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THE PHIIDSOPHICAL THEOIDGY OF WILLIAM TEMPLE. 

A oOllSiderat iOll ot the plaoe of Reason 10 determilling the 

Tr~th ot Religion. basad on the writings ot William Temple. 

1. Introdl1.otory. 

Wa are living 10 a world ot perplexity. Protessor 

E.G.Conklin in )lu. Real and Ideal says "mankind is no. in 

the aidst ot one ot the greatest orises in its long history". 

Dr. F.S.C.Northrop in the Meaning ot East and West talls ~s 

that "ideologioal oontliots are present everywhere. Ours is a 

paradoxioal .orld. The aohievements whioh are its glory 

threaten to destroy it. It .o~ld seem that the more oivilized 

1. 

we beoome the more inoapable ot maintaining civilization we are". 

In The Oond~ct ot Lite. Lewis Mumford speaks ot "the erosion ot 

Tal~es. and the dissipation ot hwnane purposes. the denial ot 

any distinotion bet.een good or bad. right or Vlrong. the reversion 

to s~b-hwœan levela ot cond~ct". George W. Risler in World ~.n8ioA

The Psyehopathology ot International Relations writes ot a 

"deterioration ot personal. politioal. and sooial morals" and 

deelares that "the melanoholy tr~th abo~t the course ot world 

biatory ia that _. are weIl along the road to dissipation". W. 

have reaohed. seys John H. Hallowell in Main C~rents in Modern 

Politieal Thoaght. "a spirit~al crisis within the so~ ot man".(l). 

It is not to be wondered, in the taoe ot so m~oh evidenoe. that we 

S.8 man engaged in a trantio seareh tor the sol~tion ot his problema, 

while at the same time he snooWnbs to the temptation to throw bis 



bands ap in attar despair of finding it. Parhaps he will heed. 

parhaps not, bat at least it ia ineambant apon thosa who elaim 

to have fownd the answer to formalate and present it in the hope 

that he will aecept it. He ean at least be offered help to litt 

hls feet oat of the mire. and be offered an appaal to direct his 

seareh along other lines. In reeent times man has ~daly exalted 

both himself and the material world in which he exists. There 

2. 

may be jastification for singing "glory to man in the highest" 8S 

Swinbarne did. bnt when the "Super-Man" of Nietzsche rises np to 

deteat and destroy himse~. wbat then? Shall we find a place ot 

ratuge and obtain the salvation and peace _e seek by a reaoarse 

to the world of nature~ And what. then. if the very phenomena which 

we have exalted and to. whieh we bow and obey ln our materialistic 

worshlp. npon whlah we rely to proteat and hide ns. threaten to 

engnlf and destroy ns? 

Enongh has been sald to indicate the struggle which is 

being waged today for the mind of man. Enongh. too. to indlcate 

that he may have to look, in the midst of his perplexities, 

else.here or in addition to. himself and the phenomenal world 

abont him. It was a mark ot the prophetie conscience ot William 

Temple. who was called so snddenly from this earthly tield of 

endeavonr just over ten years ago. that he should have given so 

large a hint tor the guidance of men in this deeade. It would 

weIl repay ns to give heed to his voiee as he bids ns in the 

cogent presentation ot a rationalistie realiam which ia uniqnely 

~emple to do what he himself bad done - to "look noto the rock 

whenoe we are hewn". and not only to seek but to find. in Christ. 



that ~itioation whioh alone satisties and saves ~s in the midst 

ot aIl our perplexities and div.raities. 

3. 

I~ ia true ot William Temple, as it i. true of a11 grea~ th~ers, 

that he has to b. interpreted and evaluated in relation to his place 

in the development ot thought and social eonditioaa of the period 

in whioh he made his contribution. His was not the type of mind whiob 

oared to be oocupled .ith vague and speoulative .naing., but rather 

one whioh grappled with problema, wh8ther his own or others, aad 

80ught to find a satistaotory solution to them,- and in the end, 

if not a solution, then at least a sati.fying explaAstion. And it ia 

largely due to this oharaoteristic manaar ot thinking, that he 

grappled wiih the problems presented to him in his day and has lett 

us auch a heritage ot his truittul inquiry. We _.y rightly lesve 

our estimate ot this graat man tor oonsideration in our second 

chapter. W. may a180 justly postpone our est~ate of his oontribution 

to the end ot this thasis, when we ahall have diacovered bl .ay ot 

discussion how immense that contribution is. 

But, manitest need of oontribution ther. wast and more, William 

femple had to start where he was. fheologlos1 disQussion at the ead 

of the ninateenth o.ntury bad takan on a detin1te tora. Theology. 

the queen ot the soiences. unable to boast any longer ot her royal 

state. was having to tight tor her own existenoe aad to •• tntain her 

position in the taoe ot opposition as a sœienoe at aIl. The ration

alista, on the one band, .ere seated in the saddle 8Ild had tMng8 

pratt y muoh thelr own .sy. Moreover, they were in a position to be 

able to dogmatise. and dogmat10 they were 111 expounding th.ir 

Rabsolute". On the other hand. the nineteenth c.ntury had produoed 

its soientiste ot e ditter.nt sort. Investigation and enquiry was 

lesding to a oloser examination ot the "material-, and there was 

".volving" along this line that great develop.eni whioh was to 



become 80 predominantly charaoterized as the "biologieal" soiences. 

Obviously, in between these trends, thera was the need ot a 

reconciling voice and this tell to the lot of the Theologian. To 

add to the dirfioulties. the voioe had to be shouted very loudl1 

in the teeth or much rlaunting opposition. On the Oontinent(ia 

BQrope) the voice or the "radioals" had b8en heard "arying downft 

many of the precepts ot orthodoxy and tearing ta shreds with 

œaholy hands many ot the pages or its book. strauss had launched 

his viruleni attaok against "priesis" and the churehes in his 

"Lite ot Ohrist"(l83~) in whiah he advocated his mythioal theory 

o~ the Gospels. Shorily atter the publication ot Darwin's ·OrigiA 

or the Speoi •• ". Renan had published his more attraotive, but 

hardly less destruotive, "Lite ot Jesus"(1863). Yerdinand Baur. 

oontemporary .iih strauss. had developed his oritioal view ot the 

New Testament whioh, as oonstruated by the ftsohool ot Tubingen". 

beaame a main souroe ot theologieal aontroversy tor y.ars. Thai, 

added to the tormer aontrivanees ot De Werte (17aO-184~) and 

Ewald (1803-1876) to present the Old Testament as a tigment of 

the 18agination. mere "myth", 1eft theologians far ~om being 

in a position to cast anything like a deeisive vote. Although 

the advice to "take the priests out of the ohuroh. and the miraoles 

out of the Qoapels" had not been put inte actual practice, yet 

It proved startling to men'a "consciousness" and a ahook to 

established religious beliets. 

Along .lth the abov.~ention.d "trends" we must bear ln miad 

the views and warnings of Darwin and Huxley and the "enlighteament" 

oonsequent upon the sehool of thought represented by Herbert 

spenoer. Men telt that a whole ne. world was being opened up to 



them, in whioh they oonld take their tnll share and reap the 

benefits ot "modern soienoe" and "progress". Nor mnst _e torget 

the importanoe ot the "new learning" in presentiog to people 

a new knowledge and Interpretation ot other "religions". The 

stndy ot Comparative Religions. represented in England by Max 

Muller, had tended to bring np tor disonssion and reorientation 

the plaoe ot the "religio~s instinct" ot mankind. What .nst 

5. 

be aaid, in the light of the new knowledge. ot reyealed religion, 

or again, ot j~st to what extent religion was nataral to man~ 

Koreover, "empirioism" was the order ot the day. and the oonseqnent 

emphasis npon the individual aa snoh. when applied to the raoe 

or nation, was bo~d to lead in the end to the ineyitable 

oonflagration whioh took plaoe in the new oentury as World War .; 1. 

It'a nseless tor men to say now, as they said then,that su oh 

oalamity and wholesale destrnotion ot lite should not happen, 

and need never to have happened- the taot i8 that it did happen. 

It beoame a 'sot as aIl the toregoing trends and events outlined 

above beoame faots; and William Temple. the philoaopher-theologiaa 

was to play a part, to haTe something to say and do abont this, 

as he had also his contribution to make in the larger field. 

Meanwhile, there was developing oontemporaneonsly with William 

Temple another sohool ot thonght known as "existentialis.". The 

name is taken from the existentialist philosophy ot Soren 

Kierkegaard and inclnded in the sohool are snoh thinkers as Barth, 

Br~er and Berdyaev. They present us with a "theology ot crisia" 

and preaoh a new "snpernataralism". They disparage the role ot 

reason and emphasise the limitations ot soientitio method and its 

inoompetenoe to deal .ith all the aspecta ot our universe. They 
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emphasise the importanoe of the individual "teelings", but main~a1n 

that revela~ion is aIl of GOd,- we bring nothing ~o it. Barth and 

Brwnner •• peoially deny any possibilty ot man understanding or 

knowtng God by means of Reason. God speaks; Gad has revealed Rimself,

but so tar is man in his limitations from forming oonoepts about God. 

that we can only know and feel the "impaot", the "revelation", and 

leaTe it at that. What r1ght bas soienoe to speak of "progreas"Y 

Wbat right have the soientists intervening and interfering as they 

do .ben they enter the field of revealed trnth~ They are .rong to 

do so. and are advised by Barth and BrŒnner to ke.p th&ir bands off 

&Ad cease from intruding.- they have no right setting their unholy 

feet upon the saored oonfines of the "revealed truth".(2). 

MAst the Barthlan word be taken as final? Doea it mean that the 

way of the soientist and the way of the theologian must be by paths 

.bioh remain exolusive? Have the soientist and the theologian "aothing" 

in commont and tharefore nothing to contribute to each oth.r~ And • 

• ithin the field of theology itself, does lt mesn that there could 

be ao snoh thing as "natural religion"Y- at least, as over against 

"reTesled relision"Y And. what are we to say about Reason.- must 

it be reduced to a mlnimwœ, or exoluded altogether~ 

With these questions William Temple was muoh conoerned and had 

a great deal of importanoe to say about them. I~ was only natural 

that he should have beea intluenoed by suoh great theologiana as 

Bishop Charles Gore. with whom he himself tells us he agreea and 

differs.(3). Yet it appears that Bishop ~ore in his striot "Cathol

ioity" and emphatio "dogmatism" was to have the effect ot inclining 

hi. toward the sohool of thought .hioh emphasised -feeling". ra 
taot .ithin his a.n co~try and Churoh, William Temple was to make 
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~p his own mind bet.een the positions held by the extreme (Protes~

ant) "Evangelioals" on the one hand. and the extreme (High Chnrch) 

"Catholios" on the other.(4). In the stream of English theologioal 

thonght another great 'divine'. Bishop B~tler (1692-1752). had taken 

his stand when oonfronted .ith sitnations not entirely ~like those 

in whioh William Temple himself was sitnated. Althongh his master

pieoe "Nature, Man and God" oontains no direct referenoe to Bntler's 

"Sermons" or "Analogy", yet it i .s important tor the sta.dent of 

philosophical theism to bear in mind the contribntion which Bntler 

had made, and the faot that his great and masterly treatment was to 

monld the thinking of English theologians tor oentnries. When Dr. 

Joseph Angns edited"Bntler's Analogy and Sermons", he began .ith 

qnotations taken from varions soientists. philosophers and 

theologians, whioh aIl go to show the greatness of Bntler and the 

nniqa.eness as weIl as the lasting conseqnenoe of his immense oon

tribntion.(5). Bishop Bntler was attempting to answer the hedonistio 

philosophy of Hobbes. Ris "Sermons" for the most part deal with 

snbjeots chiefly Ethioal, while his "Analogy" seeks to present a 

systematised and irrefntable argnment for theism.He does so by setting

up the t.o "oitadels" ot "Natural Religion" and "Revealed Religion". 

With the sonndness ot Bishop Bntler's arg~ent or any appraisal ot 

its method we need not now oonoern onrselves. But the distinotion, 

as weIl as the distinctive contribntion. had now been made; the 

"oitadels" had been set np; henceforth the exponent of the theistio 

position was to be "oolonred" by the frnit of Bntler's rationalism. 

Enough has been said to indicate a sharp ~ten8ioD" ineTitably 

arising within snoh trends ot thonght as we have considered. and 

more partica.larly as an ontoome of them: tirst ot aIl .itbin 
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theologioal ciroles wiih regard to "naiural" and "revealed" religion; 

and, seooadly, with regard to the philosophiosl method of th.ir 

ir.aiment tram the point or vie. of the mind perceiving the daia 

given, or ~ veraa. We sball see ihat William Temple, .lth the 

type or mlnd which aoouatomed itself to grapple wiih problems and 

al_aY8 eager to torm a "ayDthesis", takes aooount of both. In 811 

fairness, .e should add here, however muoh it revesls the conolusion 

of this enquiry, tbat he also dld tull and oreditable justioe to 

both. Bui his ireaiment and oontribution wl11 be best seen and the' 

more fully appreoiated, the more •• und.rstand ihe man Temple in hia 

envlronment. 
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Almotation:-

(1) Living Issues in Philosoph7 by Harold H. TitQS.~d.Edit.,Ch8p.l. 

(2) Burtt: Types of Religious Philosophy, p. ~Zt. 

(3) Ila't ure. Maa and God, pp. 225. 231, 332, 339. 

(4) Ct. F.A.lremonger: William Temple- chapt.rs on the Arohbishop's 

"choiee". lite and wark. 

Ct. alao William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreciation, p.S6. 

(5) Dr. Aagua quotes R.Baxter, Dr.Thomas Reid. Sir J. Macintosh, 

Lord Brougham. Dr. U' Cria. Dr. Cbalmers, Dr. Ka,.. Cecil, Bishop 

Daniel Wilson, and Protessor Huxley. 
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II. The Man in His hviroDmen"t. 

It i8 very d1tticult to _rite a treatiae on William Temple 

.ithout eRlog1zing h1œ. The intlaenoe which he exerted, and the 

impact which he made, was 80 immense, that testimonials .ere torth

ooming trom aIl corners ot the earth, trom men ot aIl oreeds and 

some with none~ trom philosopher, journalist, statesman, theologiaa, 

socialiat, .arrior, paoitisi, churohman and atheist.(l). Eado.ed 

.ith an enormo~ appetite tor knowledge and a oorreaponding capacitl 

tor aoquiriag and 8ss1milating his discoTeries, he was at the aame 

time able to make the truth as he so clearly peroeived it equallJ 

intelligible and acceptable to the man ot lettera aad the man in the 

street. This waa no doubi due to hi •• illingness at aIl tiœes to be 

ready to un4eratand and appreciate an4 to "eater s7mpathetioally", 

as he hiaaelt woald say. !nto the personalities ot aIl .ith .hom he 

oame in oontaot. Iot only did thi. oharaoteristio enable him thas to 

waderatand and appreoiate the other tellow'a poiat ot vie., Dut at 

the same time it elioited trom others a oonsideration ot his own 

point ot vie. even .hen they dittered trom him. It was this great 

gitt ot being able to plaoe himselt thus humbly 810ng side ot othera 

that won tor him the epithet "humility ot greatneas"; and his 

oontribution to the intellectual, eoelesiasticsl and aooial realma 

was so immense, not only in the local and national but international 

tields, that .hen he died expressions ot condolenoe and regrets 

poured into Lambeth Palace trom aIl quartera ot the globe, inoluding 

one trom the President ot the United States ot Amerioa, at so great 

a loss to the .orld.(2). 

S1dl1ey Dark has truly a8id that William Temple .as a 118ft ot the 
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moment.(3). He was bora at the Palaoe, Exeter, EDglaad, on Oc,ober 

16, 1881 while his tather, Frederiok, was Bishop ot Exeter. ThAs he 

was destined to grow ~p in a period ot great ~ph.aTal &Ad t~rmoil 

~ history. England was very nearly at the height of the great 

Viotorian era ot territorial expansion and the boy Temple would 

grow up iD an England gOTerned by 8~oh statesmen 8S Gladstone and 

Lord Salisbury. It was the period whan Sir John Seeley, protessor 

ot hiatory at Cambridge University, was proelaiming thai ~politics 

sre Tulgar when they are noi liberalized by hisiory, and hi8iory 

tades into mere literature .hen it loses sight ot its relaiion io 

praciiesl politics".(4). It was a period ot change and d.velopment 

in the meihod, meaning, and scope of "history~ itselt. Lord Aoton 

s~cceeded Sir John Seeley at Cambridge and had a tremendo~s intlu

ence over the yo~ Temple.(5). England. at the turn of the century, 

was indeed siiting "on top of the world" and there was a kind ot 

amugness eonsequent npon the sense ot greatness and achiev.ment; 

yet it was at the same time sitting on the top ot a vOloano, and 

there was a vast disturbance. a sense ot misgiving and inaecurity 

in the mind ot the nation. History, with its new conoepts, was 

taking on a ne. role. History was not the mere reoord ot evenis, Dor 

the sum total of these events. Lord Aoton deolared in bis inaagaral 

lecture ihat it was the funotion ot history "to keep in view and to 

oommand the movement of ideas, whioh are not the affect but the 

OBuse of public eventsK. He turther argued that nit we are to aocount 

mind not matter, ideas not toroe, the spirit~al property that gives 

dignity and grace and intellectuel value to history, and its action 

on the ascending lite ot man then we shall not be prone to explain 

the univers al by the national, and oivilization by o~stom".(ô). It ia 
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impossible to read Lord Acton, or merely his "inaugural leoture". 

settin8 Oll:t as it does his vie. of History as it deals .ith morals. 

eda.cation. politics. religion. pbilosophy. cul.ture and oustom. w1thout 

aeeing how tœmensely it intla.enoed William Temple and bis olaim that 

"IDrd Aoton lmew more ot h1.tory than any other Eng11sbllan of his 

generation".(7). Desp1te history's claim to g~iding prinoiples. 

ho.sver. the st~~ and knowledge of history even "with added remorse 

tor the pest and Issured hope tor the ta.ture". did not .ave England 

or the world. :Barly in the new oentury oame World War 1 8I'ld 

'Armageddon' _as let loose. This 1n itseIt may be a hint at someth1ng 

that William Temple realised. even betore the War oame. that "prin

o1ples" thamselves are not enoa.gh. They form BO sure and safe g~1de 

to history itself. nor to man on the stage of history. 

The toregoing is not meant to oonvey the idea that "bistory" 

itselt. or &n1 one historiant exerted a sole infla.enoe a.pon William 

Temple. or the one predominant infl~enoe. Perhaps th.ra was no one 

predominant taotor at work mo~lding his intellect. shapiDg his 

oharacter. or determining bis destiny. He tells us that Plato, st. 

John. and Br01ll11ng intla.enoed bis thinking more than any others. (8). 

Y ••• lremonger. a contemporary friend and oo-worker. leaves ao dOŒbt 

in his masterly biographieal treatment of the 1nfl~enoe exerted by 

Arohbishop Frederiek Temple a.pon bis son. The atmosphere and enTlroa

ment of a good home in whioh there was real love and religions 

tervour, ample opporta.nity tor the best sooial contacts, _lih proT-

1sion for "liberal" eda.oation. show their vala.e in the development 

ot the man. Ba.t althoa.gh his tather maintained an eagerness tor his 

son's intelleota.al development, he _1shed al_ays to rema1n onl1 as a 

help and ga.ide and neTer tried to dominate his thinking. Ha ma.at be 



lert rrae to think things ont tor himsalt; bnt he mnst se. the 

neoesaity ot dolng 80.(9). But the method ot "tairnesa" whioh 

wa. inonloated by his tather was stamped aven more indelibl1 

upon his mantal habit by Dr.Edward Caird who came to Balliol 

while Temple was still a stndent. In his Nature, Yan and God, 

the anthor tells us that Dr. Caird to whose meaory he dedioated 

that great work. had ta~ht him that "Descartes started at both 

ends ot the .oad at once and neTer met himsel1 in the middle-. 

Dr. Caird never allowed his Hegelian ~dealism to preolude the 

reality ot the external world and the faots or empiricism. and 

it was from h~ that Temple learned the habit of philosophioal 

debate. the art ot &nalytio enq~iry, and ot synthesis. The 

rollo.ing words from Protessor MoCwan'a ·Uemorial Speech" 1a 

whioh he expounded ihe genins ot Dr. Caird, might also be iakeA 

I~. 

aa equally descriptiTe of William Temple: "He gave us ot his besi 

nnstintedly, never making the mistàke of 'talking down' io his 

audieno., but rather seeking to stimulais bis hearers by oonfidenoe 

in their powers. The atteot ihns prodnoed was as it we .ere 

witnessing the oreation ot a ne •• orld. ~he dead-weight ot oustom 

and tradition was insensibly I1tted. and wa taIt that tor the 

tirsi tlme wa had begQR to see thlngs as they are". 

It was a world of intelleotual confliot into which William 

Temple eame. Kowhere was it more olearly drawn than bet.een acienoe 

and religion. and it was largely the outoome ot the amphasis npon 

biologieal soience. The ooncept ot evolution had introduoed an 

entirely new element into the positivist view ot the world ot 

existenoe. ~he Newtonian physies may be taken to mean the world 

ia selt-explanatory. Even so lt was a meohanloal axplanation ii 
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had offered in presenting man with the spectacle of a vast poise 

ln power, prlnoiple, and potentiality. Even it Religion cOŒld 

prodnce an answer tor this, it was doomed to tailŒre in the face 

ot the new evidence advanced by Darwinls theory. For no., man 

himself became a prodŒot ot that vast Œniverse and was not merely 

8 speotator. This led to a materialistic and skeptical position 

and fOŒnd its exponents in thinkers such as T.H.Huxley. There was 

a rising tide of Œnbelief and a repŒdiation of the old orthodoxy. 

To those who could not see what the world was prodŒoing William 

Temple had an answer. Amongst other things. and at a certain stage 

1n the evolutionary process, mind ooeurs. Now, if the Œniverse 

080 prodnoe that whioh la of the nature ot mlnd, then it is very 

dittioŒlt to oonceive how the universe can be explained withoŒt 

some reference to Mlnd.(IO). 

It was Inevitable that the rising tide of l1beralism shonld 

demand a turther considerat10n ot the place tor Orthodox Chris~lanlt7. 

Theologioal 11beralism had Its roots in German philosophical 

Idealisa - Kant. Schlelrmacher. Hegel, Rltschl, Lotze and Troeltsoh. 

In Germany the 1dealistlc movement took t_o opposite trends; a 

mystioal, metaphysioal trend leading towards panthelsm (Sohleir

maoher. Hegel, Lotze) and an ethioal. social trend leading towards 

hamanlsm (Kant, Ritschl, Troeltsch). (Ct. Addendam). It .ay b. 

true to say that both of these antithetlcal trends were strongly 

resisted in England by philosophers and theologlans alike, but it 

1s impossible to study either the theological or philosophical 

currents, muoh less the tendencies leading to sooial reform, ot 

this period without seeing how largely these trends helped to 

mOŒld and shape the lite and thonght ot England at the turn ot 
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the century and later. In aIl this William Temple was intluenced by 

suoh eoatemporaries as Lord Balto~. Biahop Gore. A.E.Taylor. Dean 

Rashdall. Arohbishop Lang and A.E.Gar"fie on the olle hand. and bl 

Dean Ralph Inge. Soott Rolland. HIlgh Martin. and later. Diok Sheppard .. 

St~ddGrt Kannedy. Canon ~uick and W.R.Matthews on the other.(ll). 

Meanwhile. there was a power at work beh1nd the so.nes. Bet_een the 

years 1880 to 1910 T.H.Green was aot onlY indootrinating the m~ds 

ot atudenta at Balliol with a new philosophy. but he was alao inoul

oatirlg the paramount importance ot the need to put th.ir vocation 

into praotioe; and this oonviotion was baing inst1lled into William 

Temple along with men ot suoh diverse creada as Asqa1th and Kllaer 

and such oontemporarles es Toynbee. Seiled with tbis oonviotion and 

armed with the powertul diel.ctieal mathod ot Edward Caird. it -as 

possible tor William Temple to restate the old orthodoxy in a ne. 

manner. This method rllns tbroa.ghout 811 his writinga and he .aa 

partioularlY able to use it in his treatment ot the aoho1astio aa 

opposed to the ~stio (12). tor "th. spiritual health or mankind 

very largelY depends on the possibilljy ot estab11shing 8 harmOJ1y 

bet •• en these t_o types". (13). 

Thare .as a need ot a reoonailing voiee to be heard in the ohang-

1ng _orld. This voioe was Temple's and he took. on the role ot the 

reconolllng prophet. In addition to the impact of the evolutlonary 

natural seienoe which was shaping theologlaal thought. there was .lao 

the influence ot the new Biblical Criticism and the impaot or a new 

ethioal-social consoienoe. These produoed the new theological 

-liberalism" of which Temple stood at the tor.tront. During the earlY 

years ot the cent~y the ne. social conscienoe expressed in the 

Sooial Gospel Movement was the most formative force in liberal tbeoloSJ 
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and Temple .as perhaps its leading exponeni. Betore. during, and atier 

the First World Wsr .ith the hope of Chrisiianising the Sooial Order 

and building the Klagdom ot God on earth was the main po.iiive mess

age ot the liberal movement ot theology at iis heighi. He never losi 

cognisance ot it. It led hi. to .rite "The KiDgdom ot God" in 1912 

and it remained as a predominant theme on thrO~h the Seoond World 

War when he produoed "Chrisiianity and The Sooial arder" in 1941. 

Yet he was able to pertorm ao great a role and still show the 

glory and the truth ot the orthodox Christian creed. ~he tact thai 

we are presented with a "new world" need not unduly disturb us and 

oause ~s to Mout the painter". He ne ver ceased to recognize the 

place and needs of man and he seized the opportnnity ot taking a 

direot lead in sooial reform and even became the whip of the Labour 

Party in the BOuse of Lords. Still he resolutely rejeoted the lead 

ot Evaagelioal Proiestantism to the extent of a rather hwœanistic 

Interpretation ot Christianity. 

The ~portant questions which contront man in a ohanging order 

are: Can a man believe! On what grounda oan he belieT.? and .hai 

oan he believe~ William Temple made use of the new psyohology in 

.xpounding the tenets ot his beliet. Must everything be explained 

in terms of the material or ot the spiritual~ la ii possible to 

give a tull aooo~t of the nature ot things in terms of objective 

or subjective truth to the exolusion ot the other! Should we exp la in 

things ultimately in terms ot Mind or Matter! With th.se questions 

the mind ot Temple's time was oooupied. and ranging on the one side 

were those ot the Yabian sooial school .ith Spenoer as iis predecessor 

and Ward and Webb as its adherents. and on the other philosophers 

like Bradley. Boaanquet, Bergson and Von BAgel. Ii is impossible 
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to mata sharp distinctions here. and these men are not listed in this 

manner to indioate a sameness or identity ot treatment b~t to indicate 

that William Temple recognized the plaoe ot both in his philosophiosl 

and social o~tlook. He realized the importanee ot val~e alongside ot 

Bosanquet. was t~lly a.are ot .mergent procesa along .ith Berg.on. 

and also captured the ~abiding val~ean and ~abiding consequenoes" 

alike ot Von Hugel. The main point ia tO see that William ~emple 

tully realized that a new world had da.ned b~t also sensed its 

implioations for the sooial and international order. Industrial 

expansion had created an aooentuation ot the nationalist sooiety • 

• ith an enlarging emphasis on the "group" and a1niDising of the 

importanoe and worth ot the "individnal". tending to the Sooialist 

R.pnblio and the rise ot modern commnnism in Enrope under the 

leadership ot Karl Marx, Engels and Lenin. In Rngland it meant 

liberal-social retorm nnder the leadership ot men lib Lloy.d ieorge, 

with whom ~emple had mnch in oommon and with whom he partieipated 

in a leading roie. The tension between national states together 

with the rise tO indnstriai power led to the qnast for dominanoe in 

world power. William ~emple sa. qnite clearly that the sooial tension 

in whioh he entered existed on t.o tronts- (1) the National. and (2) 

the World Order. At the same time he was keenly a_are ot the 

inoompetenoe ot the ordinary man to understand and apprec1ate and 

theretore to prOTide a solntion. What was needed!- obTioual1 a wne• 

man" in a new society. 

The ans.er called tor an extensive programme of edncation and a 

ne. religions fervour, and both on a national and international 

scale. ~h. problems conld only be met by the establishing ot a 

Christian Sooial Order, whioh wonid do rnii jnstice to the individual 
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and to sooiety, and wo~ld enable men to live in brotherhood and 

oooperation both in the nation and in the world. The weltare ot 

Christianity was the answer to the "weltare state". The state and 

society m~st not be Qontased, and the state eo~ld only be aninstrRmen1 

tor society as it beoame obedient to God. The answer to world 

domination lay in the extension ot Christls domain to the social 

order.(14). Jast as there is an order in the Universe and we can 

watch it ~tolding in the evolationary prooess, so too in Christ 

we see Godls creative activity(L5); so too, it is impossible tp 

el1œinate Christ trom the sooial order. William femple never adopted 

the role ot a Qombatant in the class-straggle. He never indalged 

in polemio, neither in his treatment ot the new Dialeotioal 

Materialism nor in his attit~de toward the Barthians. In everything 

he demonstrated a "sweet reasonableness n
• He had lndeed a detinite 

view ot the nat~e ot sin, b~t he also had a vision ot the Klngdom 

ot Sod which ooald, throagh Christ operating in man, beoome visible. 

Christ was the talfilment ot the nat~al promise and made lt shine 

torth. This was not an alien trath, and truth was not alien to it. 

There was only one Trath; aIl other tr~ths were sabservient to it, 

and what man saw and experienced was the revelation ot that TrŒth. 

His Mens Creatrix indicated his indebtedness to Bergson and his 

ditterenoe trom him. As men aooept the Tr~th, as Christ beoomes 

realized and operative in the minds and hearts ot men, there wl11 

be a temporal manifestation ot Godls Klngdom whioh for its tallest 

aooomplishment reqaires aIl eternity. 

The task for aooomplishing the transtormation ot the htœan sooiety 

into the Sooiety ot the Kingdom ot ~od, William ~emple assigned to 

the Ch~oh. Rather, he oonsidered this task as a Divine oommission 

to the Charoh whioh ls ' the Body ot Christ. It modern science had 
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taught as anything it had taught Ils that ita oonoeption a htlndred 

and titty years ago of a self-explanaiory .orld going on iis own 

steam and impelled by iis o.n nature cotlld no longer be held. But 

the ne. soience had oonvinced men that they could believe that 

everything can be explained by natural la •• and there was nothing 

incompatible .ith this and the beliet in Divine law.(16}. Indeed. 

the prinoiples wh10h are seen at work in the tlniverse are themaelves 

a gtlarantee, a tOken, ot wbat is revealed in Christ Jesus. !he oper

ation of the same law or spirit is seen in the Churoh wh10h i. the 

Body ot Christ still being btlilt ap ~to perfeotion Rntil aIl will 

"oome to one perfeot Man".(17). The task of the Chtlroh i8 the in

gathering of all into one fellowship of servioe under the fall 

suzerainty of the reign of God. 

The task, then, .as the missionary task ot the Churoh, and so 

Temple threw himself into it with all the force and enihasiasm at 

bis disposaI. It has been trtlly said that "the Oeowœenioal MOvement 

is the most important thing of modern times". Its meas~e of stlooess 

i8 in no small part due to the initial toroe and driving power ot 

William Temple. The romantio, even qaixotio, manner in .hioh he took 

tlp the ohallenge and the leadership he gave to the Student Christian 

llovement, the CSllSe ot International and Interdenommatiollal nS8lou, 

the World COtlnoil of Charohes and the great World CoAt.renoes saoh 

as Lausanne, Jertlsalem, Edinburgh, Madras .and Stookholm afford IlOst 

inter.sting reading.(18). But he never oonoeived ot The World Coano11 

of Chnrohes as a sort of super-Chtlroh, nor aven as the HOly. Catbo110 

Charoh. It .as itself a demonstration of a fellowship ot servioe and 

oo-operation tor bringing in the Kingdom of God. While he rema1l1ed 

a stamoh and loyal Chnrobman of the Anglioan Communion and disoharged 
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nobly and with consœmate skill the dnties of the highest Office 

that Churoh co~d oo~er npon him, yet he conld be hailed as a 

Christian brother and leader by Chnrohmen of other Denominations. 

And so this ohapter ends as it began, with a referenoe to the 

greatness of the man Temple. He was aoknowledged by his contem

poraries as a chairman withont a rival, in the disoharge ot which 

dnty he proved himself a master of procedure and unswervingly 

impartial. As a ohairman he was neither laz nor a hnstler and, 

possessing an almost infallible memory, he was partionlarly 

accnrate in snmming np a debate or in presenting resolntions and 

decisions which had been reaohed. He possessed amazingly keen 

powers of obserTation and had snch a retentive memory that he 

conld recall almost anything he had ever heard or read and give 

the reference for it. He laid it down as a first reqnisite of 

edncation that it shonld incnloate the habit ot oonoentration, 

and it was observed by those who knew him that he neTer allowed his 

own attention to wander, and at the same time, oonld never be 

aconsed ot any laok ot oonrtesy or patienoe toward others. He had 

a resonrsefnlness in overooming diffionlties, and his aptitnde 

tor reoonoiling divergent views has been called his "parlon? triok". 

He was at aIl times radiantly happy and possessed a tlair for 

friendliness and was characterized with a spirit of great hnmility.(19) 

His personal charm and abilities made him pecnliarly titted to take 

a ~iqne place and make a oontribntion, perhaps ~ivaled by his 

contemporaries, in a world of tension. 
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Annota"tion:-

(1) Suoh tributes are paid by the rollowing writers, and they re!er 

to many other testimonials to the greatness or William Temple's 

oharaoter and achievements: Sidney Dark- The People's Arohblahop; 

'.A.Iremonger- William Temple, Arohbishop or Oanterbury. Anthony 

Otter- William Temple; and William Temple: An Estimat. and An 

Appreciation by six oontrib~tors. 

(2) Y.Â.Iremonger: William Temple, p.ô27. 

