srag-
ments hed several sources the portions would lack scherenay, T0
this point we assent., It is further contended that this single

souree ig thet of o discarnate spirit. Ve digagres, This

@ﬁﬁ@iﬁﬁiﬁﬁ iz an svnesl %o the unknown befors all appesis %o the
Enown ﬁﬁ?ﬁ Been sxhausted. e suggest thet sn sroesl he mads
%0 & livieg -~ incarnsie - &éﬁ?ﬁ%; The hypothesis of telepathy
from the fgad ig & bosevd which the evidense dees not justify.
On the centrery, 2n svoenl %o en incsrnnte souree iz fevtheyw
£rom such hazerd ond nesrer %o ~“%¢n%ifiﬁ methed, Bub, we will

pot dogmetise upon ithe issue, %o 8o not affize that the sourse

indicated in the spiritualistic couclusion i not discarnste: we
merely aver timt = iisoarnate moures is not indicated and nroved
by the svidengs.

4 second ohjeation %o the spirituslistic hypothesis
mizht be incormorated in the Pirst. It concerns vhet is valled

asutopatic writing. The theory affirms thet the medium is in the

{1} Lodge: “The Survival of Han“, p. 529,
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sontrol of a disesvnste ggiri%, 2% whees instance the writing
iz @fﬁ%ﬁ%%§$%‘ The nature of the source = ab exirs $the medw
ium - renders the medium not only irresponsible but invariably
precludes the wedlup's awarensss of the message in transitu.
The antomatic srlter zots o8 an sgent whose principsl is o power
in the disearnsie spivit-world. An obvious orificism of atl
antoratioc writing is thet %ﬁﬁ.&&ﬁﬁagaﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬂﬁ "recelived” vetray
thelr venl origin s in the mundane environment, - in psrtiou-
lar, in the envirensent which is personal fto the medinm, We
are veminded 2% this polnt thet the Hebrew prophet, for example,
neither acted for himself nor received communiesfions (revelaw
tione] which were intelligible epart from his owm envirsnment,
e conoeds this point, ut we sobmit that the gpirituslicst veonla
not use such on srpament to suppert his own cose. He elaims:
{1} Thet sommunicetions sre received by antoratic writing

{2} That such commmnicstions proseed from a disomrpate source

{8] %hat thess %ﬁﬁg%gea'&r@ in charsstier suprs-mundsne, therefore
revealing gnly such an environment, |
The matier ef‘aa?ira&&a&% resurs in connection with
the "dremm conscieusnsss”. The 4resm consclousnsss oF the
medium has an elfect upon the charneter of ithe commniestions
which are passed through the medium. The medium self-inducas a
Btate of hypnosis,. Yhis kipnd eof sleeyr is no%t like norosl sleap,

bk 8 condition of srestly heightened stiention. In this siate,

{1} Barrett: Peyohiocal Resenrch, b, 245,
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the mind is withdrswn from voluniary trains of thoughi and
from sensation. The medium is mot sensitive o thoughds shout,
or from, the person with %ﬁ?§‘gh@ ig in "repport' and from vhon
ghe denires communleantions. ! This point the spirituslist
%@réﬁﬁaa, But he overlooks spother point, - that the irsnee
giste opens the nediwn®s mind %o all menner ol messages which

1§  The mind of the

 bear upon the person {coentroel)] soug
medium thns becomes o guasi clesring-house for commumicsiions;
a post office, esch letter colored by the persomality of the

sender, 2nd, in this case, still mors by that of the reseiver
{medium)l. ¥o message has yet been recelved which was not so
aZfected by the drsam~conseicusness of the medivm {in the hyp-

noidal state) na fo render the theory of = supernalursl source hkg

bighly improbable,.

A fourth objection io ithe epirifusiistic hypothesis
alze falls within the sphere of ﬁyﬁﬁﬁﬁi&; " Phis is ihe ?kaﬂﬁmﬁﬁ&ﬁ-
of clairvoyance or second aigh%q The Hebrew prophet, Samuel,
$as 2 clairvoyant, o seer, a8 well as & "man of Ged™, His
power, men believed, was a spesial gift from God. 3ush "holy
men™ are sapposed o revesl the wheresbeuds of lost ariicles,
are %éliav&& %o be able %0 see info closed chambers.  They
posgess an "ipwerd eye". Sommel found the lost asses of Sanl,
spparently by the exzercise of ifhis mysterious power of clairvoy~
8nas, In sur own day,., we are %old, persons have been found with
this power. There are not meny recordied oases, but evem though

few, the evidencve itherein geenms to indicabte the possession hy

{1} Streeter: TIoportality’, pe 2567
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the human mind of a power which spyears %o have no norssl Tunge
tion in this life. It is argued the’ this power is hizily
Geveloped in s Few, bubt thet if is latent in the majority of
people. One writer submits that since this setivity is not

normel to this

world, it iherefors polnte to an affer-life
wherein 1% will funetion naturally. ; Be this sz 1t mmy -
¥hough we y@gfe@‘a sonservative attitude towsrde gush an sarnest
after immortslity - the faet remsing, thai clsirvevsnce dces
offer convineing exvianntion of many ﬁ%&ﬁ&%&ﬁ%i@‘éraﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ

: %i%ﬁ %ﬁﬁxri%a@l sontrole”,

Our mext objiection concerns the trivial nature of
the groat majority of ihe messages, It is nod sharged heve
that the nessazes are mestly naive, merely, but that they aﬁa
flippants Even slihough we granted the theory of the discar-
pote contrels, we should have %o vause before %his disturbing
foat - flippant commniostions. 4ve wme %o believe that neople |
who, for the greater part, were unimpeschable here, besams,
in the other world, subjeet to censure? We lemrn iet spire
ftualiste th
minieations, beozause those which are unverifiasble are generally

lves fesl some diseppeinizent asbont 211 com=

&%ﬁ%l@, while those whioh, apssrently, are verified, are £lipe

pant. & Surely this testimony fdoes not iﬁ@?g?ﬁ the oase
for the spivitmelist: 1% is » damaging subsoription.

The lmet objection which we make here acnearns

the general slmim of "verbal commndention from discarnate

{1} Hudson: ™he Scientifie Demonstrstion of
& Fature Life,”

{2} Streeter: op. oit. p. 270.
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£1%
{1}
#gpirits”, or simply, supernaturel inspirstion. The

spiritualistic hypothbesis g founded apon s missyrrehension

kS

of the vesl nature of divipe ifunspiration. Zhne ppiritnslisiie

3-«

sttitude aseumes thet God spesks through Hig prophed, using

his mind simply as & receptacle and a channel by ghich %to com-
ﬁ%ﬁiﬁ%ﬁ@ or ravesl ths Divine ¥ill. By this theory the pro-
vhet iz & mere instrument. a2 OGNS . If we regmrd hin 8 an
agent, it musibe as an agent divested of sny responsibility,

anil deprived of power per se. This view, however, is wrong;

and the foets orove thal 1% is wong. The Hebrew prophed iﬁhﬂﬁ
ﬁ% ghall uee aR an sxenple) possessed sn outstanding pergonality.
He was s man of uwnusaal psrsonal gifte, menfal, moral, @niritusl,
which consiifuted his %itle %o the prophetic ealling. e eas

" pot an ordinBry B he wes s lesder. Can & perve lnsirument
be n leader of ment an interpreter of God? Cen s lesder of men
snd sn ingervreier of God be rmede inte a nmere thorenghfere %o

the end thai he lesd the former and interprel the lstter? we
eannct reduce the prophet of God to s condnit, and then predi~
este lesdarship of kim. The prophel whoe reveale the will of
God pasges through spiritusl superiences, one ray be gar&iﬁte&
%o say, pari nossu with God; and these superiences enable him

to undersiand the messgge of S04, =nd o co-opernte with Him

in eonveyinz thai message. The prophet is, thus, an intalli~
gent amgent whe reveals the wmind of his Ged to “he pecple, The
1ife ef the prophet mist follow the word which he convevg: he

is, therefors, o reapensible agent, In fine, the prophetis

{1} streeber: op. oll. pe 271 £,




tesching =nd preasching ave pol simply %he orancle ¢f God in o

man, not merely the wilil thanas
upon a petple - vis thai man, e corvmnication or revels-

ox on e B 3
- ao-workers,

1:."3* §n

biv
Both are necepsaryy and the defegtion of either must inhibid
the true megsage; as 1% is the provhet may f2il, then inhibie
tion., The office of the prophet is to medinie %hs Dpiving wes-
gage; this is inspiration in the religlous sense, The supere
patural gouree 1s admitted,- God - But this scuree is not
obtruded; it soouplies the background, On the other hand,
the human sgent 1s the a gafﬁﬁa origine. Tege oboervations
lead fto an imporiani copnelusion: =211 thet ve know 1s zedisted
Shrough humen personalily, threugh husmsp minds, - both thai class
of mowledge which we may esll erdinary {normsell, snd thel
gther clease of sxirs-ordinery (supsrpniursl) knowledge whish
gomes throngh sllsged “verbal communicsiions from discernate
agiriﬁaﬁ. Dur sonclasion is the 4imcovery of 2 low:  the
spirituslistic hypothesis is eontrary to thig law, heosuse 1%
alleges (ot men@ages ars mmw&?ﬁ hither, therefors fhat know=
ledge is ¢ arx%ﬁﬁ igmedintely, from scurces which are purely
guperpatural,.

Ve hove pow concluded our brief exswminstion of
the evidence procured by seiehee in relation to the problem of
bBumen inmortalify,. Our survey has been very brief, selec~
$ive; and 1% may be objeated thet some points of scientifie
woment have been omitied. Bubt Inm 2 limited essay we are obliged

$o deal enly with sslieni m= %%ﬁr% leaving those of less inmporie
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anee for trestment in & more prafentious study, | %2 bave
endeavoursd, then, te present the eage from the selient
faets, end we ave now @f@g&fﬁ@ to anewer 4he mestions
Propounded at the beginning of $hia geation, The enswer
of ssience e ither aupporte nor rejeais the hope of irmope
Sality. The case or personal survival affer death is, to say
the least, "non liguet™; +the problem is aﬁ@gl@g&,

The selentifie investigator whe examines the
evidaence gus scientist ocmnnot refuse thig indecisive sonclue

8ion. He may be of opinion, however, thaet the destiny or

men is, aiter sll, not g saientific preblem, but one whigh
$ranscends the sphere of empiriesl Balenoea, ¥e believe sueh
&0 opinien hmsn considerable weight, iIn our pex: sesticn ve
shall continue %o propound the question, staie the rroblen,
and note whet ansvwer, if any, or what contribution is pede by
yhii&%ﬁ@ﬁya

"The owl of iinervs taketh her flight
Fhen the @vening shadows begin to fali,?




de¢ have made and ooneliuded ocur exsxinntion of
the solen%ific zspect, and we have found 1% necessary to appesl
to snother sphere in order %o seek 2 solution of sur problem,
%aﬁ,gﬁilﬁgﬁgﬁg anguer’

Rerly man was unaritisal in his thought. He
took %%iﬁg% ag he found them and wes not troudbled by the need
¢f sxpleining them, in our sense of the word., Despite %his,
however, our early men possessed the perm of ohriosity, amd
this curiesily Joined with the fesling of wonder was the pos=
#ibility of the philosophic spirit. This merked only ihe
begioning. lan bad bo atialn %o o developed self-consciouge
ness, hed %o be delivered f?%ﬁ%i%? aontrel of animel appetites
witkin him, Fhilosophy in the/sense bhegims its labours when
zan bhos aitained o visw of the world sz 3 whole,.

| When men began to speculale on the mesniang of
things 1t was natursl that they should consider %the problem
of the soul, and try %o undersiand its nalture and desting.
Yien hal thought about the soul long before the sdvent of

systemalio refleetion, but %he tradiiieonsl idess of the soal

were neither soherent nor conslstent., That lsek hoth of co~
herency sné consisbency was » challenpge to philosophis thought.
Trhe philosopher had to sift these fraditionnl idess of the
soul, 2nd eliminete what wae useless. The offise of philow
aéghg herein wos not primarily %o constraet o theory of sounl,
bul to eriticise the extant theories. Thus, philosophy, in

n thought, wss %o introduce order,

‘an important sphere of huma
barmony, snd methed,



Philosophy hee not remalned conltent with the
iimdited task of sriticiss, but hos sndesvored to resch posi-
tive conclusions, Thuas 1% hes boldly stitscked the smsin pro-
hiem - that of the nature znd desiiny of the soul, and has en~
deavored %o resch vslld and finsl conpolusions. Yet heve as
glsewhere vhiloseophy has not slways delivered the ssne message;
ot times it hos releoted, mznin sucepted, the ides of ismoy-
tality.

i% s only s gpiritunl or idezlistie line ef
thought thal can ocountensncs the human clalm %o survival after
dsath., But every form of idealism dces not agree with this
goenclanion. Haoh depsnds upon the value whish 6 aysten of
'7§%§1$$§?§§ agsigne %o the individual whether it comes %o =
positive or & negntive decision on the gussiion of hupen in-
mordelity. Thus pantheism, which sscerifices the claims of
the individusl to the Absolnie, has ne plece fﬁ;/ie gonal ime
gortality. |

Fe must limit our sim in %his seciion becsouse we
gannot attempt to give even an oubtline of the development of
philosophicel thousht on this importsnt tople. However, a&
gongidersiion of 2 few of the more Infiventisl philesophisal
‘gystems in their trestment of this problen may suifice.

In %he result of our anslysis we may come fc the
eonclusion thet ultimete seritsindy in %his natier 1z not %o be
reashed by metaphysiss., Sven &5, 4% will be o gzain %o imow

jnst how fay the sveonlaitive rosusn ean fake un in ouwr gussi.
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The most imporiant frealment ¢f the problen of
immortelily among pre-~Christisn thinkers is that of Flato.
A% the $ire vhen FPlato wrote, %the nature of the soul and ite
destiny hnsd become 2 source of perplezity and = subjest for
discusslon among the %%@ﬁ%&a{ _The dostrine of transmigrelion
weE %ax?a,&gar by Pythagoras H and his digoiples frem the
-ﬁzg&iaskg} they sought to give o move ghilgﬁﬁgﬁiﬁ'iﬁfm o
thie and current beliefs in regord to the seul, This soheol
repregented the sonl sg an "sttupenent”™ of the bedy; =nd with

this idea they combined = %ﬁaﬁfg{gg metenpaychoesis,  The Pythe~
govenn teaching influsnced Flailo Mfe who stirove o purify and
alevate 1% by infusing into i% %ﬁ.éﬁhiﬁﬁl meaning. 0f 2 future
rotribntion for the "“deeds done in the body”, ¥labo was assured,
nnd this sssursnce was prior to the proofs he zave of the soul's
irmertalille In other words, the determining element in his
gonviction 18 ethicsl rather than mebaphysiocal.

In the elaborations of his ethionl sysiem the dogw-
trine of the immerislity of the scul plays spn imporiant partd.
Yot Pleto dees net Gepend upon this docbrine for the formilas
tion snd Justifiestion of his systenm of ethics. Agaln, 1%t is
avparent it thig doctrine is o fovorite ocne with Plato, po@-
gessing in his eyes an lmporisnce per se, Hé¢ centinusliy re-
fore to it throughoul the Dinlogussy in one, She Phaedo, it is

fhe ohisf therms,

{1} Burned: TZsrly Greek Phileosophy™, vp. 8, 35,
{2} gomperz: “Greek Thimkers™, pp. 125-128,

{8] Busngd:t 0ps gite De 85,




%e propose o comment successively on five of %the
Piatonie dislogues, in order %o determine the chersoler and
development of Plate’s theory of ihe iemoriality ¢f the poul.

The symposium; In all pre-Flstonic %geaghﬁ in

Greece there was only one kind of life thet was worthy of the
name =~ corporeal, 1.,¢., the life that we know in this world,
or slse some other, bul essentinlly similar, life slsewhers,
such 8s wae gontemplated by the devoteesm of the iysteries,
The Greek mind 2% this periocd hed net thought %a separate bhody
from soul, miter from mind. The ssul, gaﬁ%@m&filys'%%%
Shought of =8 merely 2 pari of %ths body, = parid iﬂ#iﬁi@l@ it

may be, and of & highly refined charaeter, but 8111l corporeal,
Firsher, 2 complete bedy wae regerded ns ﬁ&@@ﬁﬁarg t¢ = complete
goul. From this poind of view, iﬁﬂﬁfﬁﬁliﬁy - if such & state
he oconcesivable - eon nean only the conbinuance in some form
or anciher of cerporeal existence, such 28 we ni present know.
sueh s notion of immortslity ssess %o have been in Flato's
- mind when he wrobe the Sypoosium.

There ie not very much of imporisnce in this dig-
logue Tor %the purpose of sscertaining the nature of Plate’s
omn iheory. but fhere sre some peassapges which deserve ?§§i§%,

In 179 o, we hove the legend of él@%&ﬁia‘W?, S¥E
illustretion of the great power of love. She loved her hushapd

%o sueh & deswee that, in erder to win immortslity ®or him, she

sondented Yo dis. The zods were won by suech galfegnerifice,
g0 they a2llowel her soul to relurn %o sarth, the reason being

{1} of. Papler: “Flato: The Ien
and his dork”, p. 213,




.
that the earthily life was regsrded =s superior %o ithat of Hades.
body, the

Un earth, where her #onl wonld agmin be unitsd with her
soul's funstions gounlid %@gﬁ be exerciged,., Existence in ¥adss,
like thet of the Hebrew Jheol, weg neot really 1life at nll,

This is whet the sverage Athenian thought; but we mmst not
atiribute the notion, alse, toc Plate, even st this sarly siarze
of his philesephienl caraeer. (

2% D sxpresses the love ?&ﬁﬁ%@ﬁb.é as due to the
gverpowering dezire of the morial nsture for igﬁarﬁaliﬁg,
Atharmsis, What 18 meant by Athenasis ig the everlasting con=-
tinvsnoe of humen 1ife upon earth. o mentiocn is mede of o
futare 1ife in onether world,  The longing for immordslity im=-
pels to love, and leve resulfs in the produstion, 50 to §@&@.
ol zuother gelf,  The perpetustien of the spscliss; corporate
fvmortality. ' .