(a) The People's Arohbishop, p.7. 

(4) Lord Aoton: Leotures on Modern History, pp.1-2. 

(6) Ote ~e.ple: Obristianity and Sooial Order, p.63. 

(ô) Lord Aoton: Leotures on Modern History- bath quotatlons p.3. 

(7) Ote 1 (5) seme p. 

(8) Mens Creatrix: Preraoe, p.Vll. 

(9) Iremoager: William Temple, p.3. Also ct. Sidney Dark: The People's 

Arohbishop, p.13. 

(10) The argument ooo~s again and again in his writings. cr. esp. 

Ohapters Xl, XII, and XlII ot Nature, Man and God. 

(11) In this oonnectlon l have read and list as typioal the tollowing

A.J.Baltour: The Foundations or Beliet; Bishop Gore: Beliet in 

Gad; A.E.Taylor: The Faith or 8 Moral1st; Dean Rasbdall: Phil

osophy and Religion; A.E.GarTie: Handbook or Christian Apologet

ios; Deaa Inge: Yaith and Its Psyohology; R.H.L.Shappard: The 

Impatience ot a Parsan; G.A.Studderi Kennedy: !he Kew Kan in 

Christ; Canon O.C.~uick: Christian Beliers and Modern ~ueatioDS 

aad W.R.Katihews: The Purpose ot God. 

(12) Ct. Ess&Js in Christian Politios, p.152. 

(13) Ibid: p.164. 



(14) Ct.-Basio Conviotions. 

Personal Religion and the Lite ot Fellowship, 64tt. 

Christianity and the State, p.139; p.1S3tt. 

Christianity and the Sooial Order, pp.46 & 63. 

2.2. 

The idea rans as a theme throaghoat them all. It i8 also a 

main contention ot Christus Veritas. Ct., also Mens Creatrix ' 

pp.l35 BI 136. 

(15) Ct. Mens Creatrix; also Readings in St.John's Gospal,esp. 

Introduotion & pp.1-42. 

(16) The Faith and Modern Thonsht,p.153. 

(17) Ibid,p.163. 

(18) Y.A.Iremonger, Chapter XXIV. 

(19) This character sketch ot William Temple is gathered from Y.A. 

Iremonger, Anthony Otter, Sidney Dark, and the oontributors 

ot William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreoiation. 

ADDENDUl4 

l am aware ot the apparent weakness ot thns linking the German 

thinkers so c10sely together. l realize that Lotze attords a point 

ot dapartura. In linking the name of Ritsoh1 .iih hœmanism l wonld 

draw attention to the words "leading towards". Atter writing this, 

1 had aooess to Canon Raven's Gifford Leotures and 1 tind that he 

confirma my Judgment. Cf.Soienoe and Religion:"Notea" p.2l3. 
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III. Yacing the Issue •• 

flle world of tension whioh loomed so large17 in ihe las" cbapter 

aeeda turther eluoidatioll, and ibis copier wl11 be ail aite.pt to 

•• e it more olear17 a8 William Temple sa. lt ud to waioh ho. he 

haJ1dled li. 

Oolonel Blllap' 8 'boys', wben they sang 'Where do •• go trOia here" 

in ille .sr ot 1914. ..re really expres.1ng the mind ot the tilles. Tu 
whole world {ihough aoi. of course. in the song) ••• ellTiaaged aa 

be1ng at ihe oross-ro.da of Msiory (1), and ihe 81\8wer ia ihe qa.st

ion _.Y weIl depend on another: .bars are we! Ii i8 obvlously 

aportet io Oow our exact si art ing-point • (2). The &Daw.r to ihi • 

• eoond qll8.tloa .. y weIl again depend on ihe atill tarther quesilon: 

HOw did we get wbare w. are! Ii was oharaoter18iio ot William 'emple 

to use ihis meihod ot approaoh. Ii torma the tooal-poini ot aIl hi. 

ettort and writings and he eapecial17 adopied ii as the approach to 

hia Gittord Leotures (3), .ure, in contraat .ith Karl Barth, he d1d 

le.Ts • Tery re.l place tor "naturel religion".(.). But ihe point ot 

our enquiry bas been ihus iniroduoed io indicaie thai Temple as he 

taoed ihe issues ot his time approached ihem .iih a magnanimiiy ot 

a1nd and spirit wh1ch could hardly be precluaive or untair in his 

treatmeni. 

The whole impaot ot the modern "scienoes" aince 1850 had t8nded 

io a biturcaiion in aIl knowledge and a conaeqneni fragaeniation in 

men's th1nking, attitudes and actiona. William Temple's tather bad 

dsa1t wiih the quesiion in his Bampton Lectures in 1884. He wa8 

concerned .iih the "apparent" oontliets wb10h had arlsen and aimed 

ai ahowing ihat Revelation .as no obsiacle io the progress ot Science. 

but that ihe uniiy wh1eh aoienoe sought ·would be tound "noi in ihe 
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pbysical world alone, but in the pbysical and spiritual united".(5). 

The 1aherent danger laI in the tact thai the "aupposed- contliot 

would inc11ne .en to superstition, blindnesa and stagnation. B1 the 

i!me Lord Balfour produced Ms FOUlldat ions ot Beliet (lS~-') the 

iDroada had beoome more .eourely laid and more ae."erel)' telt. ID. the 

taoe ot the 'doubts' and 'perplexiiiea' with wh10h maakind W88 basat 

ha wiah8d to "recoJlDlend a part ioular way ot looldDg at the 1Jorld

problems, whioh, whether .e like i t or not, we are compeUed to tace"; 

l\e deairad to l.ad Il.p to a point ot ."i •• -wul1ce ihe amall rrapellta 

ot the Iat1nite Whole mal app.ar in iheir irue relaiive proporiions". 

(6). The change in a Chrisiian world where 11811 .aud iMuel."ea 

whether thel ahould adopt thetruths ot the ne. 80ienoe to a world 

in which a soientitio mentality aaka .hether ii can 8D1 longer acoept 

the beliets ot Chrisiianitl had pretty weIl iaken plaoe by 1903 when 

Dr.William Horth Rice endeavoured io mainiain a plaoe tor the Chriai

ian '81ih in An Age ot 3c1enoe.(7). It la tntere.tiDg io read the 

book w1th its m~ 'diagrams' and 'equtions', partloular17 as he 

a1mB io show a pbys1cal explanai10n ot miraole. He considered Arch

bishop Frederiok Temple's Bampton Leciures the best answer to the 

problem of Free-Will.(S). But desp1te snch a'ttempte the tendency waa 

o."erwhela1ng~ towards the eltber : or. ihe 'Ulis or that t in the 

whole question ot beliet and praoiice. Thls i8 not to sRggest that 

~ Christian beliet was bl that iime totieriag or ihat no applauae 

was acoord.d the iheologian's interpretaiion ot ihat beliet or his 

vie. ot the universe. The voice ot historieal Christiaaity was atill 

speaking trom within England, a8 is .vident bl the appearanoe ot 

LIu: Mundi, ed1ied bl Gere in 1892. There, .1ihin the Churoh, .as a 

group ot men .ho were weIl aware ot the prob1ems aBd stated the 
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tuadamental positions wh10h were to be the roundationa on which 

Temple was to build and establish hia argwœent tor the place ot the 

Incarnation. But the "critioal" attitude within the Chur oh , as 

iypitied by suoh men as So~eitzer in Germany and Paroy Gardner in 

England, was iending towards a form of criticism even tO the point 

ot rejection of the Christian Faith in the l8y .ind. Bi the time of 

World War l the inadequaoy ot the Church was felt at home (in England) 

and abroad (9) and by the tirst quarter of the century ihere ware 

powerful lay movements beeoming openly hostile. One of the .videnoes 

ot this was to be seen in the "qaestion t1œe" and ftaoap-box or.tory" 

or Hlde Park (10) where the contrasts or Ideals in the tntelleotual, 

indasirial and politioal worlds, as •• 11 as in personal and rellgious 

lire. beoame in open oonfliot. Even in the writings or Julian Hnxley. 

Bertrand Russell and Somerset Maugham it was suggested that the 

Christian view of lite should be abandoned. 

When William Temple oame upon the seene the situation was grave. 

In 1904 he produoed an Essay on The Provinoe ot Scienoe and in 1908 

he resolutaly set himself the task ot ahowing that the universe is 

"Christo-centrio".(ll). During bis whole oareer ha was in the think 

ot the fight. It is enlightening to see the ditferenoe in the way 

Temple raced the issues in comparison with moat of the thinkers or 

twenty years ago. The literat~e wh10h attempted to solve the prob

lems in "the thirties" was oharaoterised by question marks. This in 

itseIt is suggestive. In 19~2 we had, for example, Cave: Whai Shall 

We Say Of Christ? and Storr: Doea Soienoe Leave Room For God~ In 19~a 

W.atharbead: HOw Can l Find God?, Taylor: Does Soience Leave Room For 

God! and Findlay: What Did Jesus Teaoh~ In 19~8 R.G.Wood waa asking 

Did Christ R.ally Live? In aIl tbis it is not to be interred that 
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s~oh wriiers did not make a pla~sible ana worih-while con~rib~tion 

to theistio thought, but it is indioative that not one ot Temple's 

oontributions was thus oharacterised by a q~estion markt Wbat was 

the distiaotiveness that was Temple's? 

It bas already been hinted in the olaim put forward for his 

largeness of view. It was axiomatic of Temple that we .should never 

treat the present as isolated. Conflicts arise beoause th.re is 

tension and tensIon arises becaase there is misunderstanding. or at 

least. a laok of wnderstanding. AlI history bas its roots in the 

past, its meaning in the present, and its ayes to the future. First 

ot aIl we must clarity the issaes and start from there(12), being 

oaretul never to adopt the either:or at.titude. This i8 espeoially 

true .hen we faoe the whole problem with its aooentuation on mind 

or body, matter or spirit. the natural or supernatural. The contliot, 

on its major field bet.een the natural and spiritual, can be reaolved 

by adopting the Christian vie •• "The spirit~al and the materlal are 

not in themselves natnrally hostile. though they easily eno~h beoome 

so; they are mutnally snpplementary. The spiritual is onli aotive, 

perhaps only aot~l (if these are ta be distinguished), so tar as it 

possasses and expresses itselt through the material; the mat.rial 

only reallses iis potentialities when the spiritual dwells in It and 

oontroIs It. Christianlty ls far the most materlalistl0 ot the great 

religions; its oentral attirmatlon is, "The Word was made tlesh". It 

ls materlallstl0 not beoause It ls wnspir!tual, but beoausa its 

spIrIt is so strong that It need not rnn away trom matter - even trom 

tlesh - b~t faoes It and dominates it".(lZ). Bere indeed was a man

Ifesto tor the combatants providins a oharter by wh10h they oould 

not only make a truoe but .ork together in peaoetul oo-operation, 
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it . they .o~ld adopt it. 

The advanoe ot soieniific kno.ledge need not lead tO a iearing 

8s~der the whole fabric of man's existenoe and aohieTements aad a 

80atiering of them pieoemeal ta be trampled ~derfoot in bis onward 

maroh. The problem .as not so m~oh one ot general kno.ledge as a 

problem ot the knowledge ot God. Kaowledge had advanoed wlth the 

gro.th ot the soienoes and tbis growlng oomprehension ot the .orld 

was tormenting the mind of man. Could he, in the faoe ot it, be sure 

ot ~tlmate existenoe and ot Tal~e? In this, too, thinkers tended to 

adopt the 'elther:or' attit~de. On the one band thare was the a~t.mpi 

to eqaaie Ohristianity with Idealism. The dogmatio attit~de ot those 

who proolaimed the ~Absolute" was exemplltied in F.R.Bradley and 

Bosaaquei.(14). Bradley had distingaished beiween Realiiy and God. 

Dira resalts of literary and his~orioal oriticlsm bad lad to an atiaok 

on the authoritarian basis ot the Bible. Sohweitzer had rua the 

Gospel into an apooalyptio mould, and subsequently the very origin 

of Christianlty bad been quesiioned. The whole issne seemed to be 

leading io contusion and to a questioning ot reason iisalt. For had 

not raiional th1nking orept into theologioal thought and lad io tbis 

.holeaale qaestioning ot the Soripiures! The Hegelian position oould 

hardly longer be justified. Resson, when it applied itselt to objeo

tive reality in the form of scientitio enquiry led to equally dire 

results. Here, indeed, was perplexity as weIl as tension, tor it had 

oome about through the triumph of Reason~ The reason ot soienoe was 

an empirioal reason but the rationalistio oollapse had baen due to 

soienoe req~iring a new approaoh. The new approaoh, of course, .as 

that ot the evolutionary bipothesis. In the bands ot William Temple 

the evolutionary hypothesis reoeived an entirely ne. tr.atment and 
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gave a ne. signiticance tor history and haman development. But up to 

this t1œe it had aocentuated the problem or man. lts method had been 

applied to religion in various senses. notably in the tield of the 

study of Comparative Religions. but here. again, it led to dire eoa-

8eqaanoes. As a resalt it led to a doubt as ta whether there was any 

distinctive truth in Christianlty. In answer ta such bewildermeni 

Temple pointed out that NMsa is a finite mind; but beosuse he is 

Mind he oannot be content with his tinitude. And one ot the ways in 

which he tries to rise above it Is in the pursuit of kaowledge - a 

parsuit which. once started. never stops until the whole Universe is 

focassed in his inteI11gence".(16). 

On the other hand were those who seized the opportunity ot the 

rationalistic collapse to seek the truth ot existenoe by anoiher 

method. Sinoe it could no longer be claimed that science had explain

the whole world and given an account of the whole of existenoe they 

were encouraged to look in another direction. It ls natural tor a 

man in doubt and perplexity to apply his mind to these doubts. in 

other words to look within. In this the existentialists were tariher 

enoouraged by the ne. psyohology. fhe upshot ot this lad io an 

aooentuation of oontlict bet_een authority and experience, tradition 

and modernism. conservatism and progresse It was obaracteristio of a 

tendency to get rid ot dogmatisme The tendenoy to look .iihln, as 

weIl as the tendency to look at nature ltself (IG) lad to an aocept

aace et "self-surticienoy" as a saiistactory explanaiion of exist

ence. Against such selt-sufticiency W.R.Katthews argued in The 

Parpose of God.(17). As against the whole tendenoy. William Temple 

pointed to the fact of the on-going Chnroh and asked how on that 

basis we could accouat for that. The Church dld not ~ust "grow up". 
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If we are seeking a sol~tion to the q~8stion o~ s~bjective or 

objective. then we shall find it in Revelation. "AlI human experi

ence cantains two factors. the s~bj8ctive and the objective".(18). 

Just as there is evidence of an order in the physical world so God 

intended that there sho~ld be an order in the 1ntellect~al realm. 

If we seek to see it or know It in its entlrety that ls probably 

beyond o~ ken, for aIl life is a "growth" or "process" and man 

himself i8 incl~ded in that prooess. So we may not be oapable ot 

obtaining a oomplete obJeotive view. any more than we oan have a 

complete subjective view. "AlI the realiiles of lite are prooess8s, 

moving trom point to point in an ordered growth •••• Lite ita.~. that 

is. hnman history as a whole. may be presœmed to be the noblest 

drama ot aIl; but lt is at onoe so long and so .oomplex ihat most ot 

us can see no real and ooherent signitioance in it at aIl. unless 

some man of genia.s has isolated some relativell complete whole and 

made us see its val~e".(19). This. ot course, ia the role of the 

poet or dramatist. but we see it aIso in Jesus Ohrist. He is the 

orown and oriterion of aIl revelation, tor the whole realitl of 

revelation finds its perfeot and focal point in Jesus Bimselt.(20). 

When man makes hlmself or the world he exper1encea the or1terion 

of his knowledge and judgmenis he makes a mistake. When man acts in 

thls way he leaves God out and there seems no plaa.sible _ay of 

a.nderstanding the world exoept as God's creation. "God Is the _orld's 

creator"(2l) and "it is the whole world. inclusive of matter - of 

flesh and blood - whlch God so loved that He gave His only begotten 

son".(22). "He is not Just the soul of the universe. so that it 1s 

as neoessary to Him as He is to it. He exists. so to spaak. by his 

own right; the universe only exists beca~se He chooses. 'Thou hast 

created aIl thlngs. and for Thy pleas~re they are. and were created·. 
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Now this is a very definite and distinctive philosophical doctrine. 

l believe that it affords a general vie. of things which is • even 

philosophically, better than any other."(23). Atter examining the 

various types of reeent philosophy in 1936 Protessor John Laird 

pointed out that in aIl seriousness Tery eminent people •• re adTooat

ing a retarn to the past: "Beck to Kant", "Beck to Hume~, "Baek to 

Locke", "Baek to St.Thomas", "Baek to Plato".(24). Up to the point 

ot aceepting the value of past tradition William Temple .ould agree. 

When examining the case for Natural Theology in his Gitford Lectures 

ot 1939 Professor Laird had this to say: "Of 'coœmwaion .lth God' l 

can speak trom.hearsay only. If a man believes that he walka .ith 

GOd, that God responds to his heart and mind. in brief that there is 

genuine although intinitely nnequal tello.ship between de1ty and 

himself, he i5 cla1ming, in principle. a personal acqaa1ntance .ith 

the divine being not wholly d1ssimilar trom bis aoqaaintance .ith 

other men •••• Acoordingly l submit that the 'right use ot ordinary 

me ans , of knowing has an intelligible if not a prec1sely demarcable 

sense. that it is doubttul whether we have any other means of know1ng. 

and that it need not be true that the kno.ledgeable po.ers we apply 

within nature could not apply to nature or to naturels God".(26). 

Bad William Temple remained 8 protessor ot philosophy only, he no 

doubt oould bave said aIl this and more. lndeed, he did say more in 

bis Essay on The Provinoe ot Science in 1904. But .hen he tsced the 

issues he did so as a man ot taith and stated the traditionsl 

Theistic position in terms of modern saientitio thonght and in the 

light of r~ason. Thus doing, he recap~ured the grest tradition laid 

down by Bishop Butler. 

In sny attempt to see how William Temple faoed the great issues 
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of scientifio. philosophio or theistio thought it must be remembered 

that he saw clearly the pitralls ot aIl these great endesvours of the 

human mind. It has been due to the Inherent weakness of human thought 

and the inability or refusaI to think things through olearly and 

fally that men have been led to prod~ce the "deist" theories ot God 

and the waiverse. Even supposing God has created the aniverse, if He 

remains outside His creation we are left with a mechanioal view of 

the aniverse. On the other hand if God and matter are equally real 

they may be mutually independent of eaoh other and then we are led 

to the position of a dualism. or even of pluralisme Again, when man 

has soaght a way out of these problems and tried to account for the 

presence of God at work in His universe he has been lad into pan

theism. What Temple clearly saw was that "if aIl were God, nothing 

were Gad"; ar, to state it differently. it aIl is divine, then how 

osa _e distinguiah bet_een gaad and bad. bet.een truth and errorY 

.hen one tries ta ooneeive of "pure apirit" he arrives at aA Ar1.to

telian God, whereas when he tr1es ta aocount tully and adequately 

tor "1œmanoace" he lands 1n pantheisme The o~ conceiveable w81 out 

is along the linea of both "Immanence" and "Transoendence". Temple 

ouilined the answer to the problem under the double-capiion ot "ihe 

Tranaceadeaoe ot the Immanent" and "the Immanenoe of the Tresoen

dent" in his Gitford Lectures.(2o). The faot that tbis i8 God's 

world. that it needa Him and that He can be 8een 1Jl the great procesa

es of its emergenoe runs throtlgh the whole of Temple' a development. 

(27). The world 1a not as neoes.ary to God as He 1a ta the world(28) 

but Be is at work in the arana ot His creation for guidanoe and tor 

judgment (29). "Our religion rests upon the oonviotion that God ia 

the living Gad 8l'1d that He is aotive in His world in tultilment ot 
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Bia purpose".(30). It is because of this that there can be events 

or epiaodes whioh men oall miraoles. If God oreated matter. sureli 

He oan op.rate upon. or work out Hia purpose in and throngh matter, 

and where the "ocoaaion 18 sutflclent, He oan and wlll do aomething 

oontrary to the ordlnary oourae of nature. I~ will not be a more 

dlTlne sot than that whioh is regaler, but It wlll reveal Hlm more 

completely".(~l). It ia not only in thia way that •• oan underatand 

God's action in world oriaes, b~t here we alBo have a ol~e to under

atanding God revealed ln one partlcular place and at a particular 

moment in world history in Jeaus Christ. Temple doea not attempt to 

"gloas over" the feartul conaequences of the supreme Revelatlon of 

God 111 Christ. nor doss he refuse to face the dem8lld whiel)ljSCÜlh: a 

talth and experience makes upon the individual. "The place of oriala 

la in onr o.nh.arta. ·Do you believe - vitally and emotionalll 

belieTe - that the Creator ia the Red.emer, that Jeaua Chrlat reveala 

the ult~ate reality~ l don'i. My mlnd believes; MY consoienoe . 

apprOTeSj my heari applauds; but my heart la also set on too auch 

eIse to truat effectlvely. And if It were not that the Creator

Redeemer both oan and does offer Rimaelf to d.ell wlthin us and make 

ua like Riaself. l shou..ld have neither falth in God lior hop. for the 

world. In Hîm, and in Rim alone, is salvation ••• Though aIl our low.r 

nature shrinks from the sacrifice which it must faoe, yet in our beat 

moments we know that the one satisfaction of o~ souls Is to be fouad 

in thelr surrender to Jesus Christ, that He may shape them Into the 

likeness of Hls perfect love, and that the acoompllshment of this 

for manklnd la the one means of purglng out of the world aIl that 

now spolIa and embltters llf.".(~2). 

That statement meant personal oommltment for Temple. Be was 
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partia~larly aware ot the iss~es at stake. as bas beea said; b~t he 

was not only a great apologist. he not only gave a r.aaonable stat.

ment ot the theistia position in the tradition ot a great Christian 

Platonist. he also went into action on the Christian front. la other 

.ords. he was not only "a hearer ot the Word. he was a doer also".(~3). 

We are deeply indebted to F.A.lremonger for a masterly treat

ment of the manner in whioh Temple taaed the iss~es ot bis day on 

the praatioal level. Others have attested ta the greatnass of the 

task and the immenaity of Temple'. oontrib~tion.(34}. This obapter 

is not an attempt to reiterate that story. bat something m~.t be 

aaid inaotar as the intelleotualand theological and the praotioal 

oontributions are oomplementary. In taot. the t.o aannot be divoroed. 

tor the negleot ot the one impairs the other. The onrush ot modern 

tho~ht was retleoted no.here else perhaps alearer than it was in 

the Stud.nt Christian Movement. thongh not onl1 there. By 1908. when 

he waa a Deaoon in Roly Orders, Temple was already wanted ever1Where 

and by everybody; his help was songht by soaieties, aOUDoils. aonter

enoes. and propagandists of aIl kinds. In that year he gaTe his firat 

reasoned statement ot bis sooial and eoonomia taith to the Pan

Anglioan Conferenoe of London. Thus early he was oaQght up in the 

gr.at Labour Movement and he deolared: "This is not an eoonomia 

question. It is a question toaohing the natare of peraonality. It 

asks what are the deepest and most potent motives in the hwœan aoul. 

The question is not eaonomio - to the Christian it i8 religious •••• 

If Christianity is to be applied to the economic system, an organiz

aiion wb10h rests primarily on the prinaiple of exploitation mQst 

g1ve way to one whioh resta primarily on ao-operation ••• The quest10n 

of the oompetitive prinoiple 1a dr1ven down into the Labo~ market. 
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so that men compete against eaeh other tor the rlght to work whloh 

la the rlght to 11va. Go aad see It at work ln the London Doaks. It 

one man ls to s80ure the means ot teedlng hlmselt and his tamll1.he 

mast deprlve another. Is that an exhibitlon ot BrotherhoodY Suoh a 

.ystem embodlas no prinolple b~t seltlshness and m~t~al aatagonlsm • 

••• Aa oitlzens .a are g~llty ot a .hale system ot oppression: It 18 

there: wa tolerata It. and so beoome responsible tor Its res~lis. 

There ls nothlng Inevitable 1a it: it ls aIl the result ot bnman 

choloes. l do not mean that any one dellberately p~t it there; It ls 

the greatest tl~e ln oreatlon. B~t li i8 the net res~lt ot innumer

able cholc.s. and by hnman ohoices it oan be modltled. Here lies our 

d~ty - and O~ gul1i".(35). 

!he lss~es at stake were issues ot llte and death and so they 

were lssues dependent on 'oholce ' • and choice depended on 'val~e'. 

and value depended on 'personallty t. The great task Is that ot 

liberatlng h~ persons from the bondage of contllct and oorr~ptlon. 

a bondage whloh arlses as the result of wrong cholces due to 

misunderltandlng and mlsjudglng the issues whioh contront mankind. 

We see Temple grappllng wlth th.se problems ln almosi everythlng he 

.ver dld or wrote. 

1. The primary task ls thai of Eduoatlon. Here, the need beoom88 

one of suttiolent eduoation for aIl, not merely tor the seleot tew. 

and not just up to a polnt. The Churoh and 3tate m~st see that 

taoll1tles are provided and that the means are adequate tor an 

etticlent eduoatlon. The main dut Y ot educators ls to see that the 

ohild is taught the tirst rudiment, whioh Is the art ot "oonoentratlon~ 

Eduoatlon Is not j~st tl11ing jhe mlnd with the data ot texi-books, 

It ls the endeavour to develop the whole personallty so thai the 

mlnd c~n concentrate on the great issues of lite and make right 
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judgments. Man will fulfil his purpose in the divine plan adequately 

only .han he achieves a development which will enable him to use 

all his faculties in the task of co-operationwith his fellow-man 

and with God. He must be educated for "service" to the point of 

"saorifice", for service and saorifioe are the essential requirementa 
1 

in a "saoramental" world. This is to be underst~od in the way that 

we understand the ·oross' as the 'throne' of GO~IS 'glory' .(36). 

Beoause he saw the problem of Education in a ne. light and dared to 

proolaim the possibilities and the glories of its achievement. Temple 

was at the forefront of a movement .hich Irevolutionizedl the 

edacational system ot Great Britain. When it ia remembered that the 

Education Aots of 1918 and 1944. together with the setting up of the 

vastly improved Board of Education in England. were largely due to 

the initial drive and guiding influence of Temple, it is almost 

impossible to overestimate the results of his endeavours in this 

great and all-important field as he faced the educational problems 

of hi s t ime • ( 37 ) • 

II. 'l!hen there is the great Labour problem. Temple sensed keenl7 

the tension which existed between Labour, Management and Capital, 

and gave a critical analysis of the intricate and delicate situations 

whioh led to strife and strikes. The primary requisite, as in 

education, is that we must instil a sense ot "vocation" into the 

labouring and managing classes alike. The problem arises beoause of 

misunderstanding and misdirected service. The cause, as well ss the 

resalt, is one of misgaided endeavour: there is ' a lack ot 1 00 - . 

operation ' where we ought to find a real 'tellowship'. The leoonomio 1 

problem' is yet another instanae ot the talae way ot treating manls 

problems in isolation. R.H.Tawney in Religion and the Rise of 
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Capitalism pointed to a deep trnth: ~when the ~e ot the Reformation 

came, economias is still a branah ot ethias and ethias of theology: 

aIl activities are treated as falling within a single scheme .hose 

charaater is determined by the spiritnal destiny ot mankindft .(3S). 

Temple knows that the new scienae had driven a .edge in here a$ 

elsewhere. He sees qnite olearly .hat Barry explained in The 

Relevanae ot Christianity:"Secnlar knowledge has givan mankind an 

~derstanding ot God's ways, a power ot controlling environment.a 

tield tor research. ventnre and enterprise whiah wonld ne ver have 

been open to ns within the circŒmterenae ot that prematnre 

synthesis".(39}. Bnt he is also a.are ot something aIse: he knows 

that this ne. soientitio conception. great and illwœlnating as it is. 

reveals the unIt y of creation and a progressive order. Yet we do not 

see that unit Y and arder in the problem ot labonr. Rather labonr 

i3 treated as a oommodity which those who need it bny as cheap as 

they can and those who possess it sell as dear as they can; bnt 

labonr Is not a commodity- yon oannot divest labonr trom the 

labonrer.(~O). The problem ot 'Snpply and Demand' is a misnomer it 

we tak. it as the proposed principle on whioh the oapitalist worka. 

In reslity it worka in exaotly the reverse order trom that .hich 

18 claimed tor it in theory: 'goOds' are not prodnoed beoanse men 

need them, nor do we ask the 'prcpar' price for thea beoanse of 

this same reason. rather they are prodnoed and sold in a grest 

oompetitive soheme for the sole pnrpose ot maklng money. As Barry 

s~gasted. secnlar kncwledge may have snpplied the power tor 

"oontrolling environment~; it haa obvionsly not snpplied the power 

for controlling man in his environment. We are working on snb

Christian levels. with snb-Christian standards. So the tirat Chri$tian 
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prinoiple needed is libBrty or the sacredness ot personality. Here. 

too. we must be oaretnl with onr lines of demarcation and incluaive

nasse Wbile the basic need is the inonloation ot the prinoiple of 

personality. still a man m~st not be treated as a mere person. as 

another instanoe of a 018ss of persons. b~t ss an "individ~alft. Ii i8 

preeisely here that we see Democraey ai iis best when contrasted _ith 

any 'bourgeois' or 'totali~arian' system. Sirikes are ~ustitied for 

Temple. not on the prinoiple ot mere aoqnisitlveness. nor merell io 

'gat' 80methlng aven it it Is rlght that the labourer should bave It: 

they may be neoessary on any system ot 'haves' and 'have nots'; bnt 

they are really j~stif1ed beoause they show a demand that hnman beings 

should be treated as sacred personalities. Thus the problem beoomes a 

'heological one. The Christlan system la not an iBpraotlosble. 

Utoplan Ideal. It Christ .ere only a great moral teacher. ihen ii 

aight be trne that wbat He taughi was tOo good to be tr~e; b~t If 

Christ is ihe Creator ot the world. ihen we can be snre that His 

thought sbo~t anything ls what that ihing tr~lJ ls. So Chrlst's 

oonoeption abont human nature is .hat human naiure real17 is. and 

if we wsni tO be • preciiesl' we must ireat human nature atier ihe 

exemple and teaching of Chrlst. T~refore the _bole problem 18 one of 

br1Dging industry ander the domain of Chrlsi: ihen Labour.Kanage •• nt 

and Capiial will take their rigbtful place 1ft a great scheme ot 

Chrlstlan co-operatlve endeavour. We observe femple bringing an end 

to the debate. as he otfers bis solution to the problem of the lss~e 

thus taoed •• ith the follow1ng oharacterlstio flourlah:-

,:" 'Bnt this puts off for ever aIl hope of a solution; yon are 

tmpraotioable; you are a dreamer. 1 

If 80. then Christ .as a deluded tanatic and His religion Is a 

traud. 
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naturel. 

as. 

Ho; but God oan; and Chrlst was born and died and rose agaln and 

sent the HOll Spirit to do that very thing."(41). 

III. Thirdly, the great issnes reso1ve themselves &round the 

grave soclal problems. Beoaase ot Temple's oonnection wlth the 

Labour party he bas otten been called a "soclallst". This 18 really 

a .alanomer, as W.G.Peck clearl1 points out (.2), and hls soclal hope 

was groanded in a doctrine ot ethical redemptlon rather than ln any 

doctrinaire theory either ot progress or revolution. As a Platonist. 

Temple believed that the "good man" was the "good citizen" and that 

it was primarily the business ot education and the Church to make 

him so. The whole problem is one of the relatlonshlp ot persons as 

they exlst in oommunlties. In sooietyman ls taoed .ith the question 

ot 'rights' or 'dutles', and It Is hardly too muoh to say that hls 

only 'rlght ' beoomes 'dnty' to others. When conduot ls motiTsted by 

the desire of putting "rlghts" tirst, then the indivldual comes Into 

oontlict with others who similarly as sert their rights, and this 

creates the kind ot tension which ultimately leads to war. The same 

sort of thing prevails .hen the 'state' exerts its demands apon the 

'citizen': we must al_ays remember that the State exists tor the 

citizen and not Tice versa, whatever the historic origin of the 

State, .h8ther it arose by 'Social Contractl or otherwlse. But the 

individual, .hen he oasts a vote, bands over ta the state 8 certain 

right to govern him and to legielate on his behalt. HO •• ver, th. 

Stste doea not and oannot oontrol the .hole ot social lite; yet the 

state "has a univers al anthority over its members snch as is not 

else.here to be tound. The force .iih .hich the state 18 enirusied 
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is the means ot making aotaal and etteotive ibis universalitY of Law. 

And toroe ls oontined to the Stat. in arder that Its exera.1se may 

always be in ~ha serTioe of Law".Both the ~iversallty and the toroe 

at onoe set limlts to the appropriate spheres ot aotion. Beoause of 

its universality Law can on~ deal .ith general sitaations. and 

beoanse its instrament ls torce lt oannot oontrol opinion or aspir

ation."(43). When the doo~rine ot "National ahsolatism" grew ~p as a 

oonseqnence ot the Retormation it was Inevitable that the trend 

wonld lead to war it men did not keep before them the oonoept of 

Christian brotherhood. Dne to modern progress the world has beoome 

inter-related to the extent that we are faoed .ith oontliot or 00-

operation. Greek philosopny and onlture gave as the "Ideal"State. 

but here "Hellenism oomes to its ntmost limits and bursis them. and 

Plato is left at last, .ondering whether bis Ideal State may not. 

eTen as he writes, exist somewhere oatside the knowledge of the 

Greeks. in what they wonld oall a barbarian land, and with his .bole 

system manifestly inoomplete beoanse it is waiting tor jast thet one 

tinal to~oh - that one orowning glory - whioh only Christianity oould 

glTe."(44). 

Basio in Christian teaohing and liTing Is "the ides ot the family". 