212 & suzgests thel, i the %%a&m&é%ﬁﬂg%@
irmoréslity fov men, 1% must belong in the trnest sense 4o the
pen who hae beheld the Oond itself, Hore is no mere contine
vanee of earthly 1life or of 2 simllar life in another world,

Zven 2% this sarly stege, Flafo’s view of immorw
$ality is very different from any thait hed preceded i%t, He
hes not infsed =2 yet eloborsied o thevry of importality, but

wg feel thel in the Symposive he ls on the wy towardse = £hetry.

.

In this diaslogse he breaks swny from old traditions, His pre-
%

decessors had spoken vaguely about ihe soul; he sets oud %o

indicaie 1is nsture. {ng aan

3 -

glerify his iden of 1%, npd o

’3«26

{1} Taylor: ope git. p. 287,
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dipeern slso in this dinlogue the dsen of ithe Theory of Idess,

ond alens with 1% the beginning of the Theory of Immorisliity,
From the first, these twe theories ave intimstely sonuected;
eng eannct be sdeguately studled apart fron the other,

‘This dialogue zives us what some

#eholars believe %0 be Plato’s first ddinite demonstration of
the immortallty of the seul, 245 € is 2 declarstion of the
im@ﬁrﬁ@lﬁ%ﬁ ef the soul. Here, however, 1t is pot the indivi- | .
dual soul but gll soul that is immortal. ALl soul is the vital R

principle of the universe (peyche pass sthanstes), Thus, so
far as personal lmmortallty is conscerned the Phoedrus supplies
at best & negative srgusent. A% post it establishes = pree
gumviion in favor of personal lmmortaliity in so inr ag 1% tends
$0 invalidate the popular view of the fimality of death. 3But

wy point is: Doeg the hupsn individusl soul survive desndd s

&

a gonselious persossliilty? That is o guestion whiceh the Fhoedrus
ool cornel nngwsy Yo our zotisfaotion. The Pheedrus mekes 8
distinet sdvance upon the conclusiens of the Symposium: Plate

for the first time makes a definits demonsiration of the immor—

¥l nsture of the soul,

thig dialogue

docrates, the speaker, presents & short preol of the ilmmertal-

7

fhe svil., For exenple, the pecullsr evil of the eye is ophthale
miz, which fends %o festroy that orpgan of ssnss. How ths

specisl evil of the soul, %hs speaker coniimes, ig injustice,
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An unjet sounl is worally sick, ss the ophthelmisc eye is
rhysieally sick. But while ophthelmia, if persistent, dsstroys
the sight of the eye {therefore, the eyel, injustice doss not
destroy the soul. Since, then, the peculiar evil ﬁf the soul
eannot destroy the soul, the soul ig invioladble, indesirusiible.

Therefore, ithe sonl is immortal. In eriticising this gyeaf,ffa
, 13

mst sk - what resson Plate hgﬁ for @fﬁirﬁiﬁg that injustice
ig the speoclal evil of the soul? Injustice is an evil o the
~soul; bot is 1t fthe evill Ye oannot say. If 1t be s8id that
no ovil %%ﬁ%@ﬁg@ the soul we may realily conceds ithis, but the
problem for Zlste hae not been made sny eseler of solution. IF
this argument preves anything, 1% is - unet the continned existens
of the soul as o songoelous personslity, bul simply the indeg-
tructibilidy of seul in genersl. Thiz ls, ip effact, what we
heve been told im the Phaedrus - that no soul, if.e. no poriion
of the spirii which sninefes and informs the universe, uan ever
agnge to exist,

The Fheedo: The Theory of Idess seeme upper=

most in Plato's miné 2% thiz %time. The sssumpltion of the
existense ¢f the idesl werld still rersing for him the hasis

gf a2ll his speceulelion, and the difficalty reised by the suestiod
of the esg&i%iﬁﬁ of the ideas must be met, How? In fthese
gircumstaness It would ceem nstural theit he should look for sid

to the doetring of the inmorinllily oF the soule e prooi of
. < ;

{1} V. B. Bosanquet, Companion £ Plato's Republic, p. 404,
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his theory thet the é@al is imﬁﬁf&gl alons remaineg to himas o
weans of preserving the full asefulness of a sysien of vhile~
ﬁaﬁhg'%hiah nothing would persusde him %o shandon., Acoowrdingly
he prepares %c substantiate 1% with s8ll hig strenzth. The
- gssumpiion of the existence of ebernsl immtable jideas, the
shjeats of knowledge, g?ﬁﬁﬁ@?ﬁ%&ﬁ the im&mr%&lﬁ%& 6f the soul
- &g an indispensable condition of the atlainment of that ﬁﬁ%ﬁlﬁﬁg&
The guestion of individusl immortelity is, of
gourse, the supreme »oint at iﬁsﬁa, Some writers hove zffirmed,
however, that Plafie did not belleve in individusl immorality.
Socrates iz contimuslly affirming his ocwn conviciion thad denth
ig po nisfortune for the san who oz used his %??ﬁf%ﬁﬁi%ieﬁ‘W&il
in shis 1life. Plato ocould hardly heve continned %o supress
ninself in %i%iia@ ferma 1f he 418 not wish fo convey a bwelief
in individusl immertslity. Horeover, the docirine of metaem=
>§$§ﬁhﬁﬁiﬁ ig clearly sssebted (Fhaed, 81 I.%7.) 1f we Go nod
toke this pnsssge a5 metsphoriesl, we are bound Yo admit that
" ¥late 1s éaai&riﬁg hig belief in metempsychosis, ard this igs s
dootrine which ig applicable enly %o individual immorialiiy.
‘¥e% the fset remsins thet the dootrine is not proved. Flato
hag failed to prove that every individusl soul countinues %o

xist 28 the 2ome consclous personslify. He proves what he

o
w

gzn - that seul is lmmordal.

In 64 ¢ we learn whatl is pesnt by death, namely,
the semaration of sonl Irom bBodYe. The body and the soul are

a5

now separsiely ln exisience. Furiher = in 66 5 = 67 24 - we

learn thet 1% ic only in ihis stote of separation Ifrom the body

that the soul onp seguire true knouledge. The idess sre im-
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material; the soul (separated Trom the body) is immaterial;
sommunion with the idess is possible only when the sounl is in
this unhawmperasd state.

i% pagt be admiitted thot none of the srguments
proves that iﬁ@i?iﬁﬁgl sculs a8 sush agre iﬁﬁﬁrﬁﬁiggii" what
is proved ls %the essentiasl iIndesirmetivility &ﬁﬁ eternity %f_
the universal soul. ¥e now turn %o the last dislogue in
QUT SUrVey.

The “iﬁaaaa' Thig dialogue seis forth the

Platonie cosmology Ve found thet no theory of perscmsl

immortality is sssentisl fo the working of Fleio's mebtaphysical
sysiem. Buil from ithe ouniologlcenl point of view personal immor-
$21i%y in guite s ﬁié%ﬂi%ﬁﬁ@‘v in the Timaeus ihe preblenm of
immortality is approsched in e wey Qifferent from thet of the
Fhnelo. In the present dislogue Plato makes no stfempt %o
prove that individusl souls sre inmorial,. The @ﬁﬁﬁ?iﬁ% of
individual immorielidy ies in no way essendizl %o the Iruth of
the general sysien of wnefavhysics which is evolved in the
Timseus. But hers, no less then in the Phaedo, Individusl
inmoriality is to Plato an sriicle of belief, ¥e does noh,
however, any iﬁﬁgéﬁ seek te indionte his belied by ntfenvting

te prove whal no one ann ever hope fo prove, He presents sn gle
lggoriceal scosunt of the genration snd hisltory of the soul, dege

oriving the origin of individusl sowis in subh = momner »8 fo

tn

smphasise and s

53

fter s fashion %o scocunt for ithe fact That they
.

M«p

are irpodlal,

{1} Rut V. Taylor, 0pe cii. Te 206 & De 207 n.
{£} Taylor: op. oit. pe. 436

{Z] 7aylor: op. 2it. pe 452,




B

{1}
itristotie dells ug that there are three gonls

or life principles: (1) the principle of vegelable life {whieh
ia the sourve of digestion and sasinilstion); (2} the prin-

agiple of enimal 1ife {which, in addition %o (1) possesses ssnsn-
tion snd immge produciionl; and (3) bumen life (which ?&@&ﬁ%@&%
both {1} snd {3}
galls "nous®, or pure resson.) Avigiotle seens %o regzard this

a divine prineciple whish this philesopher

immorial, bul he does not consider it 2 persenal reason.

nous as
"Hous” is the term which ithie thinker sleec applies to God,

and $hisg faet waﬁ&u tend to precinfe the ides of 5 personal inm-
moerdality.

Arisiotle uﬁ%& not share lato’s belisl in the
pre-gxisionce wnd futurs ?aiffgr g of the soul, and his aiti=
tude %o lwmmorialify is eritiocnl and nepative rather fhan posi-
tive., Ve pay ithervelore pmos Irowm Avistotle with this brief
refersnce. It i® not Tfor = long period ihat the yroblem of
imporiality comes snzsin to the frent in philosophis thought,

Ye turn pow to the middle smpes aﬁﬁ %0 the grectest

Thoras of Aquime breughi the schelastio philo-

sophy to its hizhest glage of development by effecting the mogt

{1} e 2. Zoss: Taristotle™, Ch. V.

=

3 ¥ N T * - i
Ge fa Hanmownd: Aristotle’s Paychology.
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perfect sceommodaiion thal was poseible of the Aristofelian
vhilosophy %o ecclesisstienl orthoeloxy, He diglinguished,
however, the spesifically Ubrisghisn and soslesisstiosl doo-
$rines of rvevelation, ~ whiah, in reply iv ths objentions of
their spponents, could only be shown by the reason 0 be Irse
from centradiciion and probable, - from those doctrines which
eculd be positively justified on rational grounds.

The relation of philosophy fto theology in the
dcotrine of Thomas is most clearly expressed by him in the fol=
lowing words: 71t is impossible for the natursl reason %o ar-~
rive 2% the zﬁ@%ﬁ@ﬁg% of the divine persons., By natural resson
we way know those things which portaein Yo the wnily of the divine
angenas, %ﬁ% not those which periain %o the distinciion of ths
ﬁi@ia& nersons, snd he whoe attenplis to prove by the natuwal
resgon the triniiy of persong delrastis from ihe rigﬁﬁa of

{1}

fFaith,” In Like moymer, the Chureh's dooitrines of the

grestion of the world in %ilme, of originsl sin, of the inusPie
ation of the Logos,., ¢f the ssoraments, purgsiory, the resurres-
$ion of the flesh, 2nd eternal sslvsiion and dspmation, are

not to be deveoncivsted by noiurel reason. These reven igé.ﬁga*

sheve, not conivary 10, rofnSdlie e

o
]
&%

trines, Thomns regaris
gre veriioularly infterssted in the doutrine of the resurreciion,-
to which we now turn.

Ariatotls Bod rearded God and the sotive indel-
ileot {nous poietikos}, which wes %the only imwmorial part of the

gonl, as immaterisl - and yot individusl forme; yebt 1t is not

57

{1} summs Theologion: Fart L. u. 32, 4. 1.



o S

perfectly clear how he concelved the relation betweem this
immortal intellect ond the individual soul intec which 1% was
alleged %o enter from witheut. Thoms defended the docirine
'az the individusl, indevendent sxisfence of the humen intell-
eot {(mous }, ns well as that of God, and nscribed to the soul,
regarded as subetantisl and separste from the bedy, not oRly
the highest functions, which are implied in thoushi, but slss

the lower ones. He discriminnies befwean seversl slasges of

forms: mmaterial forme are, God, the Angels, and buman souls;
the forms of sensible objleets are inserarably united to satter.
Thomes aﬁsﬁrﬁa that all things, exsent God, were
¢reated by Code. Like the angels, 8o slse the souls ¢f men sre
iwm&r%al forms.  He noveple the Arisfolelion dofinition of the
socul a8 the entelechy of the body, but he aseribes to the same
soul {whick a8 nous, or rational soul, koo individusl end yet

immeterisl existense 2nd is sepsrable from the body), the

animal and vegetable functions. So that for him the for

producing principle of the body, the anime sensitiva, apoaiive,
and motiva, and finally the anime ratienalis, are all one and
fhe same subsianose. The vegetative and animal facsulties,
which Arvistotle oo %a@ ved =8 necessarily connsoied with the
bedy, are represenied by Thomas ne depending only in their
%%%naral agtivity on bodily orgens. The intellect alone works
without an orgen, beosuge the form of the grg?§§wﬁalé hinder the
correct knowledge of other forms than itself,

il} 5 I @i‘%t Eg ::g' ?gz giw 90
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There is no knowledge thst is inmate and inde-
pendent of zll esxperience, The humen intellest needs, in order
%o its enrihly netivity, o sensucus image, without whish neo
sotusl thought is possible for 1%, slihough the senses, ss sach,
grasy not the ssgence of things, but only their a&a&é&aﬁﬁggl} |

The dootrine of the pre-existence of the bumsn
soul is rejeoted by Thomas in faveur of the doctrine of its
aontinued %ﬁi&#@ﬁaﬁ after the end ?g»z%g enrthly life, To the
Pletonie dceirine of pre-existence he opposes ithe argument
that for the soul as the “form™ of the body, union with the

body is notursl, avd sepnvaition, if not contvary, is ot lensd

I

proeter naturam, hense soccidental, thsrefors slse subseguent

to vnion. God crestes the soul ss soon 55 the body is prepar-
€31

¥ &
ed for it But the imporiant point bere is thei, secord-
ing %o %ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ;{&ﬁ@ immordality of the soul follows from iis
G
immterialliiye. Formsg which inhere ip matfer sre desiroyed

¢ the soule of snivsls

o

by the dissolution of this nsitler, 2s

o

on the dissolution of theiy bodies, But the hupen sonl, shish,

ginge 1% hee the power of knowing the universal, mst sebsiast

e

apart from roatber, cen nsither be destroyed by “he dissclution

2

of fthe body wiith which it 1s unlted, nor by itself, gince negas-
sery being is implied in the very concepiion of form, whiaoh is

%ﬁ%ﬁ“ii§§$ and Zuch belng is therefore luseporahle from sugh
=4

1»*5

forme Thomes éﬁiﬁ% with this the asrgument drawn fron the

gl; {3%}{; giﬁ. j;fﬂ ?%ﬁg ,«_g&a 35'

{2} Pleato: Ueno. p. 80 £f.

{33 Gl gife

{4} Ope 0i%e Iy e FB, Ae B3 I, 4. 83,
{8} op. eibts I, us 75, 4. Oe
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longins of the soul affer immortslity and founded on the
prineiple that a netursl longing cannet remmin unssiisfied.
2he desire of unending being is rogarded a8 natursl %o the
thinking sound, bessuse the latier is not confined in its
thoughts $o the 1imit of the Here and the How, but is able
%o abatraet from %?&?3 limitntion, and desirs follows Enow-
zaéga,{zé Immordelity %&lﬁﬁgﬁ not merely to the thiuking
power, but alse %o the lower powers, for all of these belong
¢ the same substence with the thinking power, and depend
only for thelr sative m%ﬁil%ﬁu&%iﬁﬁ, net for itheir existense,

oy

on the boedily orzans, The Iifth article of the same

cuestion (V6] suserts thet "the imitelleatual soul had to be

epdovwed nod only with the pover of knowledge bul slso with
the power of feeling.” Zince this thinking and feeling

agonl iz =% the %ﬁmé.ﬁi@% the forvm-gliving priveiple of the
body, it Lﬁfmg for itself aftor deatha, by means ssi§his
very power, £ nev body simliiar to iin foroer one, 2

Let us notice 2 few points in oriticism.

Thoras asserts thaet the ilmmortelity of the human

gonl Tollows, not from God, bubt from 1% immeitevislity., This

argoment 18 skin %o thet of Plate in the Phoelo, vemely,

nat life iz insepnrable fronm the soul sscopding %o the very
i%f
ides of the latier, Thormag is here arguing from the

point of view of soclesiasiicsl orithodoxy, but his sontention

%i} {:}};a Qé«% I » ?ﬁ
{2) Op. site I L. 76
{3} summa C. Gentiles, Ve 79 if.