It ia the glory ot Chrlstlanlty that it can point the _ay to a tami~

relatlonship tor a troabled world. fhe answer to aIl national and 

international problems oan and will be realised when the whole ot 

"sooiety" beoomes nnited as one tamily in the KlDgdom ot God. That Is 

not merely an idle dream, for Temple can point to an aotRal analogy 

in the Britlsh Commonwealth of Nations - which. while It i9 not per

tect,nevertheless can be seen developing progressively along the 

lines ot a Christian brotherhood. The task is immense, the problems 
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are ao~te, b~t it is not merely the task ot a str~gling mankind; li 

is a divlnely appolnte. task. and 18 theretore the task ot God Hl.

self whioh we may observe Him working ont for the salTation ot man 

and .ith his oo-operation. 

IV. Lasi at aIl. there 18 the task ot the Chnroh. What is the 

sense. Temple asks, of qaestioning the Chnreh or its place in order-

1ng and organizing the sooiety of men! As eTary indiTidnal is barn 

ioto a family and a nation. and as a nation is a produet of histor

ioal development and not a deliberately manutactured structare. so 

too the Churoh is ineviiably "born", so to spaak, in the .orld. It 

comes about pretty muoh in the same way as any other -biologicsl' 

taot - it is the 'extension' of Christ's BOdJ, existing to oarry on 

His redeeming work of saTing and restoring mankind nntil aIl oome ta 

"one perteot man in Christ". To ask the question whether the Churoh 

shonld Interfere is simply silly. If it is the Body of Christ, it 

exists at God's bidding and in it we simpl1 see God at work as we see 

H1m at work in other "natural" ways. The Churoh's primary task is to 

make war Œpon existing evil; its oonoern is .ith sooial questions -

the educational influenoe of the sooial and eoonomic system in whioh 

men live. to develap in men a Christian charaoter. The ans.er as to 

whether the Churoh sho~ld Interfere is the statement that it has 

already interfered, and the proof i8 sean in history.(46). Chnroh 

History is the story of the impaot made by the Spirit of Christ ~pon 

the lite of mankind. In one sense the Chnroh may be said to have 

"interfered" in a partioŒlar way in the great Conterenoe on Christian 

Politios, Economios and Citizenship hald at Birmingham in 1924.It 18 

Tery interesting to read Karl Barth's 'Theologieal Existence Ta-Day' 

aad to see him pleading for the right and the dut Y of the Chnroh to 
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institute reform from "within" , alao to see the tragio trnth that 

it ( or he ) was too late. He wrote in Jnne 1933 and was too late 

by at least the intervening months from Maroh of that year when 

orders went oat from the Reichstag whioh silenoed the voice of the 

Churoh and altered the ooarse of events. It is refreahing to return 

trom that and see how "revolationary" measures were broaght about in 

England during the 'in-between-war' years largely due to the leader

ship of William Temple. Even so, according to Temple, there are 

certain ways in which the Church oannot Interfere. There are laws; 

for example, the laws set forth by the exaot soienoe of Polltical 

Eoonomy, and with these laws the Chnroh has nothing to do any more 

than it has wlih Geometry.(46). Bat it has a great deal to do with 

man as he comes ander these laws, and should strive to see that as 

far as possible leaders in aIl fields of hnman endeavoar are Chri.t

ian or gulded by Christian prinoiples. A man's own politioal convic

tions are his slone and the Charoh must not Interfere but shpuld 

insist that he makes his ohoioe, here as else.here, after oaretul 

and deliberate reflection, and should be ready and competent to 

educate him to that point. Nor shonld the Charoh 'ooerce' men into 

its membership; for to use, in the name of Christ, any other means 

of persuasion than spiritnal appeal and rational coherence is to 

betray His first principles of aotion. It is the task ot the Churoh 

to see that as far as possible the or der of society corresponds to 

the "Natural Order". Even SO, it is God's 'order', not man's. "AlI 

Christian thinking, and Christian thinking about sooiety no less 

than 80y other, must begin not with man bat with God."(47). It there 

is a ohoioe to be made between making men Christian and making the 

social order more Christian, it must be the former; for lt ia,te use 
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8 mixed metaphor, as "tishers of men" that the Chnrah must seek to 

"leaven the whole lump" till aIl mankind is bro~ht !nto the 

"commonwealth" ot "fellowship" in the Klngdom of God. 

Temple's toraetulness of thought and presentation is seen at its 

best in Mens Creatrix, Christus Veritas and Readings in st.John's 

Gospel. The philosophic crux of the whole matter is stated on pages 

58 to &0 of Mens Creatrix, but the student of Temple must grapple 

.ith the full problem as it appears in his ~iftord Lectures: for all 

ot this is headed up in the intellectual and philosophieal questionJ4B) 

As Temple examined the basis of the Gifford Trust he discovered 

that the supposed clearness of the distinction bet_een Natural and 

Revealed Religion, as coneeived in the mind of theologians at the 

time the Trust was tounded. was partly illusory, and that the dis

tinction had been drawn by theologians. not by philosophers. If it i8 

a question of "spheres" then the Bible itself falls under the scope 

of Natural Theology. while it is at the same time the content of 

Reyealed Truth; therefore the distinction must clearly be one of 

"method" and not of "spheres". One of the best examples ot the prob

lem faaing theology could be seen in Julian Huxley who attempted to 

show that "natural religion" itselt could supply man's religions 

needs, without recourse to "revelation".(49). To the argument that 

we must not treat religion as an abstraat saienae, Templ.'s ans.er 

is that it does not hold here any more than in mathematics. We have 

religion tirst of aIl on authority. and when we scrutiniz8 it w. 

find by experience that it is trustworthy: experienee is its 

authentieation. 

He next deals .ith the great vogue of the psyahologists. The 

modern psychologists tended to reaognise the existence of God but 

only as a form ot consciousness. Both Jung and Coe had interpreted 
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a view would say that man is by nat~e religions, and .ithout relig

ion man will never attain ta mental health, to complete sanity.There 

is no naed tor the ontologieal argwœent. Jung would say that man bas 

a dual nat~e: (a) spiritnal,(b) material. Temple sa. elearly that 

.e may question his hypothesis on the same basis on whieh he qU8at

ioned the ontological argument. Everything may be explained as a 

projection; and even if you do not raise the ontological pro.blem, it 

ia still there, and the whole eftieaoy of the argnment relies upon 

it. We are bere back upon the old problem of EITHER ·~OR. Are we to 

treat religion as a natural phenomenon without pronouncing upon its 

validityY When eonfronted with the "psychologiesl vagaries of the 

hnman mind ••• it ia not unreasonable to prefer the alternative 

hypothesis and adopt the view that manls religion i8 a movement 

within him or some great force whioh it behoves bim to appreciate" 

(i.e. Subjeotive), "or bis response ta some object of aupreme import 

whioh it behoves him ta underatandM(i.e. Objeotive), "or both or 

these at onee"(i.e. Subjeotive t. Objective). Natural Religion haa 

the burden of ae.king ta eatablish lts own validity. The taot that 

.stronomy revesla God only as mathematieian 1a aot surpri81ng, tor 

if we stsrt by attending ta abjects only insorar as they are aeaaare

able we are apt to end up .ith nothing only the measurement or these 

objects. Aquinaa began with reason and ended .ith revelation; ~.mple 

bagiDa .lth revelation and ends wlth reaaon. The philosopby ot 

religion i8 sean 8a the preparation tor Systematie Theology, more 

really it should be the truit. but aotually the t_o go pari pas.u, 

band in band. AlI religion begins on authority: but this i8 not to 

deny rreedom. We are not born free, _. are barn to develop freedom, 
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and this Is the trŒth as St.Paul saw it. The movement in Christlan

ity Is trom Law to Grace, but we are never iree trom authorlty: 

~der Grace _a come wnder a new A~thorlty. The treedom ot Lather 

means a ne. authority ot internaI conatraint, only i1 is no. a per

sonal acceptanoe on personal experience. This is basic in the whole 

Christian conoeption and experience. Nelther Lather, nor any other 

Christian, oan be tree trom an Infallibilty. Tbere oan he no saoh 

thing as a tallible authority - other_ise it would not he auihorit

ative.(61). In any case religion, per ~, may be bad - w. have to 

come to a standard ot valaes. Wo "quantnm" theory can aooouat tor 

the truths ot religious experience: Natural Religion needs the aid 

ot Revealed Religion. 

The two "methodologies" under oonsideration bave somewhat in 

common, and both claim to be altimate. Authority tor religion ia 

divine, external, imposed trom without: God is Gad and must be 

obeyed. On the other hand, the philosopher has the authority of 

hwœan reason: here man may be the measure of aIl things. While phil

osophy is a detaohed science, religion is note The ditterenoe i8 one 

ot aim: philosopby seeks knowledge tor the sake ot understanding, 

while Religion seek8 knowledge tor the sake ot worship. The "prtœary 

assuranoes ot Religion are the ultimate questions ot Philo8ophy". 

There are dittioulties ln the way ot the religions man who .ish88 to 

be a philosopher and tor the philosopher who wishes to engage himselt 

in the axercise of religion, but they are not iDs~ountable. The 

divergence ot vie. i8 especially evident in three main conviotions 

ot Religion: 

"rirat is the conviction thBt Spirit i8 a true souroe ot initation 

ot procasses; 
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"Second is the oonviction that aIl existenoe tinds its source in a 

S~preme Reality ot which the nature is Spirit; 

"Tbird is the Qon~iction that bet.een that Spirit and ouraelves there 

oan be, and to some extent already is, tr~e tello.ship".(62). 

Thus there exista a real tension bet.een philosophy and religion,but 

this is not to be regretted beoause it is "right in prinoiple and 

sttœu1ating in etteot". 

The problem is not one ot the moment; it ia inherited trom 

Descartes who was responsible tor two important oontrib~tions to 

European thoa.ght: (a) the bitlU"oat ion ot thollght and things. and (b) 

the eatablishing ot mathamatioal scienoe. It was Descartes who 

started Anal1tioal Geometry whereby spaoe oo~ld be reduoed to an 

arithmetical tormQla. Leibniz bad posited a pre-eatablished hermoD7: 

he developed the "Integral oaloulus". Newton gave us the "ditteren-

11al calo~l~s". He gave a new torm to Cartesian Rationalism in hia 

Philosophiee Prinoipla Mathematioa in wbioh he explained everything 

by oae ~iversal la •• Thus he perteoted the meohanical conception ot 

nature iaaugurated by Kepler, Desoartes and Galilao. 

The ~pshot ot aIl this waa that when John Looke, intluenoed by 

Hewton, prod~oed his Treatise on HIlDUW. Nature, he imagined he co~ld 

red~oe hWMan nature to the same simplioity. In aIl tairness ii 

sbo~ld be aaid that Hewton antioipated Einstein. What Einstein bas 

been doing in our day, espeoially in bis attempt at "~itioation", 

Hewton tried to do: he admitted he oo~dn't, b~t antlcipated the day 

.hen somebody .ouId: he hoped that this prinoiple .ould explain aIl 

being. So, in tairness to Looke, we must understand him ~der the 

intluence ot that type ot mathematioal thinking. His eœpirio1sm led 

him to dist1ng~ish bet.een ideas and objects - which are oharaoter-
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ized by primary and seoondary q~alities. But the th1ngs-ln-themael~es 

do not correspond wlth o~ idees ot them. His subjeotivism. his 

philosopby ot "representationism" was tollowed by Berkley's s~gest

ion that yo~ might as weIl abolish the qa.alities. and then you have 

nothing left but the idea. Hwne tollo.ed .ith his Eltter a1œptioisDl 

to say that then yol1. have nothing left at aIl. Hama .as the logioal 

outoome of Desoartes - solipsisme Thare remained nothing left tor 

Kant to ba.ild on (th1s. ot oourse. is not to "bow oo:t" Bishop Bo.tler). 

and he had to begin aIl over again. B~t as Temple reminds as.Dr.Caird 

used to tell his students: "Kant started trom bath ends ot the ra ad 

at onoe. but never met himselt". He began from the standpoint ot 

the emp1rlcal method. bo.t then he had to aooount for "experience". 

He had bath "noumena" and "phenomena" on h1s bands - and "never the 

twain shall meet": if you start with "ldeas" and "things" as dwelling 

spart. tbis 1a "here you end. 

This was the historical situat10n with whioh William Temple had 

to deal: the development ot philosophieal thoa.ght sinoe Descartes. 

The whole question of the existence of God had tallen into dubiety. 

Temple taced the sita.ation and recognized thai it was impossible to 

reooncl1e this bituroation of knowledge and reallty .1thoui the 

existence ot God. Thus he raised the Ontological Argwœent and intro

duced it as ot atmost importance. It Gad does not exist ontological~. 

He does not exist at aIl; and if God does not exist. notb1.ng eIse 

exists. "Communication" Is the great !!21 of aIl existence and exp

erienoe. Without some "medium" it is impossible to account tor real 

knowledge. Thare must be "some existant" whioh enables "discourse" 

between the subject and objecte bet"een the "selves" whioh exist.and 

wh10h gives "aa.thentioation" to experienoe. We live in a meaningtul 
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• orld. The taot ot dis course establishes the existence ot God. It 1s 

the diotum ot Berdyaev, wnom Temple aooounted "one of the most 

important .riters ot our time", that God i8 the mean1ng ot existenoe. 

In this manner Temple returns to his Authority. The olue to the 

solution ot the problem whloh taoes philosopby and religion i8 to 

be tound in this !resh reoognition of the essential nature of 

A~thority, this "Authentication" whioh is exempt trom either 

ooeraion or diotation, tbis Authority - the God of aIl religions 

experienae. 
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Annotation:-

(1) Jalian Huxley dealt .ith the problem in 1927 trom another angle: 

Religion withont Revelation.p.9:"The head and the heart ot OiTillz

atlon are being torn in ditferent direciions". 

(2) The Preaoher's Theme To-Day.pp.36-37 and Chrlstianlty and Sooial 

Order.p.52,where Temple,in jooalar tashion,likens it to ihe EDglish

man in Ireland asking his .ay to Roscommon. 

(3) Ct. the tirst chapter ot Nature.Kan and God. 

(4) This attitude ls seen in Barthls Credo.Episile to the Romans.and 

God in Aotion. Ct.esp.the opening and olosing sentences ot Chap.IV. 

Creatorem Coeli et lerras in Credo. and The Knowledge ot God and The 

Servioe ot God. 

(5) Cf.The Relaiions Bet.een Religion and Scienoe- Macmillan & Co., 

p.230. 

(6) A.J.Balfoar: Fowndations of Belief.p.3. 

(7) W.B.Rioe: Christian Faith in An Age ot Soienoe. 

(8) Ibid, pp.298-9. 

(9) For Temple's contribution in the War Years ot.Iremonger.pp.167-266. 

(IO) We are indebted to Canon C.F.Rogers,both tor his oontribution to 

the disoussions at HYde Park and tor his 'Lectures in Hyde Park', 

ihree volwmes(1925-29) and 'Verify Your Reterenoes'(1938)- aIl 

pnblished by the S.P.C.K. 

(11) This was to be the theme ot Mens Creatrix,started at Oxrord in 

1908. Ct. the preface. 

(12) This method rune through aIl Temple's work and is seen untolded 

in Essays.Foundations.Christianity and Sooial Order. and Natare. Man 

and God. 

(13) Personal Religion and The Lite of Fellowship.p.17. 

(14) Cf •• e.g •• Bradley's 'Truth and Reality'. 
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(15) Mens Creatrix,p.29. 

(16) This is the philosophy ot "Analysis" as advocaied by Berirand 

Russell. 

(17) The Purpose ot God,p.30. 

(18) Revelation.edited by Baillie and Martin,p.100. 

(19) Mens Creatrix,pp.130-and 131. 

(20) Revelation,s~pr8.p.114. 

(21) Personal Religion and The Lite ot Fellowship,p.6. 

(22) Readings in st.John's Gospel.p.XIII. 

(23) Personal Religion and The Lite ot Fellowship.p.5. 

(24) John Laird: Reoent Philosophy.p.250. 

(25) John Laird: Theism and Cosmology,p.54. 

(26) The Gittord Lectures were delivered 1932-3 and 1933-4.p~blished 

under the title 'Hature, Man and God'. 

(27) This is espeoially tr~e ot Nature, Man and God, Mens Creatrix. 

Cbristns Veritas, Basic Convieiions, The preacher's Theme To-Day and 

Readings in st.John's Gospel. It is also developed in his Essays. 

(28)Haiure.Man and God.p.435."the World - God = 0; 

God - the World = God". 

(29) Repeatedly stated in Readings in st.John's Gospel. 

(30) Basie Conviotions.p.20. 

(31) Ibid.p.2l.0n 'law' and 'miraele'ot.Faith and Modern Thonghi.p.153j 

(32) Personal Religion and The Lite ot Fellowship.pp.13-14. 

(33) st.James 1:22. 

(34) Along with Iremonger's great work,ot.Sidney Dark. Anthony otter, 

and William Temple: An Est~ate and An Appreoiation,oontributed to 

by W.R.Matthews. S.C.Carpenter. Carl Beath, F.Harrison. W.G.peck 

and A.E.Baker. 

(35) F.A.lremonger,pp.94-96. 
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(2ô) Ct.Readings in st.John's Gospel,p.14. 

(37) As typioal ot Temple's ~reatmen~ ot "Ed~oation" ot.Chris~iani~y 

and Sooial Order,pp.87tt.,99,104-106,109.Ed~o8tion : "nourishmen~", 

Nat~e,Man and GOd,p.421. 'Pla~o and Chris~iani~y' .as delivered and 

dedioa~ed to the Worker's Eduoational Assooiation. Ct.Iremonger, 

pp.50, 90-9a, 557, 5&9-578, 018. 

(38) Page 278. Temple oommemorated Christianity and The State "To ., 

friend, R.~Tawney". 

(39) Page la. 

(40) Essays, p.ll. 

(41) Ibid,p.18. We observe Temple ·at hia best as he deals with man in 

his enTlronment.The theme appears repeatedly in many of the Essays; 

The Nature ot Personality; Fo~dations; Christianity and the State; 

Nat~e,Man and God; and is t~lly dealt with in Cbristianity and 

Sooial Order. 

(42) William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreaiation,p.64. 

(4a) Christianity and The state,pp. Ill. 113t. 

(44) Plato and Christianity,p.l02. 

(45) Ct.,for best referenoes, Christianity and Social Order,esp.p.18t. 

('ô) Personal Religion and The Lite ot FellowshiP.p.59. 

(47) Christianity and Sooial Order,p.52. 

(48) The remainder of this ohapter deals with Temple's "approaoh" to 

the problem,oovering the tirsi three chapters of Nature,Man and God. 

(49)Julian H~ley:Religion .1tho~t Revelation.Cf.Prefaoe ~ Chap.l, 

esp.p.8. 

(50) Ct.Coe:The Psyohology ot Rellgionjslao Jung:Psychology and Relig. 

(51)In stating the importanoe ot Authority,Temple has the sQPport ot 

such modern writers as Otto,Barth,Brunner. and Von BAgel. 

(52) Nature, Man and God, p.35. 
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IV. Doctrine of' Reason. 

Iniroduaiory. 

Two things need to be stated quite clearly at the outset of any 

discussion of TempleJs "doctrine of' reason". The first is that he 

did not have any. if by that we mean any clear-cut and well-defined 

statement or. treatmant which ha elaborated as suoh. Nowhere do we 

tind in any ot his works an exposition of a doctrine of reason 

clearly and distinotly and separately set forth, as for example. 

his views on Freedom or Value or Revelation. The same would be 

true for any dootrine of sin. Yet this does not mean that Temple 

has no Kdoctrine of reason", and the student must of necessity 

examine the place given to Reason in his wriiings and grasp the -
importance of the role of reason in his exposition in order to 

a.nderstand his contribution to the philosophy o,f religion. The 

seoond thing is that although Temple began with Revelation and led 

up to Reason in his Gifford Leotures (as we saw in the last chapter). 

;vet it would be true to say that in actual development over the 

years or his contribution to the thought ot philosophy and theology 

he began with Reason and led up to Revelation. Even then, we must 

not be tempted to any view of over-simplifioation or of making fine 

distinctions, for uhuman reason" is not essentially different trom 

the "reason" ot "revelation". 

Reason not an Absolute. 

This leads at onoe to an emphatic statement that Reason is not 

an Absolute in Templels thought. On the contrary, human reason is 

an impaired reason; in man Reason has become vitiated (1) and ii 
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needs Revelation. noi so m~ch to contradict it as to enable i~ to 

tnlfil its function as a GOd-given faculty. Although reason is 

corrupi becanse ot manls sin. it is nevertheless an evidenoe ot 

God's aoiiviiy within ihe sonl of man enabling him io aohieve bis 

true dasiiny. Unlike Kant. who fonnd ii neoessary to distingnish 

between Ipraciioalt and 'pure' reason. Temple in irne Kaniian 

style seizes ~pon Reason which is at ihe same time both 'Ideal' 

and Ipraciioall and finds in it a kinship conjoinily wiih God and 

ihe nniverse whioh Re has oreated. 

Rere. again. we faoe the problem of oonrlioi. d~e to ihe 

aohievemenis of 8cientifio advanoe and discovery in the realm ot 

hnman knowledge; and the contlici. as Julian HUxley saw. was one 

whioh involved "ihe very conception of God"(2). "A familiar bui 

striking featnre in the life of the nineteenih centnry .as ihe 

seV8rance of culinre trom the received forms ot religion".(3).We are 

here at the very heart of the matter: the realm of ideas. which is 

the arena of the aotivity of ihe hwman mind. "The oentnry saw a 

greai ohange in the body of ihese ideas themselves, a ohange not 

otfioially reoognized but none the less effeotively used. The 

oonsequenoe is that. if we iry to desoribe the general view or ihe 

world held today by the majority of eduoated people. we ahall tind 

it to be the produot ot three distinot i~lnenoes whioh modity one 

another- that of religion in the aocepted sense. that ot scienoe 

natural and historical. and that ot ideas derived trom philosophy 

and imaginaiive literainre. And it is perhaps not too sangnine io 

believe that the tnrther conseqaenoe ia a decided tendency iowards 

olosing the rift bet_een progressive culinre and religion." (4). 

Jnsi how near the last senienoe comes to the trnth of the maiier 



53. 

may be J~dged in the light of a statement made by Dr. John Baillie 

ta the Alumni of the FaoŒlty of Divinity ot MoGi11 University in 

October. 1954. He asid that in the world in .hich he gre. np it 

was very diffion1t for one not ta be a praotioing Christian. in 

matters ot ChŒroh attendance, etc.; whereas at the present day the 

converse holds trŒe: it is very ditficnlt. slmost impossible, in 

OŒr world to practise Christianity. 

Polarity of Thinking. 

The dittioŒlty arises here dŒe ta the polarity of hŒman 

tendenoies of thoŒght when confronted with sŒch main issŒes as were 

discnssed in the last ohapter. ThŒs men in their thinking May be 

driven aIl the way trom Œtter pessimism to sheer optimism, or led 

to aooept or develop ~tterly oonflioting and irreconoileable views 

ranging from abject materialism to absolnte Idealisme The problem 

may be solved if it May be shown that the "three distinot infl~enoes" 

are oomplementary rather than in confliot. A.C.Bradley tells ~s that 

"Progress is made in religion, as everywhere else. by negation, and the 

new idea is therefore apt to appear as the blank denial of the old 

one".(5). Whether William Temple wonld say that is qŒsstionable, but 

he did realize the in·herent danger of divorcing the oommon-stook 

knowledge of tO-dayls aohievements from the tradition ot the past. 

He set himself the task of reconoiling divergent views in sŒch 

early writings as The Kingdom of GodeS) and Foundations(7); he was 

particŒlarly anxioŒs to relate the trŒth of Plato to the modern 

problem(8); and he dealt speoitically with'TrŒth and Tradition' and 

'Tradition and Modernism' in his Essays. He was aware ot the diffio~lty 

stated by Canon Raven: "Knowledge divoroed from life, knowledge 
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speoialised, anatomised, dessioated, speedily beoomes valaeless and 

18 always dangerolls" (;1), and he aimed throu.ghou.t at "seeing life 

whole". AlI lite is a "prooess"(lO); and "the prooess is a lln.it"{U). 

S1milarly, Tru.th mu.st be seen as a "oneness": "There ls only one 

trllth, and aIl lts parts are mlltnally interdependant"(12). Here 

Temple is in the oompany ot slloh men as Herbert Spenoer who main

tained that it was an inoredible hypothesls to hold that there are 

two orders ot trllth, in absolllte and everlasting opposition. 

However,Trllth for Temple is mlloh larger than Reason, but the trouble 

is that people either refuse to think or aooept on a blind faith. 

"We are always mis~derstanding beoause \Ve try to apprehend Christian 

dootrine from a su.b-Christian point of view."(l~}. "We who have 

reoeived sight in some measure are otten asked, sometimes by 

implioation, sometimes by direot ohallenge, from what sonroe we 

gained it; and treqllently we answer '1 do not know' - either from 

oowardioe, or from real ignoranoe. Not aIl men reoognize their 

obllgat ion to traoe the SOtlroe of light by whioh the:v live." (14). 

If we are going to be rational abou.t lite we need to reoognize the 

plaoe of taith alongside of reason; or, at least, to see that 

faith is also rational. For, not only is aIl life a prooess and 

must be seen in its totality, bu.t "aIl lite rests on taith. No 

oonoeivable aotivity oan take plaoe withou.t it. Reason itself as a 

gu.ide to aotion, depends upon the taith that the world is rational". 

(15). Still, the faith ot the solentist and the taith of the 

Christian, thollgh both ot them are rational, are not neoessarily ODe 

and the seme. Raving quoted st.John 8:31-2, "It ye abide in the 

word whioh is mine, ye are truly my disoiples, and ye will reoognize 

the trllth", Temple went on to say: "This peroeption or knowledge or 
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the trath is more than intellectaal and soiemtifio knowledge. tor 

whioh there is another word; it is the knowledge of acqaaintanoe. 

Loyal adherenoe to what they believe will oonvert that belief into 

trast; they will advanoe, so to speak. from being orthodox to being 

real Christians".(16). What he i8 saying is somewhat similar to 

Baoon:"Gos oses the help ot oar reason to illnminate us, so shoald 

we likewise turn it every way, that we may be more oapable of 

reoeiving and unàerstanding His mysteries; provided only that the 

mind be enlarged. aooording to its capacity. to the narro.ness of 

the mind".(17}. 

Reason, Faith and 'Feeling'. 

AlI this is not to suggest that Temple oonsldered reason as 

"lnferior" to faith or that reason is a sort of "oo.ard's oastle", 

and if this sentenoe were rewritten sabstltatlng falth for reason 

It would alao be true ot Temple1s thought. Bat he dld realize that 

the real issue between philosophy and faith lies not ln the com

patibillty or inoompatibility of their conolaslons as in the 

reconoiliation of two very dlfferent attitudes of .ind. "The 

primary assurances of religion are the ultimate questions of 

philosophy".OlS). After submitting the whole problem to a Tery 

close sorutiny in the development of his Gifford Lectares he 

showed that the reason of natural religion "hungers"for "that 

Divine Revelation" whioh only the faith (here. again. one might 

almost say reason) of theology oan supply.Dr.W.S.Urquhart comes 

near to what Temple ls saying when he tells us:"We are intrinsically 

oreatures ot faith and hope; even utter despair as Tillioh points 

out, implies a positive bellef over against itself wlthout whioh 
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it is wnintelligible. Bnt as _e are set in a cosmio situation .h10h 

is oonstantly ohanging, _e demand. al-ays and ultimately. as Helm 

points out, a neoessity for our aotion. No relative authority suoh 

as the oustom of society or the tradition ot the ages is sufticient 

for us. for these have aIl to be traoed baok. in an almost Infinite 

regress to some ultimate standard. And. seeing that we are surrownded 

by other selves. unique as we are. the need tor unification demands a 

univers al standard. transoending individual opinion and praotioe".(19). 

This sounds very mnoh like Temple's explanation ot Mind as it arises 

in prooess and is able to comprehend the trnth of the reality ot 

_h1oh its own existenoe is a part and _hioh. at the same time. Is 

a.are of iis own limltations. It also serves to remind us of the 

intluence whioh Plata exerted on Temple's thonght. ho. he oould 

deolare that ~lato i8 the oulœination ot the Greek genius· and trace 

so olearly the immense influenoe ot Plato on modern CiTilisation.(20). 

His Platonio "reason" has a oounterpart in Whitehead's "teeling".(21). 

The "feeling" and the "reason" are s1milar and are similarly confron1ad 

by trath - the mind does not manufaoture it. "The m1Qd reoognizes in 

Truth, or in the mind expressed in Trnth, a proper object of reTerance 

quite other than i5 appropriate as a part of the mind's apprehension 

of bare fact."(22). This bears a marked resemblanoe to one of Plato's 

Latters in which he repudiates an aooount ot his "doctrine of the 

Good" .hioh one of his hearers had publiahed: "Th.re ia no .riting 

ot mine on this subjeot, nor ever allall be. It ia not capable ot 

expression lik.e other branohes of stndy; but as the result ot long 

intercourse and a Qommon life spent upon the thing, a light is 

snddanly kindled as from a leapillg spark, and _hen it has reaohed the 

soul, it thenoetor.~rd finds nutriment tor itselt. I know this. at 
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any rate, that if these things were to be written down or stated 

at aIl, they would be better stated by myself than by others, and 

l know too that l should be the person to suffer most from their 

being badly set down in writing. If l thought that they oould be 

adeq~ately written down and stated to the world, .bat finer 

oooupation oo~ld l have had in life than to write .hat wo~ld be of 

great servioe to mankind, and to reveal Nature in the light of 

day to aIl men? But l do not even think the effort to attain this 

a good thing for man, exoept for the very few who oan be enabled 

to disoover these things themselves by means of a brief indioation. 

The rest lt wo~ld either fill with oontempt in a manner by no 

means pleasing or with a lofty and vain preswmption as thongh they 

had learnt something grand.(o4lc-ef.(23). There is not the slighest 

doubt about the immense infl~enoe of Plato on Temple's thought. 

Whether, as Dorothy Emmet maintains, he remained a Platonist 

throughout, may be open to debate, but she has captured the mind 

of Temple when she asserts that, at least in his early period, 

"the dominant temper Is that of speoulative idealism, reinforoed 

by his studies of Plato."(24). 

Temple's Method of Thinking. 

We are fort~ate that William Temple has left ~s an aoco~t of 

his own mental oharaoter. "Men seem to differ very profo~dly in 

the fashion of their thinking. If two men are presented wlth a 

novel suggestion and both exclaim "1 must think about that," one 

will begin by putting together what he knows with reference to the 

s~bjeot, his former opinions based ~pon that knowledge, his general 

theorles oonoerning that department of enquiry, and so forth; pieoe 
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saggestion made to him. The other will fiad that his mind go es 
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blaak; he will stare into the fire or walk aboat the room or other

wise keep eonsoions attention diverted from the problea. Then 

abrnptly he will find that he has a qaestion to ask. or a oonnter

s~gestion to make. atter whieh the mental blank retarDs. A~ last he 

ia a.are, onoe more abraptly. what is his jadgment on the anggestion. 

and aabseqaently, though aometimes very rapidly. ae alao becomes 

a.are of the reasona whieh aapport or necesaitate it • ., o.a mind 

is of the latter sort. Al! mw deeisive thinking goes on behind the 

soenes; l seldom know .hen it takes plaoe - mnoh ot it eertainly 

on walks or daring sleep - and l never know the prooeases .hioh it 

has follo.ad. Olten .hen teaehing l have tonnd myselt expressing 

rooted oonviotions .hien until that moment l had AO Aotion that 

l hald. Yet they are genninely rooted conviotions - the response. 

not of my ratiooinative intellect. bato! mw whole being. to 

oertain theoretioal or praetioal suggestions."(25). 

W. may weIl aoeept this as an acoarate self-analysis, bat by no 

means a oonfession to the weakness or 1nadequaey of reaaOD. Nor doea 

it mean that there is no argnment or eonneoted train of reasoning. 

Bat it does imply that there is 8 real faoalty ot resson to be 

ealled in and whieh may be nsed to artionlate. to oommunicate and 

snstain a vision of Reality whieh ia intelligible beoaas. it ia 

enjoyed throagh a "response of onr whole being". It i8 becaase ot 

the majesty ot the role that reason playa that Temple was so 

confident in his demand that aIl kaowledge and experienee shoald 

come under the sorntlny ot Reason itselt. It would be dlttlealt to 

tiad stronger langnage than his own to expresa this conviotion: 
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~Let it then be frankly and fully recognized that there neither is, 

nor can be, any element in human experience which may claim exemption 

at the bar of reason.~(26). 

The point needs to be stressed, for unless one grasps the 

centrality of the part played by Reason in Temple's struoture one may 

land in wanecessary and grave misunderstandings. This Thesis is an 

attempt to understand Temple's contribation to philosophical theology. 

It is not an attempt to show that he said the final word or that he 

said everything that could be said. But one must try to grasp the 

truth and importance of what he did say. W.R.Matthews. an admirable 

philosophieal thinker among theologians, states: "We have observed 

that Temple in the later phase of his thinking adopted a "realist" 

standpoint, that is to say he is opposed to every theory whieh 

questions the reality of the external world or holds that obJects 

are ~mind-dependentn.(27) With the latter part of this statement 

we are not now chiefly coneerned, although subsequent discussion 

in this chapter may throw some light upon it. As over against .the 

rirst part ot the statement, Dorothy Emmet in a masterly discussion 

of the subJect in F.A.lremonger's biography doubts "whether his 

conversion to 'realism' went very deep"(28), while at the seme time 

reminding us that Temple repeatedly states Christianity to be the 

most materialist of aIl the great religions. Now, words are merely 

the working tools of thought, and nobody can do better than to ~se 

the tools whioh he has at his disposaI to the best advantage, and 

it may be contended that Temple, as weIl as W.R.Matthews and Dorothy 

Emmet did just that. It may tnrther be oontended, upon an examinatlon 

of such worka as Plato and Christianity, The Faith and Modern Thought 

and his Essays that Temple adopted a "realist" standpolnt trom the 
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start. No do~bt it oo~ld be shawn. ~pon an examination of his entire 

works, that he was an ideal realist throughout. Further. when Miss 

Eœmet says "the oontention in Mens Creatrix that in itself the 

intelleot might be satisfied by ooherent order" is dropped in the 

Gitford Leotures, it is neoessary to point out that this does not 

seem to be the oontentioR - oertainly not the main contentioA - of 

Mens Creatrix. What does seam ta be there oontended is that "maa's 

searoh" (which oomprises the _hole ot Book 1) is met by "God's ~" 

(comprising Book II). This. in essence, is the position taken in 

the Gitford Leotures: the "reason" ot natural theology needs the 

"reason" ot Divine Revelation - and they are not t_o "reasons". but 

essentially one and the same. 

Sinoe Mens Creatrix afforda one of the best instanoes of 

observing Temple's treatment of Reason. it is neoessary to explain 

what he appears to be doing there. The chapters oonstitute the main 

tOWQdations of Temple's philosophieal argument; yet they are not 

aIl ph1losophy.and he tells us himselt that the tirst part was 

philosophieal 1n method. while the seoond part was theological. The 

key to its understanding is to remember that basic in aIl Temple's 

thinking was his simple-minded fs1th 1n God. Mens Cr.strix is an 

attempt to show the mind as it grapples with the truth ot its own 

existence and its demand tor coherenoe in the whole sohema of things 

wherein it finds its own existenoe and meaning. It is a comprehensive 

work, depioting the mind in its on-going, relentless searoh, dealing 

with principles underlying ditferent interests and sotiTities, 

logical, moral, political, aesthet1c. seeking to show ho. these mal 

be integrated 1n a unitying whole. Although it is a treatiae on 

intellectuality. Mens Creatrix is not essentially 'theoretieal'; it 
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deals with practioal problems. "I have not hesitated to inolnde 

practical matters. With Plato's example before one it is absnrd to 

shrink from them".(2~). Having examined the great topics of 

philosophical enqniry,- knowledge, art, condnct and religion, Temple 

is led to the conclnsion that Reason is the basio prinoiple and 

gnide; it is a sort of "ground" of the whole framework of life, 

supplying the clue we need to give coherent satisfaotion. Science, 

Art, and Ethios in their various pursuits and with their various 

taculties aIl point to goals hitherto unattained. ~hese are hwman 

endeavours, and man oannot evolve out ot himself either the purpose 

or the fellowship whioh would require the aotualisation ot the Ideal 

to whioh these point. They are aIl efforts of Mind in its searoh 

for satisfaction and demanding the actuality of an ideal whioh oan 

never be met unless there is a Divine Will which answers to these 

deep needs of the hUman mind and supplies the explanation ot the 

prinoiples of the universe which it orders or informs. Temple asks 

whether there is such a Will, and claims that the basic conviotion 

of every developed religion asserts that there is. The answer, then, 

lies in 'religious experience'. Religious experience discloses a 

Divine creative Mind with which man's creative mind may be in 

communion, and herein it finds its satisfaotion. In this manner 

Temple olaims that religious experienoe confirms the whole tendency 

of philosophy, and is in turn confirmed by it. Thns philosophy and 

religion are found supporting one another, and the gronnd for 

bellef seems to be almost complete.(~O). 

"Almost", but not qnite; for the intellect is still perplexed 

as it is confronted with the problem and nature of Evil which 

threatens the whole struoture. How oan the intelleot be satisfied 



62. 

when it is torn and distraught in the face of the puzzling, per

plexing problem of 'evil'~ Temple proceeds to deal with the problem 

in Chapter XX, and suggests that the answer is to be found in 

regarding the very existence ot evil as "rational". The rationality 

oan be seen in the view that he presents:"that evil overcome by good 

is often justified". This means that the "ultimate solution of the 

problem of evil in its details is to be found not in thought but 

in action"(3l). If the intellect finds some"purpose" in the existence 

of evil, and more particularly if the purpose is for Good, then the 

existence of evil is intellectually justified, for beyond this Reason 

makes no further demande Evil in its three forms, Intellectual, Evil 

or Error, Emotional Evil or Suffering, Moral Evil or Sin can be seen 

to be justified, theoretically and actually, when it is overcome or 

used as subservient to good, and as therefore necessary to real 

progresse "The theoretical and the practical are not really two 

functions , but one, and it is not sensible to give one priority to 

the other. Always our aim is to systematise or harmonise experience; 

sometimes the mind does this by "thinking", sometimes by "acting"; 

to leave out any of the mind's functions will make it incapable of 

the full apprehenslon of Reality".(32). 

Reason and The Problem of Evil. 

In the very next sentence Temple tells us that evil ls not a 

"concept", and we have here a large hint as to what he ls doing when 

he brings aIl this into discussion under "~ creatrix"- creative 

mind. But two other important quotations are necessary before making 

further statement. After considering the contribution of Hebrew and 

Greek culture, with a particularly fine reference to the Logos 
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dootrine( 33). Temple oonoludes: "Platonism met with Judaism in the 

new oit Y ot Alexandria .hioh Alexander the Great tonnded largely 

with Jews taken trom Palestine. In the ta.sion of the two streams 

there arises a new Interpretation of both, and in partioular an 

identifioation ot the Logos ot the Greeks with the expeoted Messiah 

of the Jews, so that the former beoomes a personal power ot right

eousness in this world, and the latter baoomes, not merely the 

deliverer of a nation, or the renovator of the earth, but the oontrol-

1er of the Universe. ETerything is ready now for the appearanoe ot 

the Son ot God~.(34). He then oonsiders the historioal Revelation 

whioh God has made in Christ, and Araws the tollowiog oonolusion: 

"Gaing baok to the earliest stage of our enquiry, we remember how 

the intelleot in its purely soientifio prooedure led us to the 

belief that the world is perfeotly ooherent and forms a single 

system, but oould not find what is the aotual prinoiple of unit y 

that holds that system together •••• When we see how Soienoe and Art 

and Ethios and the Philosophy of Religion present oonverging lines 

whioh though oonverging oan never by the hnman mind be oarried far 

enough to reaoh their meeting-point. but that that meeting-point is 

offered in the fact ot Christ as Christians have understood it, we 

have no longer 80y reason to hesitate in proolaiming that here is 

the pivot ot aIl true hwman thought; here Is the beliet that oan 

give anity to aIl the work of mind. The oreative mind ot man oan 

never attain its goal until the creative mind of God, in whose image 

it was made, reveals its own nature, and oompletes manls work. Man's 

searoh was divinely guided aIl the time. but its completlon ls only 

reaohed by the aot of God Himsel!, meeting and crowning the effort 

.hioh He has inspired."(35). 



64. 

Th~s, not only is evil not a 'concept', but neither is "reason" 

which pronounces ~pon it a 'oonoept'. As a Christian apologlst Temple 

is an exponent ot the plaoe ot Reason in determining the iruth ot 

Theology. In almost aIl his works we tind hlm engaged in an examin

aiion ot the aotivity ot reason. When people ask about the Reason ot 

natural theology or the Reason ot revelation, are they not asking 

about one and the same thing? ls it not a question as to how tar the 

mind of man can penetrate the truth of Reality? And •• hat of 

"anthority"? - is it reasonable to aocept "on authority". and does 

the prinoiple of reason carry with it its own authority? Although 

Temple never sets suoh queries up as a body of questions to whlch he 

gives the answers in an o~tlined dootrine of reason. yet his use of 

Reason does throw a great deal ot light on any attempt to answer 

them; and his chief contribution was in showing that Reason is not 

merely a method of tho~ght, it is not static but creative, dynamio 

and constit~tive. 

ln The Nature of Personality{l9ll). Temple approaohed his sUbjeot 

by disting~ishing between Thing, Brute and Persan, and suggested 

that the key to understanding what man is and what God is (as He has 

been revealed) ls to be found in Personality. He siated that "the 

fundamental vioe ot eighteenth century rationalism was not its appeal 

to Reason, whloh ls rlght eno~h. b~t its taoit assumption that the 

canon of reasonableness ls what seems sensible to the man in the arm

ohair".(36). Th~s early he ref~ted any appeal to "station Reason. He 

also demanded that we "look at the contin~o~s course of Evolution •• 

•• The tr~e meaning of evolution is surely this - the world moves on 

to ever greater manifestations of its capaoity".(~7). In Christus 

Veritas(l924) he examined the str~ot~re of Reality and suggested 
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again that the key to Its anderstanding is Val~e9 whioh is most 

olearly seen and nnderstood in terms of Personality. He did not 

aonsider man as representing the f~llest development of one single 

line of evol~tion, b~t rather as the representative of one among 

several lines. He thought Bergson was right in ditf'erentia~ing 

between intelligenoe and intelleot, and in maintaining that intell

igence was not in any way superior to intelleat b~t that they express 

diff'erent and inoompatible lines ot an evolutionary proaess. Yet he 

felt that human nature was the fullest illustration of the prinoiple 

of evol~tion. "In our bodies we belong to the physioal. ahemiaal, 

vegetable. and animal worlds; these bodies are largely direoted hy 

o~r minds or intelligenoes; our minds are capable of being direoted 

by spirit, or. in other words, of exerting themselves in the tultil

ment of' obligation. We shall theretose learn more abo~t the true 

nature and meaning of Reality from the study of' man, in aIl his 

aativities, thaa f'rom any other study; and hum an nature will be more 

oapable of expressing the Creative Will than any other creaied thing 

known to ~s."(38). 

Reason evolves as Dynamio Frooess. 

This way of viewing reason, intelligenae, or mind. provides the 

spring-board for Temple's theism. He is obviously ~sing Reason as 

something dynamic: in his bands it becomes oonstitutive, reg~lative 

and operaiive. Reason itself' ~volves' in the on-going prooess of 

Reality. and is therefore not a statia entity, laborio~sly and 

metiouo~slY or spea~latively set ~p as a pieae of intriaate maahinery. 

It there is any _ay in whiah we may get 'baak to nat~el in the sense 

ot Voltaire's "reason" or ROQSseau's "instinot", it aan only be in 

the light of evolntionary progresse This method of tying-in "reason" 
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\Vith "evolu'tion" oou.ld not have been anything new for Temple. as it 

had been done by Lord Balfour in his Fou.ndations of Beliet. "From ~he 

point of view ot org8Oio evolution there is no distinotion. l imagine, 

to be drawn between the development of reason and that of 80y other 

faoulty. physiologioal or psyohioal. by whioh the interests of the 

individual or the raoe are promoted."'~9). 

How are "the interests of the individu.al or the raoe promoted"? 

by Reason~ or by Science? or by the "reason" of Science? Temple's 

insight appears to be amazingly clear on this point. As over 

against the commonly-accepted. scientific notion of Reason. he is 

using the whole concept of scientific development and progress to 

show that Reason is a dynamic and creative ~rocess. He recognized 

the significance of a growing movement, or of a Universe in movement. 

and used the great theme of Evolution to show that in thi8 "universe 

of movement" in which reason emerges as proce8s. it has naturally 

a right to consider and to render judgments upon that process. We 

do not have freedom as a great boon thrust upon us and which is the 

right of the individuel by inheritanoe; but we are, nevertheless, 

born to freedom; freedom grows,- it i8 a matter of development,and 

espeoially ot character. So too, it appears to be with Reason. 

Reason is not so much a "legacy" set up as a sort ot bank aooount 

on which we may draw in an emergency, nor is it a doctrinaire 

arbiter to which we may reter for the legitimacy of religious 

experience, or against whioh we may "pit" the "dootrines" of the 

Church. But Reason itself is similar to religiou.s experience. and 

arises in Ilprocess". Thus he brings Reason up to the bar of Truth. 

The "doctrines" of the Church are not given to u.s as revealed "truths\ 

they are the results of men's reason as they have tried to formulate 
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Truth as they have experienced it. In this way he has turned the 

tables, as it were, on the common conception of reason. Truth is not 

given to us as cut-and-dried formularies; we "find out how to find 

Truth".(40). 

Here. no doubt, we have the main point of divergence between 

Temple and the "Barthian school",- the disparagement of human reason. 

AlI Barth's theology centers around one main theme- the Word of God. 

He attacks philosophy because it is the word of man, built upon and 

around human reason, and so he has no place fornatural theology. 

Barth would deny any short-eut to truth, and rebels against 'liber

alism' and 'orthodexy' alike.(4l). Here also, no doubt, is the point 

of divergence which called forth Br~er's letter to Temple. quoted 

by Dorothy Emmet(48), in which he questioned Temple's "conception of 

nat ural theology". Towards the end. 1emple contessed to a "moditicat

ion" in his thinking(4Z): "what we must completely get away from is 

the notion that the world as it now exists is a rational whole". But 

he does say that it presents a "unit y". not after the analogy of a 

picture but rather after the analogy of a drama. He concludes his 

letter: "AlI this is really there in the Gifford Lectures, but l 

don't think the total presentation in that book or in Christus 

Veritas sufficiently gives this impression of adynamie process and 

leaves too much that ot a static system". It would be regretable for 

the student to draw wrong or radical conclusions from the manner in 

which the letter is quoted. Surely the Inference which may be drawn 

is not that Temple underwent any radical change of mind so much as 

that he wished to emphasise what he had already said. He unquestion

ably and mOdeatly underestimated the forcefulness of what he did say, 

for that is precisely the "impression" which he creates on the mind 
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of the stQdent. and that is the point whlch WOQld have been developed 

in this chapter ev en if there were no extant copy of the Latter. A 

few quotatlons from hle chapter on Process.Mlnd and Value ln the 

Gifford LectQres will suffice to 11lastrate: 

"We have now reached these six results:(l) Proeess i8 real. and 

whatever has no relevance for the actual world-process ls fictitlous; 

(2) Mind arises in the course of the world-prooess and i8 one of its 

episodes;(~) but ii ls an episode of whioh the distinguishing feature 

is its capaoity. by means of "free ideas", to survey the process ot 

whioh. initially, It is a ~art; (4) in that survey it apprehends 

proeess as an organio Œnity. suoh that not only does the past oondit

ion the present. but the future quallties and even sometimes 

oooasions past and present alike; (5) it thus aohieves a oertain 

s~periority to. and Independenoe of, the prooess - not indeed suoh 

as to endow it with a life wholly detaohed from the prooess. but 

such that the prooess falls within its grasp. not it within that of 

the prooess."(44). 

Meohanistio Theories Break Down. 

Whitehead had suggested that in this world of prooess, in whioh 

consciousness arises. dQe importance mQst be aocorded to the plaoe 

and signlticanoe of "feeling".(45) '. Temple ls saying that when we 

are contronted with a ohoiee between Ideallsm and Materialism we 

need aooept neither.(46). Even to say yOQ are a materialist means 

that you are not one.(47). While yOQ assent to body-mind, subjeot

object, you must not separate them - you oannot draw sharp distinot

ions. If mind arises within the process and is able to dltferentiate 

and Interpret, then you oan no longer say It is merely material: 

mind has been there aIl the time."Volition is organioally aotive.The 
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trae nature of that one thing ls mind. not meohànism".(48}. "Either 

the prooess from the beginning has the nature of mentality. whioh 

becomes apparent in. the reaction of some living objects to their 

environment; or else Mind is superadded to the natural objects of 

whioh the Pro cess has hitherto oonsisted. by a Mind which. if it 

could aot thus, must be presumed to have been at work in or upon the 

Prooess throughout its oourse.(49). 

"Bat into suoh a snheme {i.e.the Physioal-Scientific} Mind and value 

oan only beinserted from without ••• Starting from the physioal end 

we oan never account for Mind.(50). 

"The simple and plain faot 1s that the soientifio method wins its 

suooess by ignoring parts of reality as given in experience; it is 

perfeotly r1ght to do this for its own purposes; bat it must not be 

permitted by a kind of bluff to create the impression that what it 

ignores is non-existent. 

"We are not attempting to start with Mind and find the way to Matter. 

That was part of the Cartesian blunder. But we start with the total

ity of experience in whioh Mind is one given element; and we refuse 

to reduoe Matter to any state of Mind or oonsoiousness just as muoh 

as we refuse to reduce Mind to any oombination of Matter."(5l). 

Saoh language surely oonveys a dootrine of Mind or Reason as 

dynamio rather than stat io. No doubt Temple had laboared .. ~o show 

that Reality ls a "rational whole"; even so. he was enabled to do so 

by a far wider use of Reason than that of the soiences. namely a 

~ creatrix. a Reason which is more than a disoovery: it is oreative. 

and he ases it as a razor to oat. and provides us with a Mlnd which 

gro.s. Temple was seized with a passion for showing life "whole". 

and used the ooncept of a "growlng". "expanding" intelligence to 
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prove that life is "one whole", a Unit. th~s ~sing Mind as a key to 

the universe. His philosophie aocount of Reason is not ~like Plato's 1 

dootrine of Love. and bears a similarity with modern philosophers in 

the search for a "driving power" whioh is at the same time "intelli

gent p~pose". The sitŒation bas ohanged somewhat since Temple 

delivered his Gifford LeotŒres, b~t thinkers are still haunted with 

the desire fQr a principle of unity. althoŒgb no~ it appears as an 

attempt to explain unit Y in diversity or mŒltiplicity.(52). Yet aIl 

this seems to be there; at least, the germ thoU8ht. "Extension of 

the apprehended environment and development of the apprehending mind 

are two ways of desoribing the same fact ••• But this taot of kaowledge 

is more remarkable than aIl the varieties ot kaown objects p~t 

together ••• That there sboŒld lemerge l in the cosmio prooess a oapaoitl 

to apprehend, even in a measnre to oomprehend, that prooess is the 

most remarkable characteristic ot the process itself. For tho~h 

minds emerge as episodes within the prooess, it is, as will appear, 

essential to their nature as minds that they are not mere episodes. 

Th~s the oosmio process gives evidence that it is not only prooess, 

and history s~pplies the proof that reality is more than historical." 

(5Z). Wbat Temple is aiming to show throughout is tbat we m~st have 

recourse to a Concrete Universal, not an Abstract Universal; and he 

~ses the very fact of knowledge, the principle of oognition, to 

prove bis point. It becomes necessary to observe bow be arrives at 

this position - tbe fooal point in bis doctrine of Reason.(54). 

Philosophical Review. 

He started by reviewing the method of philosopby (a talse method, 

he says, at least prior to and including Descartes), of starting with 

the assumption of the priority of intellection in order to acco~t 
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for the problem of oognition. This led to "the whole farago ot 

SŒbjeotive Idealism, Pre-established Harmony, Psyoho-physioal 

Parallelism, and ot her oŒtrages npon oommon sense Tl • (55 ). The need 

was ŒnqŒestionably tor an organon for thonght and this lay behind thé 

whoIB:development of dedŒotive reason; and so Aristotle developed his 

"prior analytios" and gave ŒS the syllogisme Now, whether or not aIl 

existenoe is organio, there appears an obvioŒS need for an organio 
. 

prinoiple to enable ns to QOderstand Otlr apprehension of the world. 

"The tlower tŒrns its faoe to the Stln, and oloses its petaIs to 

proteot itselt from the damp night; the dog harries to the plaoe 

where he is fed when it is time for feeding; the ohild rQOS to his 

mother _hen he is hŒrt; the s1nner. when he beoomes aware of his sin. 

hŒffibles himself in penitenoe before God. Anyone oan see difterenoes 

in these difterent aotivities ••• bŒt it seems qnlte arbitrary to draw 

a sharp line at any point or totally to deny oontinnity of prinoiple." 

(56). By the Œse ot the syllogism Aristotle was able to bring every

thing nnder genera or general ideas. YOŒ bring any abjeot into the 

general olass or kind and yOŒ oan identify or explain that objeot. 

BŒt the diftioŒlty arises when we are faoed with novelty. By the 

devioe of logio Aristotle's world beoame arranged as helrarohy. 

Everything was arranged by him in grades from the lower to the higher, 

or from the higher to the lower; and by means of the "QOiversal" he 

was able to establish "partioŒlarity". He explained Plato's "idea" 

by reterring objeots to a oombination of form &ad matter. At the 

highest level we find "pŒre form" , that is God; now, pure form has 

no matter, so God is the base of aIl things, and AbsolŒte Form is 

pure thonght. This form of mathematioal thinking was so olear and 

preoise that it beoame the gŒiding prinoiple of aIl logio, law, and 
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science. When you can bring partlcular instances nnder general law 

you èan define them. 

That, as temple pointad out, dominated aIl philosophy up uotil 

the time of Descartes. On page seventy-one of Nature,Man and God he 

saggested that it would be a rather interesting speculation to ask 

.hat would have happened if Darwin had appeared be!ore Kant. For 

Darwin smashed this .hole method of olassifioation by show1ng that 

speoies were not fixed at aIl, and so their explanation .ould rely 

upon the prinoiple of change. What, then. happens when you have a 

developing universe, a growing nniverse. in whloh things ohange~ 

Yathematical oonoeptual thinklng is aIl very weIl for a statio world 

wherein nothing ohanges; but once you are faced with a world of 

dynamic process then meohanism does not apply. Mathematioal formulae 

just fail to explain an on-going world and meohanistic theories 

break down. In the world of soience we see oause passing into effeot; 

but how cao we aocount for the "novelty" whioh oocurs in the effeot~ 

In a static world we oan establish an equation whioh will be self

explanatory; but how do we form an equatlon which will aoconnt for 

evolution, for a world of growth? In mathematical formulae, and a 

scienoe built upon it, you must have a continuŒm; there is neoessity 

for a prinoiple of continuity. In this way Temple attempts to throw 

some light on the whole modern problem of epistemology. There is 

obviously need for a "concrete universal": the faot of knowledge 

demands it, for no "abstraot universal" will explain that fact. How 

is it possible to obtain ooncrete knowledge by methods of abstraotionY 

Admitted that we have the kind of world as visualised by Desoartes: 

how, tpen, oao we acoonnt for the "individual"? ls the individual a 

mere abstraction~ So Temple leads to the prinoiple of Mind by whioh 
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we can account for both generality and particŒlarity. As Science 

gives yo~ things in their generality. Art gives yo~ things in their 

partic~larity; and both are examples of the endeavours of the mind. 

We repeat: a mare ca~se passing into effect will never account for 

diversity; there mŒst be a ca~se which is "akin". As Aristotle 

clearly saw, there are ditferent kinds of thoŒght in the mind ot man. 

It is in the ~ity of mind that yoa get the concreteness of mind; 

and so it is in a Concrete Universal that yOŒ get the clue to aIl 

reality and to aIl diversified experienoe. This, Temple suggests, is 

the answer to the whole problem of "cognition": a permanent, not only 

amidst change, but which also accounts for ohange. The concrete 

universal, not the abstract, enables us to find the principle reqŒired; 

and so to the trŒth ot rationalism must be added the further trŒth 

of empiricism.(57). 

Whenever the word Reason is ŒSed in connection with some 

philosopher, the hearer usually proceeds to conjŒre up in his mind 

some doctrine of, or attempt to explain "ratiocination". If this 

were put in the form of a question oonoerning Temple's philosophy 

the answer wOŒld have to be in terms of the argŒment here set torth. 

By means of such astute logieal reasoning. set torth in the torm ot 

valid argŒment, Temple reaohed an Interpretation of existence by 

means ot an interpretation ot experience, that is, trom cognition. 

In order to do so he fell back from Aristotelian ~ogic'and 'organon' 

to the philosophy of Platots Idealism. By doing so he broke with the 

traditional method ot soholastioism which had dominated European 

phd'lP.~ophy to the present time. In doing so he reoonstituted the 

.hole doctrine of Reason by showing it was not only a method of 

thonght but a dynamio, creative process oonstit~ent with and 



74. 

operative ln and upon the world ot existence.(58). 

Reason is Divine. 

Reterence was made above ~o the tact that the clue to Temp1e's 

ihought 1ay in his simple-minded taith in God. Ii is theretore to be 

understood that he reconstituted the doctrine ot reason with some 

end in view,- name1y, to estab1ish a basls for his Theism. Not only 

ls mind the prinoiple by which we nnderstand ~he meaning ot existence. 

and particular1y ot progress. but wherever and whenever we see 

Pnrpose present we see Mind at its best. Here ls a se1f-exp1anatory 

princlple: wherever mind discovers purpose - ln an event, in drama, 

poetry, or art, even in pain and s~terlng - lt ls aomp1etely 

satisfied and desires to go no rnrther. "When we tnrn trom the Wor1d 

as apprehended by Mind to Mlnd which apprehends ~he Wor1d, we tind 

among its tnactions a prinaiple whiah is se1t-explanatory - the 

prinaip1e of Puxpose or or IntelligentChoioe. This is an ultimate 

princlple of exp1ana'tion."(59). At this point Temple disagrees wi~h 

A.N.Whitehead's suggestion that the evolution ot history oan be 

"rationa1ised".(60). He does so because "the more aomp1etely ife 

inc1ude Mind within Nature. the more inexplicable must Natnre become 

exoept by reference to Mind".(61). We can, then. and do, rationalise 

history by reterenae to Mind; but tor the full understanding of 

history ife need to have reterenae to a Transaendent Mind. "It, as 

science has dlsclosed, Mlnd ls part ot NatQre, then Nature (to 

aontain such a part) must be grounded in Mind. In short, the more ife 

identlty ourselves with the rest or the natural order, the more are 

ife compelled to assert the reality ot a supernatnral Creator."(.62). 

But, he argues, if we adopt this self-explanatory prinaiple of 

puxposive intelligence we cannot avoid coming to a theistia 
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conclusion. "Ta adopt the hypothesis that the process of nature in 

aIl its range is to be aooonnted for by the intelligent p~rpose of 

Yind 1s The1sm."(ô~). There is, then, a D1vine reason. The reason 

whioh i8 nat~ral to the historioal, evolntionary prooess, the oosmio 

reason and the hwman reason, are in their very essènoe Divinely 

oreated Reason. 
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v. Philosophy of Value. 

Introductory Statement. 

Closely connected with Temple's "doctrine of reason" is his 

theory of value. The fact that the consideration of one leads to 

the other, at lest in Mens Creatrix and Nature. Man and God, is 

by no means to be taken as arbitrary or accidentaI. He uses both 

in an effective effort to undermine the materialist conception of 

the universe, especially so in the light of evolution; and the 

consideration of "values" has a direct bearing, consequent upon his 

treatment of the lemergence l of Mind, on his approach to theological 

problems. It is for this reason that his theory of value is of 

special importance. 

The fact that iemple raised the question of Ivalue' gives no 

distinctive feature to his philosophy for, as Dean Inge remarked, 

"the idea of Value is beginning to dominate aIl Ehilosophy"(l); but 

the unique manner in which Temple used the whole concept of value 

added significance to the truth or Christian theism. 

The Importance of Value. 

Dean Inge by no means overestimated the situation, for modern 

philosophy has indeed been characterized by a relentless search for 

meaning and value. Milne tells us: "There is a remarkable difference 

between physics and philosophy. On the one hand, physicists agree 

with one another in general at any one time, yet the physical 

theories of any one decade differ profoundly from those of each 

succeeding decade- at any rate in this twentieth century. On the 



80. 

other hand philosophers disagree with one another at any one time. 

yet the grand problems of philosophy remain the s~me from age to 

age".(Z). This seems a pretty fair estimate, and from Greek 

philosophy to the present time thinkers have engaged their attention 

upon the great problems of :'knowledge' and 'reality', 'ideas' and 

'matter', 'time' and 'space'. and 'values' in general. Neverthe

less, the conclusion which may be drawn from the momentous issues 

which have already been reviewed is this thesis is that the 

accentuation of tensions arising within the first half of the 

twentieth century has driven men to rethink and reconstitute the 

whole fabric of philosophy. No doubt it would be possible ta show 

that even in the field of philosophy, as weIl as in physios, there 

have been characteristic distinctions between one decade and another. 

but on the whole, philosophy in general during this century has been 

characterised by a search for "meaning" and "value". Harold A.Bosley 

takes a look at the Main Issues confronting Christendom to-day and 

tells us that disentegrative forces reach, like a sword, into our 

standards of life and society, constituting a spiritual tragedy for 

ou~ time. He asserts that skeptism is a lost cause intellectually 

and that its sweeping condemnation has been supplied by Dr. Dewey's 

'A Common Faith' and by such philosophie "giants" as A.N.Whitehead, 

JOhn E.Boodin, Edgar Brightman and S.Alexander. "Nevertheless, 

intellectuals, individually and cOllectively, can be rescued from 

aimlessness only by getting a firm grasp on two emphases that are 

fundamentally religious in nature; (1) Ruman values are neither 

optional nor arbitrary but are organic to the universe. (2) The 

achievement of these values ls a social process".(3). 

Elias Andrews has supplied us with an excellent treatment ot 
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Modern Humanism, and has rendered a great service in point:iJ:lg C?ut its 

merits and defeots.(4). He st~esses the emphasis on 'val~e' in human

ist philosophy, but deories its Intolerable dualism of taot and 

value, and oomes to the oonolusion that were modern hwœanism bolstered 

by an aooeptance of Inoarnation Theology we may aIl subsoribe to 

Christian Humanism. Dean Inge has made a tremendous oontriblltion to 

Christian Theology in this oentury and has won wide repllte. Working 

slong ihe lines of Christian Myaticism he has perhaps endeavo~ed 

more than any one else ta ahow the proper sphere, relevanoe and 

signiticanoe of value for our age. In sllch worka as The Eternal 

Values, God and The Astronomers, and Christian Etbios and Modern 

Problems, he strives to recall men to a position where they may walk 

with iheir feet firmly planted on terra firma .hile their head, and 

consequently their conversation, is in heaven. He olaims that slloh 

modern ih1nkers as Otto, Euoken and Troeltsch have tanghi us that 

"we need a new type of Christianity, more ethical, more mystical,and 

less dogmatio than the traditional forms".(5). In this list he might 

very weIl have inclllded Baron Von Bugel with his "abiding consequen

oes" and "lasting values". Against the backgrownd of deep dlssilus

ionment Dean Inge observed modern thinkers returning to the doctrine 

of "reourrent cyoles" as a suggested answer.(ô). "The deoay of 

seoular religion in the twentieth oentury bas produoed a widespread 

dissllusionment ••• lts appearanoe will be an advantage to the higher 

re~igion. beoause a hope which rests on a rotten toundation is an 

obstaole in the W&y ot reasonable Idealisme The thinkers of o~ day 

are more ready to reoognise the existenoe of a kingdom ot TaIlles. 

exalted above space and iime, and independent of the problematiosl 

sdvanoes which may or msy not be in store for the human raoe."(7). 
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W.R.Sorley attempted a systematie investigation ot the whole 

qnestion ot valne in its bearing npon Theism in his Gifford Lectnres. 

He insisted that vaIne experiences are as mnch data ot experience as 

are sense-perceptions, and mnst be taken into acconnt in sny philos

ophieal view ot reality as a whole.(8). Perhaps Bosanqnet intluenced 

the mind ot Temple in this important phase ot theistio thonght more 

than any other contemporary.(9). He .as chietly notewortby in the 

History ot British Idealism tor his detenee ot thonght as a pathway 

to absolnte reality. Temple was nndonbtedly aware ot the emplrical 

element whieh was finding its ~ay into philosophie and theistic 

thoaght in Amerioa. William James was the leader of the American 

philosophie movement known as Pragmatism and is best known by the 

'Varieties of Religions Experience'. His philosopby was a reaction 

against excessive intellectnalism and the "block nniverse" ot 

absolnte Idealisme According to James, the "trne" is only the exped

ient in the way ot behaving: anything will only be seen to be "trne" 

or "right" if it "worka". In Enropean thought the modern stress on 

vaIne goes back to Lotze's phenomenologieal thinking and is eharac

terised by an attempt to break away trom rigid Regelisnism.(IO). 

Theory ot Knowledge. 

From the start William Temple saw that valne had a close conneot

ion with knowledge: it was, indeed, that whieh 'oolonred' or gave 

meaning to aIl hnman knowledge. The tact ot knowledge,as we have seen, 

is in itselt something altogether uniqne.(ll). In The Faith and 

Modern Thoaght(1910) he aimed at showing that the tact ot religions 

experience, and theretore religions knowledge,. mnst be treated the 1 

same as all other tacts ot experience and knowledge. A rational 
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coherence is assnmed by science as rnnning through aIl onr experience. 

There is some mentality in aIl the facts of experience, and so every

thing which exists must be the embodiment of rational principle. But 

we find in our experience one principle whlch wIll be self-explanatory i 

and will thus explain the fact of existence, namely the principle of 

Pnrpose. "It is not as though we had to invent the term ~Pnrpose" to 

explain the fact of the world, as the old scientists lnvented Caloric 

to explain the fact of heat. Purpose exists in onr everyday exper

ience. lt s~pplies an answer to o~r question. It is then scientifio 

to aocept that answer provisionally as a hypothesis."(12). This,then, 

the !!2l of Pnrpose woald be Temple's answer to Miss Emmat's question 

as to whether he "assumed" too easily the "~lque explanatory value 

of the oategory of Purpose" and that s~oh an explanation there must 

be since the mind requires It.(13). It is not simpli a question as 

to whether the mind "requires" It, whioh no doubt it does; but it la 

the further question that the mind cannot avoid it: It is oontronted 

by it as a ~ 2! experience. Temple would snrely say that the 

principle of Pnrpose 'appears f in the world of experience; the mind 

'discovers' it; the mind neither placed it there, nor "assumes" it; 

it is part of the "givenness" of our experience, and the mind cannot 

explain it away. W.R.Matthews says something very similar to this in 

The Purpose of God: "The supreme fact in the prooess ot natnre ia 

the emergence of mind ••• The minds which begin to know have, as they 

believe, the power to distinguish good and evil, the beautital and 

the ugly. B~t in these two activities of kaowing ~ valaing we 

already appear to transcend the physical universe. It becomes our 

object, we ev en decide whether, on the whole, lt should be described 

as good, indifferent, or evil. The prooess of nature which has given 
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rise to this aotivity, whioh by its natŒre stands partly above nature, 

has obvioŒsly a peouliar quality whioh demands explanation".(14). 