{4} Phaeto, 105,
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wonrld hopydly be acoepded ftoday as the finding of Christien
%&éigm,ﬁgeﬁ this gnestion. In the langvags of Profesper
%e W, Uniithews we hove s reply to the dootrine of iﬁﬁ%ﬁ%&l;
ity from the immateriality of the soul: "The view that
individusl selves are inherently indestruciible ig indesd
posreely sompatible %i%h,?ﬁ%iﬁé, for it would lead %o o view
of the place of the self in reslity which would cormpromise
the guprsmecy of fod,,” () The aslternstive view %o the
inherent leomortality of the soul is some kiné of condiiional

or conferrved immortality, says the wriler just cilted, who

sdds thet such 2 view appears o be most in harmony with
Chrigtisn Thelsn,
{2}
In She Summs Theologloes, Thomes spesks ¢f the

dissclutien of the body and the consequent separation of
goul from body. This dissolution pleces the soul in o new
sordifion with vespeot 4o the continuvatien of 1ts 1ife and
to the possibility of knowledge, yeit Thonas slearly »ffirms
that, while it is for the soul's good thal it should be united
%0 2 body, snd thet 1% should understend “by turning %o the
phantesme”, nevertheless, he adds, "i% is possible for 1% %o

exist gpart from the body end fo wnderstend in a&@%ﬁ@fﬁ&yﬁﬁgg}
We understand frem this thet Thoms mekes no room for 2 body
in ihe sfter-life, that the humen soul is simply o soul,

and that such s paychic confitien is neiurs

i
when we compare whel Thomes says here with his steterent in.

(1)  rIhe Desting of the soul”, in the Hitbert
Journal, Jan., 1930, pp. 198 1.

{?§ I %; ’?5’}, Lu &0
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{1}
the Sumee Jontre Gentiles {v. ante}, namely, thei %the humen

soud forme for itself a beody for the after«life, we are not
aonvinoed.

The supplementery argument for ismertality drawm
from %the longing of the humen eoul for life afler death is
vneetisfaotory. Thomas, it seens naively, affirme ithat this
turel, and thet o8 such i% ﬁgﬁ§@¥ remgin unfalfild

longing is n=
ed. We are of the opinion that he hes not thought of the con-

tent of this desire for immorislity. Iany human souls have, o
unthinkingly, desired a mere continuation of 1ife beyond

vhysieal death: such s desive is, of course, empty, as is

the existonce which is its sbject. 5 modern peychologist

agoetrs that the Jesire for immoriality Tinds its "main Sz

0¥t o . »-in the yearnings of the hesrt for the meintemmnocs

of ihe bonds of love spd friendshin, and i? the desirs %o
t2j

think highly of oneself and the mﬁiv@rﬁa,”,ﬁ
Wihile we do pnot fully agree with Leubs, $he quola-
tion should 2% lensy gilve the nesessary veint to our eritisism,
Humen desires nay be uaturel, bub they sre often thwerted;
and mere deumire ig s alaimy%ﬁégﬁ we cammot allow.
Vur next study tekes us to the group of the great
modern philosophers. e have chosen Descartes, for ihe pur=

poge befole uS.

With the rise of modern philosophy in Desosries,

{1} 17, 79 £f.

{2} J. 4. Leauba: The Bglief in God and
Immortality, D. $12,



e
the problen of the lmmortality of the soul comes sgein into

the fTereground. focording to Desceries the sonl poonesses

the ihree a&g&i%ive faculties, thought, sense and imagination.
These together constitule its nsture, and through thewm does
it exist. But ¢f these, @ﬁlgggﬁa ig ingersrable from 1%,
namely, thought or conueption. . Eeither sense nor Lmagine
ation helongs %o the essense of soul, begsuse we can have s
elear and éi%ﬁiﬁﬁ%yﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁggiﬁﬁ.af the soul apsrt from them.
Pure thought, ﬁiﬁﬁﬁ, ig the attribute of the goul. 1% is
true thet thousht cean be conoeived avert Irom sense and ine
azinatien, but sense and imapinstion, since both involyvs sope
form of intelleontion, cannoct he conoeived s ort from 1f.
Zenge ard imspinetion are, thersiore, relaoted to thoughi, a8
modes of Gheir compon aitribate. In this wmy D. ﬁﬁ%?iﬁﬁﬁﬁy
the aboplutencss of his SGualisme On the one hand, o material
world whose whole nsfure sonsisls in extension slone: on the
oikher, o spiritvsl world whose vhols sssencs coneists in PUre
thought alone, Uaoh w@?iﬁ@?@%ﬁ&“ over ageinst the other,
heving nothing in comnon. i De thinks of the sounl, not

g8 & vitsl principle, bul as gegfweaﬁgeiﬁaﬁﬁagﬁ genorated by

reflection: "eozito evze sum”. This eogzite erge sum is the
uitimste slement in the Cariesian Syaten. It is on the
ge ¢f it poi as satisfactory as 1% promises: for ii is

to}

¢ consamenss of his dunlisse.

{1} Hovmsn 9mith: “3Biudies in the Cortesian Fhiles'y? p. 187
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By the asrgument, goglito ergo sum, Descartes
undarkakes o prove what, sirisily spesking, eannct be
proved. ALl thet ﬁaﬁAﬁﬁ'éﬁﬁﬁ iz te illuairalte the Zaot
i the soul’s existence; the arpuvent is sagarfiﬁ?ia.
"dhen used %o prove existence,” says Norzen Smith ;
"the 'I' is illegitimately brought in.” And the sane
writer goes on e aifirm that the present consclousness
does not give us any ia%ﬁ%i%a%iﬁ certainty of our having
existed in the past or of sontineing to exist in the fulure,
Further, there i even less reascn to reserd the immedinke
consolousness oe proving the existence of the self as g
gimple indivisible subsisnce,.
Se long ng D. bad Go desl with pure thoughi he

mainkteine his donlism; but when he hes fo ascount for

gense~parceviion and volifion, he modifies his duslism.
De regerds the last fwe processes as invelving and condi-

tioned by brain processes, ¢ feils o see that in sense-
@ﬁfﬁ&%@gﬁﬁ elgo, mind and body musit be regmrded as (ise
tinot, ; De thue viclates his duslism so far ss te
admit thal bosy esn sot on mind, bubl with no zood resull,
gince the smre problem remsine, how sonsailons can arise

in & mind whose whole esgence cousists in pure thousght.

gain, with regard to the setion of mind on body in voli-

5 5 b B TR Ty L. Ny T8 Ay T4 e 7y Ty
tion, D. Kept consistenily io his dunlism, 3o for ss

o
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admit that the mind camnot originste modlon in the brain.
Yet, incomprehensible as is the sotion of mind on body, we

£ind him emphatiocally ssserting $thei, nevertheless, such
{1}

nation takes plnce, The fzoetes of post ilmportancs here
are the feelings and pescions whiech D. Tegnrds am the vesl

wledge we heve ¢f our dusl nature, and %o

explain which he concludes %o = fusion of mind and body.
They revesl, therefore, the insdegusey of his dunlism,

The human soul ie veprosented by P. 28 continmally
gonserved in existense by Sody but his whole line o¥ o DX T
ment here is uneatisfaetory, s illustrating the impossible

demands ef his vetionalism and of the abaolute coensiomaliem

 pPesonriest y&ii%%%%ﬁg #lves us » plurality of sub-
stances %%iéﬁ gre related snd co-ordinsted by the will of
the Supreme Delng, Scd, Herve we find foreshedowad he
provlem of the relaition of finite subsienses %o the bsolew
nie, of the smny %o the éﬁa, The issue to be met iz ihis:
are %ﬁ@ glar%&i%y of Tinite subsitances resl, or 4o %ﬁ%y
poagess merely tenmporary reality, ulitimstely f2liling within

of the One¥ In other words, are

the veality =nd nemning

the many only an spvesronse, or sre They resl? In the
former cese we have n monistieo, in %he latter s pluralistie

theory of the universe, The wor in whiosh ihis vrovlenm ism
% %o

{l} ’i}:?&t {;igg E};@‘ @?*g’

{2} Op. eit, pp. 128, 132,




eption of im-

solved hes an intimate bearing upon the cono
mortality. Thus, 2 conmistent monism, which reduces all
individuals to passing sppearsnces of the @ﬁa, loglesily wre
eludes any hope thet they will persist ss i1dentienl aentres

of experiense. On the other hand, 2 plurelism, whish

recognises the ultimate reality of individusml beings at
lesst leaves room for immor$ality. Pentheism, however,
hes no plase for individusls wmhe ocontinnously mointain
their identity over agsinet the One Resl Neing. The truth

of this gontention is illustrsted in the system of Spinoza.,

SPIROZA:

For Eyiﬁez?i§hé$@ wag only one real Beins, the
Lbeolute %&%ﬁ%&ﬁﬁﬁ,: " which is 8o vf@k&ﬁ?a» by us under the
two ettrivntes of thought snd sxtension. © The Absolute
Zubgtenae io partion 3»rx%§a{azﬁg individual minds and o=
jecte, which sxre iis mﬁ?fﬁ* - Ihe individusl nminds have
no infependent reslity. + They only appesr to have

being for themSelves when they are spprebended by fhet

’Iﬁ%%f'f$£m§ﬁf mentel wotivily vhich Spinoza cslls "ilmmpe
&)

inntic%, For him, "imeginatioc” denctes g%@ oght whioh
worke through sengucus ivages, This appen¥Pencs of ine-
dependence vonlisghes in the Tuller light of reason., Spine
ozn, 1% is true, gpesks of the mind's “olernnl pari®;

vut whet he means hers is the impersonal reason, or the

Rand: Heod, Tizmss, Thilos, (Hev, &
Gnlarg, Bd.])
Spinoze: 5thics I, Prone ld.

3} I, Frop. 16,
{%} i’ ;?fw}w}p &gkﬁ
{5} ¥, Prop. B34; II, Prop. 44,
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{1}
d4ivine rsason in zo far a8 1% forums part of the huwan mind.
This divine rveason reocalls Aristotle’s 'gﬁaﬁ*, areative reason,
@hich has no personnl guality; sand Spinoza Gefinitely insliuvdes
memory iu the sphere of '"imaginatic', which is the fallible snd
mortal part of the mind, 411 this, by implication, precludes
the possibility of persomel immortality; for since spincza’s
gystenm does not countensncs real individuslity i% cannct leave
any place for the persistence of such iﬂﬁi?iﬁﬁ&lit@*

Let us turn now fo 2 philosopher u&@ is @2@&313
opposed to the rigld monism of Spinozs - %6 Lelbniz, whose
philosophy is plurslistic and indivifualistio,

BIBNTZ:

The wore of realily, sceording to this thinker,
ig at opee individusl and spiritusl. In other words, ths
velng of things lv not maldter but 2 multidude of gpiritunl
individvals or monads. The monad ig not physiesl, iike the
k Hor are the monsds idsniienl

are savable of the moot diverss

sloprment, and extend from the l%%%%%
?ﬁjg;
sub-conaciousness to fully-develoned %%iﬁ*ﬂﬁﬁ%@iﬁ&%ﬂ%%ﬁ.g
L5}
Zach monad mirrors the universe in i%s own specific way.

Es %

The systen of monads is grodunted, and esch menad is s unity
%
H

{1} ¥, v00pe Fila

{2} Rané; Leibniz - Menadology, 18.
{3}  Op. oi%
{4} Ope oit, &8
{8} eis, 63
(&) eit. 22
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)
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These ﬁ?§§§%ﬁal ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%&ﬁ@%& are the ultimste elenenis of
reality. They comblne iﬁ'?afiﬁaﬁ ways to form coppound
substances or things, () %?ﬁ they themselves are neithey
crested por 4o they pevrish, By ihis h§%§§&aaia physisal
denth is not destruciion tut meismorphosis.

Ye h&?@-ﬂﬁ@%ﬁ the ocutstanding points of Lelibmiz's
philosophy in the line of our own enguiry. How, then, doegs

his concepiion bLear on the problem of lomertality? The answer

to that gquestion involves his view of the relation of the soul
t0 %the body, The wind or retionsl seunl iz o monsd which hss
@@?@1§?§§ inkp gelf-conscicasness, the "dominent™ or suprene
monad - in the bhody which i8 o subordiinzie gysten of nopads,
Teibniz ﬁfﬁirﬁﬁ thot the huwwan soul or dominant noned vre-
sxisted, : This is sonsigfent with his iden thet ponnds zre
indegiruntivle elements of the wovrld, But he understonds this

vre-gxistence nod a8 o vetional, - ratier 28 o gensibtive sonl

whiakh 1%%@? gitained $he higher depree when physi ieal birth took
{7}
place. Thus, the rational &ﬁﬁi i not greatesd by the
mariiouler grour of elenents called its %@ég,{ﬁﬁﬁ when the come
G} ,
binntion dissolves, the soul doss not perish, Leibniz regaife
51} ﬁ?‘ aife & 25

£

{?} ﬁ?q gite
{3} Upe olt. 6 and

a4
{4} Ope 8lie Thy 7ha

s
g

{51 Op. aita
{§} ﬁ@t 3 &AW
i?} gﬁp ﬁi%*

{6} Op. oilt. 84
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o G
the movement by which = sensitive soul becomes s rationsl seul
28 the unfelding of the i%%?ﬁ@ﬁ% charzofer of o g@aﬁ&, not ag an
ﬁz%raﬁréiﬁ&ry sot of %@éis He differentistes the hurman soul

from the animal, or the vegetaiive, soul by the fsot thet, while

the sensitive soul meroly mirrers the world of thinmgs, the rational

‘mirrors the Deity or Author of nature giﬁfegf*‘ In spite of &k
‘ £33} ~

importence of the prineiple of sontinaity in his phileosevhy,

Leivniz is snxiocus %o emphssize the distinctive charscter and

I

velus of the human soul, contrasting it »ith the lower Torms of

paychical 1ife., Hencs he maintains = dcctrine of pergonnl ime

mortality in which he ﬁ%&%&%%?@i%@ﬁ the ssgembly of ifmmorial
(43
k52

spirits as the "eily of God",

degnuge of the individusnlistic sirsin in his phile

23

ustice o the problem of ime

b

&

Bt

o

sgophy, Leibniz Zoes endenvor o
moréality, ond he susceeds where Spinoza failed, On the other
hand, Leibniz' denizl of any intersciion belveen monnds xei made
his concepbion of the relation between soml and body o diffisult
one. For thls meant thet the dominent monsd, vhile it was in

2 sondition of narmeny with the group of lower monands, could

‘meither dirsetly influence, nor be influenced by, %hem. A
theory which does justice %o the faohs of sxverience mus® sagepd

$he principle of lntersetlon betweenm soul and hody., If the idea

o
ol
ok
b
o)
Fd
.
it
P 4
&
fa o
&5
o

ef goul as dominant movnnd i3 4o he Fruil

{1} Monand., B2,

{2} Opo cit. 56, 87,
{Ble Ope cit, 19

(4) Op. eit. 65,
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zean thet the soul orgsnises and informs the group of elements
vwhieh ig snbordinate to ii.

After Leibniz, the next imporiant soniribudion
te our subjeet oame from Zant. His treantnent may be said to
have two aspecis, = nezalive and 2 positive. In the {ermer he
searchingly oriticises the metsphysieal proofs for immorialiiy,
and in the latter he develops his cwn ethical srgunent in supe —
pors of the ides. e shall desl a%t gpresent with the negative
asgpeol, zea?iﬁ; until the chapter on ethies, following, our %rea%~
mont of the posiiive.

kent 4id = useful work im his eritlcel anslysis

of the alleged procfs of immordslity, by olesring nwey misconcep-

&
tione and exposing fallacies, thus setbing the problem in = fullsey
light.

For lant, the gslf iz mersly snother nawe for a
anity whiﬁﬁgi fests iisell in defernining 2 given panifold of
gsnse~dnta. é Bub this self-copmcious prinsiple is = unity
which we ﬁﬁzy_?%iﬁk in relatlon to the process of synihesising
the 1 *&§§§ lﬁ;fd In and for itself 1% 13 not 3n ohisael of Inoge

g .
ledee, a and ko hypesialise 11 op an indevendent reality is 1l=
legitirmata. ;gxﬁh* othay hand, Zsni's opiticism of the ol4g
reiionslistie 2 @@%%@ﬁu of the soul 25 2 kind of substance oy
mataphysioal enbity s s vallid and helyful. Phe Zanitian

f:«.k %i}l g,ﬁ 3;_ » }.u ““1&&!'

shison: Op. o
fﬁ:%{i. QE}. 34
dntson:  Ope €]
Watson: Upa. ¢

©Pe 241-850

Phi
it
38t e g:. lﬁ‘{}‘
1%,
. PD. 244, 245,
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srguranis fsuzht men %o see that the forme of thought whioh wers

nged in onler experience sould not be wnariiticslly zyvlied to the

‘gelf as & centre of inper experience. The idez of & simple,

therefore indestructible, substance or enilify iz o mere absiras-.
$ion from sxternal experience, and has ne relevancy when spyplied
to the seuls = Thus Zant affirme that we cannot bose immoriality
on simplieity; foxr though sluwpliclly avoids the danger of exfernal
digintegratien ol poris, in the case of consciousness i% dees not
avoid the possibility of its gradusl sxtination through diminune-
tion of intensity. “he Zentian eriticism was effective in

modern thought the conception of ths seld

nich wes & lingering sorvival

a8 & kind of metuphysioenl entiiy,

but which we can never aifirs %o be real, Henoce any ossurance

&

of the individauslity and perrsnence of the ege venishes and xpaelr=
1
ience itself heoomes 111us0TV. Am Uard has pointed oul,

paysonslity, on this theory, could be ne more then s bundle of

soeidents, snd there could be noe gustaniee whatever for its con-

£ T T e v oo K Sy P L - T A E e . .
%@?f&ii&na we believe that the sell is resl =nd fhel ites resl~
43y iz 4he ground of our ida oy o g} o g:}- %Y gy £ o ben
% E e u.uw& el MG O DRy 1488 O Relis 3 1a8n &L » B G STlwe

T ey gy o o s oy P T
dental selil vresuppoves our oxXperiences of =2 real geli, he salf

S 1 ST S A I SN O S SR S S o, £ P T W T
is =n sadive gubsisnoe, 2 spliriduvwsl individual whioch uniiies itse

own ehanglog siataes

reaohich. Thig i foy different from s metuphyslasl selfl - as

#ant knew such an entlity - and we wish to stress this difference

{1} ward: THeadm of Znds", p. 380
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when we Spesk of the self se essentinlly spiriinsl, setive and
individual, Thisg view of melf is that of 2 sunbstence whisgh is
primary and fundamental, nol an sbsirsciieon frox exverience but
the esnire =nd ground of experience.