In the exposition of his theology Temple prooeeds to explain the 

faot of value, its nature and meaning. From the start he obviously 

saw that it is not enongh merely that the mind should disoover 

purposiveness in the world of experienoe: we are also presented wlth 

other taots and problems in the world of experienoe; and so "the 

demand of reason that the world should appear ooherent would stand 

over against the faots of experienoe in hopeless antagonism anleas 

we aooept the whole essential fabrio ot Christian Theology".(lb). To 

the trQth gained by knowledge of apprehension of the world there must 

be added the knowledge of faith in God as revealed in Jesus Christ. 

The demand of reason that the worlu should appear rational leads to 

a belief in an Almighty Will, but we oannot even believe in that 

Almighty Will unless it is demonstrated to us as "good", and this. 

demonstration has been supplied in Jesus Christ.(16). It may be true 

to say that Temple "inoreasingly in his later work puts forward the 

idea of a Divine Purpose for Good as a venture of faith, supported 

though not demonstrated by reason and experienoe".(17). It would be 

muoh nearer to the truth to say,espeoially after an examination of 

The Faith and Modern Thought, that from the start Temple showad that 

reason and experienoe demand a belief in the Divine Purpose for Good. 

Another way ot stating the same faot would be to say: Faith supplies 

what Reason demands. A oandid examination of The Faith and Modern 

Thought may also lead to a question as to whether Temple did not 

"assume" something from the start: did he not assume that purpose ot 

itself woald explain nothing beoause it May onli indioate an evil or 

malioious design, and so the world May be the oreation of an Evil Mind 
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great soheme ot val~es: the nat~e ot personality. 

Materialism. 

Materialism tails as an explanation of the ~iverse, for .hile 

it has oonsiderable s~ooess in dealing with a great part , ot wbat we 

kaow, it tails oompletely to aooo~t for o~ kaowing it.(18). Not 

only does the materialist fail when oonfronted with the faot ot 

knowledge, bnt "when _e prooeed to 'vaInes' the diftionliies of 

materialism are still greater ••• A world whioh has val~e is not a 

p~ely material world."(l~). Here,again, Temple tonnd himselt oon

tronted by Huxley: "It is in ltself ot 11ttle moment whether _e 

express the phenomena of matter in terms of spirit or the phenomena 

of spirit in terms ot matter - each statement bas a oertain relative 

trnth ••• The f~ther soience advanoes, the more extensively and 

oonsistently will all the phenomena of Nat~e be represented by 

materialistic formulae and symbols".(20). He admitted thit it was 

quite arguable that materialism is right, but s~pposing that it 

matters whether it is right or wrong, then we oannot be content to 

let the question be settled on H~ley's gronnds. Why? Beoause 'Person' 

and 'Thing' are diametrioally opposite to eaoh other, and you cannot 

aooount for 'Personality' on the basis of '~hingst. A Thing does not 

make the same olaims upon us as a ?erson(21). so Temple distinguishes 

between Thing, Brute, and Person. A Thing has no teelings or thoughts, 

and for it there is no good or evil. Whereas a Thlng has no oonsoions 

life at all, a Brute has oonsclousness but only in the present; but a 

Pers on is oonsoious of continued existenoe and attributes value not 

only to the present, but also to the past and future. Moreover, persons : 

exist in sooiety; and society is always a number of pers ons nnited 
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by a OOmBon purpose: ber. we find oondiiions whioh sake oharaoier 

and purpose possible.(22). Temple S180 disi1ng~ish.s beiween 

'individ~al' and 'person': "An individus1 i8 .bai it is in terms 

ot its relations; tbat is tr~e; b~t we are not justified in oon

ol~d1ng ihat spart from its relations it is nothiD8 ai 811."(23). 

Whl1e the germ ihonght ot the distinction appears here. it is 

e1aboraied more t~lly in one of his laiest works.(24). 

Persona1ity and 'V81~e-judgœents'. 

It is in bis Tiew of the nature of Persona1ity that Temple 

bas a distinotive oontrib~tion to make to the phi1osophy or value. 

This is deve10ped in The Nature ot Persona lit y (1911) bRt tinds 

t~ll.r treatment in 1ater worka. espeoially in Christ~s Veritas 

and Hat~e, Kan and God. He examines the perermial q~estion as to 

whether Persons are 'tree' or 'determined' and ooncl~des that 

Determinism m~st be given ~p on the basis of observed "different

iation". Freedom. he asserts. i8 not neoessarily a treas~e; 

treedom. like the intellect. grows. Parpose is al_aY8 oonscio~. 

and desires. intelleot, and Lœagination are the maierial o~t ot 

whloh ii ls made up. Purpose lnvolves the W111. "tor 1i is in 

voliiioa that oharacter is expressed. and volition in its full 

development i8 Purpose". The problem arises when we oonslder the 

Will as a separate entity whioh has been set up as a oonsilt~tlve 

part of a substantial soul, as a "faculty" rather than as dynamic 

torce: "S8 Pnrpose is certainly difrerent trom any one of our 

ohaotio 1œpulses and ideas, a Will was invented to be the organ 

ot Purpose". This oame about not so m~oh as 8 result ot the 

intelleot but through an eftort ot the imagination to apprehend 

aotivity spart from that which acts.(26). "Por the normal lite ot 
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intellect is abstract and restless while the normal life of 

imagination is concrete and contemplative".(26). We are here right 

at the heart of the very issue which enables us to understand 

Value as Temple sees it. for the intellect passes out of itself 

through the imagination lnto will. and "what we require. if we 

can find it. is some embodiment or presentation of Universal 

Truth which may awaken and lead into captivity to itself the whole 

emotional nature of men".(27). 

The whole question resolves itself around "value-judgments" as 

the individual finds himself confronted with the possibllity of 

"choice". and Temple sees a very good analogy in the education 

of a child. At first. and this is the first requirement of ednc

ation, there ls inculcated in the child the art or habit of 

"concentration" or fixed "attention". "Gradually that period is 

extended, and the whole system of regulations. called "discipline", 

is developed. till 'lessons' and 'discipline' together cover nearly 

the whole life; then the external pressure is relaxed again. and the 

individual is set free in the sense that he Is now left to the 

guidance of the habits which discipline has created in him; and the 

educator may say- II have created a will in you; at first you were 

a mere mass of i~pulses; l have co-ordinated and systematised those 

impulses so that now you have a real will and purpose of your own; 

l have forced you lnto freedom; now go and exercise that freedom' ."(2S) 

The question arises, are the "impulses ff good or evil? Many 

philosophers and theologians have engaged themselves in the dispute 

as to whether the natural impulses are good or evil. According to 

Temple. the strict doctrine of Original Sin has always considered them 

to be evil, while many modern thinkers have tended to the belief that 
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they ere good in themselves while they become evil by ebuse.(2~}. 

Temple himself esserts that they are neither: they ere neutrel; 

the plein fa ct being that they are neither good nor evil but the 

very material out of which vice or virtue is to be made. The true 

freedom of man consists in the use which he makes of them in the 

development of character. so that he cornes to the point where. 

free from external control and internaI compulsion elike. he 

accepts full responsibility for his decisions and actions. "Just 

as in Ideal Democracy aIl the citizens together constitute the 

sovereign power which each individual obeys. so in perfect 

~ersonality aIl the impulses, under the guidance of Reason, con

stitute a Soul or Self which aIl obey. The truly free man, or the 

man of strong will, is not the man who may do anything at any 

moment, but the man who has sorne great pur~ose which he follows 

despite aIl impulses and aIl obstacles".(30). In Christus Veritas 

he also tells us that this capacity to concentrate attention on 

one object to the exclusion of aIl others is the foundation of 

the Will, but ·because there is more in every human being than has 

come within the sphere of consciousness Personality is always 

more than Will. 

But we never come to a full understanding or appreciation of 

• value when we consider Personality as an abstraction, or when 

we consider a person as an isolated self. The importance of value 

is most acutely felt when we consider the problem of ethics or 

of right conduct. The concept of law fails to do justice to the 

value of human personality for the simple reason that it raises 

the question of rewards or punishment. On the question of 'moral 

value ' it is difficult to get beyond the "autonomy" of Kant's 
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Categorical Imperative; for when we consider the whole question 

of "rights tf and tfduties" then we must take into consideration the 

"rights tf of other Persons in society and "act at aIl times from 

a maxim fit for ,universal law". "Kant's fundamental argument to 

prove that only the Good Will is absolutely good rests on a 

surreptitious reference to the admitted interests of Society; and 

so it must always be. The isolated individual may be wise or 

foolish; he cannot be moral or immoral. The atheistic debauchee 

upon a desert island is not liable to moral censure".{3l). It 

may be rightly objected here(~2) that Temple assumes there are no 

intrinsic values which an individual has a dut Y to consider apart 

from those found in personal relationships. What we must observe 

is that he is here raising a hypothetical instance. Without going 

into a debate of the whole question it may suffice to say that if 

there were such a case the man would be confronted with choice 

none the less: for example. that of ending his own life. Were he 

to do so it would preclude the possibility of his ever being 

rescued and therefore performing sorne future role or act of value 

for other persons in society as weIl as for himself. The point of 

the argument ls that in fact that is Q21 the way we observe man: 

he exists in society. Man was made for fellowship in society. and 

the whole question of moral good, and in particular the Categorical 

Imperative. centres around that fact. We should fail in any attempt 

to set up a formula for the "isolated debau.chee". Even in the realm 

of personal relationships since "our actu.al obligations are such 

as arise ou.t of oar actu.al moral relationships they can seldom be 

represented by any formula". Temple saw that there were problems 

consequent upon Aantls formu.lation of the Categorical Imperative 
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and snggested that the nearest we can aome to it is~ 'Love thy 

neighbo~r as thyself ' • B~t love is not at oùr command; yo~ cannot 

command a person to love another; indeed, it hardly seems possible 

to command oneself to do so, for love doesn'~ work that way. still, 

"if we want to find the right thlng to do, we m~st ask what will 

do most to increase the volume of love. Love alone has absolute 

moral value".(~o). · How, then, can we have a science of morals? 

That seems to be what Temple ls suggestlng: there can be no exact 

science of ethics; and it is incrunbent ~pon ~s to try and under-

stand the argument by which he cornes to thls lnteresting decision.(34). 

The Triad of Values. 

(a) Truth. 

Along with other philosophers, such as Dean Inge and Professor 

Sorley, Temple accepts the "triad" of Truth, Beauty, and Goodness as 

"absolute values", and for Temple they are good in themselves apart 

from aIl conseq~ences.(35). He rather leans towards Sorley's tendency 

to think less of truth and bea~ty than of goodness(36}; but it would 

be truer to say that he thinks of goodness more as absolute in an 
i 

unqualified sense, for there may be knowledga whioh it would ba battar 1 

not to have and beauty whlch would be better away. While Dean Inge 

states that we must not subordinate Truth or Beauty or Goodness to 

either of the other two, ne~ertheless he notices that there are 

differences between them.(37). But we must see why Temple makes a 

distinction, for it is not just an arbitrary choice: "In principle 

Goodness has a priority over the other two because it ls the distinctly 

human type of value and we are human. Indeed when we follow after 

Truth and Beauty with an absolute devotion, if we are not neglecting 



91. 

some other and yet stronger claim we are manifesting Goodness".(38). 

Nevertheless, Temple does raise the ~uestion of "absoluteness" 

of the olassioal trinity of Values, and stresses the fact that they 

represent three types of excellence- Intellectual, Aesthetic, and 

Ethical. The three have always been claimed to be Absolute, shining 

in their own light, and regarded as three sisters that oan never 

be separated. He maintains that only Goodness has that ~uality of 

Absoluteness.(~~). Introductory to a discussion of the nature of __ 

Truth and Beauty, he substituted Knowledge for Truth and prooeeded 

to ask the ~uestion whether truth were an abstraction or a relation

ship. He pointed out that a lie exists; that an illusion, or a false 

statement, exists; and argued that if Truth were the equivalent of 

Absolute Reality, then there could be no distinction between truth 

and error. Truth is always of subject-object relationship, and it 

is something at which you arrive, not from which you start out. 

Always when confronted with knowledge the Mind asks Why? and again 

Why?(40), so that r~owledge or Truth may be relative. "Truth is the 

end of the intellect; man does think and he may think right or wrong; 

to think is to attain truth so far as his thought has gone. Men 

always desire to reach some truth, for their plans will break down 

if they are oalculated on a basis of error; but this is to desire 

truth as a means, not as an end. ~o desire truth as an end is to 

desire the perfeot correlation of mind to Reallty. And this ls a 

good in itself, so olearly a good as to impose upon aIl who have 

understood its nature an obligation to seek it. The end is not to 

aoquire masses of information, though that may be a means to the 

end and must be inoluded in it, if it is perfectly attained; the 

end is perfect oorrelation with Reality".(4l). Knowledge may not 
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only be a good thing in itself: it may enable us to pursue right 

conduct, and this is precisely where, for Temple. we come to 'value

judgments'. "We find ourselves in a world over whose destiny we have 

no control whatever. It Is an ordered world; and .the most Important 

question we can ask is the question- What ls the nature and character 

of the Power or' Force that oràers it? This governing principle is 

not anything that we can do or possess: knowledge of it will not add 

to our skill in weaving or in carpentering.in medicine or in general

ship. But without it everything is uncertain, and aIl resolution 

becomes infected with ultimate doubt. This knowledge will perhaps not 

help us to do what we want to do, but it may help us to do the right 

thing. In fact, the truth seems to be this, So far as the possession 

of knowledge is the exerclse of a natural function and the satis

faction of a real impulse. it is a good thing; the knowledge of great 

subjects. the soienoe whlch ls itself on the borderland of art. ls 

one .of the best things in life. But there is a petty kind of knowledge, 

the pursuit of which is pedantio and oontemptible. Even in the sphere 

of the great soiences" and of philosophy itself. we very rarely, 

and perhaps never, find a pursuit of knowledge for its own sake alone 

••• Knowledge divoroed from other goods becomes pedantry and dry-as

dust. Its value is then slight. But the exact knowledge of the man 

of wide culture and sympathy is undoubtedly one of the best things 

in the world. Knowledge is therefore to be pursued for its own sake, 

but not for its own sake alone, nor in isolation from aIl other 

interests ••• hnowledge, in short, is one of the good things of the 

world; and, as we shall find to be the case with aIl good things, 

its value lies in its relation to some individual personality. It 

May be as good- for some people- as anything else whatever; It is 
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not for anybody the highest good, for the highest good is a condition 

of the whole soul in which knowledge takes its place with other good 

things. It is one of the proper treasures of a complete personality, 

the first and simplest de11berate work of the creative m1nd".(42). 

(b) Beauty. 

Temple treats Beauty very much in the same manner as Truth. 

Beant y is something we discover in the object to which we give 

attention, but it depends on the subjeot no less than does ~ruth. It, 

too, is a matter of subject-object relat1onship. But whereas science 

is mental restlessness, art is essentially mental repose. Expression 

is an essential function of art: art serves to express or reveal 

value.(43).We may again here ask the question Why? and, yet again, 

Why? Why should a sunset be "beautiful? Again a materialist answer 

would not suffioe. From sheer physical relationship the beauty may 

simply be âefined in terms of rays of light. But such an answer fails 

to account for the fa ct that the apprehended is representative of 

the person who apprehends. There appears to be a need for a doctrine 

of harmony within the universe, something which 1s more than pleasing 

and whioh represents and also accounts for the emot1on invo~ved in 

apprehension.(44). There 1s no such thing as abstract Beauty or 

abstract Truth. Oan a thing which 1s ugly or immoral be beautifnl? 

Wiokedness may be presented artistically, even aesthetically, but 

will it be representative? You cannot divorce Beauty and Truth from 

reality in this manner and still have them as "representative". 

"If we are to be in the aesthetic attitude our whole nature must be 

satisfied".(45). We must see truth and beauty in the last resort in 

the light of reality which is spiritual. We do not do justioe to 
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Trath and Beaaty if we redace the rational solely to the apprehen

sionable or intellectual. We must needs introdace these elements 

of emotional and moral judgments to get a whole picture of reality. 

We do. as Temple suggested, encoanter particulars in religious 

experience, but we mast treat them not in isolation but against the 

backgroand of religioas experience 'as a whole'. It i8 for thi8 

reason that he regarded William James as the "great offender". 

Apprehension of Beaaty not only indicates that we are in the presenoe 

of a master-mind. but is in its own essence a commanion with that 

mind.(46). The objectivity of Beauty is emphasised by Temple. "There 

are at least sorne Goods of which it is true to say that though 

Objective in essence they are subjectively conditioned. Of these the 

most conspicuoas i8 Beauty." The good of Beauty may be potential 

only, but when it is appreciated the condition of its potential good 

becomes actual, and the good is in the Beauty as appreciated, not 

in the appreciation. So it is that scenes of rare beauty await 

mountaineers in the Himalayans as they seek to scale Mt.Everest. It 

i8 true that the artist creates beauty; he not only tries to create 

what is not found in normal experience since true beauty is some

thing more than most men see, but he also tries to catch and depict 

the Beauty of Reality, the Beauty which 1s really there.(47}. This 

"objectivity" of Beaaty carries with it a principle of ~remendous 

value for theology: "There is potential spiritaal worth which awaits 

appreciation as the condition of ~ts actualisation; secondly there 

is an appropriate appreciation for each individual to exercise. so 

that eaoh contributes to the entire scheme ot good not only by 

individual fruition but also the actualisation of potentiel worth 

or good which this occasions".(48). 
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In Christus Verites we find a repudiation of the position taken 

in Mens Creatrix that we can have no knowledge at aIl short of 

omniscience.(49). Still the searoh for truth leads to an ever

widening context and there is lacking any sense of mental repose or 

satisfaction as we have in Beauty. Absolute knowledge may be 

attainable but only as abstraction; nevertheless there ia correlation 

with Reality in the sense that the mind is always ready to apprehend 

rightly. The apprehension of Beauty prooeeds by another method and 

instead of abstraction we find "intimacy of acquaintance" and 

"conoentrated attention". "There ia. therefore. possible to us an 

absolute apprehension of absolute Beauty such as is not possible of 

absolute Truth".(50). 

lc) Goodnesa 

When Temple considered Goodness he found the same principles 

aperating as in the case of the other two. but in the case of 

Goodness there is perfect correlation with Reality.(51). His own 

suggestion for the Interpretation of Value may be set out in swmmary 

farm: 

"The essential condition for the aotualisation of Value is the 

discovery by Mind of itself or its own prinoiple in its objeot. 

"When Mind makes this disoovery in the activity of contemplation. the 

form of Value actualised is Beauty. 

"When Mind makes this discovery in the aotivity of analysis and 

synthesis. the form of Value aotualised is Truth. 

"When Mind makes this discovery in the activity of personal relation

ship the form of Value actualised is Goodness."(52). 

It is impossible ta oommand aIl men to be scientists. though all 
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men should speak the Truth; 11kewlse it is impossible to command 

apperception or appreciation of Beauty. Is it the same with Goodness? 

In his First Critique, Kant found there was no solution to his 

antinomy. How can we come from phenomena to noumena? It is possible 

through the 'moral judgment', where we pass from the "is" to the 

Itought-to-be". We may rightly ask ourselves, Temple suggests" whether 

there is "universal goodness", and how it can be so. That there is 

nniversal Truth aIl will admit, for 2 + a = 4 for aIl t1mes and places 

whatsover. But in the world of ethics we are confronted with "chang

ing morality" , with an "endless relativity of knowledge". Never

theless we find here also a nniversal in the sense of obligation. 

Although the aontent of the moral judgment might differ, we are 

nevertheless faced with the universal fact of Conscience as Butler 

so alearly saw. On this question of right judgments ~emple considers 

the distination between action and act as drawn by Dr.W.D.Ross in 

The Right and The Good, where he attached the term right to acts, and 

moral good to actions. His criticism appears valid and amoQOts to 

suggesting that if a man pursues "Honesty because it is the best 

policy", then he is not doing it because he is honest at aIl. This 

raises the whole question of the objectivity of the moral good: Is 

there such a thing as a universal, objective good~ In answer to that 

question Kant had answered: "nothing can be called good unqualifiedly 

except the Good Will". So hedistinguished between Categorical and 

Hypothetical Imperatives. He was impressed by science and the fact 

that science had discovered there were laws in the world. such as 

gravity. which were always and u.nlversally true. He desired the same 

impressiveness for his Categorical Imperative: so will that thy will 

may become law universal, so that anybody in the same position would 

, 



97. 

be ~der obligation to do the same. Kant suggests that in this way 

we get objeotive oontrol over subjeotive aotion. You must Bot, 

therefore. so as to treat individuals as ends in themselves. ne ver 

as means to ends. Human sooiety is thus "a king dom of ends". 

Here Temple raises the i~portant question: oan you universalise 

an aot? He introduoed the interesting and puzzling problem of 

Sinolair Lewists professor and pupil on the island with their serum 

(53) to show th~-.: t the problem of moral judgments was not so simple 

as Kant thought. Sometimes. as in the oase of war, whatever anyone 

does is bound to be wrong. Is there, then, an absolute reality? Does 

oonsoienoe always speak with such olear reality that we observe it 

as evidence of the "stern daughter of the voioe of God"? Because yOI1 

cannot legislate universally for a man in every particular instance 

or relationship in which he will find himself. Temple suggests you 

oannot have a scienoe of ethics. What moral aotion really is does 

not rely on specifie acts but on conscientiousness-the habit of 

acting with a sense of responsibility. This constitutes the kingdom 

of the good; and reverts the absoluteness of obligation from the 

aot to the agent, from conduct to character. from "do righteousness" 

of the law to "be righteous" of the Gospel. While there ls absolute 

moral obligation, the absoluteness of "dut y" may differ. It.may 

be a dootor's dut y to save a patlent's life, while it may be the 

dut Y of a olergyman to prepare the same patient for death. ~he "dut y" 

for eaoh may differ. but what is common is the faot 2! obligation. 

"To have a sense of absolute obligation is implicitly to claim 

Inherent and ulti~ate valae".(54}. Goodness is the habit of the Will, 

the real focus of obligation is to be found in character. As Kant 

said, you must act conscientiously, and that not as an individual 
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bQt as a member of society. There is a good which is more than 

personal with which one is confronteà, and which is by no means 

alien. "This actQal membership of OQr own society, which is part 

of the constitQtion of our natQre, is the root of the conscioQsness 

of obligationlf
• What matters for Temple is the jQàgment of what is 

good and the varioQs graùes of gooa. Here he parts company with 

the Utilitarians whose error, he claims, was not in being Qtilit

arian as regards condQct bQt hedonist as regards the trQe ends of 

life. The end, as Plato said, is Righteoasness.(55). In the last 

resort there can be no command to be good, bQt there is a 

constraining force: it is love. So, when yOQ analyse the law of 

obligation yOQ come to the Iaw or principle of love. 

'Mind PQrposive ' • 

AlI the foregoing has tremendoQs conseqQences for Temple's 

philosophy of valQ9. of which it forms a part bQt leads to some

thing more significant. For these valQes indicate that Mind 

Parposive. or Intelligent ?Qrpose, sQPplies the explanation of the 

Qniverse. BQt Parpose is directed mainly toward ValQe or Good and 

this lnvolves the logical priority of ValQe to Existence. Temple 

explains this view when dealing with the natQre of Reality and the 

relation of valQe to it.(56}. The Qniverse derives its origin from 

a Creative Will, bQt Good and ValQe are correlative of Will; there

fore the most fQndamental element in things is their ValQe. ~ValQe 

ls thQs, in the order of being, prior to existence. BQt ValQe is 

not Existence, and must receive(or come into) existence in order 

to be a part of Reality". SQbstance itself is nothing else bQt 

ValQe; everything which exists exists to be the expression of the 
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Creative Will. Although value uetermlnes existence. value is only 

actual when it ls appreciated. In aIl existence we observe that 

whloh is symbolio of the Creative Will. The universe ls there-

fore sacramental and symbolism is the supreme philosophio principle. 

Temple asks: what is the nature of Value? and answere~ "No definit~an 

is possible. for you oannot state the Genus and Differentia of your 

highest principle ••• For any actual Value or Good there must be two 

faotors in a certain relationshlp - the "valuable" objeot and the 

apprehending and appreclatlng sUQject; and these must meet in an 

experienoe whioh "sat isfies" or Is fit tor permanenoe.· ••• Science 

seeks a toiality of perpetually wider extension; Art seeks a totalliy 

of pertected inner unit y; Goodness is the aohievemeni of Inner unit Y 

in the individual and extended unlty in the society - totality in 

both. Value. in short. ls a system of experlence in whioh a subjeot 

free from inner oauses of ohange tinds satisfaction in an object 

which (therefore) it does not seek to change ••• Beoause it is a 

subject-object system, perfectly oo-related. the object must reveal 

the characteristics of Mind and the subject must be absorbed in the 

objeot ••• Mind discovers itself in the Real, and in the discovery 

becomes its full self: that ls Value or Good. But Mind will only 

perfectly discover itself in other minds; therefore Fellowshlp is 

the true norm of Value, and Love its perfect realisation."(57). 

Value depends more upon the tendency and conolusion of an exper

lence in the time-prooess. and not on the stages in isolation. 

Therefore the value of past acts can be altered even though the 

facts remain the same. The presence of evil. then. is no argument 

against the perfect goodness of the whole. Totality is the distingu

ishing feature in aIl value. "The whole is the Will of God and whai 
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it has created; theretore every apprehension ot Value ia in principle 

a religious experienoe ••• Certainly there is no apprehenaion ot Value 

whioh is not an incohate apprehension ot God - and no hwman 

experience is utterly without value".(58). 

There is a plaoe tor vaIne in the world ot soience in wh1ch we 

tind Mind as subjeot ot Talne-judgments. It is impossible to stress 

too olearly the importanoe ot 'valne-judgment' tor Temple, and one 

ot the best examples ot the use he makes ot it is to be tound in his 

ehapter on Religion and ~hioa in The ~ngdom ot God. Thare he 

olai.ed that the signitioance ot the moral jndgment points to the 

taot that the truth ot the world ot value oan only be realised bl 

the whole Society ot Spirits eaoh dotng his own part. T~ple stresses 

the taot that Mind in pnr8nit ot good or as PnrposiTe ia the express

ion ot Personality. and we thns diacover that Personality .sl express 

iis ideAtity throngh an intinite variety ot adaptation. "The man who 

al.ay8 aots in the aame .ay whatever the ciroumstanoes. ia reliable 

indeed. bnt is not strong or loving or wise". In "variability", as 

weIl as in oonstanol ot expression, we may observe DiTine Personalitl. 

So we arrive at a vie. ot vaIne which admits the possibility ot 

Miraoles: "Peraonality, whether hwman or divine, 1s, in so tar 88 lt 

i8 immanent, a prinoiple ot variation. There ia in the world an 

immanent Reason - a Logos. It this is impersonal, it may be only a 

prinoiple ot logical coherence. It it is personal, it mnst be a 

principle ot perpetuaI adjustment aocording to "sutficient resson". 

Bnt behind, or abova. the snooessive moments ot condnct in which 

personality i8 immanent, thare is the personality iisaIt, transoendent, 

and in proportion to its compleieness ot integration. nachangeable. 

Beoanse ot snoh a philosophy ot value there arise other 
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possibilities: the essenoe, or ohief oharaoteristio, of personality 

is spirit, and not only is fellowship possible between human spirits 

b~t there is also oommœnion of the divine and hruman spirit, and 80 

Revelation is possible. Suoh a view of the rationallty ot nature 

involves both the immanenoe and the transcendenoe of God.From the fact 

of rationality Milne arg~es similarly: If l think that these oonsider

ations go against the. at first, attraotive idea of S. Alexander's, 

namely the evol~tion of the deity itselt. He contemplated plane upon 

plane of existence - like Dantels series of heavens - mineraI, 

vegetable, animal, human, intellect-possessing,conscience-possessing, 

immortality-possessing. B~t this scheme does not acco~t for itself. 

It does not explain how it came into existence, or why the laws of 

nat~re of inanimate matter sho~ld be capable of rational ded~ction 

by the denizen of a m~oh later stage in the history of the uniTerse. 

To have a rational origin for the laws of nat~e requires a transcen

dental God, Rimself rational, as the so~cs of the universe".(59). 

Val~e and the Problem of Evil. 

Any philosophy whioh tends to acco~t for the ~iverse in terms 

ot Value must deal with the tact of Evil; but the tact that the 

problem ot evil is raised at aIl a~tomatically raises the tact that 

there is a problem of good; or, in other words, that people are 

seeking to establish an explanation of the ~iverse in terms other 

than those of efficient causation. When people ask one to account for 

aIl the evil that is in the world then they are s~pposing that it 

sho~ld be there, they are posing "grounds" of dealing with it. In a 

p~ely meehanistic or materialistic scheme there eo~ld be no problem 

of evil. Evil when seen in the light of the perfeet Goodness of God 
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and His Universal Soverignty bas th~s far defied sol~tion. Temple.as 

has been already explained. considered Evil in its three forms - as 

Ugliness,Error,and Moral Evil - and considered it as Negative Val~e. 

Nevertheless the Evil is Positive in that it really exists: as 

~gliness it is something that sho~ld not be there; as error it exists 

as over against truth, and the danger is that there may be a wrong 

decision which leads to evil action. It is necessary to have a clear 

distinction between the nat~re of good and evil, for it is only in 

the light ot an absol~te good that we may see the final sol~tion of 

the problem. Evil is never final; in fact the power of good is s~ch 

that it may turn evil to good. The Cross of Christ is an example, 

and stands for the embodiment of evil, but in its environment it was 

t~rned to good. When we seek to acco~t for the ca~se of evil and 

the j~stification of its occurrence we m~st also acco~t for the 

immense amo~t of natural evil that there is in the world. uGod 

created the world and beheld it was very good"; whence comes evil? 

Temple suggests that it arose in the evolution of Process. Many of 

the so-called "accidents'! are not accidents at aIl, and m~ch of the 

animal suffering has been exaggerated. The animal level of mentality 

is q~ite different trom the human level; in any case there is a 

ditference between pain and s~ffering. The act of organism feeding 

on another cannot be called evil when there is no conscio~ness.(&O). 

What appears to be the evil in the natural or der is part of the whole 

structure of the on-going universe. Many of the il1s or apparent 

evils excite or incite us and we find means ot adapting them to a 

much finer, better purpose: they may be good for 'adaptation'. 

Leibneiz used the word "compossible" - all-things-together: what 

appears evil in isolation may be good when viewed in totality. 
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It is qŒite possible that Temple does not penetrate far enoŒgh 

into the problem of evil; perhaps moral evil, at any rate, goes far 

deeper than he thinks. BŒt he is at least on solid gronnd when he 

suggests that evil in its finitŒde can be blotted out in relation to 

the good. Man, he snggests, never chooses evil as such; he always 

ahooses it as bis 'apparent good l
• The conflict thus becomes one 

between two goods (the apparent and the real) and not between good 

and evil. Man chooses what appears to him good, although now it may 

be evil. This tendency to evil in hwman nat~re has always been des

cribed as Original Sin.(61). We are born into an environment,an evil 

tradition becomes our inheritance. In the natural order there ls no 

such thing as evil. Until mind arase as an episode aIl other value 

had only a potential existence. What comes to an animal as instinct 

he chooses and Œses: so, too, what comes to man as his inheritance 

he makes his own. Temple makes the choice of evil a stage,a neaessary 

stage. in the development of man. In this way he can be made fit for 

society in the Kingdom of Ends. Ii is not that Gad has predestined 

man to evil; He has predestined him to be good. but it is neaessary 

for him to be sŒbJected to the inflŒenae of evil in order to achieve 

the higher good. That is the story of the Prodigal Son: the father 

had to give him the chance to be made more perfect. People uSŒally 

suggest that if only men would be more reasonable, if they would 

allow their better nature ta predominate, if they wOŒld use their 

Will, then suah sin or evil would not be. BŒt, Temple asks: who said 

that reason was sŒch an infallible guide? And, what of the Will? Now, 

the Will is the whole persona lit y in action. The trouble is that 

Reason itself is vitiated and the Will is weak. Man needs to be 

delivered from his self-centredness. This, then, is Temple's solntion: 
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evil seems to be something that is involved in Good. ln tha~ sense. 

it is a tribnte to good and can be used for good. It i8 necessary, 

not because man is evil bnt becanse he is good~ and the greatness of 

God is that He can lead men to good in this manner. The tact ot Evil 

polnts ta the necessity and the good ot Atonement. 

Temple tlatly refuses ta divorce "fact" from "value".The reallty 

of anythlng mnst not only inclnde the fact of its occurrence but its 

vaIne as weIl. Even the "Fall" becomes a "Fall Upwards" tor him. 

because in that waI we are able te see the vaIne as present in the 

fact. 

"(I)God made the world and saw that it was very good; 

"(2)Man arrived at conscions realisation of Value(Good and Evil) by 

doing what was in tact torbldden, bnt was (ex hypothesi) not realised 

as wrong; in breaking a rule he discovered a principle; 

"(3}Thereby he became a conscions sinner; 

"(4)But thereby also he became capable of tellowship with Gad. 

"This is a true analysis of aIl natnral human progress. Man stumbles, 

by the impulse of his natnre, into ' something which. by his misnnder

standing of lt, ls first a source of new evils. but ls the condition 

of a hltherto impossible good."(ô2). 

The Goal of History - The Commonwealth of VaIne. 

Such a view of Value as inextricably bound up with the on-going 

process ot what may be called the 'bundle of life' in our factnal 

world of experience Inevitably affects one1s concept of history, and 

thls is particularly sa in the case of Temple. History, he assures ns~ 

if it is considered as a mere succession ot events, Is meaningless. 

Thus he is in agreement with such a nnique historian as Toynbee, 
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and stands along with the pioneers of the 'modern view' ot history. 