Esot dissipated some old prejudices and supersti-
$ions which gonthered round the problem of immertality. He made
Shinkers reslise the difficulties in the way of z nmetaphysicanl
procf of immortslity, and those who have lesrmed of this philosoe
pher are awere thet 2 proof of the seul's simplicity and indes~
truetivility ~ even were such proof possible - dces not marenies
the soul's spiritusl desting.

EBGiL:

“he sttitude of Hegel to the problem of iﬁ@%?ﬁ@%ig.
g thet of o speonlotive monist;  buld his §§ﬁi%§@§ ig2 not cieny {
and it has been veriously interpreted,

the idens Gof znd imporislity sre neces-

garily related. vws himself in Ced thus he knows his im=

perishable 1ife in %ed. He refers %o iLrmorialily ss 2 rresent

poasession of the spirii Yo vwhom belong freesdonm and universality.
Personnl imsortaliiy is not definitely assebted; the ssseniisl
thing is the eternity of the spiri% which is divine and univer=
Bals ; God lu an sall-inclusive unity, = bhe unifies sll differ~
entiating - henee there ig no room Zor the conscious survival

of personalities after deathe. Individusl souls, then, can be

deoret of Hegel, I - 244,
Jeth: THegelisnlisw and Personality”™) .

{?E o%a; »}@%};&i i‘fﬁ@ {Ei«%& ?4} l?i‘




soopective human bodiss. the diginfegration of thess
bodies, the 4ifferentiating factors would vanish and the spirits
fail back into their pure ﬁﬁi?@raaiiﬁg. Hothing would remain to
conserve individnalidy. Of sourse the individunl wonld probably
gurvive, in some wey, in the nniversal consciousness, but thenme
would be %o him no swereness ¢f his own personslity.

Hegel®s philesophy is not slone in this aiffienlty
of the conservation of the huren peraonality, e saw this 3iffi-
eulty in the eystem of Spinoza, and it ccours in some obhers with
vhich we shall now feal. |

In Znglish philosophy the views of Bosanoued and
Bradley on the staiue of the finilte individual sre represenistive

of the sehool of thought with which we have been Zesling.

is closely aonne a?ai ith the ceneeption of personalify. LEGorde
{1} {2}
ing %o Bosanguet, and Sradly, the humen self ls not ultimatel

renl; 1t velon g %o the vrealnm of SAYENCE, The potion of the

finite self involves contradictlons, says Bosenguet, and he sdda,

%ﬁa% only reallitly survives the test of the prinsipls of non-

suntradiction, Iverything %o which o contradiction attsches is
gendemed =25 7 maere ¢ e ultimntely digsolved in
33
the Ab ?ai&ﬁ?*i iz olaimed, have merely an
&}

el jeotival giigtenvey =nl the truth of the finite is te he

game princinle

%aken up into the Infini%te. Bradly £ 1lovs 4

Tro & ny ro'y Phgm B B & pyan s 2273 ARt ST P P vy Ao, 9 et
{1} Prinsle-vattison: The Iden of God", Leotures LIV, Ve
ok }e}r’v e g
P | PAE AN RN
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{5




e

when he aﬂ%ﬁ@iﬁﬁ??ihig view of the plurslity of souls ns "ayppear—

=noe and errer”, He contends thet humen souls fsll within
the realm of sppearsnoe and error, thet they are not rsal, They

are, but, =g sush, do not have reslity. 20 gain copeistenuy snd
truth theose souls wmet be merged and recomposed im s resali in
which their individusl svesisliiss maet vanish, it is 31@&&

that these two philosophers regard men, the individusl, 28 ad-
jeclival,

He read ”&%%h&f that, ascoording %o Bossnoued, )

{2}
the human self ia, bayond escape, an slement in the Absoluts,

here znd now, conseguently it is an "inconesivable sbeirsation”
%0 place cternity and perfeciion in & fulurs bBeyond time, while

ré

man desires the conservation of values, i% is urged that vwe canuot

identify this with the conservation of versons, {m?ﬁe same writer
gnenks of the world as "the vale of soul-making”. - ~ Fouls ave

moulded in order §§?%§ transmuied inte the Absolute, fo whowm they
8YE a@ﬁéyi%ﬁ%i%aﬁ,iw} {%e affirms thet there iz no finite indi-

vidusl survival, velnes o only survive in ihe Absoclute. he

eleaxr how this very contribubion may not bs consishtent with the
purvival of iIndividual pevsonsiities who sre ver se sontrituting

o - g oy e v %
valuss $o the Abselude and =4 the

{1} Ibids ppe 276 snd 7.
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(1) -oe
individunlities. He clafms that the value of the individual

Bumen sel? lies in i%ts sontentd: and this content devenis updn

the exient Yo whieh theo self sppropristes s common heritzgs of

ijens and intsrenis, Toe Life of the finite imdividuzl zs it

‘ranseendends,. Its trus persbunality or individuslity does

not lie in wnsheresnble faa&i§g§ but in the richness and variely
z’:ﬁ}

of its thoughte and interesis. The con ?eﬁ@ ef the finite
gelf ig ideniieesl in 2ll selves - gherenble. v 1t ig impot-
gnoe, Bosancust ssys, whioh ke §§ %iﬁi% gelves apari; a?
strongest they becoms sonflusent. ° "The gooisl fabric Y ig

$8e cerisin, Intelliiglible and nesessary thing,™, %the ome thing

ag underiying the pregarious
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doaper nnd more
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o

gyaten of finile
sitison srgues thet “we mmet resewber, & 80 vaial vhole iz $he

ﬁa@%%iniﬁ, 1ife of itz individunl nmembers, bud 1% melis 1
{

o

it 28 2 sntidy avard from them”

air if =e try %

menn By an individusl? Bosanguel row
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pliss: “Individusliiy is 2 meiter uitisately of content, an
%ﬁéi@iéﬁ&& difforencen, consaguenily, musi be 8o explsined,.”
Pringle-gotiison reforts: 'Are indivifunle 1like syilules which are

maohine-rade?  Fo, Tivery individusl is s unigue paluare, & litlle

warld of content” o . o 8 "fogslizsiion of the univerge which ig
10}

novhers sxnotly repent
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digavvear In the intlimate

oraily resprds souls s f0lliing within the realn
of appesPonce and error, oz belng unvresl. They ere, bul, per se,
nuaiagtensy and iruth, these souls
gt %ﬁlmﬁrgeﬁ and recomposed im s repult in shich thelr individual

{1}

specialties muet vaniah, But, if sounls are appearsnces, Says

)

Fringle-rattisen, then they must bs, snd therefore be irus ap-

pesrenses; %that iz, the Absolute reslly dves sppear or differenw

tiats itsgelf % ?hﬁt weye. The plurality of fialte centres is s
{8

irug appearance. . y
Pringle-Patiisgon ariticises the adjectival theory
beld by Hradly snd Bosanguet. He ssserts the sussiantive nature
¥ the individusl, 7o exist mesns to be the subjeet of cualities,

%0 Lave or posSesg o paiule. The substentive in 2 thing iz net

o "oore” surrounfel by cuvalifties . . . Tz self which iz merely ihe
(3)
s g

ghepnel or mouthpisge of snother sell is not & self; Bol even

a8 the sghennel through which the Absolute pours iiself ie it & self

we not, we fhink,

) {4
zreat exveriences of

gur 1life as cerrying ug oul of the femporal, mundsne things apd

thelr 2iaims, into 2 desper spiritusl membershiy "where sueh clains
snens of union ¥
] iu?

with the beloved ohjeet, or with God,” But Priasgle-rsifison
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appeals $o %%&{ﬁ%ﬁ% experiences to prove the absoluis necessily
1} ‘
of Totherpess”, 4f they sre to exist st all, It tekes two

wke s baresin, to love snd be loved, fto worship snd bHs wor-

%
58 ¥

shipped, and zany conbined in o oChusdn purpose o iﬁfﬁﬁ sogiety

ar o people,

*Sweet love were glain
Gonld difference be abolished,” {2}

"8 in the love of men and women, sc in o great friendship, the

completest ldentifias @iﬁg of interests and saime does not merge
the friends in one.” And so with the religious d?g%@iﬁdﬁﬂ
i

ness {which Bessnguet defines as 'self-vscognition'), 1% the
gpecific religious insight is the recognition of devundence, {(as

Bosengued saysl 1% ig oply insomuch og we have

m
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dent stsotus thoet we con vecogniss snd afifirn fthe dependence. The
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religicus attitude yresupposes "individusl differenas” in the
sgives vho worshin,.

The sgharaster or the formsd will iz the conoreie

B .
wersonalitiy. As sueh g8 will, men is independent: a self,
The source of =zoiion i the self or person, & ferminus sd oem

{or o qual. “He cannot so behind bhim and frest him g8 2 thore

oughisre, throush which ceriain forces @w@fﬁ*§§ aydl contrive %o
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*sroduce & pariiculsr femﬁ%ﬁ ‘ ”ﬁ’i&ia free:iam E‘sai%ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ io &

%?f» naalous being as such, m,m m he fm{mﬁazﬁ:a& GO~
éi*iﬁn ¢f the &fwigai life; ‘ﬁi%hﬁat it we %kéﬁlﬁ-ﬁave a2 world

of entomata.” |

~ The ?ﬁ&ﬁian of beings who are really ?ZI?%%

apart, iﬁuﬁg%ﬁéaf%, is aaaa?&img %0 ffiﬁ71%*3%%%i$5§,- } the
'*maiﬁ mira&ie“ of the universe. "in &ﬁsarﬁing the frecdom of
the &alf we are ﬁé% asaerting ﬂgﬁﬁzn@ 3@&@%&&ﬁﬁl and extran-

{4} - ,
eous a%ﬁa% our %&ﬁ%?i%ﬁﬁ%, he says, and ?&3& ﬁh&& we are B

pimply describing its naturs as i% appears S n& Lramkwiﬁhin,

a8 we know it from withine And we nre %ﬁulg&ﬁ&g in iuz sup=

ple which hee guided us fﬁreﬁﬂﬁg R
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&agﬁaw sonaindes
Tundarentasl pethod

LR 205, . 'S
af the sobusl worli.
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the mosd lmporitant condribution of philosozhy ito the solution of
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vival after death is possible. Fore than this we may nod domand
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& theorestiesl proof of immortslily is, we have
soncluded, pot posgible.  From the date at our dispossl we
gsnnot reack the goal by any irrefragadble legicsl process. Our

speculative resullie in &his sonneclion do nod amownt Yo mors
thap & probable arpument, snd the human mind craves for moTe.
if5er the speoulative resson haz sheown o w2y or woys in wvhich &
1ife after death zay be r%aii&&ﬁ, men poiurally desire some de-
finite sseuranes thot these possibiliiies are asctuslities., To
vany 1% has seemed thaid the ¢thleanl argument supplies such an
agsuranss. he Tacts of moral experience, wher thelr meaniag
ard besring are exanined, a%% thought to Justify faith in &
fatare iiﬁe. In other words, ithey sre bglisved %@ warrent taa
faith %hot san's 1ife on g=rih is only & stoge in the &%V%@%ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%
of hig Spirit. 4 Righer and & ivengeendent form %% sxishence
sppears $o bs nesessury, if mn'e esverience in this worid is te
he éﬁ@%ifi@@ by ths woral FeRsOne There sre %ﬁ&%@ whe regard

i%&,hﬂﬁﬁiiiﬁy sny atdempt $o introduss whal %hﬁg gall %%@élﬁﬁiﬁ&i |
foplications intc ethics, Bihien, it iz 28id, has its own
gphere, which 12 somplete in itseli. Eihies denls with 3he value

fo go beyond theme Our

of humsn sxporienve, ond heas no nosd 3
wmorasl Judzments amre zulte independent of any bsliels about the
future destiny of the soule In evidenos of this indspendence i%
is urged, that man's ethical 1ife i% nct reslly influenced by a
belisf in irmorialiiy. A8 2 pracilas] modive the belief does
not connt, But I doubt that, If ihe belief were practiesally

uaaless, it 2ould hove maintained itself as it has done, Bow



| wlw
iiefs which have besn diverced frowsotion wither and die, whils
beliefs whish persist always stand in some vital relation e
praokice, Heveriheless, thers iz this elsnent of truth in the

gpinion we sye congidering: the systen of morsl values vill not

e veveoluitionisel by the presence or sbsence of fnith in iomor~-
$ulity. E %&ﬁ.ﬁ&? retain his faith in duty after he bas lost
Biz Inithk in o ia%ure life, 28 thers sre emamples %o show, Yet
to adeit this is not %o gay the cenviotion, $hat our a&i&%&&aa
hers iz %elenlogioslly related %o & hizher form of sxistence
heresfter, does pod exersise s resl influenge on ouy va%a&%i@%ﬁ;
It 1% doez not subvert sur morel velves, it sets %ﬁ%ﬁ.iﬂrﬁ‘gﬁﬁ

wrospeative and lonfs fthen a decper sigiflesnce, The fast

gives = higher importance %o our asate of morel choise, thut we
recognise they ge %0 %he meking of n charncter shich porsisis
after this esrthly form of belng bss passed awny. JAud if all

- morsl veluss ore doomed Inm the end to perish, they must lose in
menning and renlity even though good continue to be good for the
individunl, =nd avil svil,

#e 4o not think, therefore, that what sre gslled
the reiiglous posinlates of eihiocs are practicslly of ne effect.
They ceriainly invesi sxperience with deeper significancs, Yet
the isgue we have in view is mot direstly copoerned withk the
aphere ¢f ethics or the bearing of ifmmoriality on ethioasl con-
duet. For, ouite mpsrt from the opinion we have on this subjeet,
the mein ¢uestion with which we heve %o desl 1s the ¢uestion
whether the data of hummn experience csn be justified end found
consistent by the developed morsl consciousmess. Thie 1s not a

snlt of s dispas-

mtter of theory but of fsets, If, as the re

sionste survey, we {ind our present experience reveals moral
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snopelies end inconcistencies, we shsell then be in u posiftion
%o consider whether the situstion is ﬁﬁ% remedied, 17 we postu-
lete o 1ife %o come ond & supramundsne order of things., To
answer the question in the ~Ifirmetive is, of course, o recog-
nige §$&4 ethios rolses isgues whieh tronscend the present world
order. This is the gensyal problem with shich the ethiesnl zrgu-
ment for lwmmerislity deals,.

Lol us now examine mors closely the mature of the
go~=anlled morsl proof &%f‘iﬁm rhality. I% is usual to speak of
proel in thig reference, bat it is well to polnt out th=t 1% iﬁa

Y

net 2 proof in the sclentiflec gense of the word; Jor, w¢ 4o not
deduse immordality by tbe method whioh ghowe thet, from 2 cerisin
rational conneciion of elements, n further connsciion inevilably
follows, The sorsl srgument is not = strist deduncsion from
given date, but = demand, It is a slaim thet men, as an ethioal
. makes on the universe in which he 1iva@ and acta,. in

gt

g
s
g

alng

g

%

sther words, it iz o postulsis pul fopwerd %@ asrmenise the faoks
of sxperience, and io mﬁﬁ% thern consistent with the demsnds of
%%ﬁ moral &@ﬁ%@i%‘ﬁﬁ%&@* 7o identify %his procedure with an
arzament from humsn wishes apd desires i guite unfair and mis-
lezding. Those whoe pergist lun doing 8o, enpily sucoped in
showing hwmn deglires are variasble, offen inconsistent, and

sometines such $het in the petare of thinges Shey a§@ dpomed Yo

i}
ﬁi%&g&%iﬂswﬁﬁ% A regosnt wrilter, alreaiy muoied, hag deall

Louba: The Bslief in God ond Tomorialidy, pe 213;
and vide o ‘
Tenngson: "In Bemoriss”, 4l4AIV.




P Y.
And were this all that could be said, it wonls be

fair %o peoint out, as the author in guestion does, thet suah dow-

ke

sires carry with them no gusyentes of their reslisstion. it is

van's fate &f%ﬁﬁ,%& fesire in valne #ot this line of ress ing

%

dose grave injusiiocs %o the morel o wwenment, ghish rests, not on

sublective Zoslings, but on the demené of ithe prasilesl renson

§’““’é

or cohersnce and hacmony in o moral universe, Tnere ie nothing
arbitrary or ossual in paking o postnlate which is needed for the
morel orgamigation ef life. 7he point is %o show that it is

needed, Hor is ihe pethod of postulation singular. Tig philo=
sopher sad the ran of sclence alike make postulsiss. The former

bases his niterpt %o roaticnslise sxparience on the postulaie %h%%

%h@ anlverse is a2 rationsl whole: 2 latter postulstes that the
aniformities he discovers in nesture will hold goed in ths fubure,

&8 ihey have done in the past, Thuse %@&ﬁ&i&%@g ganuot be
strictly proved, bui they are demands necessnry to Jusiify the
prosedure of the thinker - philosopher or sclentist, Ji aﬁar&&
it mEy e gall even by o sympathetic oritic that the universe weull
not becune u "sheer iygaﬁﬁsﬁaliigﬁ apexrt from the pontulate of
personal 1%&%?4%1123‘{ : And it is frue that en ocamn live an
erdierly life in ithe world vithoui pogepting the dosirins, uut
whether, without the postulnte of

& Iacte of ethiosl exverience san be conceived as

monicus shole, Toat is, oan we, apari from

the ssceptence of immortality in sone form, Jusiify the werld as
& moral cosmog¥ e shall endeavor %o show thal we cannst ds so,

In erder %o snower $this wuestlon, we shall first consider the

{1} BPringle-Fattison: "The ldes of God", p. 45.



natare and mepning of

izte of persomsl immoriality.

sf evidencs, which can
the Tovmer vosis on $the
the ipncompletensas of &
¢ simvuss ither
{1}
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on the valse of Jus

izt 2 PN 17 jnstize iz %o

dives of individueln, men's life on sarith

¥

af hisz development whie

mindane fors of exligtencs,

in Plate, 3o vhogns lras

We have slrveady seen {(in the preceding

that in Pisto¥s digouss

15 dominent; and $his
faith in = 1ifs

Justice {the wrinsiple

we BE B e
SY arng

‘dividuall slac religned

fisenge of the soul,

%iloe wrings & bherd fote, but the

foretaste &f‘%ﬁ% g?@ﬁ%%& tilngs to cone.

64

the a%%i@&i‘faﬁgﬁ whish lend %o the posiu-

They consigt ef two zenersl lines
be Glstinguished though they ars related:
claime of Justice, =nd ths laiter, upon

¢ sthlenl and persomal 1ife. ¥e z¢ on

7 i ordaere

mens based on justice affirms the imporge
G8y. 1% takes for granted thet justice
in the order spnd working of the universe,

6 huwman socliedy. The srgusent tarns

o w9 i T o Y e e G Y e 9 A e % i e . 3
8 znuG o need thal 1% elaime should he

we realised in the universs zod in the
can be only o stoge
b leeds up B0 and issues in = suprow
Thig view has = @?@%&ﬁ%ﬁ% rlace
tment of the problem we ahall now loak,.
shavher)
ioneg on immoriailfy the edhiesl inferest
ung the determining feotor in forming his
soul after dgathe He wos sssuwred that
fection in sooisly svd in the ine
g URiverng. In virtue of this, &

£ -‘fﬂ‘&:

; apsrative whieh was net confined $o this

astice 1 the heslth and injustice the
Justice bas its good rewsrd, and injus-
gg goods snd ills sre only the

Plato: E%gﬁ%ii%;fﬁlﬁg

svii
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disTigures the soul during its life here, se thnt it comes o re-
semhle the mes-god, Glaucus, vhose ifdentify was obsoured by
the ineidenty of hiz position, f{2ape, 611 C 7} Zuppose desth

o3

% be the end of vll; ithen The wicksd rop wourld be patisfied with

{9

the progpact of belng rid at ones of body spd soul -~ & good bar-
gein. {Pbeede, 10V Jje In the Fhesio snd the Gorgiss, alaeo
Towe, B30 b.0., BBD e.f., Flate affirme the faet of 2 futuve re-
tributien for the deeds now done in the body, The Fhseds and
the Republie, in wythiesl form, present symbelle pleotures of the

punishment ¢f the wicked snd the fate of the moul in the silerw

worid, Flsic distinguighes, slse, ameng the wicksed, those whe
e oursble =zud those who ave incurshle {Gergiss, p. 58B;
Fhaefc, ps 113}. Yartarus ig veserved Jor the latter; while

the wurable, for thelr sine, go thvrough pursatory, sfier whish
they atioin heaven {¥heedo pe. 114 oo} This sarnest ef = world
Yo ooms wherelin Justice sghall sccomplish her nission lyyoris g

new gericusness Yo human liis. Hpmen choios, when 1% involves

& iifa which sxfsnis beyond this world, jckes on u grecter signiw
fieasnos, and this fruith is filusirsted mylhleslly in the Fhaedrus.
ifter death, ssooriing 4o this myth, there follows an peried of

ratrivution for the deeds dope in She body.  Souls sink ngain to

& & 2%

™~

Lo
fond

the world, when » thoussnd yeors hmyve anged, and choose the
iives which fhey ove %e¢ live for anciher lernm of suistense., The
soul which hag ihrise conseculively chosen the best life maoees,
freed from the body., ¢ the rselm of spiritasl blisg {Phasdrus,
Pe 249; nles Hopubs ppe 619-21), Here we have the woral fruth
5%@1& in story form. We ceem S0 see sbove all the sinceriiy of

Plato iakﬁﬁiéiﬁaﬁﬁﬁy'af human chelog as having consegquences which




wiibom
reach Turther thep the present life. Agaording fo this view,

vanishwent has & part o play both here znd heresiter, whether

-

i

by way of retribulion or sz o duterPent, The "ourable” souls
will be graduslly iiversted from the thrall of seasuous desire.
For the uiierly snd inourably bad, Plate supsests that the pun-
ishment may be clernsl. (Phaedo p. 113 &},

e mmve very briefly ivied %o show how Plate

in-

anfioipated moet of the lsisr idess on the seblest of hunan
noriality. The mmin %ﬁaﬁgﬁ%-ﬁﬁig“ governs hisz view of the
soul's fate ig the principle $het the clsims of Justice must be
Tulfiiled, A mwen must reen, in thig life or in &mvﬁz;v?ﬂigf&,
what he ke sown. But reiribution is net sn end in itself;

vather, punishment must bs regarded s & metng of ipproving and

sinaating

4.

the individusl, The latter way is the Juliciouns eue
plogment of punishwent « the relormation o

{ the Imdividusnl that
he nmad amsume the full onus of his place in society.  To sppesl,
therefore, to fesr of Tulwe vunishicent 28 sn induosement I vips

tue and a resirsint frem vice is Iutiley the effect uwpen conduet

iz spell, end in any cobe exposes the iife besed upon the hope

6f rewsrd sg zovernsd by lower motives.,  Conirmat with that

view this one, that Justice is & privoiple ifmmansnt in the soolsl
ang individual liic. There ig 2 lasw of justise opevating aom
in the lives of menm. The man who sins dapsges his ows soul in
gonSegIente., Un the obthery hsad, the pan who wweootloes virtue
gains an abiding inward reward.

| #e may noaepd fhis principle of immanent justice;
v %ﬁﬁ we srg §Lill Jaced with ihe problem whether this prinsiple

works iﬁ&alﬁ aa% zésguately in this sorid. If neot, then we mmust




agk whether this principle argmes %¢ a life bayond the prasent.
If Justice, geherally spesking, e the "giving 49 evaery ren his

due”, are we ssotinfied fhat this hnas nlways been, is alwsys

P iy AELEE L. o5 - P S— o e LHE
n we affiry that every man, when sosgured.

hy. inward {opiritusl) temt, zets his dus in $his life? some

lasa hopoy %i@ﬁ their lot bessuse they have ngt vielded %5 buse
motives, Hut why chounld e good man suffer? } Is heppiness
alien %o the pursmli of virtue? ¥e believe that a complete
wview of human geed implies a union of virine and heovpinzss op
wall~belng. Job, 2 good mon, is unhapny. That i an snomaly
whioh ig sooraveted vhen we are agked to bslieve that 1t cun never

ng revolisd, ve could not say et & Tull good woe aititained by

an individeal of hizh charseter, whose fraitfel seiiviiy was oone
stantly thwaried by adverss circumstences, or whose life wes
pY 3ﬁaﬁﬁr§1§ aus ghorl by deatl Tirtue may be sspersted from
k%§@iﬁ$&$9 bat we 4o not baolieve thet guch sevarafisn is, in the
ngture of things, resl: sventuelly there must ba o aoincidence,
He onamot, however, affivm this coinoidencs: we ezn =ffirm,
merely, thni there is a fendency towerds this solnsidencs, in
the worid,

On the cother hand, we bave only $o open up the
pages of history to fiscover innwwersble espes of cerious dis-
grepancy bebtween viritue snd hapviases, How offen hes sulfer-

%

ing been brousght upon Ythe andeservine? Do we need %o iliastrate

- %his point st 2117 Hen amgzius;

{1) H, . swith: "7The Religion of Israel”, D. 266.




s .
Zven when we altsmpt e smeliorate the grey faets,
we cznnot maintain that the theory of an impmnent justice fully
resliged on eorih covers 21l the supsriences of humsn life,
The "thousand patursl shooks $hat flesh is helr oY sess to cone
tradiat the iden. in the faog of She stern fects of life sone

heve soncluded to B molerialistic interprefstion of the universe.

wj

his of course i@ ar stiempt %o find ithe uliimsite interwretation

of the higher in %the lower, Should we refuse this supedient, we

must aecert the alternstive - that jueiice g s griﬁﬁi@i@ iz
nent in the scelel opd individual 1ife {2 spiritusl valuel, and

that sinse 1%t is imperfectly reslised heve, it sesue fo point te

ancther life, following, in which 1% will be reslised. Here we
must postulate the persistence of the persomal life, post mortem,
besanse 1% is fn living persony that sll ethisal valuss are resl-
ised,

325,?‘ ﬁ% o }

The second form of the ethiesl srzusent ocites the
insox y&%*%ﬁﬁww ef sen’s morsl 1ife, 218 proceels to pesiunlaie
i%te continuancs and completien after the 4de2%h of the bodye.
A8 & wmorel Belng, wan nosgesges an notive idesl,
and side by 8lis ke discerns his =ofual nmornl 11Tz sng sohieve=
ment. He sannct but discern bebwesn these tws o saricus disorep=

BHEY . Is wan, afier all, merely o produnt of the natarsl order?

The zuimal avrneareg coniented, thus clroumgerived, but thod nust be

2

&

{1} Zent: Crit, of Prac. R., o
: {Abbott¥s frans, )

watBon: "The Philos. of Lant fxplained". pP. 578 and 380,

B



~fG
begsuse 1t hep no desires which are not satisfied in ihe prezent.
Thic is equivalent %o saying $het The animel has ne eutlonk;
i% Is contented, But men is Jisecnienisd: and he hogo a5 out-
lock, which nlec &istorbe him. I v ezn ghow thnt men has

this outlosk, ¥then 1% will svoear thet he must sontivnme %o live
i

ELf S e o s e o e % » =3
after his body has paid

Zont bas given us the popular form of this 2k g T
menta.

This philosopher derived %he preef of immortality,
like those of fresdom and of God, frem the prachicel resson. He

regaris the morsl lnw as o categoricsl impsrztive, s prinsiple

of oniversal obligeolion. The morsl law must bs the

&
ig, poriores, eliminntes all motivesz Lased
{2} '

on sanguous feelings snd desires, which Hani affirme cannot

of good setion.

givs meral conduet, But when he 2snme %o determine the nnture

73

s B g THY 5 e 5B Yo g s i By T wern ¥ v s e vy e B ) B P
of %he Chiel Y n% saw What heppiness must be includedy

RLE

otherwise the suwumm bopum would he sn incorpletds goads

The guestion arises,~ How 4ces ihe morsl r&%ﬁﬁﬁ
{3)

poebieve the 1danl? Man ig sepeuone s@ well =8 relionel,.

*Phe good that [ wenld, 7 4o not, but tha gvid, I 4.7 ‘How

; y " T L TR L Y S T | %' ey ¥ sy AT po e B ey 2w v g e g ’
onn man, consiituted o8 he iz, achisve that verfect aooordnnce of

Biz will with ihe morel law? This perfection, which is necessary,

i

P 4 g b 3 i I 3 ;. gy ey o v gns
gan he resliged only grs@uslly 224 in o progress

{3; } Ha Eson: é»}}}c #1%. e 323.;
{2} wotsen: Op. eit. p. 319,

13) watsom: Op. sit. pe. 379.



(1) ~ro-
ad Infinidtvm,. But = progress ad infinitum bz pessible only

on the suppoesition of the endless &ﬁfﬁ%z&ﬁ-@ﬁ %h %aiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

?m.:i

pargonslity of svevy individusl roticnnl beinge That is,

in order f¢ the renligstion ﬁ% trig perfection, the swomum bonum,
ouls must be ipmorisl, Consaguently, this issorial-

F.2
P
Neares

g
4
5
o

ity, belny insepsrably connsoted wiih the wmoral law, is o posige

{4}
lats of puve proctiesl resson. (Crit, of Treot, Ressen,

e 2i%~1§ {ibbottly trans.))

overiock the retier of endless fims, which

=

o

g

18 inconsistent vwith oni's view of dursiion in the Gritigue

shept

af pure Deason, snd the matter of dualism Levween the infelii-

b

zible and the senswoun vesims, we mey consider ithe sigpilicance
~gf the morsl idesl,

% g o demand, on Lont sew, Tor the reslisadion

fof

sf the highest good; end we wast essnine this fael in §%e basys

N o e " a, - S e A% gn re rgs visk v anty b %
ing on huwsan ¢ sware of the discrerangy betwysen

% g 7 B S g A e 5 » R S T ot 3 S ,
hiz 1i17e snd $hisg fdenl: ke ig zwere thet he ils never whatl he

ought $o be. The morsl Lils iz s struggle on his part io be bhebe
$or then he iz, "he shraggle never ends In ihe awarencss of
perfection. The Lower nature is zlwaye with him, ond whils he
may sohdue 14 in mnrd, he 18 never perfescily fres from its native

power, The best mon, moreevsr, arg fthe humblest candidalies ferx

he honors of morsl satisinment, are the most sensitive o their

il

feilure herelin, ig is no anommly,. Indeed, we bslieve that
it ig sizply buesuse of this sepneitivensse $¢ failure that the

_best mew srs swskened o the exiestence and the power sud the

1) vaison: Op. e¢it p. 379
2} dateon: Upe ¢ills Do 5?9
3} vatsont Op. eis. p. 379
%} ?Eg%ﬁ%}ﬁ; *'? ﬁi%& Ba 80
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challenge vwhich the {denlwmles for then, And Ires 1% 211 there

nomes an earnest of & fulurs vioctory vherein ithe ifsel i Tuily

meezing the ieal,~ 1% procseds frop our loner neaiuve. it it

i, we sheuld he led to believe thot man, by the piskz spirit in
him, ig lsd to enler on & guest wnich is bound Yo be vain, asxd
doomed o end in defest; %hel the vision of the Good is an ap-
parition; $hat the moral gﬁ&i is o fizment of 3he brain, And
thip is not =211 that wme wounld bave fo bellave. %o wmounld be boumd

to adnit that, conssouentliy, there i s radicsl coniesdiciion in

husen life, im the universe, hesnuse man should have been consile

tuted o strive z2¥ter an idesl So0d whnich
I7 2t this peint we afflirn that fthe postnlats
moriality is no meve sxuprassion of subiective

Pt an issue

it iz =& @&mﬁ&ﬂ that man wpalles wpon the

Bis moral world may be aonsistent and hey

thig oogitulate we
vor whioch skt be incomplete znd o ining

and pe showld mave o be reconoiled %o tha o

.
mé

&)
o

moral valve with ik

1.-,




ite On the other hand, %h& porgiulate of immortelit

M‘M

the velue alvendy galnsd by conserving the profucer, ho &
woral gosl is nof reached in bthis world, vhers we Tind the par-~

e of & suprarundsne

4
gohers, & trsnscspdenizl realm, $n which the persomml life is

continasd » %e therefore mee, 2l %%i%

poind, the general views of the

stnioal srgusents For, there sannct b justice without the

stfendant fzat of Iruition or completion: »-nd they are brought
tegeiher by the postulate of immerinlits. This posiniate of

g peraonal

argunpent thus 7o this

{1} FHote:
Tt is obhicchad 3 the sxisgbence [in ?iuw} of Shakew
508878 #.5. 18 not necessary $o the value of his plays.

In reriy ¥ thip ok jeciion, wo note, first, thet oup
a&%ea%@r sdmits thed Shakespesre®s pleys have value,
&?ar*her, the Jection stetes expliciiiy that the ‘
guigtense rmennt i mervely Aurstivcpal [i.2. "in time™i.

113 If ynluse pmet be profused, then thay mmst be depen~
T L whom Joan Q“Jiﬂ vrodugers,
%”ﬁ Lé@g. if %hen, ihese values are immorial, &
fortiomi thelr predusers are immorial,

] g 2 e E3 -8 Yy 'S Ty
{2y A ware durational szistence vwonld s aupiy.
e P - e ¥ %
{#} Bomanoust Zegays and Adfdresssen”™, De 98,
-
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we reply that the %?%ﬁﬁ@@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%>%ﬁrlﬁ is thought of ss felec-
legionlly related %o 1life here. This conception of the velis~
tion vedweesn the irsnsoendenisl.snd the preseni, world is not
arbitrary; rather dees it assume the nature of nesessitly.
The future is intimstely relsted %to the present. This ig nod
saying thel the present is swallowed up in the futuve; the we-
gsont loses ﬁﬁﬁhiﬁg of 1%s significance, - indeed 1% is precisely
by this intiznte relationshlp thet the present 2%'&§$§&ﬁ%ﬁi§.
appraised, Yot the present pesses, mst PRSS, 1ike youth,

in order to reach iis somplebion, 1%s moturity. Yo one would

gay thet youth sioply pogses suny; 1t has s conftriuiien %o
wie which 1B nessssary %o the atisinment of faull maturity.