History as a saience is but a recent invention, and Temple is 

unquestionably right in his olaim that until reoently history had no 

significanoe for philosopby. He pointed out that Oriental philosoph

ies made history meaningless by treating it as an illusion, but here 

again fu providing us with the opposite view we have an opportunity 

of observing the uniqueness of Christianity. History, when viewed as 

past.present and future in the light of a philosophy of Value,reveals 

the prinoiple of ohoioe. Hlstory.therefore,demonstrates the prinoiples 

of immanenoe and transoendenoe at work in an on-going prooess. We 

don 1 t just have history: history is not just 'given 1
; it is a matter 

of growth and development, and the temporal beoomes neoessary to the 

eternal as the arena where God worka out His purposes tor judgment 

or guidanoe of personalities, individual and corporate.The historical 

pro cess beoomes the arena where human beings are organized and 

tashioned for membership in the Commonwealth of Value. The goal of 

History, therefore, because of the Inherent prinoiple of value. 

beoomes the Commonwealth of Value.(63). 

The Commonwealth of Value or the Kingdom of God is realisable 

here on earth. Temple says there are only three possible relation

ships in whioh one human being can stand in regard to others: he may 

ignore them, aompete with them, or co-operate with them. If he seeks 

only the satisfaction of his own elementary desires,he ignores others. 

If he lives for comparative values such as wealth. fame. hononr or 

power, he may be aiming at a satisfaction of his whole self. but is 

largely indulging in competition with others. But if he lives for an 

end whioh has inherent and absolute value, he is co-operating with 

others and there will be no conflict between his sucoess and that of 
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others. In this last way a man will be seeking true social goods 

which promote social nnity.(64). This is what makes the Commonwealth 

of Value . a real possibility; but each individŒal is now not bringing 

into it his own good or value so much as a goodness which is an 

obedient response to a calI. If it ls ln response to a oall, a 

response to love, then it is real goodness, but it is both the 

indlvldual's and not his. It ls something whioh aIl may share and aIl 

may oontribute. If that be true, it further follows that life is not 

statio, it is ~ather a process, a growth. And if that be true it also 

follows that Immortality is not statio, not a place or state, but 

the very stuff into which such a life as this is capable of expanding: 

it is not just unending existence, it's a quality of lite.Cansequent

ly there can be no such thing as an atheist for he is saved by the 

very God whose existence he denies. But the Commonwealth cannot be 

realised on republican principles; it is not merely, as Huxley 

conaeived, the sum of aIl hum an good; it requires the concept of King 

for its actualisation and thus becomes a Monarohy. Thusthe Common

wealth of Values finds its unit Y in God and becomes the Commnnity of 

Saints or Kingdom af God. To be less than a child of Gad in the King

dom of God is to be un.-social;"its perfection is in eternity,but to 

bring its divided end warring members into that Harmony and Peace 

wherein alone it is actual is the purpose whioh gives meaning to 

History".(65).The key to its understanding and realisation alike ls 

Love - Infinite, AII-Powerful Love. The very name of God signifies 

the union of perfect goodness and absolute power.(66). 
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VI. Revelation. 

IntrodQotory. 

Revelation 1s the great theologioal issue of our time; it has 

oaptured a plaoe in the realm of intelleotual disoussion and endeavour 

seoond to no other single oonoept in the whole field of theology. 

"The whole of my theology is an attempt to Qflderstand and verify 

the words:'He that has seen Me hath seen the Father'."(l). 

"God as immanent is the Eternal Logos, the personal expression 

of the divine oharacter 9 thought and purpose: this logos is the 

explanation of aIl things that ocoQr, whether it be the regular and 

oustomary growth of the seed in the plant, or the birth of His own 

fleshly tabernacle from a Virgin~Mother; neither of these is more or 

less divine than the other; neither represents a divine intrusion 

from without; eaoh is a manifestation of divine aotivity appropriate 

to the oooasion. But in the variety of aotivity there is no instabil

ity or inooherence, if only because the personal Logos does nothing 

of Himself, but in aIl things expresses the transcendent God. Yet 

once more, that transcendent God is unknown to finite minds except 

through His self-expression in the immanent aotivity of His Word or 

80n."(2). 

Both of these quotations indicate the supremely important place 

of Revelation in the thought of Temple and point signifioantly to the 

manner of his treatment of this vast subject. While the first 

indioates the 'Whom' of revelation, the second indicates the 'Why'or 

'Nature' of revelation: both together point to the possibility of 

Revelation against the background of faith in a Living God. 
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What is Revelation? 

The big ~nestion which the theologian is asked to decide to-day 

is whether Revelation is the one essential factor in the philosophy 

of religion. Even that is a vagne,cold and dispassionate statement 

if one considers the meaning of Revelation for William Temple who 

constantly declared that religious faith does not consist in a belief 

that there is a God bnt in a personal trust in God which rises to 

personal fellowship with Hlm. This would seem to indicate that the 

nature and meaning of revelation ls not to be sought in philosophic 

discussion. The fact of revelation, it is true, depends upon the 

Being of GOd, but it further depends upon the question as to whether 

that Being has, or can, or does disclose Himself. AlI the great 

religions of the world, with the possible exception of Confuoianism. 

claim to be founded upon a revelation. With the comparative value 

or merit of such claims to revelation William Temple dealt,along with 

others, in a book by that name edited by Baillie and Martin, and 

claimed that because Jesus Christ is the crown, He is also the 

oriterion of aIl Revelation.(Z). As was the oase with the dootrine 

of reason and the philosophy of value, so too the emphasis upon 

Revelation finds a dominant plaoe in praotioally aIl Temple's writings. 

This may be inferred from the opening qnotation of this chapter.bnt 

he did not deal with this important theme merely in a genera! way. 

He gave it a distinctive plaoe and treatment, not only in the Essay 

already ~uoted, but also explioitly in Nature ,Man and God, The Faith 1 

and Modern Thought, Basic Convictions, and The Preacher's Theme To-Day_ 

It was also the underlying theme of Mens Creatrix and Christus 

Veritas, as weIl as a recurrent topic in Readings in St.John's Gospel. 

On the hasis of these writings it i8 evident that Temple 
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reconstitut~d the whole Doctrine of Revelation and thus claritied 

what he himself considered one of the chief problems of our times.(4). 

Testimony to his distinctive presentation of this great problem oan 

be seen in the estimate of his oontemporaries.(5). He stated the 

dootrine of revelation with suoh a forthright presentation and 

olarity as to resoue it from the pittalls of modern vagueness and 

disparity in an age of empirioal and soientifio knowledge. Temple 

oonsidered Revelation as the self-disolosure of God in His world 

and in human experience, not as a "datum", either in its several 

phases or in its totality, as something to be proved by some prooess 

of reason; but it is itself reason, it is a rational revelation. 

Revelation is not the assent to sorne dootrines or artioles of faith, 

it is rather apprehended by faith and is a personal relationship 

with the living God. It is obvious that Revelation, thus oonoeived, 

is not something that we come to or that we tind, it is rather "giTen" 

and is something which finds us: we reach the fellowship ot whioh 

revelation speaks, and to whioh it points. by going to sohool not 

with the philosophers but with the saints.(6). 

Merely to state the faot of revelation is to make some oontribut

ion towards a solution of the ever-growing tendencies of humanism 

and secularism of our day. Dr.John Baillie has performed a useful 

servioe in pointing out the contrast and comparison between the 

present attempts at explaining Revelation and the traditional 

presentation of a "doctrine" of revelation. In the Preface to the 

Volume already cited he points ta. the urgency of the topio in the 

twentieth cent ury and shows that there is a growing tendency to 

realise that if we are to have any religion at aIl there must be 

something given to us by God rather than provided by ourselves. 
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He also draws attention to the problems which beset modern attempts 

at stating a dootrine of revelation, and among them: the deistio 

protest, the AŒfklarŒng, romantioism, nineteenth-oentŒry liberallsm, 

the 'growing tendency to snbstitŒte for the old distinction ot natural 

and revealed knowledge the new distinction between a general and a 

special revelation'. and the growth of new philosophies whioh 

indicate not so mQoh a tendenoy to religionlessness as aiming at false 

and evil religions and flonting at reason rather than appealing to 

it.(7). W.R.Matthews olaims that there has been no part of the phil

osophy of rel~gion whioh has been so little treated as the idea of 

revelation. bŒt shows that the main lines of a modern view are taklng 

shape. It Is against the backgroŒnd of the prominenoe given to It 

in the modern mlnd, and the grave problems whloh beset it, that 

Temple's oontrlbntlon to Revelation is to be Œnderstood. 

How is Revelation Possible? 

It is inowmbent npon those who make the olaim that there is a 

revelation to explain how it works t to show how snch a revelation is 

possible; or, in other words, to explain its "mode".ThŒs revelation 

will be shown to be either 'natural' or 'supernatural' and will dis

alose the essential qŒality or qŒalities whereby man may jŒstify his 

olalm to the trŒth of religioŒs experlenoe. It will at the same time 

open ŒP the qnestion as to whether man plays any part in revelation, 

whether man's 'reason t is involved and to what extent, and will 

determine the nltimate aooeptanoe of one or more theories of monism, 

dŒalism, pantheism or theism. ïhe aooeptanoe or rejeotion of Divine 

Revelation determines a man's view of the natŒre of nltimate reality. 

At least one aim of this thesis has been to show that Temple 

presents a l rationalist' Œniverse the key to the nnderstanding of 
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whioh i8 to be found in Mind, and is therefore able to proolaim a 

Society of free Persons charaoterized by PŒrpose and exhibiting 

Fellowship in a Commonwealth of ValŒe Œnder the Sovereignty of a 

King who is a living, personal God. In the face of sŒoh an on-going 

Œniverse whose very essenoe is that of dynamio prooess, the question 

beoomes not one as to whether Revelation is possible but rather one 

as to whether it would be possible to exalude Revelation at all. 

How oould it be possible to exalude Revelation in suoh an orderly 

scheme of things? To do so would be to destroy the whole fabric of 

an on-going or der of creation. Creativity implies revelation: with

OŒt Revelation history would be meaningles8. So Revelation beoomes 

a pivotal point in Temple's Theism, and the manner and method of 

its working a demonstration of the charaoter and meaning of aIl 

life and existenoe. "The relation of Prooess to Value is specially 

important. ~he faot is fixed; but the value of the past is alterable. 

It is even true that what was bad when it ooourred may aome to be 

rightly judged good. Thus Christians regard the CrŒoifixion as, in 

itself. the worst thing that ever happened, yet, taken in oon

junotion with its oonsequenoe. the best. If we start from the 

physical end. we oannot acoount for mind; if we start from mind, 

oan we aooount for physioal existenoe? That way of putting the 

question is misleading. What we may reasonably ask i8 whether either 

of the two elements in the datwm of aotual experience i8 oapable of 

accounting finally for that experience. In prinoiple mind has this 

capacity •••• Personality is always transcendent in relation to 

Prooess; it acts within it, yet stands apart from it; and this i8 

alone adequate to the need. Persona lit y expresses its Qwn constanoy 

in the infinitely delicate adjustments by which it pursues one 
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po.rpose in varying conditiolIls. As immanent i-t is a principle of 

variety; as transcendent it is (in proportion as it is variously 

integrated) nnchanging. It is the transcendent personality of God 

which gives their qnality as awe-inspiring to the VaInes in which 

He is immanent and throngh whioh He ls known".(S). This qnotation 

enables one to see at a glanoe what Revelation meant for Temple and 

also shows how he considered it as operative. It is the tact of 

Personality whioh enables the fnrther fact of Revelation: withont 

persona lit y there conld be no Revelation. tor its natnre is that of 

oommunioation from mind to mind; revelation is from person to person 

and it oan only be nnderstood. as indeed can aIl other s~bjeot-object 

relationships. in terms of immanenoe and transoendenoe. It is not 

mere tantology to say that sinoe revelation is neoessary therefore 

there mnst be a revelation: it is merely another way of stating the 

fact of Revelation. So, again, it is not a qnestion as to whether 

there ~ ~e a revelation; the faot is there ~ Revelation and it 

becomes necessary for the theologian to acoonnt for that fa ct and 

to express it in terms of acoeptance. To explain revelation in terms 

of 'propositions' or to conceive of it in terms of 'miracŒlonsly' 

revealed dogma is to miss the essential charaoter of revelation and 

to fail to give any satisfactory explanation of the manner in which 

it worka, for of its very natŒre it is a matter of relationships. 

If there cannot be any "self-disclosnre" in the field of "relation

shlps", where, then, may we look for it~ The answer ls, surely, 

nowhere else. Moreover, to aooept any other view ls to misnnderstand 

the Biblioal view where, Temple tells ns, the oentre of interest is 

not anythlng that goes on in people's minds bnt "what goes on upon 

the plain of history in aot~al faot".(lO). His view of Revelation 
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obvioŒsly carries with it some very important conseqaences. 

The Old View. 

Nowhere are these conseqŒences more evident than when applied to 

the traditional doctrines of revelation. To go into a min~te and 

detailed description of the traditional theories of revelation wo~ld 

Iead as too far afield in a thesis of this natare. and wOŒld Indeed 

reqŒire a thesis of major proportions in itself. It is s~fficient 

to note that there has been a sŒstained writing on the sab~ect by 

men who have worked over the traditional views in which the doctrine 

has been presented and have restated them in more or less detailed 

or srummary form.(ll). Nearly aIl of the traditional views have dealt 

with 'distinctions t or 'differences ' either as to the God who reveals 

Rimself. the manner in which Re has revealed Rimself. or the created 

world in or through which He reveals Rimself. They tend to point to 

a severance between the sacred and the secnlar. to separate 'revealed ' 

knowledge from 'scientific ' or other knowledge, to distinguish 

between reason and revelation, to point to a "constancy" of natnral 

law as against the fa ct that God reveals Rimself "now and then" or 

by "miracles", or to point to a 'spiritual' Interpretation of the 

nniverse which would admit of a general revelation while not leaving 

aoy room for specific revelation. The npshot of the traditional views 

has been to present revelation as "problematic", leaving theology 

with the task of determining how or why an omniscient. omnipotent God 

sho~ld ever have created a world in which Re ShOŒId constantly be 

caIIed ~pon, or find it necessary. to 'interfere'.lt becomes difficnIt 

on the basis of the aIder views, which made snch sharp distinctions. 

to nnderstand anything Iike a "normalcy" of revelation: if God 

'intervenes' ,whether it is by me ans of an accident, event,or person. 
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the tendency will be to think of the intervention as 'abnormal ' • 

Acco~ding to Thomas Aquinas mankind has discovered certain tr~ths 

by the activity of his reason. while there are other truths such as 

the Trinity. the Incarnation and the Redemption of man, which have 

besn Irevealedl to him. Where reason leaves off God supplies manls 

Inadequate knowledge with greater, or at least more, truths about 

Hlmself; but this other knowledge is not contrary to human reason, 

but above it. Revelation also conveys truths of "natural religion" 

ta men who would not otherwise have the opportunity or ability to 

discover them.(12). It will be noticed at once that Bishop Butler's 

view of Revelation was, at least in one respect, similar to that of 

Aquinas. For him revelation derived part of its importance from the 

fact that it affords a "republication of natural religion".For Butler 

the dictates of Conscience are the voice of God and thus afford 

another evidence of the revelation of God. 

But for Temple this simply will not do. He saw the importance of 

Butler's position and admitted that ethics and religion had much in 

common. probably developed side by side, and that the moral judgments 

may even have had their origin in the pursuit and practise of relig

ion. He acknowledged the growth of the moral judgment and was willing 

to admit that the fact of conscience pointed to the existence of 

God. But the fact that there can be a division between manls moral 

sense and God shows clearly that the moral oonsoiousness is not 

dependent on the religious life. The importance of the moral sense 

in man for Temple was that it showed him that God is at least a 

moral Bains, otherwise we should have an effect which would tran

scend its own cause. The really important question for Temple is 

the fact that modern man, simply beoause of the moral oonscience, 
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when oonfronted with so mnoh evil in the world. questions the very 

existenoe of God. The moral jndgment. althongh developing inde pend

ently of religion. is appealed to by Christ. When men snggest that 

we appeal to the best that is in œan they nsnally fail to reoognlse 

that the best that ls in man needs to be appealed to by God. This ls 

the oase with oonsoience itself. "Onr oonsciences are ne ver much 

better than we are onrselves; they are jnst oQX accepted moral 

standards."(13). The recognition of dnty does not carry with It the 

incentive or the power to discharge it; ethics therefore needs the 

power which the revelation of God can alone snpply. 

Snoh a view as Temple snggests go es a long way to defeat material

lsm and hnmanism alike. Bat there still remain the ditficnlties ot 

pantheism and dnalism whioh beset the old views. These vlews.in some 

measnre, failed to avoid the Inherent weakness of the Deists, the 

alleged theory that God held a sort of "resldunm" of His power and 

saving grace in store, the position that God had revealed oertain 

"truths", that the Bible itself is a revelation - and a oontradlotory 

one at that. and that revelation is a matter for faith bnt oannot be 

shown to be aooeptable to reason. Temple's argnment against snch 

objeotions ls ln et.t:set that God ls adeqnate to His world and has 

never left it withont His wltness. In essence It ls the statement 

qnoted by Canon Raven in 'Experience and Its Interpretation': "We 

affirm, then, that nnless aIl existence is a medinm of Revelation,no 

partionlar Revelation ls possible".(14). Temple resolutely reJected 

what he called the tendency to an "nn-phllosophia diahotomy of events 

into normal and miracnlous".(15).The cIne to his Interpretation ls 

to be found in his explanation of the nniverse in terms of organism 

rather than as mechanistic. The lines of his argwment may be set forth 
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in propositional form: 

1) The aesthetic spirit preSŒpposes revelation, otherwise it is 

anintelligible. for there is more to BeaŒty than BeaŒty alone; it 

denotes commanication from.and commanion with.personal Spirit. 

2) The sense of obligation carries with it a sense of reverence whioh 

cannot be accorded to Law apart from a Lawgiver. 

3} Mind initiates activity, and so the ŒOiverse is not a closed 

system goverened by its own laws. 

4} Mind keeps the aniverse going and thŒS rŒles ou~ the possibilty 

of mechanistic determinism. 

5} Mind. as the groand of the aniverse. is its Interpretation and 

affords its own explanation. 

6) Personality is always transcendent to the Process in which it is 

immanent. 

7} "In natŒre we find God; we do not only infer from Nature what God 

mŒst be like, bŒt when we see Nature truly. we see God self-manifested 

in and throŒgh lt. 11 (16). 

ThŒs Temple arrives at a doctrine of Revelation which ls nniquely 

different. If God can be said to hold anything in reserve it is 

Himself. He is the author of the aniverse and as creator He stands 

oŒtside It, so to speak; He is transcendent to His areated aosmos; 

but as Cosmic Mlnd Re pervades aIl creation and ls immanent to it 

as its Creative Will. This is what gives constancy, while allowing 

for diversity, in a creation which is still going on. No Law of 

physical science is Œltimate.(17}. What gives constancy in the nni

verse as we experience it is the same Ultimate Being which also 

accoants for variability, and this ls so becaŒse the principle of 

Personality is "separable l1
• A person ls always transcendent to his 
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acts, and his character is only revealed at its best. not in the 

constancy which always portrays him as 'reliable' but on such occas

ions as when a special demand is made upon him and he reveals himself 

in such a manner that people say "we never knew he had it in him". 

"What a true doctrine of divine transcendenoe will assert is not a 

reservoir of normally unutilised energy, but a volitional as contras

ted with a mechanical direction of the energy utilised."(18). The 

only true immanence of a person is to be foand in his conduct as it 

occurs, and it gives to that conduct its direction, its quality and 

its energy. The man who always acts in the same way, regardless of 

circrumstances, is obstinate and stupid. Constancy may sometimes eut 

across purposive actions and hinder the fulfilment of purpose. When 

man is confronted by 'accident' Or 'war' it is always wise to make 

a distinction and ascertain how much such accidents may be due to 

people's own choice. Much that people calI 'accident' is not accident 

at aIl but necessary episodes in an on-going universe. Accidents 

themselves may be a necessary revelation to develop man's character. 

(19). GOd 1 s constancy is shown in the form and method of adjustability. 

Still another theory under the old way of regarding revelation 

was that through revelation men received divinely guaranteed Truths. 

Temple's answer to this is that there are no revealed truths, but 

there are truths of revelation.(20}, and these consist of proposit

ions expressing the correct results of men's thinking about revelat

ion. The fatal mistake of Christian history has been a tendency to 

regard revelation in this manner and cause men to think of knowledge 

received through revelation as completely distinct and separate from 

aIl other kinds of knowledge. There 18 only one truth, and aIl 

knowledge whatsoever is knowledge of that truth. AlI knowledge comes 
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from God, and therefore aIl knowledge is at least indirectly 

knowledge of God. Still there is a difference between the philosopher 

and the prophet, the difference being one of "inspiration" whereby 

the pro~het obtains his knowledge of God through "relationship" with 

God. Here, also, we have the clue to understanding revelation: it is 

a 'relationshlp'. It Is because of this fact that inspiration is 

never a Iguaranteel of truth.(21).There is always a possibility of 

error because of the human element involved in revelation. De~er

onomy affords methods for testing "false prophets" and Micaiah 

believed in the possibility of false inspiration. It is in the 

intercouxse of the hum an mind with God that revelation takes place. 

"Knowledge of God can be fully given to man only in a person, never 

in a doctrine, still less in a formless faith, whatever that might 

be".(22). 

The Bible. 

What, then, are we to say about the Bible? ls the Bible a 

revelation? To this question Temple's answer is that the Bible in 

itself gua book cannot be a revelation. The traditional doctrine 

has been that the Book itself is a revelation, but that led to a 

great Qeal of saxiety and misunderstanding. In the first place the 

doctxine has led to the view that God acted in a way contrary to 

Ris normal dealings with men so as to save the human faculties of 

those through whom the revelation was given from error, and 

miraculously guided pen and voice from further error in its commun

ication. In the interpretation of the Scriptures men were lad to 

advance the theory of "allegory" to save the writings from discrep

ancies, and the infallibility of the Scriptures led subsequently to 

the doctrine of an infallible Church, For the characters of the 
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Bible as weIl as for aIl men everywhere what is offered to man's 

apprehension is not truth concerning God but the living God Himself. 

Therefore we should treat the Bible not as an inspired record but as 

the record of inspired men. The revelation is in the Bible where we 

find God speaking in the lives of men and ma king Himself known in 

the events ot history. The picture that we get from the Bible is not 

one where Gad is forcing certain truths or doctrines into men's 

knowledge. but rather an evidence of God speaking in the mind of men 

who were "attuned" to the Infinite. A thing cannot be a revelation; 

and, anyway. nobody supposes that the Bible has set before us the 

whole truth. It is the dut Y of the individual and the Church to 

discover truth. 

SOt too. it appears to be with the Creeds. or the Faith. of the 

Church. "Doctrine is of an importance too great to be exaggerated. 

but its place is secondary."(23). One should not believe in 80y creed 

but rather use certain creeds to express and to deepen faith in a 

living God. for faith does not consist in the holding of correct 

doctrine but rather it is a personal relationship and tellowship 

with God. Considered in any other way Creeds and Bible alike become 

an affront to man's intelligence and are an injustice inflicted upon 

his personality. AlI that God does is expressive of what God is. It 

is when God is most human that He is most unmistakeably divine. What 

the Bible and Faith alike tell us is that God is unchangeably the 

same: there is a regularity upon which we must stand. But this same

ness is evident in the variability of His activity in the arena of 

history where His Purpose is constantly being worked out. Faith rests 

~pon this conviotion that the righteous God is in His world doing at 

every moment that whioh ls in aocordanoe with His eternal purpose. 
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"He gQides the process; He guides the minds of men; the interaction 

of the process and the minds which are alike guided by Him is the 

essence of revelation".(24) 

Reoent Tendencies. 

Temple stated his doctrine of 'revelation in events' with SQch 

a clarity that it has made a mark upon modern theology. It is 

precisely because of this, together with his view of the normalcy 

of revelation and the natural manner in which he maintained that 

spirit needs the material in which to express and reveal its 

character, as weIl as the 'rationality' of his doctrine, that he 

presents a sharp contrast with modern tendencies in philosophy and 

theology. He was himself aware of this and mentioned them in The 

Preacher's Theme To-dayp The Faith and Modern Thought p and The 

Kingdom of God. It is sufficient here to point out that he showed 

that scientific enquiry does not erase the value of revelation(25); 

that materialism, dialectic or otherwise, fails to account for ~he 

values and choices of life and for the fact that man is motivated 

by reason no less than by cause(Z6); that a 'formless faith' which 

the modern mind demands would be difficult to transmit or propagate 

throughout the world(Z7); that the Christian "tradition" which has 

been questioned by the modern mind has been justified in the 

experience of the Church and the individual, and that progress in 

revelation allows and even demands 'changes' of belief(28). that 

ethics requires the incentive power of revelation for the fulfilment 

of its moral judgments(2~); that Absolute Idealism is not only 

'impersonal' but is a frank abandonment of the problem of evil,the 

solution of which can only be achieved by the revelation of Supreme 
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Love which utilises and overcomes It(30); that the philosophy of 

Nietzche flaunts revelation by cutting the moral question and 

providing an "Overman" by trampling upon the sacred rights of 

personality(31); and that the view of 'Natural Selection ' fails to 

account for 1 selection' and 'survival' on the highest level of 

nature- that of human nature. and that being true to nature means 

being true to the general course and tenaency of nature wherever it 

may be found and whatever its cause of progress may be(32). 

Such writers as Dean Rashdall and Clement C.J.Webb on the English 

scene had helped to make the transition between the old and modern 

views of Revelation and pointed out that sharp distinctions could 

no longer be drawn between 'natural' and 'revealed' truth(33). 

Nevertheless many modern thinkers continue to make such distinction. 

and this is particularly true of the theology of Karl Barth and of 

the 'existentialist' philoso~hy generally speaking. 

When Temple's theory of Revelation is compared with that of the 

'Barthian school ' we find that there is a slight similarity but they 

are essentially different. Barth and Brunner ali~e admit of specifie 

revelation and both claim that revelation is not something about 

God, but the revelatlon ls God Himself.(b4). It ls in respect of the 

'rationality' of revelation that the gulf of dissiml1arity is drawn 

between the two vlews. Brunner states emphatlcally that "revealed 

knowledge ls poles spart from rational knowledge" and claims that 

"the fundamental contradiction between the believing knowledge of 

revelation and the knowledge of reason confronts us far more sharply 

than in the time of the Scholastics".(35). Barth similarly disparages 

reason in man. Between God and man there is a great 'gulf' set and 

far from there ever being a possibility of man rising to astate 
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where he can co-operate with God through an inherent reason or 

capability, he has become a sinner to the extent that he is incapable 

of responding to God except through Godls assistance. God breaks in 

upon manls world in Crisis. God eternally says Yes to man, but man 

says No to God- again and repeatedly it is the same: to God's Yes man 

says No. The only hope for man is when he comes to the point where he 

says No to himself and Yes to God. ~he primary thing in revelation 

for Barth is not reason but faith,-~nd, at that~ it is not a hum an 

faith, it is faith that has been implanted by God. Barth's view of 

Revelation presents a doctrine of complete transcendence and 

practically a denial of immanence. Ihe difficulty with Barth's 

doctrine is to determine how man ever reaches the point where he will 

stop saying No to God and say tes instead. Eefore he can ever begin 

to do so, it would appear that the Grace of God must become operative 

within him, and the ~uestion is: how aoes he arrive at this point? 

How does man arrive at the point where revelation, and therefore 

salvation , begins!' On such a view it would appear that the gulf 

between God and man has become so ultimately drawn that it is 

difficult to see how even God can bridge it. Barth and Brunner have 

presented us with a view of Revelation in which the only th1ng that 
; 

1s left is 'faith'. Of course Barth maintains that God Himself has 

bridged the gulf by the 'God-man'. Temple's doctrine of a rational 

revelation, comprehensive in its sweep, providing for constancy and 

variability alike because of Godls character and creativity, avoided 

such pitfalls. He regarded aIl creation in the light of revelation. 

His answer to the Barthian disparagement of reason and rejection of 

natural theology(wh1ch 1s implied in any ûoctrine of immanence) cau 

be summed up in one sentence: "Unless aIl existence is a medium of 
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Revelation. no l'articular Revelation is possible".(;'6). 

It is interesting to see how ~emplets use of Fersonality plays 

so important a part in the development of his philosophical theology 

and particularly in his teaching on revelation. Karl Heim and Martin 

Buber also 1ntroduce personality but in a different manner and both 

introduce the category of the "In : "Thou" relationship. Heim was 

seeking for a frame of reference against the background of natural 

science which always points beyond to a transcendent world. ~he 

'polarity' of "1": nThou ff is nevertheless bridged with reference to 

God where a relationship is established- in "dimensionalism". Heim's 

endeavour is in the field of natural theology and his doctrine is 

one of immanence. Buber. on the other hand, would do away with 

philosophy altogether. What Israel has presented to us is an account 

of revelation and not a philosophy: a discourse between God and man. 

He mainta1ned that it 1s only through revelation that one can get a 

correct view of man and his universe(although. of course, he does 

not accept the revelation of Christ). Thus Buber begins where Heim 

leaves off and asserts a doctrine of transcendence.(37). Without 

criticising either of these points of view. it is important to 

emphasise that 'iemple takes account of both. Norship .. if it means 

anything at aIl, is an experience in the presence of an "Other" who 

has made Himself known to the worshipper. Mere transcendence leads 

to something rather remote and abstraeti man needs a revelation of 

God, as the prophets always present Him, in human forme Man needed 

the occurrence which was given in a Life. in Jesus Christ. The 

revelation whieh was given in the historieal Jesus was needed for 

two reasons: the one psychologieal. the other logieal and phl1os

ophieal.(38). Revelation at its best and in its com~lete form is 
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God.(39). 

General Revelation. 

l~. 

There is not the slightest donbt in Temple's mind that there have 

been and can be particŒlar revelations. but he is eqnally emphatio 

in his insistenoe Œpon the fa ct that there oan be specifio revelations 

only if there is general revelation. Only if God is revealed to the 

Greek and the Jew, to the Mohammedan and the HindŒ, can Re also be 

revealed te the Christian; only if He is revealed in the nniversal 

fact of birth can He be revealed in the Birth of a Virgin Mother; 

only if Re is revealed throŒghoŒt the whole OOŒrse of history and . 

everywhere in the Œniverse whioh He has created oan He be revealed 

at one partioular place and at a particular time in the world's 

history.(40). Only if He is revealed to menas reasen oan He fŒrther 

be revealed to menas faith: for faith is reason. The faot of Creation 

is witness to this. For Creation is not to be thought of as an 

initial pŒsh-off. as a mechanistic system to oontinue on its own 

way, but as a oonstancy of activity continually passing into novelty, 

into new creation. We are bOŒnd to look for varieties in the kind of 

world which is OŒrS. and these varieties are the evidence of a 

constant revelation. 

80 Temple regards the traditional view of miraole as inadeqŒate. 

On that view men regarded God as only revealing Himself now and again 

when He wanted to make an impression Œpon men and did so by means of 

miraoles. This is contrary to what we find in JesŒs who is not always 

interested in the striking and Œntoward bŒt in the oommonplace. It 

is not simply in the ŒnŒSnal that we are to look for God. bŒt rather 

everything that happens is in some meaSŒre a revelation of Him. 
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Miracles, thus conceived, are themselves "natural"; they are a mani

festation of God's immanence as other processes of nature.(41). 

It is almost impossible to improve on Temple's own words in which 

he states his contention in summary forme He himself qlloted them on 

different oocasions,(42), and they have either been q~oted in tllll 

or in part or referred to by others. "The possibilty ot Revelation 

depends on the personal quality of that sllpreme and Ultimate Reallty 

whloh is God. If there is no Ultimate Reality, which ls the ground 

of aIl else, then there is no God to be revealed; if that Reality ls 

not personal, there can be no speoial Revelation but on11 uniform 

procedure; if there be an Ultimate Reality and this is personal,then 

aIl existenoe is Revelation. Elther aIl ooourrences are in some 

degree revelation of God, or else there is no such revelation at aIl; 

for the conditions of the possibility of any revelation reqllire that 

there should be nothing which ls not revelation. Only If God is 

revealed in the rising of the sun in the sky can He be revealed in 

the rising of a son of man from the deadj only if He is revealed in 

the history of Syrians and Philistines oan He be revealed in the 

history of Israel; only if He chooses aIl men for His own can He 

choose any at aIl; only if nothing is profane cau auything be saored. 

It is necessary to stress with aIl possible emphasis this univers al 

quality of revelation." 

It was Ilpon the basis of his view of general revelatlon, no less 

than upon the partiolllar revelation in Christ, that Temple sOllght to 

p~t forth an argument whioh wOllld defeat pantheism and dllslism alike. 

(43). It was characteristio of Temple that he saw good in everything

a "fighting speeoh" gets yOIl nowhere- and he saw the vaIlle of 

pantheism and dllalism which he likened to the Greek view as compared 
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with the Hebrew, b~t the Bib1ical view held a philosophical super

iority for h~. This was due partly, no doubt, to his own b~oyant 

taith; but part1y, too, because he saw both these views as static. 

Both placed Reality 'on one side' and contemplation 'on the other' , 

while ethical inspiration and knowledge ot God go pari passn in a 

progressive revelation.(44). 

Are there Special Revelatlons~ 

To this question Temple answers. as aIl Christian theologians 

must, an emphatic 'Yes', but he thinks that Christian philosophers 

and theologians bave been too timid in dealing with the matter of 

revelation. No saience oreates its own material and theology, which 

is scientific thinking about Gad, does not oreate its data(45); it 

is supplied in revelation. The Christian will regard the partioular 

revelations whioh are insisted upon by the great religions as valid, 

but he will regard themall as partial with one exception - the 

Revelation of God in Christ Jesus. The Christian Revelation s~passes 

others in provlding a tully satistactory philosophy ot lite and of 

the universe. This is tormulated by the New Testament writers in the 

torm: "Jesus Christ is oome in the flesh". Ultimate Reality which is 

spiritual and personal tinds its complete expression in the birth. 

lite, death, and resurrection of the Son of Gad. When the Christ of 

St.John's Gospel declares "I am the Truth", He is not uttering 

rhetoric but stating sober tact. The Christian revelation demonstrates 

its superiority not by ignoring the material or denying its reality 

but by the use it makes of matter, even of tlesh, in fultilment of 

Divine purpose. 

The one purpose of the Son was to reveal the Father, and this ls 

evident in His oomplete and utter submission to the Father's Will. 
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Only so could the Kingdom of God be inaugurated. At the outset of 

His earthly ministry Christ rejected aIl temptations to inaugurate 

the Klngdom of God and establish His Messiahship according to the 

expected 'norm'. He would not dominate people's wills or command 

their allegiance by means of 'demonstration'. He heals. restores, 

forgives, and even shows His power over the elements of natu~e. in a 

service of Love. He brings with Him, because He is, the Light, the 

Love, and the Life of men. The Lord Who is set betore us in the 

Gospels. and .hose broken Body takes on visible form in the redeemed 

Society of the Church, is not only the promised Messiah but He is 

the eternal principle which governs the universe. The Revelation 

is a new fact breaking forth upon the world, but what breaks forth 

is the power itself whiah has always been in control; not some alien 

principle coming into the world, but He by Whom the world was made, 

and apart from Whom no one thing has ever happened. He is the perfect 

and focal expression of aIl revelation. Hence it beaomes impossible 

to make sharp distinctions between the "natural" and the "revealed"9 

or between the "natural" and the "supernatural" in revelation, and 

aIl must now be seen as a natural revelation. The principle which 

has always been present in the process ot history, which guided the 

prophets and determined the "prophetie consaiousness", and was 

revealed in times ot famine or plenty, peaoe or war, became visible 

in human form in the Person of Christ. That is not a statia prinoiplej 

that Pers on was not "done to death" on the Cross; Christ "still 

reigns from the Tree"; the Eternal is still present in history 

guiding the destinies of men, revealing itself in events which are 

not interventions but manifestations of an omnipotent power which 

has been always there; and Christ becomes the answer to the question 
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Cur ~ Homo,providing the Atonement which Œnltes God to man. 

The Incarnation provides the key to the understandlng of life 

and of the Œniverse. Christ not only was, but is, historical fact; 

He provides the only satisfaotory and completely intelli~ible 

solution to man's problems; He is the pivot of aIl Christian faith 

and philosophy. The Incarnation afforded men an opportnnity of seeing 

Gad in action in a oonorete manner. Jesus Christ was not just one 

. man, even the best man, among others, but the revelation in one man 

of the eternal Gad. Even ta state the naturalness of Christ as He 

appears in the Gospel is ta invite oriticism or misunderstanding if 

we do not at the same time remember that the Christ of the Gospels 

was indeed a supernatural and miraoulous figure; nevertheless He 

goes about His work and teaching with consumate ease. In the long 

run, it is not what Jesus says or what He does that oonnts tor most; 

it is rather What or Who He is. 

Nevertheless, in Temple's estimation, a person's character is 

sometimes revealed at its best in what he does; so, to the question, 

are there revelationary actions? he answers in the affirmative. We 

see revelation at its best and highest wherever Gad finds occasion 

for nnusual action. Yet the ocourrences or actions are not in 

themselves the revelation. They are rather the token or "mode" of 

the revelation. The revelation itself is the mind that is in the 

aot speaking to the mind observing and appreciating the act. Both 

subjeot and object relationships are necessary: where there is no 

peroeption and appreoiation the revelation does not take place. 

The appreoiation need not be contemporaneous with the event, but 

it is necessary to complete the revelation. The Incarnation may 

have taken place in the world's history, but if no one had recognized 
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Christ it would not have been an effeotive revelatlon of God. The 

prinoiple of revelatlon always remains the seme - "the ooinoidenoe 

of event and appreoiation".(46). 

What did God Reveal? 

The important question tor theology to-day is, What did God 

oommunioate? Did God oommunioate a body of law. a dootrine of grace, 

a theory of rewards and punishments, a method of salvation, a 

system for discerning truth. or any such thing? These are aIl 

important and all of them in some way are necessary questions to be 

aonsidered in the light of revelation. In the formulation of his 

reply to this alI-important question Temple offered an answer to 

Pringle-Pattison who had s~gested that Jesus dld not have to be 

God to give us the revelation,to bring us authentia tidings about 

the aharaater of God.(47). Temple answers: "What is offered to man's 

apprehension ln any speaifia Revelation is not truth aonaerning God 

but the living God Himself".(48). What is given in revelation Is not 

something about revelation but the Revelation Itself; therefore what 

really aommunicates God to us must be God Himself. Christ not only 

brings God to us; He is God. So Jesus Christ is the perfection of 

revelation: the deed or aat and the person are one. Rere we have his 

argument for the Divlnity of Christ. AlI this is put in a simple and 

stralght-forward manner. and is. of oourse, the logioal answer. If 

an objeotion is raised Temple aan only point to Christ Himself, to 

the Churah, and to Christendom. 

Christ H1mself made alaim to Divinity, and announaed that He 

and the Father were One: IHe that hath seen Me hath seen the Father.' 

To Pilatels question as to whether He is the Messiah He says, fI am.' 
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He was a11eged to be the Incarnation of God by His followers who 

worshipped Him as such. The Resurrection and subsequent lappearances' ~ 

the miraculous emergence and growth of the Church, the testimony of 

saints down to the present time, the world-wide fellowship of 

Christendom - "the great new fact of our age",- aIl bear impressive 

tribute to the Eternal God who in Christ Jesus came and still comes 

"to us men for our salvat ion Il. What men saw in Christ in the days of 

His flesh, and what they still see in Him, is a moral and spiritual 

ideal not only upheld but realised. and Power unto Victory. Our 

Atonement is accomplished and the problem of evil solved through the 

revelation of the love of God in Christ. As then, Christians can say 

with St.John that the Word IItabernacled among us full of grace and 

truth~. The whole fabric of the Christian Faith rests upon the 

authentic revelation given by God Himself of Himself. But this does 

not mean that Christ revealed aIl that can be meant by the word God. 

"There ever remains the unsearchable abyss of Deity 'l. Any theory 

which professed to comprehend fully the Revelation given in the 

Incarnation would thereby be condemned, for the psychology of the 

God-Man must remain beyond man's grasp. Nevertheless the Revelation 

was glven and the difference which it made is still experienced in 

communion with the Risen Christ.(49}. 

Revelation and Authority. 

Temple does not hesitate to deal with the important problem of 

authority which rises automatically from the fact of revelation. Does 

the Revelation carry with it its own authenticity? What is the 

guarantee of its authority? Both authority and experience are involved 

in the oocurrence of revelation: is there a conflict between that 



lM. 

authority and the religious experience? Temple rais es the two-fold 

question: How far does the objectively given revelation hamper the 

free development of religious experience? and what is the relation 

of the spiritual Authority to the vehicles of the revelation - the 

Script ures , Institutions and Ceremonies - through which it is 

mediated? First of aIl, he points out, we are aIl under authority -

the authority of environment. tradition. parents, Church. or such. 

Even in intellectual pursuits, as everywhere else, we are under 

authority - the authority of the truth. In the next place, "the 

supposed conflict between Authority and Experience in religion is 

really a tension between two indispensable elements. For the 

individual, Authority. whether as tribal custom or as alleged 

Revelation. is prior to Experience; in the race as a whole Experience 

is prior to Authority". Both had their origin in an indistinguishable 

fusion; although they have become distinct, they still remain inter

dependent. Moreover. aIl life rests on faith, but faith usually 

changes its own basis as it develops. At first it rests on authority 

but gradually becomes rooted in accumulated experience. 

The tension which Temple attempted to explain, if not indeed to 

resolve, provides a point of sharp contention between theism and 

humanism, and has been inherited by philosophical theology as a 

historical development. Both Oman and R.H.Strachan have dealt with 

the problem in modern theology(50), and Strachan suggested that 

religious experience was the final authority.(til). The controversy 

goes back at least to Descartes and beyond. Descartes was in revoIt 

against the ecclesiastical authority of his day. This mediaeval 

structure of sheer authoritarianism was in large measure an outcome 

of Aquinas, who had systematised what he considered to be the authority 
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ot Aristotle's philosophy and developed it into a doctrine ot reason. 

The "reason" ot the Scholastics had led to the Au.thority ot the 

Mediaeval Catholic Church. It was against this Interpretation of 

religious experience as authority that Descartes was in revoIt; and 

against the authority of the religious experience there has been 

widespread revoIt in the modern mind. Calvin taught that the illam

ination of the HOly Spirit was the final authority even for the 

Interpretation of the Scriptures. Schleirermacher considered the 

'emotions' as having predominance, while Hitschl substituted a 'sense 

of values ' • Wilhelm Herrman followed with the suggestion that the 

authority resides in a 'sense of communion with God'. In the end the 

question of the authority of revelation led to sheer individualism: 

anless the individual experiences it for bimself it has no authority. 

It was in the consideration of this whole question of au.thority 

and experience that Temple developed his synthesis of reconcilation. 

He never considered things abstractly. How does the individual come 

to believe in the first place? He doesn't just start believing; faith 

doesn't just come to one.- there is some kind of authority which 

brings it to him. There is some kind of authority to begin with and 

which is objectively considered - Charch, parent. Scripture, or such 

like. In primitive life the authoritarian element seems to predom

inate. Even in civilised life, ander conditions of advanced Christ

ianity, religious truth, like aIl other truth, is mediated. How oan 

the authority ever operate in vacuo or in a sheer mechanistic fasbion! 

There must be an experience which recognizes it and receives it. in 

and through which the individual makes it bis own. It mu.st ring a 

bell within us. The less orthodox form of revelation is not Independ

ent ot au.thorlty, and orthodoxy itself is constantly being reformed 
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by the synthesis of an ever-growing relIgions experlence. So the 

revelation of religio~s experience is something that comes to us, it 

is not an original discovery. 

Temple regards the distinction between religions of authority 

and those of the spirit as false. There ls no s~ch distinction in 

actual fact. Of COŒrse religion finds its expression in an instit~t

ionalised Ch~ch - he could never nnderstand what people meant by 

a 'formless faith'. A mere tradition never accomplished anything. 

The growth of religion ls a dynamic force and the s~preme example of 

this is to be seen in the Rebrew Prophets. B~t the prophets did not 

j~st happen; they entered into a heritage. The revelation must pass 

into individ~al experience as dynamic power before it becomes 

effective. But when the prophets began to annoQUce the revelation 

they did not proceed by way of argument, nor did they suggest that 

the authority ot the experience was their own: on the contrary. the 

the authority and the revelation alike were God's. It was not just a 

QUiq~e, ~related spiritual experience they were announcing; they 

came into an environment. 

What is it, then, that gives authority to revelation? The revel

ation is something which comes to us from God, and whioh carries wlth 

it its own a~thority. Creaturely dependence upon God, the essence ot 

whioh ls s~bmission to authority. is the very heart and oore of aIl 

religio~s experience. In Revelation what comes to us is God Rimself 

before Whom we bow and obey. The Revelation leads to communion of the 

creat~e with the Creator; it is self-disolosure of Personality to 

persons who are free to respond with worship and obedience. 

Concl~sion. 

Thus Temple presents us with a rationalist view of Revelation 
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for which he has drawn on the lauthority of Christian experiencel.He 

has pointed out that Ifaith' is necessary even if we are to have a 

'natnral religion l , and further that the revelation of natural relig

ion, or revelation in general, leads to and oulminates in the specifio 

Revelation given in Jesus Christ.that is,in a Personality.This Christ

ian,or 'Personal' Revelation,unifies,illuminates,and brings to a toous 

ot light aIl other revelations, not by oontradioting them but by 

bringing them to a olarity and truth. 

The question arises as to whether he has not oreated oonfusion by 

over-simplitioation.He has oertainly simplified the matter: has he 

presented us with an over-olarlfioation~ He has painted a pioture ot 

a beautiful world,but Barth would query whether it were not too beaut

ifnl.In other words,the oritioism of Temple's view of Revelation is 

the question: what about sin~ Barth would say that what makes Revel

ation necessary ls the sin of man. Temple said the same thing, at 

least in The Preacher's Theme To-Day,but his theory of Revelation 

demonstrates the essential unit y of God and man.To this the Calvan

istic answer wonld be: yes,granted; but it has become corrupted by 

sin. Brunner,even more so than Barth,treats sin,not as a metaphysical 

problem,but as a dark stain on manls actual life,as a dire 'fact'. 

Temple does refer to the 'oorruption' of man's nature,but he does not 

seem ta have any oonception of the depth ot sin ,of which more will 

be said later.He extols reason,but has he seen evil as personal as 

it is,and has he given a personalist interpretation of history? It 

is to his credit that he has captured the essential 'rationality' of 

the sDheme of things in an on~going universe,to whioh Revelation not 

only bears record but beaomes necessary if man is to exist in any 

sense in a world whioh becomes an ordered 'cosmos' rather than sheer 

confusion and utter chaos. 
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VII. Nature of Man. 

1. Man in .i:t.elation to the Liniverse. 

It is its view and treatment of man whioh gives to any philosophy 

the decisive vote for its ultimate acoeptanoe or rejection, for it is 

this which gives to philosophy its colour and dominant interest. Any 

philosophy which omits any reference to man and becomes mere speo

ulation, whether of inert matter or of the phenomonologi~al galaxy 

of cosmic forces swirling unendlessly about in rythmic manner in a 

multi-dimensional space-time continuum, and fails to account for man 

in relation to his problems or in his pursuit of knowledge. art, moral· 

ity and religion, becomes the most fruitless of aIl pursuits. 

'Man goeth forth to his labours' as the l'salmist sang long ago,. 

but whence did he come? Remembering the distinction between 'origin' 

and 'beginning', Temple answers: He is a 'child of God ' and no other 

explanation is satisfactory.(l). Whether he had his beginning as a 

result of GOd's 'fiat t or arose in the progressive stages of the 

dynamic forces of the.creative order of the cosmos, he 1s 1ndelibly 

stamped with the imprint of the 'image' of God.(2). If ~od made man 

a little lower than the angels He did so in order to crown him with 

glory and honour. The glory of God 1s declared by the heavens and 

by the firmament whioh is His handiwork, but it is also observable 

in man and perhaps more perfectly so. Thus, man must be seen in h1s 

~creatureliness~, to adopt Von Hugel's expression. Even if the 

creation story is a "myth"(and Temple is w111ing to acoept it as 

such), creation itself is a fact - for that is part of what we mean 

by God's nature, not that He was but still is creative, and His 

creativity can still be seen in His creative acts of Redemption. 

The Doctrine of Redemption rightly conceived 1s a part of the 
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Doctrine of Creation.(3). If man is created by God then God has 

endowed him with glfts, characteristics and propenslties whlch fit 

hlm for fellowship with God and with his fellow-man, and when that 

fellowship is refused because of man's self-interest or when he ls 

pre~ented because of sorne other reason or external force from 

discharging this God-glven capacity and dut y, then he becomes some

thing less than a child of God and fails to co-operate with God, 

with his fellow-man, and with nature of which he is a part. The whole 

meaning and use of sex, and the only use for which it should ever be 

indulged, is that man may co-operate with God as IIis pro-creator.(4). 

As man emerges in the creative process he is endowed with Hind, 

and this provides the clue for his understanding of himself and his 

universe. The world exists in a series of grades - matter, life, 

mind and spirit. These grades are not disjointed, separate entities; 

they are intimately related, and the lower can only be explained in 

reference to the higher, not vice versa. The mind of man has a 

kinship with the universe, and there is some mentality in all the 

facts of experience; the universe is a rational whole, and this ls 

what gives coherence to human existence.{é). But no theory of man is 

satistactory which tails to do justice to his material existence -

this much at least he has in common with the natural world: he has 

a physical nature, a bodily form; he is not just a mind, and the 

four fundamental things that man stands in need of are air, light, 

earth and water. These Temple says are freely provided by God and 

all that man can do with at least the first two is to spoil them(6). 

he can never improve upon them, and he tacitly assumes that if it 

were possible man would 'reign in' or 'exploit' these two because 

of the profit motive. 
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It was his insistence upon the demand to do fQll jQstice to the 

material side of man's natQre whioh lad Temple to accept as his 

starting-point the Materialism ot Marx, Engels and Lenin, and for 

whioh he has been largely criticised. It is to be noted that the 

adjective, "Dialectical", bas been omltted in this statement, tor he 

held that when materialism becomes dialectloal it is on the way to 

sealing its own fate; it ls then doomed to tallure and must end in 

some form of Thelsm or Pantheism.(7). What he tlnds wrong with 

Dlalectical Maierlalism is the polarity which it makes, the discontin

Qlty between the physlcal and the splrltQ8l, and the tQrther tact 

that it gives the initiatiTe to 'matter'. His so~ution to the problem 

is to be tOQnd in his view of the Œniverse as 'sacramental'.(S). 

Onoe again, we find the clQe to Temple's dootrine ot man and his 

theory of the Qniverse lies in his simple-minded taith in God. It is 

the quality of life, not the extent ot its diffQSion in spaoe,whioh 

endows it with meanlng and importanoe tor the philosopher. For a 

oomplete view ot man we need the Greek view of lite with its emphasis 

QPon the artistic, the Hebrew view with its emphasis upon the 

aesthetio, the Roman view with its emphasis upon the law, and the 

Christian view which combines aIl three and adds its Christology. To 

philosophy whioh gives us a picture of man with regard to his exist

enoe in the general scheme of things we need to add theology whioh 

gives QS the complet ion of that pioture as we see man in view of 

God's revelation. What does this mean for Temple~ Aooeptlng the 

evolutionary hypothesis, he finds degrees of reality and denies that 

some of these exist more genuinely than others, bQt that man is at 

the top. Between existenoe and non-existenoe there is no Middle term. 

Both matter and spirit are neoessary, thoQgh one May beoome the 
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vehiele of the other. Re does not think it neeessary to make the 

claim for consciousness in what we calI the material universe (9). 

bnt if the physical ean be nsed as a vehicle of the spiritnal then 

there mnst be something in the physieal which is spiritnal: even the 

physical has spiritnal qnalities. This is his answer to the Dialec

tical Materialism of Marx and Lenin. If yon can show that matter bas 

the qnality of becoming spiritnal. then yon can no longer discuss it 

as materialistic. In this way he comes to his own view of Realism. 

If there's a dialectic at work at aIl within the world it cannot be 

materialistic. Yon end with or by means of philosophie discnssion 

abont man and his universe right where yon began with religions faith 

in God as Creator: natnral theology is the pointing finger for 

revealed theology. and aIl along one must have had faith. for one 

has to be religions to have a natnral religion. Temple seems to see 

it. then, somewhat in this light: if ~on think of man and his univ

erse at aIl along these lines. yon are earried forward to God. not 

as a view-point bnt as a dynamic forcefnl entity. God needs man and 

the universe bnt not in the sense that man needs God. God and the 

world are two correlates. bnt the relation is that of Creator and 

creatnre. 

Of conrse in aIl this, Temple can point to the revelation of God 

in Christ. Since creation is still going on man is not yet perfeat. 

We need some evidence of the perfection of the principle which we 

see at work in the nniverse. To a certain extent that principle finds 

an 1mperfect expression in man himself, bnt it was necessary for its 

pertect expression to see it embodied in a Divine Personality. This 

God snpplied when He took the initiative by means of the Incarnation 

and broke in upon onr space-time world, when the "Word beeame flesh 

and tabernacled among ns". 
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The "nattU'al order" has beoome reversed because of man's aggrand

izement. Man's nature is impertectly realised beoause he ls a free 

belng and is still in the making. But what lies at the root of 

Nature and personal existence ls one and the same thlng - the spirit 

of God. Sinoe thls ls so. the perfect embodiment which man has seen 

in the God-Man becomes an omen: as St. Paul stated it "until we aIl 

come to one perfect man in Christ Jesus". What for Bradley was 

'appearance and reality' and became for Whitehead 'process and 

reality' becomes tor ~emple simply Reality. At the centre of the 

Uni verse we find the principle and the pers on combined in the perfeot 

man. Christ Jesus. 

2. Ruman Personality. 

Nowhere is Temple's reaction from Idealism to Realism more abrupt 

than in his treatment of hum an personality. Yet this statement can 

only be made if we are thinklng in terms of the development of 

philosophic thought from the Scholastics down through Kant. Regel and 

Scheilermacher. For there is a great deal of Plato in ~emple's thought 

as is evident in aIl his writings and more particularly in 'Plato and 

Chrlstianity' and 'The Nature of Personality'. Even if Matthews (along 

with others) thinks Temple allowed too much to the Materialists. it 

must be admitted that he rendered a service to modern philosophic 

thought in his insistence upon treating man as 'concrete human 

personality' and in his refusaI to admit of the dichotomy which shows 

up in the contrast of 'reason' and 'feeling' or the 'noumenal self' 

and the 'empirioal self'. Whatever may be said of his view of 'reality 

as a whole' , he displayed great courage in his insistence upon the 

dignity and worth of human personality and his equal insistenoe upon 
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treating the individual as "one whole",- a view, incidentally, 

which led him to develop his doctrine of ~universallsm". In passlng p 

It ls necessary to remark that :emple insisted upon the intrinsic 

worth of a human being, not because he is a person. but because he 

is a child of God. AlI God's "creatures" should command our respeot

even the elements, and partioularly the earth - for it is in man's 

use of them that he is oo-operating with God in the'supply and 

demand' of human personality. To use nature from the profit motive 

is an affront to God and to human personality.(lO). 

Man is an organism, both as organic to the aniverse and also as 

a human person oomprislng a unit Y of impulses, instincts, sentiments, 

emotlons and ideas. As in aIl things else, a human person does not 

Just 'happent, and ls so basio to the struoture of reality as to 

form the key to ~emplels understanding and Interpretation of it. 

Evidenoe of this is to be seen in Canon Baker's review of Nature. 

Man and God, which p he said, embodies the following four principles: 

"First, personality ls sacred; that personal element shows itself 

above aIl things in free, intelligent choice; seoondly, we are 

members of a brotherhood; progress means the perpetually fuller 

realisation in praGtic9 of this fact of fellow memtership in the 

family of God; thirdly, the dut Y of man is to serve God by serving 

his fellows; fourthly, power is subordinate to love and love exerts 

its power by self-sacrifice".(ll) To arrive at his concept of 

personality Temple distinguishes between thing, brute and person. 

He asks, What i9 Matter? and points out that the old materlalists 

thought they knew but we now know they did not know. We may be 

nearer to an understanding by calling it foroe or a oombination of 

foroes, but "matter" ls always ohanging its meanlng in a bewildering 
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way. He asks, What ls a Law of Nature? and suggests that lt is not 

an exp1anation of anythlng but ls a mere statement of fact. What 

distlnguishes the 'brute' tram a 'thing' ls the presence of 'feeling'. 

and thls fa ct of 'conscioaaness' is not merely a by-product. Person

ality does not only depend upon continued existence but upon 

consciousness of contlnued existence and displays an interest in the 

past and future as weIl as the present. A persan expresses 'cbaraot

er t and ls conscious of a sense of moral obligation. of 'r1ghts' 

and 'duties', of 'purpose' and 'volition' and 'value'. A society is 

always a nnmber of persons united by a common purpose. A pers on has 

a character of his own, but in society or astate there may be a 

certain character which is applicable to aIl its citizens: thus the 

term 'Britons' designates persons who are determined never to be 

slaves. This 'character' is 'the product of a mass of tradition and 

sentiment which permeates aIl cltizens'. But you can never describe 

persona lit y , any more than you can a tthing', in terms of cause and 

effect because of the tnew' element which is always appearing.(12). 

In man there is, then. a sense of divided consciousness and an 

apprehenslon of value, and thls carrles with lt four maln results: 

l)"Man beglns to brlng to full aotuality the Value of Good whioh is 

the ralson d'~tre of the unlverse; through his experience it begins 

ta find its end. 

2)"For the same reason man ls capable of fellowship with God, for he 

oan share the motive of Creation - 'ye shall be as God, knowing good 

and evil' • 

3)"For the same reason man himself becomes creative. 

4)"For the same reason also man is involved in deliberate selfish

ness. The Value which he seeks is focussed in his own individual 
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oonsoiousness ••• Thus the arrivaI of man at full self-oonsoiousness 

makes possible deliberate sin. makes it indeed so probable as to be 

almost oert ain." ~ 13) • 

Temple never seems to be able to dissociate 'person' and 'value' 

in his thinking; it ls the fact of value-judgments that gives 

distinction and uniqueness to hwman personality. Man is a kind of 

being who aots by reasons and not only by causes. or who is not only 

under the compelling influence of forces but also under the influenoe 

of what seems good. It is for this reason that Temple is adamant in 

his insistence that no materialist view, in fact nothing short of the 

Christian view and experienoe. can do full justioe to hwman person

ality.(14). Hwman nature demands that man be treated as an end and 

never as a means. The real enemy which Christianity must tace Is not 

materialism as a philosophy, which Is as 'dead as a door nail'. but 

"a spiritual Interpretation of the Universe which gives a place to 

the supreme values of the spiritual life - beauty, goodness and 

truth - but whioh does not give full value to the fact of Personal

iti~(L5). Ruman personality is sacred, and this sanctity must be 

upheld and fostered for It is in and through fellowshlp that person-

ality ls made real - fellowship with God and man. To be a pers on is 

more than to be an individual, and a man ls something more than can 

be expressed in aIl his social relationships and obligations. You 

may hire a man: you may buy his labour, but you cannot buy his 

personali ty • At the root of aIl existence lies the principle of 

personalitYt and as this finds expression in the human person he 

exhibits constancy in aIl that he is, in the quality of transcendenoe; 

and he exhibits variety in aIl that he does, in the quality of 

immanence. 
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Somehow Temple, although he never used the terminology, seems to 

indicate that the human person is a 'mediator', a 'go-between',which 

gives us the clue, or at least a still further clue, to the under

standing of God and the universe. A comprehensive study of his 

conception of human personality would indicate that Matthews has 

failed to do justice to it when he suggests that Temple falls short 

of what Gore called "the core of personality" and of "the doctrine 

that there is an element in selfhood which is not a part of the 

evolutionary process and which is not, at least in the ordinary 

sense, 'in time'."(16). Although Templets language can by no means 

be compared, either in content or meaning, with Marce1's (17), still 

he has lett us something of the 'mystery' of the 'being ' of human 

personality. What he has done, surely, is to indicate that the hwman 

person has his beginning in the evolutionary process, 'in time', but 

has his origin in God. And, although one can make an exhaustive study 

of Temple1s treatment of personality, one cannot make an exhaustive 

study of human personality as he conceived it, for there is always 

more to it than meets the eye. This must be so, for human personality 

as he saw it, is not a doctrine or a dogma for formulation, it is of 

the very nature of 'process 1 and of God himself - not a static reality, 

but creative and dynamic. 

3.Man in Relation to God. 

Sinoe aIl men are by nature chi1dren of God it follows that for 

an understanding of man's nature we need to look at God. To do this 

we need the aid of reason and of oonsoienoe, no less than a virile 

faith and the gift of imagination. Temple always insists upon "seeing 

life who le" , and it is important to do so as far as possible and 

more partioularly so in regard to religious experienoe,for any view 
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whioh leaves out that part of man's experienoe gives a distorted 

piotare and is therefore a false view. This has serious oonsequenoes 

for t'alsity creates tensions between God and the self and makes it 

impossible for man, perhaps even for God to experience the peaoe of 

attainment until they are overoome. It is in the view of manls 

relation to God that Temple thinks the IBarthian sohool' is at t'ault. 

Judged by the canon of reason or Revelation he considers it a heresy 

in that it is an exaggeration of the truth. In God's relation to man 

as Creator and creature, Redeemer and redeemed, or Sanotifier and 

sanctified, there is indeed an 'impassible distinction' - a distinct

ion in kind. But in so far as God and man are spiritual or rational 

they are of one kind.(18). In one respeot we should have to say God 

is I1Wholly Other", in another sense He is the "Other Which is akin". 

Tillich asks the question: "Does not the value theory itself 

demand that it be replaced by ontology"? (19). For Temple, the 

existence of value itself points to the ontological argnment. If 

value is prior to existence then simply to state the existence of 

something is to give it 'value'. The existence of God carries with 

it a value of its own, and this is what gives meaning or value to 

the religious consclousness. 

So religion is no mere convention; to say that a man is a child 

of God is to give status and dignity to man as such independently of 

his membership in any earthly state; it ls also to state his dut y 

and privileg~to worship God. No earthly organisation has the right 

to deprive man of the dignity of worship, therefore the Church tran

soends the state. Worship is the expression of fellowship with God, 

but worship itself should find expression. in a manls aonduat.A man's 

true value is to be fo~d, not in what man is worth to himself or to 
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the state. bnt in what he ls worth ta God.(20). This worth has been 

bestowed npon him by the Love of God. and it will show itself in 

love ta his fellow man. Prayer is neoessary as the vital breath of 

the Christian, and when offered on behalf of others it beoomes 

"intercession" - not in the sense of begging God to change His will 

or disposition towards them. bnt in opening np the 'slenoe-gates' 

for the channeling of His Love that it may reach them. A Christian 

is under obligation to pray for his enemies: in war there is no 

difference, actnally. in pnshing the war to a snccessful concl~sion 

and in praying for one's enemies. for war is the ohoice of the lesser 

of two evils and to pray for one's enemies may enable God to bring 

the war to a snocessfnl oonclnsion in a shorter time and with less 

bloodshed and suffering than otherwise might have been.(21). One's 

conduct. towards friend and foe alike. is the test of how mnch there 

was of the person in the worship that he gave to Gad. The worshipper 

can no more treat his God dispassionately than the soientist can 

enqnire whether truth ls worth tinding. 

The Igreat divorce' whioh has ooonrred in men's thinking to-day 

is the willingness to regard the indivldnal as a ohild of Gad b~t to 

make a distinotion in this relationshlp as far as sooiety or the 

nation is oonoerned. While it is still maintalned that the Chnroh 

has the right to address the individnal it ls denled that she has 

the right to speak to the nation or 'man in society'. This is to 

deny God of His rightfnl title and oharaoter of Kingship. as 'Lord 

ot aIl lite' • Man is a ohild of God also as he is the member of a 

family or astate - the complete development of this is what is meant 

by 'mankind'. This is also the point of St.PanI's reference ta the 

'perfect man' ,- not that the individual is going ta become 'perfeot'. 
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for perfection is impossible this side of Heaven. but that aIl men 

should come in a 'togetherness· into a greater measure of completed 

membership watil aIl are members of the body of Christ. For that we 

need a Catholic Church.(22}. Christ is the absolute manifestation of 

human perfection and supplies the power which ethics requires to 

enable man to discharge his moral obligations. 

Although man is a child of God he is born self-centred and his 

self-centredness becomes accentuated by the society in which he 

lives. Freedom of choice is characteristic of personality. In order 

that the world may be a 'vale of soul-making' it was necessary that 

man be given this freedom. God could conceiveably have acted other

wise and placed man in a dlfferent relation to Himself. but then He 

would not have been acting consistently with His own character as 

Personality. But man chooses to place himself at the centre of the 

universe and in doing so is guilty of 'idolatry' for God Rimself 

rightfully and solely is deserving of that place. In Jesus Christ we 

see man at his best, as son of His Father and in dependence on Him. 

Thus man learns that he may become a child of God in a different 

sense - by 'adoption' into Christ, whereby throagh the grace of God 

he will be enabled to reproduce Christ's character. What really 

becomes neoessary is the sacrifice of God whereby man may be deliv

ered from self-centredness, and that is what God offered on the 

Cross.(23). In the revelation of God in Christ on the Cross we see 

Divine Love manifesting itself in self-sacrifice calling men back 

to a rlght relationship with Him. This is the method which God uses 

to reconcile man to Himself, the method of Righteous Love which alone 

has the power to win man back to the dignity of sonship.Christ becomes 

not only man's Guide and Light, but his very Life. 
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4.Man in Relation ta Man. 

The corollary ta the fact that aIl men are GOd's children ls the 

fact that aIl men are brothers. Man can only stand in one of three 

relationships with his fellow man: he can treat him with hostility, 

he can ignore him, or he can co-operate with hlm. If he chooses any 

other than the last he ls not treating his neighbour as a brother. 

In fact, if he acts in any way, or regards himself in any other 

manner, than as a ohild of Gad he is not acting in accordance with 

his own nature. His own nature requires that he live in right relat

ionship with others and discharge his obligations towards them for 

the fullest development of his own personality. This may at times in

volve him in compromise; but although the individual may compromise 

the Church must never do so.(24). It is always difficult to stand

ardise actions or to lay down rigid rules. It is futile to ask 'What 

would Jesus do?' or even to imitate His aotion, for it was oalled 

forth under partioular cirowmstanoes and we oannot repeat that aot: 

ours will be a new aot, and entirely different. Whether forgiveness 

is right in a given situation, and the question as to what extent a 

person should forgive, may weIl depend on what it oosts to forgive 

and what the forgiveness will accomplish. Of course, oné should as 

tar as possible aooept the standard of Christ, but that standard 

should be one whioh is inouloated by the 'spirit ' of Christ. What is 

oalled for is 'the inwardness of the good ' ,without whioh the oommand 

to 'love tby neighbour as thyself' is impossible for the oategorical 

Imperative resolves itself into oharacter. 

Man is naturally and inourably social and so problems of ethics 

always arise within a context of personal relationships,whether it 

be in the family,oommunity,Churoh or State. The Divine Purpose for 
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Good is not an abstract Ideal but is realisable in the relations of 

persons with the Absolute Pers on and with each other. That act is 

always right which will promote the most good on the whole, and the 

motivating force is always love. The ideal commanity of pers ons which 

ultimately finds expression as the 'commonwealth of value' is the 

goal towards which all creation is striving. Another name for it is 

the Kingdom of GOd, where God is King. and which will therefore be 

a monarcby. God must be Lord of aIl or else He is not Lord at aIl 

and the net result will be anarchy and ohaos. Associations such as a 

trade union or an employers' federation cannot love one another, 50 

it is necessary to have Christian men of goodwill in key positions 

in institutional and political organisations in order that transaot

ions may be carried out for the good of aIl without greed and without 

self-interest. Above all, there must be respect for personality and 

the maintenance of the principle or law of love. 