Similarly voe may reperd haman ?%f%ﬁﬁ%ii%&; ng we know 1t heve,
snd its relation %o what 1t promises %o becows in 2 iranscendent
@ﬁriﬁg Toke awad The moluriiy. the gual of §§ﬁ§ﬁ$~&ﬁ§ we rob
youth itself of her vecullsr glory; take away the transcendent
sphere, the goal of humen personaiity, and we deny %o 1% its
renl signifieancs.

kgain, i% ig sometives srgued that the %ragsa?au
dont world is just the idesl truth or veelidy of this world. 4
#e are $old that the other world - %he world of truth, of good,
gta., is not afisr or bsyond this world buld immmnent in it.
¥e ars %o believe that the other wovld is mervely the spivifasl
world whidh is immmnent snd agexa%i¥a in the world of corpon

gxporiense. Vet 1f we ssk vhether sush & theory pskeg it pose~

{1} Poulsen: “Systen of Zihies", pe. 440,
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gible for man Yo ressh his moral geel and fina geli-reslization,

we are $old thet he will, within the present world-eorder., 4o

wowid fthen have nothing %e do wiih snother world., Our dufy sonld
be apparent - thorcughly te regulate and systesmatize this woerld
in order ic¢ understand 1t perfestly. Bul can we merely regulate
the ervors of this world, and oan we naively %y#%am&%&%& & world

¢f infinite perplexities? Yould such s procedure fulfil the

sxporisnoe?

hitherto unsatisfied needs in buman
sermot, by any legitimmie mesns, ignors the fsot $het this
world {even if it were in-dwelt by the ideal world) is net a

moral cosmos; wmornl Jusiice does not reign supreme, Therefore
we canuot conclude %o such & theory -~ fo = reduction of the
Srangcendent world %o an impenent ssvect of the vresent world,

- &8 a solution of the moral problem.

1% ray bhe agi% that sur whols pogition gives
to0 mueh prominence io the worsl argument. The existense of
gthical perscnslity iz s fseb of parapvant imporience. It
rightly belenge te ethicsl personaliiy %o claim thet ithe laws
which are at work ip ithe world cught %o be ip harmony with its
Judgmenta, Ye reiterate our postulate, that %%érﬁm&gﬁ he,
somewhere, 2 ftronseendent conplelion of ithis 1ife. This
postulate mekes & grest demand; But there is o reason:
sthiesl porsonslity is that resson,

Purther, an eihionl personaiily is s centre of
{1}

%ﬁiﬁﬁ.g ' Being finite, hovever, sy sthienl personnlity must

{1} BHoffdimg: "rFhile oFf Zeligion™, De. 274
T e
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grow; and lis growih derends & goal and fuifilment in &
transcsndent sphers. can we afford to be moeptieal of $his?
Supely Jistrust of the working of our mersl consclousnsss is
ez subversive as (wihat Soovsies warns agninst in the Phasde)

{1}
distrust of the working of the imtellect. in brth cosesn

the end is renk scepiicism, Henee the demand
end spiriitusl valnss hove objlective velidity, and o placs and
funetion in the resl universe. Thig introduces a Turther
thonsht which has been used %o imply an objeoction fo our ethi-
eal argumeni.

Along with the olelm of the ethioal values fo
enter indo the Sextore of the resl world iz the claim thei these
values shoulé be conzerved. Value is goed; the good wmust
endure. Buk it i ergued thet only the value profused by the
individusl sthlesl personslity lives: he ls reckoned s fugl-
tive appearant . e veluse vroduced srye foken uy inte the
1ife of sooiely whers they ave aﬁﬁ%&%?%ﬁg The individusl,
sagerding te this view, i nergly s profucer, who dles, vhile
his produot lives ¢me The cresntors of srt, musis, literature,
are bacome usre sreduocers vhoge produests sre of graesnter inmpori-
ence than they! This is spuriouns ressoning. iT values azs
produced and live, 2 fortiori, %the producers of these velues
live,

The above argument 1s somevhal medified, when

we are $old thet the producer or crestor of values does moi

{1} ©Phaedo, 8% - 9le, gquoted by 4. I. Taylor im
"rlato, the ¥an and His York”, pp. 195-8.
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really 6ie, but thet he lives in his crestion whish has now
hecone & parl of ths tressure of the ?ﬁﬁ§,£1§ The SuDpOT-
fters of this theory argue the’ thelr hypothesis commends
itsely, partionlarly, becsuse of ils complelte ahsenee of sgl~
Tish motive., 4% first blush this seens s plausivle affiron-
tion. ©hat sould be mors honourable %ﬁaav%a surrender ons's
oun desires %o the good eflﬁka roage? On the other hand, the
theory mekes certain assampliions ﬁhzﬁh.arﬁ ef doabiful valid~
1%y« First, we are %old %ﬁgﬁ the man lives in his created

work which has become 2 part of the sultuwrs of the rece., Butk,

in vhat form does he 5o liveY I& & mon simply the sum of his
works?  Siumply the swwstion of vslues oreated by himt we
grant that he ray heve profueed works of profound value, - an
"Unfinished Uymphony™, let us ssy. Yei, Solmbers L not

le

wholly ropresented iherein, mor even in all of his musieal

werks, hiz grest ftone-pogms! Himgel? wns the grestest poenm

ol them all -~ all iogetier. I¥ 1% be osid, then timi his works,
Big valuse~in-music 4o not die byt live, iﬁ@%ﬁyﬂf&%@& in %&a
volug=-tressuwrss of the race; 1f 1% bz said that we cannet
gontemplats the loss of any of those values; ﬁhﬁﬁ»%ﬁ are

wound $o conglude, thet nelther can we conoelive the less of

that unioue personslity who has been $he "ecanse of itheir con~
}

position”, Zow we know but one way whereby we sre nssurel

{1} Jne, Jeird: "Phe Pusizpental ISess of
%hfiﬁ%iaﬁi%y ¥ 33»& Lo Ds 2698 ffa

vs nlac sans author’s “iniversity Sermons”, p. 176,




that velues sro net lost., It ie by = postulete such as we
make - $rat humen persenslity is conserved,

In the geocond plave, if 2&% sooinl sygstem or
the raoe is %o be the sole snd uliimste repositery and cone
perver of =211 veluss, we nust postulate i%ﬁ persigtence oy
im@ﬁ%%ﬁligy, Thug, & corporate will teke the place of an
individusl, servivals. It must be shown, however, that sush a

B

ZRE

survivel of the reee is possible, Ex hypothesi, the perman
of the race is demsnded, while that of its individual members

is denied, How vap we make such & demsnd conslstent? I the
members who oomposs the rage sye fuglilive, as the hypothesis
ghates, then the Faee camnct be permanent. Ue cennei, out of
impermenent slemente, consfruct a permanent whole. Yo fhere=-
fore conclude that the values which sve profuced by individunls
%&ﬁﬁﬁ% b2 congerved by the vooeg. Ve connot afford fo lose
faith in pevsonal fwmoritality, bvecsusge we tharesby lose sssupy-
anoe of ihe final pevsistence and victory of the goosd.

Even %ﬁaag% the vace should persied, it is
gqaite another thing %o conceive of 1% as the uwitipete end of

*

%ﬁa individuai. The reason why we objleet here is ihnt

gede

the
goelal syster shows the szre disergpency bvalween the ideal and

the ?ﬁ%&&l* 8g we have éiﬁ&&?&&ﬁé in the opne of the individe
i}

Bale 411 esrthly soclieties ars imperfect., How thsn can
&n Imperfest sceliely be o perfect efthicsl snd for its individusl

{1} Th. Gresn: rPrelesomena to Sthics”
' in Repdls "“Ulisssiosl Poralisis®, e T45s
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welbersY Societies, like iﬁéi?iﬁﬁ&iﬁ, grow, &yre in process

gf developmenie. But 5 provegs of development is not perfsa~
tion. @hst sboul an idesl sociely? ¥e mmet substibule an
idenl soelely if we are o have an sdegusie ethioal end for its
individuel wembers. But, not an sarithly idesl %a&ia&y;gi} gush
woenld be sftatie, with no room for moral effort or asspiration

for its indlividual g@m%arﬁ. Burely such = sosizl eraar woald
%0 sirive, 1o

be greatly lacking; becsuse it belongs to nen
seek, to find, snd moi %o yleld,™ This &@zt of society wounld
sffer no hope of real progress: ithere would be no zoal beyond
the present. Yeb wo belleve that "san®s reash is grester $isn
his grasp, or, vhal's o heaven JTor®" The atbempt o find in

souisty the vitimete gonl For i%s individusl members leads inteo

a oul de zac. Hor iz the conceplisn of an idesl soalety
gatisfaotory to the individusl 28 he iz constitnied: he mmsd

have the opportuniity of fav-resching development,

Ye begin Yo see the diflionldy in finding a

final forms for ihe morasl ideal, The sciundion, we believe, liss
in calling in the help of religion. Borality is pot & Tinal

& £
form; Tbat @ﬁ%ﬁgi@nﬁ added, may make 1% 0. There is ne real

religion: what apparent cone
¥

et

}wt

sonfliot betwesn morality snd |
fiioct there is, is reconocilables Ve belleve that religion must

he soaghlt for the sclution of the morsl problem, because ths re-

"Ihe Idea of god; ,
M%%s g "Zeeinl Analogy' The 2967,

{1}

{2} 8ir H. Jomes: A Paith thot Baguives®, Leob. IXe
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ligious consolousness densnde s transcendent world ss ids final
goal., That is, by impliostion, mo esrithly goal will suffise
for the ethical pregress and selfereslisstion 0f the individwmli,
The final end of progress ig in the supranundane sphere. it
way be objestied, thel we cannot songelive of a suprsmandane
s:here a8 segusnt %o the mundsne order, gxoept by an sppeal
%0 the mirseulous. We are, however, not arguing for & mirvsous
fiom: we admit - 25 we must -~ that we deo not know

lone trsnaforme
the
our gilence rmet be sonceded., A%t the ssne time, we ave of

That ig o point uwpon shish

modus operandl of that change.

opinion that the sclution is mot to be found in that diveetion,
but that 1% will be found in our recognition of the wnigue
yaloe of humen persomnlity.

We continuslly offirn the worsl ssiigfectoriness
in the sooclal good me 2 mofive fﬁ? the individual; bui this
affirpation does not inolude the other nlleged fgeg, that the
well=-beling of busan soslely 18 the ullirmite end of the individe
nal members. e olsim that society is not ap end but a sesns
t0 the unfolding of personal lives, It may be objected that
§hiﬂ view enenurages the Individusl i¢ ?ﬁga&@ gogiety as 2 use-
ful menns to his gwn developmeni, 3&@i§%§ 18 an end to the
individusl, in the sense thal 1t is wrong and fuills for the
individunl fo ignore the someon good. And fo this end the
individnal iz sireungthened by the sceolsl order which Lecomes
e condition %o his own growth nnd envichment. But thers is
gncther and o deoper sense in whieh sooisiy i%@%if'fiﬂ&s its
end in the personnl, othical 1lives of its members. Socliety

iz thus ithe zeliusm in vwhidh 1tz members develop by intermction.




B0

If we tnke away the wewbers, we reduoce %@ﬁiﬁﬁg'%ﬁ/&ﬁ 2HBTrad-
tion. ?ar%%ar, the progress of sovlety itsel? is conditionsd
Tunamentally and ultimately upon thet of its individusl mewbers.
We therefore conclufe $het scclety and its developmant sre not
an end in therselves, Ulitimately they sre & means %o the
evelution ¢f persorml spd ethical individusls, Hor san an
saxrthly scciety embody = perfeet goed; =f most it cep dissovey
s growing good, ” |

The post:late of ismortality provides a solu~
tion of the problems of the conservation of values and of the
%a&@igg and geal of sooisl Jdevelopment, The postulate does
not underiake %o esplain many things in huan experience, but
it removes some of the contradietions of sxperiense, sofiens
what ie harsh in the human lo%, a2nd gives asherency %o nan's
putlook on life.

The postulate of humen immortelity is = great

one; but human personnliiy is 2 grest, o unione fsoi.
personaliiies ave the crestors mnd sumlsiners of ths world of
valuss, The demands of human personsliity hmve given us the
spheres of ethiocs and veligion. Develovment in thess sphorss
and In the ifnner spirit of nersonality proceeds pari DESET,

%e sannot spesk ef zood (or evil} sxmosrt as versomal: imvere
sonnl foroes are & woral,  The unioue cherancter of the human
personality, =nd the voluss which are srested by, snd hencs
ingerarable from, 1%, esinbligh this postulate of humen sur-
vival adfter desth - %ﬁgﬁﬂﬁ ;Y %&?iﬁvﬁhiﬁﬁ ig insufficient fox

the full develooment of man's powers.

{1} ¥ringle-rmligfison: "The Idea 0f God™, pe BGY.
Ve 8280 Upear Feychology of Religien, Ppe 750,
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Our dlscussion of ithe ethiesl proof of iLymoriale-
1%y has presenfed fwe genevnl avenues of thought,~ the dermnds

of moral Justice, o5l the incompleteness of man’s morsl schisve-

ment vhen contrsgled =ith hig idenl,. Thesme Iwo avenues of
thought converge upon the gonl whish is our postulats of human
1ife after denth,

- Our conclusion is, that the doctrine of personal
irmmorbality is an onswer %o difficulties and a Ffulfilment of

n gxperience. The dogtrine, as

needs which svre germane to hume
we have tried o show, is an ethieal postulate, & posiunlate which
sukes the world of experience o more reaspnable world,

If 1% bes complained that our postulate does not
tell us anything shout the conbents of the idesm, or ms $v how the
iden i8 %o be sobunliized, we osn only snewer that the siroumstances
of the case d¢ not warrant dogmiic sistements on these oailers.

A3 we saw in *he previous sesiion, speculative thought hag
offered sugzestions in this connegiion; Wmk 1% cannot spenk doge
maiionlly., “hye hath not sean, noy ear hesrd, nor have snferved
in%e the heart of mon o . " these things of ancother world,
Immortelify ie the object of faith, not of sight.-

and gtill lesws,

kelieve, =g Uir Henry Jonss would ssy, thet it ig o f2ith which
F 11
£33

ean give o velid resmson Tor itsell,

{1} "4 Paitk that dngaires.” Leot. VI.

-



In the %wo preceding cheplers, we hove noted the
general resuliz of philosophicesl and ethicsl thinking on the pro-
bism of immorialidy. Ve Tound that the ooet positive and convinge
ing srgunent was Jdeveloped from the ethlical, Immorislity, we
te poptulate advanced by the morsl conge

eonsinded, wag o leglitina
eiousnoes, which claimed that the world should be 5 moral cosmos.
The postulaie wes necsssery in order %o give consistensy and hear-
mony $0 the faols of ezmperience. e feli thet the srpument uss
iegitimnte. Pul in one sspest 1% locks conclusiveness., How do

we Juatify the posiulnte gﬁ workebleY How do we know that ihe
postulate works? How do we Enow, further, that the facte of exper
iengce osn be pnde perfeetly cohevent and sonsisient? Hay they

not be, in foai, Eﬁgﬁﬁé the resch of the posiulate in question?

In fine, how do we Zmow that the universe iz = morsl cosmos?

itive snswer fo any ons of ihese

Sy

There oan be no ssonyate afdi

% Enow; Indesd, it may be s=id that we have

qaestions. e domo
moved from the position of Encvledzge and token owr ztond on thet
on falth, This new position, however, does not per se Lmply
diptrust of philosorhic or ethienl resson; aor doss faith dige
gount resson - 11 scoepis the other a2t its lntrinsio valus, The
point, then, is., that the seversl coatributions of science, philo-
gophy, and %ﬁﬁiﬁﬁy.%ﬁ the a&i&%iﬁﬁ of sur problen sre not zo puch
wrong a8 they are iﬁ%&ffﬁﬁiﬂﬁ%; they are discearded where they
are wrong, completed shere they are insufficient. The posinlate
pf the morsl sonsclousnsss - immordslily - stends for s primciple,

napely, She mersl reosoreblesess of the universe in which man lives




e

and seds. Bat how 4o we Inow thet the universe is moraily
rengonablet Fe &0 nel know; yet we ray be persuaded that it is
88 we asounme. This persuasion is the resul$, the frauit of faith,
Falth, for our purpese, i sush an asgent of the understanding

te the morsl ya&%@m@%i&&a&a ef the universe as shall ceomnit the
individual %o the pestulste of personsl immortality. 4y faith
we spyrehend the ground of things as ethiesl; +that ethissl prin-
aiples gevern the universe and ites development; 3hat justice

is at the heart ef ithings, |Horeover, ithis faith bespesks the
@thiceal and gpiritusl ground of the world, whish is the ssgursnce
and security for the presence snd viebory of ethioesl znd spiritual

BYi g, Tant is, on ethie-

elements within the reals of human sxseri
gal and spiritusl Ood who 18 $he oounse of the ﬁﬁ?i&; wpon whom all
gzperience dspends, is ithe sufficient respon that the morel depands
man pekes upss the unlverse will find =pn sdegunte resvonme in the
universe. Foith, bhen, in the morsl shavsoter of the universe

in which men live and =el becomes, by implication, foith in the
moral cheracter of God. Thus, it 1s nod eunough to elaim immor-
tality on ethiesl grounds., The demand mmet lead up to snd fing

support through & religious feith in Sod. %uch 2 God is the

Bourcge and gongussetion of all velue and cannet be indifferent %o
the ethiocsl values which sre reslised in huwen experience, or be
gatisfied that men and vslues should perish. ¥We believe, then,
that the ethieal argzument, =nd the postulate therefrom, iz come
pleted by feiih.

de mmve defined thls Zalth, i pard, by ealliing i%
an ssssnt of the individusl understanding., %e may euggest an

equivalent fers, ithe religious consciousness., iHere, then, we




Bhe
kave tried %o show the viisal or orgenic relasiion in which faith in
i@ﬁﬁr%aliﬁg stands to¢ the religlous consciousness, Thig relation
2ill be betier understood 1 we malke g fuller snd nearer detsrminaw
tion of ke géligiﬁ%ﬁ relation, Thet relatien involves $eo faee
%%ﬁ%,*-%&%j%%@ snd objest. The religlous consciousness @xpresses
an set of faith on the pard of the sublect in the obleut. That is
religion signifies an nol of faith on the part ef ithe human spirit
in = Belng who is divime. This faith bespesks, ard originates in,
the sense of need and incompleteness which wan experiences. Thus,

man experionce menns fellowshiy wilth the

?ﬁiigiﬁa ag roslisef in hy
divine. This fellowship is 2 conselous cemvmnion. It is not
sbeorphiion inte God: the religleus relation pressrves both fao~
fors ~ the subjest, ven, snd the objeet of worship, God. It ig
' true thet God is immenent in the hupan individuals; bui this ime
‘menence 1s not asboorpiion of the Individusl in the divine.
This relation is subjeet %o gré%% development. In i%8 bheginn-
inge i% is cwyude; but with growth snd onlture the relizien
undergoes development apd scoquires higher nesning. With ithe
developnent of his @%lf*éﬁﬁﬁéiﬁ&ﬁﬁ@%ﬁ; man improves his songep-
fion of God, ayd eof the tie that binds theme The two idems, of
wan himgell and of God, develop peri passu: 2 bebter scoiely
woans o bedtar iden of Sod,

mvery religion, orude and culiured, involves =n
belief in & fatuze 1life, » world beveond the iﬁ%&ﬁi%ﬁﬁ envirennenta.

in sany erads rolie

Thie belief muy not b sinl
gionw, but it ig, 2% lenst, slwave implied, In the erudest nole
wral religions the objeat of venersiion is never nmerely = ssmren
objeet ampong wen's suternal surrouniings, If 1% be 2 fres, ithen

there ie something shout 1t which has rade it outsteniing, {Gen,
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£21:35, et alle The tree pozsesses s mysberiocus power, and it
is o this power thet the devotes asddresses himself. Here we
Bave the ides of Yranscendence In i%s sinmplest, araé&%% bites £
“he iden becomes more definite s8 the religlous ﬁaﬁgaigﬁgﬁéﬁﬁ
develops. The divinities of the place {genil looci) gradaally
ggperates from thely soterial habitaitions. In the evolution of
Sreek religlon, the spirits of the trees snd Gprings %&f&yﬁﬁﬁﬁeaﬁ*
mpus. In early

ed by the grester gods whoe dwelt spard on Oly
Hebrew religion,  Yahweh, the covenant God, hsd %i& shode on
Sinal,  Yahweh himself was originally = mountainegod, He

weg the god of the land where his peeple dwelt. Iater, in the
monotheiatie religion of the Hebrew prophels - hevalded by

&mos and Héen -  Yohweh zeases to be s loesl delty; he is

" Bof of all nations, {imoe 9:9). Iz 2 fully developed spirituasl

religion like Christianity, the Deify does not 8well in temples

made with handg: He iz oot contanined in nslure or limited by it.
He transcends nalures Zmﬁaﬁaﬁ%, he iﬁ'&i%@; but it is an imé
manence whiceh gives Iull recognition %o the divins transeendence.
This two-fold idea iu somelinmes é&ﬁﬁ%&é<;% %raﬁaaéﬁ&&naauimwaaaﬁaeg
4 long, tedlous process of r&&igi@ag development underlies %&iﬁ
gonseption of a Deity vho transeends the spacislly extendsd wmivere
and the resoogmition of the 4ivine trsnscendence has had s @@éfﬁ&ﬁﬁ
fnfluence on the ides of man's goal nnd destiny. A pare spiritual
faith looks o & frsnscendent 8od as the @%%ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁé of = desbiny

of ran in o irsnseendent world, The mundane order is the sphere
gherein norsl begionings are mnde; but = suprapandsne world is
eggential o the consursmiien ¢f the morsl and religious life |

of man. The former sphere is regarded s trangifory in chayr-

aotar, while thse lstier sifords the opoorduniiy of & goal and
- i3
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fulfilment, seli-rsnlisntion. fod transcends ths werld,
therafors the depfiamy of the humen individuals vho morship

Him must be with Hizm in a Sranssendbut world,

The relaticn hotweon the iien of G084 and the

ides of immortslidy is vifsl, Ve sse this clearly when ve
alter the idea of she former; the latier sorresponilingly

shengeS. For, if we deny the Sranscendence of God, and

regard hin e werely immene
altered, Por ssneple, the pantheiss of Jplpoes, whieh drsws
Zod wholly down indo ths world and slliows him no belng sperd
from the world, preclundes cersonsl fmmorinlity. ien, in
thig vies, 1o merely an appssrence of the Absolalte: Ged

is impergennl. Paith in » personsl God iz neosseary %o falth

&

in 5 personsl immeriallity.

o

wg arve Littlic bebtber off whon we subscribe
%o o plurslistioc stheory, thel repelves the universe inte s
multivlioity of finite cenives, and so is Glamelriesily

Thin theory of finite centres in inters

sation contains ne definite sssurance that they will work out

the navponicens consweraticon of individual selves. Yhet

guarantes wan we have om the basig of pluralism that the

aifferent idesls of the diffevent centres may not prove in-

sompatible? {¥Werd, "Realm of Inds™, p. 421, tiere plurgl-

ity dces not contsin the ground of i%s cwn unildy. The 4ifdfi-
suldy azn be ovevesme only we modily this pluranlisp to

ghow %hat 81l the finite centres together form & teleoclogieal whole
@%ﬁ%@ ultimaie ground and Tisal end is God,  But plursiiss

25 %&ﬁﬁ ﬁ%ﬁ@%~ﬁﬁ provision for sueh s modifiontion. God, we
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affirm, mast be the governiny principle snd end. Only as
suah a&ﬁ‘f&ﬁ gasrantee the coherence snd unity of the many.

17 we now turn %o thelem we find that therein
is real sapyort %o our hope of persomsl immortsliiy. In
orier %o sse %his ae clearly os poessible, we must consider
whot 1% is that $he religlous consolonsness seeks in its dogw

trine of the lmmortality of the sonl. Does 1% desire mers

survivel? That iz enmpiy. & olue %o Yhe snswer is the faot
thet humen life as morsl etriving is not conelnfed, nor i

#ith God fully resiized, within ihe

religiocus sommanion

saops of enrthly exisionce,. Thug, the purpose of thal strive

ing and commanlen is rescnciliaticn with OG04, which is the

purpose of pevscmal Inwmorinlity. The process of resonoile
iation, or vedempiion, canmct work itself out in ihe enrihly
1ife, where weslkness and sin hinder, Thus, the highest

gpiritusl religion, whish ig reconcilistery or re@em@%i?ﬁﬁ

postulaies o form of being in vwhich the redenp-

e

%ive progess comes Lo 1fs full and unippeded reslisstion.
Po this end and For this purpose the mundsne and the supra~
zundane syherss are esseniislly relatad.

| The problem of man's future 1ife has 2 douobhle
agpect ~ the individusl e8d the collaolive. These views
severslly sre stressed, sometimes thet of the individusl,
ngnin, thai éf the Zroupe ot 2 somplets view, we %%1&%%@,
is & synthesls of Lolh sopscisc. e may @fﬁii%ﬁ&gy study
theve sspects of the eschaiclogiocal problem Wy using s specifie
SERMplEG. Yor ihls purpose we shell confine our enguiry
%o the respesiive Fields of the Hebrew and the Christias ro-
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The Hebrew eachabology is meagre and primitive
antil & compevatively late peried, The ildens herein wers thoss
whilch are usnal %o primitive snd neture religione, rather than
those we assgeelates with a spiritusl and ethiesl religion. The
Israslite Tor long had no hove in = persenal lmmerialiiy. The
guestion of 2 fotuvre state of mus iz raised By fhe wriler of
the Beok of Jeb {7:9 £}¢+ “4s & cloud is copsumed =and vanishes
swey, 80 he that goes down to Sheol comes up mo more. He shall

return no wmors Yo his house, neither skell his place know him

e
i

i1
any mors.” fheol, the plaocs of deparsed spivits, was s dinm

and unhsppy realm, like $he Greeck Hades where the pghosts of the

o

- dead dragred out a wreiched and hopeless existence. This
rnde Hebrew euohaltology survived even uniil the $ims of the
aizhth conbury prophels whoese ethiesl tesching made new

fiscoveriss in ithe sphere of religion. in eaplanstion pay

be zeogepted in the fset thet in the Hebrew religion the
notion, not the individusly was the dominent idesm. Yahweh
denlt with the nation, was in covenant with the poople ns 8
whole. The individusl cculd vartnke of the covensnt blesse-

ings only a8 « member of the chogen rece, Likewise, the

et

vromiges, which were the rewsrd of religiocus loyaliy, were
madfe o the neiion, and no mention wes pazde of the individusl,
Thue, the fnture to which the devoul Hebrew looked wes ome of
nstionnl glory in terme of the covenant with ¥mhweh, ‘their
fod, The nelion obeoured the indlividual,

The ontastrophe of ithe Exile wag fatal %o the

old hope of a glorified Isrmel, 1% now becane necesenry %o



e
differentinte bvetuween the feithful snd the fzithless Israel.
{siehs 1:6~9), The vicissitudes of fertune hed at least
tenght the plouz Hebrew thaet the sovereligniy @z‘zahweh s
oyer il notlons, with the wider sphere of Yahweh's power
same also the profoundsr inward, ethieal significances Yahweh

¥ ssorifice; sand hie law

denired meroy vather than 8

mast be wrldten on the heasrd, CGraduslly a grealer valus

sme t0 he get upon the Individual; with the emergsnce

of the individusl there lg discovered one of the ﬁiﬁéﬁ%
fraits, one of the profoundest truths, of %&?ivﬂl and spivit-
ual religlom. Although the elghth cenbury prophets sdéressed,
gsmentially, the naltion, znd thelr hope wos & nationsl hope,
iate in the follewlng cenlury ithe new iﬁﬁi?iﬁﬁﬁii%ﬁ=%%§&ﬁ to

appear, Jeovemish is

hope. He introduses
retribution for verseonal sin ”“%@r@ ene ghnll 4ie for big cen

7y

infouity.” [(3L:30). Tz prophed of %he Zxile, Hzeklel, ro~

Y

"pents the gore geperal thoughi when he alflirme ah&n Tevory
gonl ig GodVe,w {10:4), Thig discovery of the indivifusl

ag o responsible agent in wmorslsg and religion, slong with
é £
£

the vrofeunier feeling of the velue of the individunal soul,
B &
led the Mebryew mindg fo & faith in s folure life Jor mane @

Tind %Qi“.iiﬁﬁ gitrugzling for recognition in the Teok of Job:
*ind efter wmy sikin {bedy) hes thus been festroyed, yei from my
flesh shall I see Sod." (19:28] Then woe turn $o the Fealms
we find thod the majority of the writers are negstive upon the
hope of a Fulure 1ife. "In death we no longer remewber thee;

in Sheol, who praisaes theet” fﬁzﬁ} - "In the very day in which
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"a man's breuth goes forth, be refurns %o the dust and his
thoughts perish.” {146:4}. “Zhese two guotations may be re-
searded 58 tvpleal of the penersl bellef of the Feslmists,.
There are, however, 8 few leolsied poesages which sesn e
offer goeme hope ﬁﬁ fature blessedness; but one 0l ?ﬁ%ﬁa&&&ﬁ
schelar warns us ageinst W%&ﬁiﬁ@ inteo ﬁﬁ&@e paBsRges a
Uhristian interpretation. {H. P. Swith, op, oit. p. 527).
""Yahweh I Eeep sver before we, witbhim on my zight hand I
ghell not be moved. %ﬁ@yefaf@§ glad is my heart and oy
liver rajolces, ny hody also shall ?@é% in pesoe; for thouw
wilt not commit mo to Sheol nmor suffer thy faithful one %o

ges the plYy thou teschent me the path of 1ife; in thy

presence ig fullness of Joy, fair gifis in
Toravar,” [16:5-111. Theye is 8311l foubt vhsther ihe iden
of & fulnre 1ife is zlenrly intended here. & wore %X?Eiﬂi%

gtatement 1s the following: “Yeb do I stay by bhee Jorever;

theou holdest my right hand fast; thon lesdest me socordiing

%0 thy ocounsel snd wilt alferward take me in glory. hen

&F
have I in hesven but thee; whon bosldes fthee o I care for

an esrih? My boly and oy bearit may pess swsy, but the roak
i wy hesyd and my poriion overmore is Sod.” {73:23~Z6},.

At the Veginning of %the fhird -century {7.3.

tihe docirine of the resurreotion had hesn doveloved, and

it wos linked with the thought of the lumortality of the

righteocus in the Lessianie Hingdome The ook of Isaish
eonteing & late additicn which gives the sonception of s re-
surrection %o new life of the members of the holy people.
{26:19). This resurvectlen was the sequel %6 s rightecus

1ife on earihe. In the Took eof Usniel ¢he illdstirious sainis



.
and teachers are %v have part in = blessed resurrecticn,
while notorious apostutes hove a resurrection o “shame
and everlasiing sontempt.” (12:2-38}. By this tine the

idea of 'sn eternsl lessianic Xingdom on earth had been

avandoned, and the resurreciion and final judzment come at

?*“a

the Leseisnie Zingdom. Bul ihe notion of ime

m

$the sloge of

fas

s ned put forward us s purely iﬁﬁi?iﬁ&&l,hﬁ§%*

e
s

mortalisy
This bope iz & comwon weal whish the righteous Hebrew ﬁﬁgﬁﬁ
to share with the righteous people., It had its éﬁiaﬁ gouree
and support in the Apocoalypiie literature of the last two

canturies V.. it is imporbant to renlise %thig woint &if

we are o aporealiste the pesition of fhe belied in seriy
L

§

Christianity. It was met until wmolern times thet the great

#imificence of this Apoealypiic literstuwre fory prizmitive
Chrigtlanity wes apprecinted.
In our survey thus fer we have Segn that the
story of the progress of Hebrew velizion %owerds s doctrine
of immordelity illusirstes the ftrukh $thet 2 belief in inmore

fi%@ place in a religion which is %ruly spiritual.

When ﬁﬁﬁ ?%migkﬁﬁ oi Isrpel bheoams ethicsl, persenal and in-
werd, the new valae sel on the individual led nevssssrily to
faith in his etersnal destiny. Yshweh will not lsave the soul
e the faldthful in Snecl,

Apocalyptic idess vermested the ?ﬁiigi o alnege-

rhare of primitive Christianity. “he fdeag of resurrscstion

and o fufure 1life were fasmiliar, and o belief in irmortality
wag beld by many ~ though not by all - Jews. The tesshing
of Jesus on the subject was sharncterised nt once by wrofound

ingight 2né by grest ressrve. Hs dealt only with the sentral




uwezing confidence,
For him, the individusl life is not annihilated by death.

He doze net anvounce an ar%i%?arg of easwri opinion here: it
is & eonvietion %o which he gives uitersnce. Ue derives $he

individual’s future destiny from hig relstion with God -« ithe

reiation of sen snd Fasther; hence the sonviction,
Rimself was, above all, consclouns of 2 diviee fellowghip with
Ged, whom he cnlied his Father in heaven; =nd he brings inte
vital relstlonshin with this sonshiy [vhich he extends #e all

man} the docirine of individumal immortality, in %his wa

L

Jegus imparis an assurance $o the hope of o future life.
Agalin, in the light of this experience of fellowship with
God - which he indicated as the privilege of all men - he
teught the value of the individusl soul sné the infinite poSe
8ibilities of buman life. Hot only is Seod ithe Father ef
Jesug; he 1z the ¥ather of all sen, whom he loves; Hs koows
a&ll their pesis. It iz surely impossible that this intimats
fellowshiy should be destroyed by denth. This comrunion
of the humar seoul with God is scsoriing to the divine purpese
and & faa% of eupreme value. The dootrine of immortality
bespeais the conservation of this vealue. It 9 2 lezitimate
femand that sueh volue be somserved. God i the Tather of
men; be ls Love. Upon thet predicate do we tuse ihe hepe
¢f personsl immoriality.

ve have s2id thet the problen of men's fature
life has a Jdouble sepest - the individusl emd the aulleative;

sreseed alone,

B

and we wmeiniained $hat neither view should be
$hat the only sdeguate view is & synthesis of both. Jasus

concelives san's desting never e85 s purely individusl metter,
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X

but o8 o wnlon of the individunl snd soceial asvests of the
problem. This mesns that the self-rexlisstion of the individ-
ual persen is schieved by the interaciion of the individuasl
with hig felicwg, never in it isolation. The iﬁﬁi?i@aﬁl carmed,
in & %rue gonse, secure his own selvaition, privately: he ean
8o 8o only by living a8 z wenber of the ZLingdom of God,

Hig fufure destiny is bound up wiih the development and aone-

gunmation of that kingdom., This doss not deny the personsl
naturs of salvatlon or redemption: in faat, this "soclal
way” is the conditlon I his securing it. The Zingdon of
Heaven is boelh vresent and Inture. It is beocomings but 1%
finds its gosl ond completion beyond this werld, bscause the

Highest Cood i not realisable hevrs, “he individusl, a8 5

manber of ithe redgened soelety, resches salf-veslisniion in

ths Ringlom of hesven 28 transcandent, The Thristisn bhope

i boih persomsl and @ﬁaiaiﬁ

% b ey £ : - BT o 5 Y s e ;
The cherge Ing been nade thet the Thristisn

idenl sncourages men o negleet gooisl 2008 here. in afe-

tempt has been made to answer this charge by ﬁﬁfif@iﬁg thnd,

L which hog

Pele.
£

S oo

‘ﬁ

present sooial wesl, 1% cap be shown e be an
lost ftouch with Yhe gpirit of Jesus, The Christisn's vooantion,
we sre rexinfed, is %o labour for the Xingdem of heaven hare

7 E o BB e 2 K o K 2y - % .
omotlion of individusl and soaeisl good; for

s

work now there csn bs 5o harvest in the future.

nadonm of %@&?&ﬁ in ne way weakeng earihly
soolial values, rather doss 1% enhence i{hen by setding then
in & new pevepevtive, and by copserving then to & Inture world

ghere they may bwe fully reslised,



e

In the tesching of Jedus, the fnture life is
not o mere veslice of this life; 1% iﬁl%ﬁm$§hiﬁé mere
sloricus and mors satisiying than the lide which we know.
acein, he is opposed to a materislistic conception of the re-
surrection; "flesh and blood sannot enter into the Eingdom
of God,”

4 study of the tseching of Peul on the subjeet
of the resurrsciion shows that he is at one with Jesus re-
garding & meterialistic ides of immortslity. But Peul is,
on the other hand, not seiisflicd with o purely &?irﬁ%ﬁﬁi grigte
ence., Oreek thought sroued on belsli of & pure, indtelleciusl
iif% herenfier: but %o Peul the scnception of God as love, =
whioh is slse the highest emetion in wan, - precluded o mers
intsllisetusl after~1ifo., And since love hes intinate relao-
$ienship t¢ the 1life of the body, 1%s conservaiion ss o mipreme
yalue demands n body of some kind., Poul czgues for o ”@@2&%».

$ial® bedy., (I Jor. 1B:48-441,

Thig brief sinternent regmrding Paul's tesohing

on the subisst of buron survivel of death lesds ueg %o his
fgndsmental belis?, - thot the hope of immworislity is intinm-

ately mesocinted with Christiasn expsrience, Fellouwship with

¥

God is the promise spd pledge of immordalily, for raul ss

o
£

well ss for Jemus. For this Apostle, "the sulferings of thisg
vresent time ars not worthy o be compered with the glozy which
shall be rvevenlod in us.’ {(Rom. 8:18).  To Paul, the exper=
jence of the new life wae o pledge that the Uhristlan podeos~
sed & power which could noi be impaired by the fegny or desath
of the body. “%ﬁ@ﬁgh.&ur gutenrd gen perish, our inward man

is renowed dey by day,” (1@ Coz, 4:16).




#hen we Wurn fo #hg dehannine writings we find
the same emphosis on Thristisn experence ae the basis of the

nope of irmortalilty. There is an ifmner 1life in the individual

e

which rust rise superler %o ihe dvom of death. - Fornthe
writer {oy writers} the vade mecum oF the Christian who looks
for the restisetion of hie hopes in z future life is net knowledge
Wt loves In "the leve of the %@ﬁ%ﬁraﬁ“; men heve possed
from denth %o life; and %%Eiﬁwﬁfﬁ’&?@ cesared Thet eternal
1ife is iheir @%?@@ﬁﬁiﬁﬁ pow. (I Johm 2:17}., The Johannine
summm bopum is this sternal life. It is mot a fortuitous
thing, but is derived from God, the cource of life, 1% im
gsompuniented to the individusl soul by virtuse of hiz Tellow-
ship with Sed., (I John B:1l}e. Bub althouzh siernsl 1ife
is communicable and enjoyable mew, ite full fruition will
te achisved in the transsendent Xingiow of God.

We ases, then, ithet %o Psul apd the writer {oxr
piritunl sxperience. But Favl slse

i
gonnecte the Christisn hope with the resurrvection of Uhrist.

*If Christ e nmot rissn, then is 0wy preaching vain, gour

Taith is also vain,™ (I Cor. 15:14}. This siatenent of

Paul's opens up & new point in the dscirine of inmorislity.

The ranline sfstoments already considered have Leen experienw
tisl; this one is metaphysical, In this guoiation Poul row
sards the regarresciion of Christ as in iiself asple confiroae

tlon of the hope of lmmortality, and an sesurance ﬁL*% thers is

M«

%
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in | universs o power which is able %o overcome decay amd
death, To meay Shristisns, the slleged resurrection of Jesus

iz the equivalent of o proof of human immordality; so far as
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2 ples of oriticiss is conserned they affirs fthat there is
o onge. This Shrlistisn srgesent is =5pn apuenl fo s
A%&Eﬁ%&?* {infesd, unious! historionl event - that is, sup-

posing thai ¢ grant 1%s historisitye. Thers are serious

difficuliies smongzet the resurrection narratives, snd these
difficuliies nmust be, and sre, noted by those who approseh
thisg gaﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁ-%iéﬁ gpen minds. Are those who honesily doubs
the velidity of the records in ihis matier nerely é&?i&iiﬁg

st the 'revesled word'?  Pe think not: the fundamenital
agonong ﬁf roapon 28 well ns of litersyy eriticiom an@g&%& the

Aoy

doubters, boosuse they refuse to ¥ # gingle insiance as &

sufifivient bosis oy a universsl inference. ety JOoBuE,
socording %o the ervihodox ftenets of %he Christisn Churoh, is
ot an ordinsyy mon, bul e ig Tvery God of very God¥, the
Texuress iﬁ&ﬁ@ ef God, God sanifest in the flesh, hat in,
absolutely identified with God, The Tomerie Greek immoriale

ity wes Limited te the Oodsy men were inexorsbhly szcluled,.

Yot In thoe rasurrvectien of Jemus Thrist, the "Son of dodv, sonme

find on anonswernble argupent for husan lmmorislity. Ye san-

rot nasent io @iﬁ slleged resurreciion ae the begis of a
aniversel inference; that is, we do not See any necesssyly
gorneation belvwesn the minor promises and ihe conclusion.

{#e velieve thai o Greek [at z a8t of the pre-riatonis school)

L aiien¥: jzf Jepus be o superhuman individusl
g god, s fortiori, his rsgurrsodion ssnnct be ronssted in the

gaEe o mSTe Dehe)  The scepiic turns Irvom the Christisn
svidences nnoonvinced: while the Uhrisiian believer finde it

sonfirm his faith thet death is but the portal %o a life beyond,
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¥if, in Adem, 21l die, . . . in Ohrist shell 21l be made alive,”

The wesult of this short survey of the iden and
the hops of lmmordelity in the Christisn religien has wﬁﬂﬁﬁ as
thet faith in = Iuture life hos 1% uliimste groand in faith
in the charsoter of God. Paith in the olerscter of God mas
the very heart of Christ's teaching on the sublest of frmortale
ity and this iz involved in the Penline end Johawmnine ﬁrﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁgﬁ
from Christisn experience, %e pass now 10 & pnesrer deternin-

ation of the evguwent for immorislity which is sdvanced by

Christianity.

the purpose ¢f a fulure 1ifeY In = highly

L religion like Christimaily, immortality

ass en esseniial placa. Christisniiy is s rvedemuntbive raw
3 & b Famn f p e, wEF B i g 5 8 v E ooy wme B AV wygm o & o &
ligion. “he deetrine of ifomertelity is put forwerd in srder

¢ secure the purpose of Pedempilon. 1aa's reconcilistion

with God is mot fully reslised im $his werld, The earfnly

o

1ife is only a in the preosess of reconciliaiion or re~.

dempiion; bul the wandeane siage is relatsed %o anciher %@y@g@
this life. It is in this eupramundsne stoge that the ¥%§6ﬁ§*.‘
tive process is completed. e have saild that Cod, in ona
agpect of his

=

R £ wane Ry B s e kN 2 & crygm g | TP P . -
Thug, if men's fulure be with God, 1% must be, likewise, beyond

this world.  The point may be roised, however, ss %o the sope
tainty of nan's %itle to such o future. Tpon what foundation,

gied, (o we presuve o rest zen’s bitle %o Lumor-

1% may be a8
tality¥  The point hor already btesn stressed, thet the “hrigte

ian religlon baees the hope of immortality upen the oharaoter
of God and upen the fellowship of men with God, From this we

argue thal there is a valuaiion put upon the human individusl
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which validates hiz iitle %o immertality., The hwwmn person-
allty &5 & wnique datum. Thie value of the individusl is not
the result of an appraissl o him apert, begnuse, iscladed

ne nag no valus 8% 811, -~ nor meaning, nor sxisience.

ity emphasises the faot of man's orgsnio relstionship

tc Sod, - & velaniionship which i¢ sugpesied, or represented

in wort, by the figure of fathey and child,. This nalve

figore, furiher, presupposes the conplemeniary aspect of Godym

ananae of God

nis franseendencs and his Ifmmwmnence. The imm
appesrs in hiz redemplive work iz the souls of mene. This work

piritunl exvevience and

&

points out the suprems value of

1%k Sode  The DMvine, than, onnnot sulfer The ine

8ividual soul to perish. Dealk is » orisis fto the Christisn
individusl 28 1%t i fo a%h&%'aﬁﬁ; but 1t ip = orisis which
merks the poinit of trensition from eorth 4o heaven, from a
lower %0 n higher form of heing. How, ctherwime, sould =an

3 & s s xR S SE v AT _x oy & %, g ¥ % E2 -3 .&'o
e 2t onse adpiitaed o fellowship wilth Sod, nnd denled the

- P s & e e Tg & o 3
suoh commmnliony - S6068s 30 5 highey
L&

i
=4
&
&
B

mozt obvious henefid
1ife which shell niford the opportuniiy of selferalisstion,
Can we imsgine man as @mﬁﬁ /ing & fellowship whieh graduslly
gives hinm mastery over his lower apnetiftes s0 thot he ean -ﬁbf
fue the world s well ms his own spizit, and affer 21l be onad
agid e, ne moere to rissl The anewer is "He", scaocrding %o

the Thristisn view of personalilye If we rejegt tnis view,

pon %he olaim of pesrsonsl ine

il
&
‘ﬁz
i
¥
=

o
o

we oonnod

merialitye I% {8 here thetl religlon comss e the side of

ethios in desling

The a*kiﬁal copegption of life eannot wtand slome. Bub it

iz not ig,@ﬁagﬁ that 1t should etand slene, The ethionl view
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of man and his veoabion - when its implications are thought
ont - lesds %o the religloms view, God will not suifer the
individunl soul %o perishe 2u% how does God conserve thnt
unique ¥zine whioh we call = humen perscenslity? How does the
lower exisience pase intc the hiher? The Christisn religion
hee no olear doefrine on the sublech. e srs tcld that %he

rer

£

wilen for the higher life:; but the war

b

lower iz 2 oy

B
&

&
£

of the coming of the kingdom of heaven is ohsomre. Jeous
showed great reserve upon this point; and the tpoatlie Panl
{slthough Betrayed by his zeal inte serisin resh statementsl,

later, exercised %he sure forhsarmnce, e full reslisation

of the ﬁ@ﬁ?@ﬁig kingdom would come when the redemptive process

Bt

wes completed, The man would sendter inte the full en’ioyment

of the Irensfigured life. Desth would then be trangscended, and

the geod would suffer no mors hindrance bus would Telgn SunTenms,
There anre other ﬁ@iﬂ§5 which are of ing s% im

the traditionsl eschaioclogye. For example, %he quesiion hes

2% will happ en nilimsfely %o the incurably bed?

been agked = g
W1l they be ennilhilated? Or, will they be rsstored ot last?
& greet desl of Ziscussion hass arisen sround this issue, mush

g & Wk em  DF smay % 5% e ] em i £x ) i v By 2 T & 57 5 Pt
af 1%, we Lw&&s NESlaBle Ge Bhall aveid a docwrstin ansver

g\w

s whieh hnvo

iz v arecture of ded, He mam, so arsature,

God iz Lovae.
8¢ endewed fronm the hand of God, osn be enlled oheolutaly bad
absclutely obher than the nature of God whose ereature he is,
Ho man is invarably bad., Absclute negatives defeat their own

purpsse, dissolve. Tere even one human senl absolutely incore




rigivle, thet feet would deslars the failure of fGod, 1%
wonld he & sentradiction in the nature of Sod hiwmself,. And

ginoe, frop ihe ¥ailure of %gi* $% counld he s2id that the

o8}

gpiritual development ended in s gentradictien, that is cloged
in falilure, the whele Divine plen wounld be an asckoowledged dew
feotione. This would result from $there being 2 fduslisz al the
heart of tulngs,
some have favored the idea of & Fimite, struggling

Peitv. Such & theory can heke room for the issue jJust mon~
tioned; but the belief thet ihe incurably bad sre snnihilated
sarnet be reooonciled with the Christian ides of God 28 o Sed
of infinite goodness and love, who works for ithe refempiion

of humen lives. §0d redeems beonume he loves. OVl mmet

he overcoms, evenius l&g,.ag the irsnsforming

dempiive lovo. L @aﬁaﬁ% deny this without ¢

surrendering the very foundstlons of spiritual, Christian

s% o conguering nower

Tnltha If the power of zood be Bold

af in huma

g5

ultirately subining 211 fo itself, then o beli

immﬁrﬁwzi%* ware shoriive,

The Ringdom of kéa@aﬁ, af we have gesn, 18 8
tranceéndent kingdom in whieh 12 the cconsummaiion of personal
and socisl develonment, This world is the weglinning of or the
preparation for the larger 1ife Yo which the forwer Is organi-
enlly relsteds Ho doudbt sin &g& evil continuelly oyposs the
gzagr@aﬁ whick i invelved in Lhepworking out of this great
dsstiny. Bui sin and evil are not permanent forces; they
are not intrinsisslly resl, sinse we bave goneluded thal there

is not = duslism ot the hesrt of fthinmgm. Therelore sin wins

o lasting viokory; »=uné we believe that 1% is part of the fask
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of the good fto gubdue sin %o itsel? - not %a aanihilate but
to transform, reefore. There is no other WEY e ,&ik must

g coussrvsd, and 1% may be %hﬁ%, in the case of the troneforme

Ané, since evil epposes good, human progress

Ea

3 &

forward, like the tide on %he oosan sand,

areaping now a;a&e, now folling tenporasrily %aak, and again

It is ever thus: hﬁmgﬁxyra-

thing: it is 2 gpizritusl
%

kY £ &;‘f
fRS e 4

reminig

£ 1ife. Fon's progress ime-

the paradex of frae religion,

. R T T T
nnd treshiing, fer i%

is God who worke Hen works, but sn ioma-

nant God vworks

LEhough without

e ! s g o Y e
the man'sg iresdon,

T
"K "!?‘f {é}?

&g

. WY srsayd o2 e T ddwd A s
8 even the azsent of the individunl, of his ree

#,

ligious consciousnens - thse bindigs of Blg heart, the scsursnce

gervice of o gpliritusl Deing whoe irans-

gends the werld, yed who ig the "deud ex mochina™, the invige

L

ible spring of all mwa thought ané ‘*‘Eﬁ;@‘i?&%iﬁﬁ and 1ife iy the



worid. In fine, this frith is & profound belief in ‘he volue

and & wonflidence ip 1lte trsnscendent goal,

Zven the strongest argusent for personal immor-
tnlity - ths eikhiael argusent - wounld e wenk 11 there wsre not
in the universe an iz%iﬁiaﬁ Being whe is ILove. In the iznguage

2 niohle aonfesgion of faliths

%33

aof o Gifford laciturer ws have

I

His loving kinfnees snd powsy arg

unlimited; and his grestest gzift %o man 18 the zift of the
powar, tendensy and opportunity %o lesrn zosdness. God's good-
ness being unlimited, ithe opvoriunity not made uss of by ven in
‘hin in enctker 1ife, 2rd in still
spirld finds rast in the serviase of

wigh Yoy no slronger proof of

i

proaess, and T ought net %o osre

goed invelives @?gry good.”

£3

Engulrsa™, De J46.

s

54 # ok "t i Y " 3 7, o el 1% % %5
Ha asnaluded O0r SUrveT. that have He

Tound? proule "(ality bas been viewed

reh, ®e agisd vhat

an angwer Io the problem.

her supporis nop ree
e problem was then stulied

P Py .. % o g S O o y
Ghere, oftey 2 brisel survey,

P £ T - TR meaanBoad by
snggulative Shought could contribude nothing

iy, w53 e E A e e T TR N 9 i i . 3
solution of ihe groblems Dut the soelsnce of

! soience snd philesophy, snd ithe promise was

largely fulfilled, Yet, %there wrs, after all - afier we were




aatisfied with the postulais of personmsl immorisliiy based
apon man's meral life and needs - something lsaking. A% lsat,
on, o the highest type of aniritunl ree-

wherein we Tound the iw%%@? wnish was

The Tinal angver does not smount fo 2 prosf -

.,

a8 logic dewanis -~ but it does smount %0 & desp varsunsion,
aoneiction, hesed =% once upon the sharaster of Sod and the

homan individunl'e somanion wlth Hin,
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