Ruman nature is essentially social and the human race is spirit

ually one.(25). Nations, like individuals, must realise that fact; 

they exist by God's providential guidance of history and have their 

part to play in the Divine purpose, therefore nations have loyalities 

and obligations which transcend merely national limits or considerat

ions. The answer to war is not peace but love - a federation of world 

states in which each exists for the good of the other. There will 

probably always be wars until sorne nation i5 ready to take the .step 

of self-sacrifice which may mean annihilation of the national state 

in order that war may be abolished. But although a nation may take 

such a step when there is only it-self to consider, it cannot take 

such a step if there are other and smaller states inVQlved for it has 

a dut Y to them which is, first of aIl, to seek to preserve them. The 
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reason for war and the reason for the 'condition' of the world are 

one and the same- it is to be fOQnd on the spiritual level of the 

individual. In a world where men are as good as we are ourselves.and 

no better, war is Inevitable; it is not the will of GOd, it is His 

'judgment' upon mankind. He wills perfection of personality for man 

but that can only come about if man renders the free-will offering 

of 'servicet to God and his fellow man. Human personality grows. and 

it needs to be developed to the level where self-interest becomes the 

same as interest in our fellow man and God. The Christian will insist 

upon certain convictions and strive to co-operate with men of aIl 

classes and creeds for their fulfilment. These are: (a) There is a 

natural world order and men and women and their activities have a 

place in it; (b) As part of the order of nature man must not exploit 

natural resources; (c) Within human society we must establish a right 

harmony between various functions and activities such as ownership 

of land or money; aIl must be used for the general well-being.(2&). 

Is there any hope for a better world order in which the ideal 

relationship between men May be realised? Temple sees such a hopej 

and he observes it in the rise of a new industrial order in whioh 

closer co-operation between labour and management has become possible 

and the worth and dignity of the labourer is at last being recognised. 

although we have a long way to go~ and strikes have been justified 

in so far as they have helped to bring this about. He sees it in the 

growing movement for better facilities in education and the curtail

ment of unemployment. He sees it in the greater desire for internat

ional justice and world peace; and, although he recognises that there 

can be no 'absolute security' for man in this world. international 

organisation and co-operation will increasingly br.lng about worldwide 
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fellowshlp. He sees the hope reallsable. and to a large extent 

already realised, in the growth of worldwide fellowship and co

operation of the Christian Chnrches in the 'oearumenioal movement'. 

AlI of this is something of what Temple meant by the 'reallsable 

good'. 

5.Freedom and Determinism.(27). 

Any philosophy which sets forth a view of man mnst give some 

aaaonnt of the great problem of hruman freedom and determinism. The 

qnestion ls: Can yon have both? Or. does the one preclude the other? 

It woulù seem as thongh we are aompelled to think of both. How, then. 

aan yon reconoile freedom with determinism. or freedom with authority. 

or free moral aation in man with an over-ruling.determinate God? 

Temple says you must have some sort of determinism. A man is det

ermined by the very faat of his 'being ' : he is determined by birth. 

by heredity and environment; he is determined in so far as he is 

nnder 'law' or authority; he is determined to the extent that he is 

himself and cannot be somebody else; and he is determined by his own 

ahoice. Man is determined in the fact of his physical organisme This 

is so, partly beaause his body is one, partly beaause his 'soult is 

a distinguishable group of psychio forces which can only be active 

in so far as they combine, and partly beaause there is a unit Y 

possible for him which it is his dut Y to achieve. But man is more 

than aIl this. for he is not only a comblnation of external forces 

nor a aombination of the forces within him. He ls also self-consaious 

and as such is self-determining, and because of this, in society as 

in the individual, there is the fnrther fact of mutual determination. 

The popnlar view of determinism, according ta Temple, ls false 

because It overlooks the predominant element in personality. It says 
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truly that in a complex of ABC, A 1s A because of B and Ct B 1s B 

beoause of A and Ct and C 1s C beoause of A and B. But th1s does not 

aoaoŒnt for the "d1fferenoe" which appears in the individual.A child 

is no~hing at aIl apart from aIl the proaesses whiah 'de~erm1ned' 

him. but he is not merely a resnltant of his parents' fam1ly h1story. 

There 1s a 'new' element in personality. and when yon admit of 

'âifferentiation' the theory of Determin1sm has to be abaadoned.(28). 

In stating his objection Temple repeats the ~uestion which Coleridge 

asked about the self-differentiation of Schelling's Absolnte - Unde 

haee nihila tam portentosa transnihilatio? To introàuce the time

series into it is to add to the difficulty, for it merely pushes the 

difficulty of accounting for something arising out of nothing one 

stage farther back into Infinite Time. This places determin1sm in 

its true context of logic where it rightly belongs instead of 

regarding ft, as 1s usually done. as a term reserved for ethics; bnt 

the difficulty remains, for bare being (sein). wh1ch is not some

thing, 1s indistinguishable from not being (nicht sein). The trouble 

is that the pure Determinist tries to treat Personality as a Thing, 

and this Temple simply will not tolerate because on that basis one 

cannot possibly aecoŒnt for the activity of the Will. 

Freedom involves responsibility; a person must have regard for 

h1s aet. Freedom is not merely absence of determination; 1t is not 

external and mechanical; 1t is a spiritual and inward determination 

towards some good, and is therefore pnrposive. Freedom of its very 

necessity involves the will. But, is the Will free or determined? 

In order to answer the ~uestion it is necessary to understand what 

is meant by 'Will'. Temple points out that it has been customary to 

talk about the Will as though it were a faculty. a separate entity 
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or functional element of the 'ego' distinguishable from the rest of 

personality. He asks. by way of analogy, whether there is such a 

thlng as 'pure cognition'. and points out that the mind never acts 

in detachment from the rest of personality but that suoh things as 

'feelings' and 'judgments t are alwaya involved in thlnking. So, too. 

one must never think of the 'will' as detached. 'Feeling' and 

'desire' are involved. 'means' and 'ends' enter into the aots of 

volition; the whole man is involved. ~o ask. 'Has man gotfree-will'? 

is to put the question wrongly. ~he Will is something of a growth 

and it ia a growth towards something. Perfect freedom will mean that 

a man will realise aIl that he ia bound to be and to do; it will 

mean a co-ordination of aIl his instincts and impulses towards the 

realisation of the general purpose and goal of life. Jesus was the 

only man who never needed to be converted; in Him was the perfect 

embodiment of the free-will~ Re was the only sinless character. 

Freedom, then, is a growth ani development, positive rather than 

negative, and there is a 'c6nstancy' about it. LiKe 'the good', it 

resides in character, and character itself grows. Real achievement 

is not posse ~ peccare but is ~ posse peccare. '~he man of strong 

will has certain splendid incapacities ' ~ that man has no need to 

stand and puzzle out every moment what he must do, but has within him 

the quallties whioh enable him ta act spontaneously in any given 

situatlon~ it ls character which becomes free. The Will, then, is a 

matter of char~cter, and now you can leave that man free and depend 

upon him.(29). Freedom is not mechanistic, nor deterministic~ at the 

same time it ls not an absence of determinatlon, it is determination 

within. 

Such would be true freedom, but Temple hastens to add lit is not 
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ours'. Man ls self-centred ana the self is bouna -man cannot free 

himself from the center of hls own enaeavour. Herein tragedy arises. 

"Fate is the law of the world of which men ana women are members; 

they both make it and obey it; they cannot escape it, for it is them

selves; nor can they modify it, for that would involve themselves 

becomine other people. They are free, for the origin of their 

actions ls themselves; they are bouna hand ~nd foot for from them

selves there is no flight".(~O). Without self-determination man 

would never be callea into fellowship with God, for it necessitates 

self-surrender before an Other which may lift man out of his own 

self-centreaness. If you are going to have freedom, then you are 

bound to have God; but does that lead to more freedom, or less, or 

none at aIl? If the doctrine of Predestination as taught by Augustine, 

Knox ana Calvin were acceptea, then everything is determined and 

there is no value or meaning to be seen in moral choice ana action 

at aIl. Temple points out that their evangelistic endeavours would 

indicate that they themselves did not accept such doctrinaire 

positions too seriously, and, in any case, there 1s the great 

experience of life which declares otherwise. 

Nelther ls there any solution to be had to the problem by recourse 

to logic, by adoptine the Either:Or attitude. We begin with the fact 

that we are determined by nature. Freedom is not something man has 

qua ~. We live in a universe which is determined by law, we are 

under physical restraint, and the first step ta man's freedom is to 

understand what determines him. In other words, like Carlyle's 

Margaret Fuller, "we accept the universe", for sheer external com

pulsion is a universal facto ~his is the first stage on Temple's 

famous three-fold path of Truth,Beauty and Goodness. When one begins 
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to accept truth he makes a choiae.But there is no choice to a trnth 

of one's own. The seeker for truth repudiates the very notion that 

the truth is his own~ he discovers it; it is God's truth; but truth 

does not deliver man from self-centredness. So it is with Beauty:you 

oannot compel a man to see or paint beauty. but when he does he oomes 

to a point of grace. Nevertheless beauty likewise fails to deliver 

man completely from his self-centredness; ft Qnly leads to a partial 

release. It is similar with Goodness, but Goodness is a aall to 

de sert self-centredness altogether. What the self desires, and what 

it glories in, is not salvation. for that would be to place the 

emphasis still upon self,- which is the very essence of the deceit

fulness of pride. Man's chief end is to glorify God, and only 

inciQentally to enjoy Him for ever. By God's act of redeeming grace 

man is delivered from self-determination into the determination of 

Goa. It is Divine Grace which gives man FreeQom. 

6. Self-centredness. 

The consideration of freedom and determinism leads to the fact 

that we are here in the realm of antinomies and "the one hope of 

bringing human selves into right relationship with God is that God 

should declare His love in an act. or acts, of sheer self-sacrifice. 

thereby winning the freely offered love of the finite selves which 

He has created".(~l).The very nature of man's self-centredness,which 

is sin, presents a condition in which man has departed from the way 

of God and is such as to calI forth a special revelation. For the 

most part God's action follows a normal and regular process. but it 

will only be set as1de when there 1s sufficient occasion to demand 

it. Since sin, or man's self-centredness presents such an occasion, 

it is necessary to examine further what Temple means by it. 
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First of all,man is born self-centred; he inherits a nature with 

a tendency to corruptness,a nature with impulses and instincts, 

desires and longings,which tend to self-centredness,which demand that 

he look after "number one" and therefore lead him' to put himself at 

the centre of thlngs. There is an inherent tendency to weakness in 

all nature, and this ls Original Sin. It is not meraly that Adam 

sinned and therefore all men have sinned ever since, although that 

may be one way of looking at it. It is rather that every man who has 

ever been born has inherlted the same nature as Adam. It is futile 

to draw distinotions between certain 'faculties' when seeking to 

understand the nature of sin or when seeking for its cure, as though 

one could point to 'reason' or 'conscience' or 'will' and think of 

these as being good over against man's physical nature whioh is evil. 

Ruman nature is all-of-a-pieoe, man is 'one whole', so that 'good' 

and 'evil' are both involved in man's nature. This is what 'selfhood' 

means, for selfhood is the basis both of all spiritual good and of 

all spiritual evil. It is not that man is utterly and totally 

depraved and is only aware that there is 'good' or 'value' which is 

outside him;nor is it that man is in a state of perfection and oan 

point to an 'evil' or 'sin' whioh lies outside him. While knowing 

that there is a Good whioh is Ultimate or Absolute he also knows that 

he falls far short of it and that the true descriptive word for him 

is 'sinner'. The faot that man can ohoose truth, involves the fact 

of error; the fact that man may distinguish a thing as beautiful, 

involves the fact of ugliness; the fact that a man may choose an 

'apparent' good, involves the fact of evil. When man makes a choioe 

he does 50 because the object of his choice appears good for him; 

even though it may be evil, he still chooses it as his good. Sin is 
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the acceptance of a scale of values, and it involves character. It 

is not the doing of this or that; it' is self-will. 

Man starts with a sort of handicap. his very nature involves him 

in the entanglement of sin. What seems good to a man is determined 

by his character. It is not just being on the wrong side of a line 

or missing the mark, it is giving undue prominence to all that 

concerns self. All about man are other finite selves doing the same 

thing, and so there arises an accumulative evil which is the 'sin 

of the world'. The great evils of society do not arise because of an 

appalling wickedness of a few individuals; they are the result of 

the self-centredness of millions of individuals, and even if the 

world were 'put right' for us it would aIl be spoiled again in a 

fortnight by such human beings as we are. Man, then, is living in a 

world of self-centredness, a world of tension, from which he cannot 

deliver himself. If he could, no doubt he would; he has the will to 

do so, but the will is powerless to or der itself, otherwise it 

would not need to do so since the will is the active volitional 

part of man. It is man's will, his whole character, which needs to 

be 'changed' or 'made over'. Since man cannot liberate himself from 

this greatest of aIl perplexities, from the impasse of self

centredness, his deliverance must come from witbollit. In other words. 

the only solution is that man may be drawn away from his self

centredness to devotion to good other than his own apparent good. 

He cannot achieve disinterestedness by his own effort. He needs to 

be made AT-oNE within himself - in his divided will, in his divided 

loyalities - and with God Who is st the centre of his universe. The 

answer to man's self-centredness is GOdls righteousness. The only 

solution to sin is Godls revelation of Love in a self-sacrificial 
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act sufficient to calI out manrs who1e response in devotlon to it. 

Sin necessitates the Cross of God which 1s a reve1ation of His 

glory. Evil has at least this much of power about it that it defeats 

itself; evil defeated itself on the Cross. Sin is cosmological, and 

it is only the 'Lamb of God' which 'taketh away the sin of the world'. 

God in Christ brings about the Atonement whereby the cure of man's 

self-centredness is effected. But in order that it may be effeotive 

it is not enough for man to 'see ' it, he must 'experience' it. 

7. Immortality. 

If God is eternal and if man can be made 'at one' with God, it 

follows as a logical necessity that man may become rimmortal'. Temple 

would conclude in terms somewhat like these: 'a necessity of logic, 

yes; but does that mean a necessity of actuality, in the sense of 

being actually realisable'? Pointing out that Immortality does not 

mean 'everlastingness', he claims that Immortality is a necessity 

arising out of the fact of human nature, of the being and nature of 

God. and of the nature and meaning of history. 

Immortality, in Temple's theology, centres around two main 

concepts: 'gaad ' and 'history' .(~2). He says that a great deal of 

he1pfu1 thought has accrued from the manner in which the Greek and 

Latin Fathers considered the matter. Greek theology was worked out 

in terms of substance or nature, and for them 'redemption' was the 

key word, for redemption was the imparting of incorruptibility to 

that which is corruptible and immortality to that whioh is mortal. 

The categories of law prevailed in Latin thought and with the 

emphasis upon ethical character Immortality had to do with imputing 

'righteousness'. 'The Greek theories were defective on the ethical 
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side; the Latin and scholastic theories defective on the more 

intimate spiritual side'. We have an advantage in that we have 

inherited a synthesis of the two. and a further advantage in that 

our thinking is predominated by evolutionary terminology. We tend to 

think in terms of dynamic process instead of static reality. But it 

is important to bear in mind that we must think in terms of lends' 

and not of 'means' if we are to arrive at any understanding of the 

great problems of 'redemption' andlimmortality'. If life is dynamic. 

and not static. then it is presumably moving towards some goal or 

objective. Thus 'goodness' itself is only attainable if we can think 

in terms of a 'transcendent' good towards which aIl goodness is a 

growth and development. Goodness 1s 1mparted to man by the Grace of 

God: can it then be said to be ~ goodness? or, ~ righteousness? 

Temple points out that moral r1ghteousness is only self-assertion. 

Goodness must in some way be an individual moral righteousness. but 

while the individual has it he realises that he has it in a 'con

verted' sense; it is his by obedience to a higher good which tran

scends his own. There seems to be something to goodness which is not 

'mere individual goodness'; it is a response to Righteous Love. If 

that is so; if goodness 1s answering a call, a response to love, 

then 1t is a real goodness which while it 1s the individual's is 

still in a very real sense not his. This is the very essence of 

'conversion', and Temple says that important as education is for the 

individual it is obvious that conversion is more important still. 

Conversion leads to 'salvation'; but Salvation is not a fixed state. 

it is the process of adoption into a Universal Good - into a fellow

ship with God, and, incidenta.lly or consequently, with others. 

Immortality, thus understood, is not a static reality which is man's 
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by right; it is a gift of fellowship, of life, a kind of life into 

which this present life is capable of expanding and developing. 

Rightly conceived, it is not a question of man's life here and now, 

and then a life hereafter: the two go together. Immortality is a 

quality of life, not just unending existence; it i3 a fellowship of 

realisable good, in which each and every individual soul is a 

participant and is therefore a 'Commonwealth of Value'. 

We find a similar evidenee of Immortality in the meaning of 

'history'. Man 1s both a produet of history and he also makes history. 

'His destiny is fulfilled in the aehievement of two unities, unit y 

of individual personality and unit y of univers al fellowship'. For the 

realisation of this goal it must be supposed that man is not only a 

creature of tirne but also of etern1ty. History is such that its 

meaning must lie partly in its result; but only partly,for its mean1ng 

lies also partly in the proeess itself, otherwise history would be 

meaningless. But if this is so, then history 1s only apprehensible 

from the point of view of a proeess outside and above itself from 

which it rnay be viewed as a whole. In other words, h1story is fully 

intelligible only in the light of eternity. and the progress of 

history is a progressive revelation of God. The eternal nature of 

God ls such that it necessitated His entry into the temporal, and 

the eternal is thus grounded in the historieal, and that not 

aee1dentally but essent1ally. The goal of h1story 1s the Commonwealth 

of Value, and eternity enters into history and takes 1t up lnto 

itself as it were. But, again, it is no mere ·unendingness'. for 

history is nothing other than human beings themselves: men and women 

make history by living out its proeesses in the power of the Eternal 

Life which is available ta thern. 
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Admitting that this may be a tine vie. ot the matter. aven 8 

plausible explanation of the age-long problem of time and eternity. 

is it a oonvinoing answer to the 'hope whioh springs eternal in the 

hwœan breast' or is there a t~thar ward whioh neede ta be said? 

Temple prasames that there is and prooeeds ta say it. He repeats the 

view that the oontemplation of a tinal ~ of universal prooess 

would make history itself entirely meaningless. and that this is by 

no means aooeptable ta hnman reason - the oontemplation ot the taot 

that it might end np in nothing at aIl is abhorrent ta man's thought. 

Still. the possibility of snoh an end has always hannted the 

imagination. and even if the end were oonoeived as a long way otf. the 

mere postponement would not detraot from the meaninglassness ot lite. 

Temple oontemplates the possibility. whioh wwill one day make no 

ditferenoe whether we have striven or not for noble oanses and lofty 

ideals. An earth as oold as the moon will revolve abont a dying sun. 

Dnty and love will have lost their meaning. The President of the 

Immortals. it there be either immortals or president. will have 

finished his sport with manft .(33). The possibility of snoh an end 

has beoome immensely more aoute sinee the time of Temple's Gitford 

Leot~es in an age of the hydrogen bomb and brings with it a greater 

nrgenoy tor asking the qQestion whieh the mere possibility leads men 

to ask: is there a world to eomeî 

Temple ans_ers: Yes. of course; LDœortality is inevitable. but 

_e need to clear our thinking about it. Yediaeval thinking bad the 

idea ot aA atter lite aIl tied np in a neat little system whioh 

presented three 'states' or departments ot the hereatter: Hell. tor 

those who are beyond pardon; P~gatory. tor those who are pardonable; 

and Reaven. tor those who are pardoned. There was at least a hope for 
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the sinner that he might find his way into Purgatory and at last. 

after his pardon was obtained, enter Heaven. The Reformation,desiring 

to rid the doctrine of Purgatory of its abuses and indulgences, 

abolished it altogether and sharpened the issue by leaving the stark 

alternatives of Heaven and Hell. One consequence of this was to lead 

man to think of Heaven as an esoape from Hell, but the other was more 

serious still, for it is impossible to think o·f an eternal burning 

Hell, kept burning with the souls and/or bodies of hwnan beings as 

fuel for it, if we think of God as the all-righteous, loving Father 

of Jesus Christ. Consequently Hell, as Purgatory had been before,was 

banished from popular belief, leaving a widespread sentimental notion 

in a genial God who sees to it that men who die are henceforth trans

lated to Heaven. Protestant theology, following upon the Reformation, 

led to the idea of a God so 'genially tolerant as to become morally 

Indifferent' • 

So men have come by a sheer pro cess of historical development to 

think of Immortality as their right. Just as man is entitled to a 

life here, so is he entitled to a life in the world to come. But this 

is contrary to the teaching of the Bible which shows us that the aim 

of aIl religion is to transfer the centre of interest and concern 

from the self to God. The Biblioal view Is that life, whether in 

terms of here or hereafter, is not the right of man at all but a 

right of God, a gift of God. There is nothing religious about a mere 

hope of survival - that is simply selfishness. The only hope of 

Immortality, in so far as we can cherish it at aIl, ls to be found 

in the hope that man can participate in a life of God, in a life 

which God gives. 

Nor does Temple think that there is any hope to be had from the 
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endeavours or results of 'psychical research'. He thinks that the 

verdict of Jesus on the matter is still true: 'neither will they be 

persuaded even if one should come back from the dead'. He reviews 

the question of Immortality from the standpoint of Ethics which 

thinks of Heaven and Hell in terms of rewards and punishments. Even 

from the viewpoint of Ethics itself conduct wh1ch is motivated by 

rewards and punishments is less than moral. If the element of fear 

has to be introduced into the moral life then we have not reached 

the worthiest view of Immortality. which. if it 1s anything at aIl. 

must be moral. He considered Kant's view of immortality as coming 

nearest to the Christian view for it postulated immortality as a 

hope or means of adjustment of the goodness and happiness which 

Reason demands. Such a view of the hope of immortality is wholesome 

'as an implicate of an independently established morality'. This 

leads to Temple's emphatic assertion that the Christian Doctrine is 

not a doctrine of Immortality but of Resurrection. Therefore Immor

tality is not to be thought of in terms of continuity. but rather in 

qualitative terms of the coming into life here of the act1v1ty of 

God. This is Christian Platonism. and Temple does not hesitate to 

draw on Platonic thought to express his view. Plato at first sought 

to demonstrate Immortality as an Inherent capacity of the soul and 

later as a bount1ful gift of God. The New Testament presents the view 

of Immortality as the attainment of a g1ft rather than an achievement. 

Does this mean that the 'attainment ' is unconditional and for 

everybody. and that there will be no such thing as punishment for 

wrong doing or wrong choice? Temple points out that Jesus never talks 

about 'eternal punishment'; there was an 'eternal fire' in His 
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teaching but He never sa id there was anybody in it. Nevertheless 

that is not to be taken with an over-abundance of optimism in the 

sense that aIl may rejoice for there is heaven for everybody. There 

still remains in Jesus' teaching an element of what Von Hugel called 

'abiding consequences'. The sianer will go into the next world as a 

sinner - but, Temple adds, we shall aIl go in as sianers. The joy of 

heaven will indeed be the joy of siuners forgiven. There Is, then, a 

possibility of heaven, and it is possible on the basis of a changed 

human nature. The spiritually minded man does think differently from 

the materially minded man, and this is precisely the type of life 

that Plato envisaged in the Fhaedo for the true philosopher as the 

man who lives detached from the involvement of the body. In such a 

life there ls full human freedom to decide and there ls also the 

Grace of God - the one ls not abolished at the expense of the other. 

In such a vlew of Immortality the demands of Law, Reason and Love 

are aIl justified; while you do not abolish moral choice and moral 

responsibility, you assert God's supremacy - His Universal Will of 

Love ls soverelgn. 'Man is not in his own nature Immortal, but he is 

capax immortalitatis 1 
, he is able to become Immortal ·because there 

is offered ta him resurrection from the dead and eternal life if he 

will receive it at the hands, and on the conditions, of a Rlghteous 

God of Love. Some emphasls must be placed upon the human hope, for 

It Is man's immortality that Is under consideration; but the basis 

of the hope of Eternal Life is the Love of God, and Redemption is 

the method God uses to fit man for Immortality. 

Thus Temple arrives at his doctrine of Universalisme Immortality 

ls not condltioned by man - he cannot 'wIn' his way into heaven, he 

can only accept Immortality as a gift of God. If man has any 'rlght 1 
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to immortality at aIl, the right is obviously on GOdls side and no't 

on manls. If slnners can go into heaven, then aIl may go in, for aIl 

men are sinners. This ls to accept Jesus quite literally: Inot one 

of these little ones shall perish' .(~4). If God is to be 'aIl in aIl', 

there is a sense in which the doctrine of universalism becomes a 

sheer necessity. Since man's chief end is Ito glorify God' , then 

immortality must be possible for everyone; to assert otherwise is 

to place limitations on either God's power or love, or both. God 

would be defeating His own purpose of creation, were He to deny any 

individual the goâl of immortal life; He would be placing limitations 

not upon man, but upon Himself, and denying Himself of His own glory. 

Moreover, His creation would not be oomplete unless and until aIl 

His oreatures have been enabled to aohieve their destiny in an 

eternal fellowship in the Commonwealth of Value. 
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VIII. The Kingdom or God. 

In"roda.otory. 

A glanoe at the worka of William Temple is in itselr eaough to 

iDdioate that he was no mere Tisionary. tor aven "he ti"les show 

that his philoaophieal theology had a praotieal bearing on almost 

avery issue ot 'lite' in some form or other ot ita 'e"hioal' or 

'poli"ioal' a.peota. Men sa. i. him AO" oAly a prophet ot God engaged 

in _riting and teaohing theology. ba.1 a man tully aware ot the tread 

ot the times and the nature of ita problems. He aatatained e olose 

oontaot with intelleota.al and aooial experts and advisers who ooa.ld 

lend added help and power to "he moral and apirita.al ga.idanoe which 

as a leader he .as o.lled a.poa to give. Hia preotioal ertorta to •• rd. 

a 'realis.ble' Ideal are no.bere to be aeen more olearly thaa i. his 

a"tempts to express a Christian dootrine ot 80ciety _gaiAs" the 

baokground ot th. immenae impaot ot 800ial agitatiom. The reaa.lt of 

hi. ability to enlist the help ot experts in their own tields "owara. 

"he attainment ot this Ideal is not 1.a8" observable in '~n Wi"hoa" 

Work' , a report pr.pared tor the Pilgrim Truat. He -as particularly 

a.are of the modern inda.strial arder and endeavoured to give a 

reasonable statement ot the economio problema ot his day in the light 

ot the Christian faith. He not only raised the moral atmoaphare ot 

his o.n country and intused a new senae ot vccetio. into the Cha.roh. 

ba.t he took a leading role in the oeoumenioal movement w1th it. 

efforts to bring the world a step nearer to his viaioa or a Chri.tiaa 

world order. ln aeekiag to set torth a distinotively Christian phil

oaophy ot sooiety he presented a aew approach to the iAterpretatioa 

ot 'Tbe KlDgdom ot God'. IG taot. his views may b. elassiti.d aa a 
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docirine ot 'The Kingdom ot God', the dominani ideas ot whioh tal1 
- -

uader tonr mai. headings: (a) ihe eternal oreative order, (b) ihe 

cosaic order, (c) the .orld order, and (d) the soolal order. 

<a) TAe Kieraal Oreative Order. 

Temple's idea ot the KiAgdom ot Gad stems trom bis concept ot 

God as per.onal,righteo~. and transcendeat Creator, and hi. Chri.t

ology, or, more preoisely, bis vie. ot the Inoarnation. But ainoe 

his aim was io explain ihe whole process and meaning ot creation i. 

ierœs ot the KlAgdom, or the Heign, ot God, his religio~s poliiieai 

philosophy stresses ihe immanent, rether than the transcendeni, 

aspects ot Deity.(l). His sooial philosophy wa. developed side by 

aide wiih hi. metapQJsical co.eept ot the ~iverse as dynamie, 

p~posive creativity, in the light ot evolutioAary process. He loo~d 

out upon the world tbrough his iheologioal and metaphysical oone.pi

iOR and sought to adapt his philosophy to the swittly ohanging issues 

ot the oontemporary soene, and the oaly thing whlch seemed adequai. 

io the situaiioA, iAd.ed to any siiuation tor aDJ and aIl time. was 

hi. Interpretation ot the whole prooess ot events la relation to the 

Kiagdom ot God. 

Aooordingly he begins with the idea ot God as Creative IRtellig

eat and P~posive Will. This i8 .hat gives unit y to the muliiplloity 

ot phenomena: ".hat aaything i8 in the Mind ot GOd, that it la in 

reality".(2). Temple is conoerned .ith the danger whieh so easily 

b.sets religion - the tendeney to resort to an abstract aAiversal.(3). 

The history ot scienoe, art, and ethios discloses that they bave be •• 

seeking a prinoiple .hioh will accouat tor the aotivity ot .iad 

itselt aAd a1so the gronnd ot aIl existenoe. fhe etforts ot •• ch ot 
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ihes. point to a goal, an ideal, whioh ihey can DeTer reaoh; the, 

snggest a Will, whioh if it did exiat as Parposive aetivity, would 

be self-explanatory and provide the ORly basia upoa whioh th. UAi

verse oould be deemed rational. Maa's oreative .iad oan find •• tia

faotion only if there ia a Divine creative Ylnd with whioh ii •• y 

have Gommunioa.(4). This agr.es with the three central co.viotioD8 

of religion: (a) that Spirit is the true source of 1aitiat~ of 

proo.ss, lb) that aIl existenoe finds its source in a Supreme Realit7 

whiah is spirit, and (a) that betweeD that spirit aad ourselves there 

oan b., and already is, fellowahip.(6). Ho abstract primoiple or 

conoept oan aooount tor the nature and meaning ot existence, for 

human nature .hioh ls the main part of the ooastitutive nature of 

aIl things, is essentially sooial. Raman character depends upon the 

faot that man ia a memb.r ot sooieiy: oharaoter 18 a prooess of 

formation and ia develop.d in tello.ship. ~HwœaAit7 is a Sooi.l Faot". 

(6). Sinoe human life is fundamentally sooial and society i.volTes 

a plarality ot individuals, the Supreme Reality must be such as to 

aooouat for this taot. Rere femple relies on three central themea 

tor the explanatioa ot his doctrine ot a oreative order ot 8ooiety: 

tirstly, the implications of a dootriBe of the Triaiiy; seoondly, 

the idea ot a gradual evolution; and thirdly, the iimel •• sness of 

the lAflnite. 

Plurality of itselt would simply mean chaos, and aot order or 

ooamos. Theretore, ii ia nec.ssary to believe i. the ~ Will trom 

whioh a11 things are derived. But, dOGS this meaa that aIl individ~al 

.ills are simply abaorbed in that one Will! The method of creation 

and the world's hlstory points to the contrary. For love is involved 

in Will; it is a will whioh i8 Perfeot Love. (7). The very prinoipl. 
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ot the spiritaal _orld as a sooiety ot indlvidŒals ls involved in 

the Trlnity of the Godhead whioh ia Its SOŒrce. The ans.er to the 

'either: or' qŒestion ot GOd's Omnipotenoe and Perteo~ Goodness Is 

aIso solvad in the prinoiple ot Personality. tor Love Itselt both 

involves freedom and sets limits to its own power. It aIso sattles 

the question ot rights and d~tles. tor beyond the 'rlght ' ot a 

person to set himselt the oblIgation ot loving every other individu.l 

yo~ oannot go. Temple maintains that the waiverse ls ~intelligible 

.itho~t a dootrine ot the Trinit y and that it _as form~lated to guard 

against a vie. ot 'distinot centres of conscio~ness'.(8). In a very 

real sense the individŒals ot sooiety conatit~ta the Kingdom ot Gad 

as they "emanate" trom the Divine Will aad aIl their individŒsl 

_ills are determined by His Will. Creation. Redemption and Sanotifi

oation constitute the experienoe trom whioh the doctrine ot the 

Trinit y arose. As the philosophy ot the Incarnation is tor Temple the 

only tenable metaphysic. so the doctrine ot the Trinit y is the only 

adequate formula ot ~iversal history.(9). AlI history is. in one 

sense. an evidenoe ot the coming ot the Kingdom of aod. The only hope 

tor a real wnity ot the world is that aIl men may realise their 

membership in that Kingdom and be prompted by the lOTe whioh should 

be the guiding prinoiple of a mutaal society. which o_.s its very 

existenoe to Love. 

The Biblioal dootrine of the Kingdom or Qod shows that it 'oame 

down out ot Reaven t 
- its nature. origin and arder are ro~d in Gad 

Rimselt. It also shows that the Kingdom ot God is the goal to_ards 

which aIl history is tending. St. Pa~l endeavours to explain this in 

the Epistle to the Ephesians (Chap.l:1-23) whioh Temple analyses 8S 

mean1ng: (a) the end is a society ot Iree spirits; (b) the churoh 
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ls ~he Ins~ramen~ tor aooompilahlng ~hls end; (0) the tounda~lon ot 

~he Churoh and the Impe~us ot aIl i~a aotlvitles la the reTela~io. 

ot ~he love ot God in Chrls~; and (d) in the baokground, determiniag 

~he oonditions under .hioh the Love ot God was revealed aad Hls 

Po.rpose has still to be aeeolllplished. ia the Fallot Kan. (10). 

Thus ~he condi~ion ot Maa's well-being residea ln thls taot ot hl. 

membershlp ln the KiAgdom ot God, tor theralA he la ln rlght relatloa

shlp to nature, ~o aocle~y. and to God. Man's dut y 18 ~o recogalse 

ihe oreatlve and redemptlve aotlvl~y ot Qod .orklng ln and ~hrough 

the soele~y ot Indlvlduals ia Hls Klngdom, and thro~gh .orkiAg wlth 

God as a member ot Bls KiAgdom he 18 thus tultilliag hls own destlny 

and 'addlng ~o God's glory'. 

AlI Ohrls~lan. thlnklng, theretore. and thlnklng aboo.t soclety 

no less ~han 80y other, ShOllld bagln and end .1~h God. Thera are 

oertalD prlnclples OA whloh a Chrla~lan ahollid aot 1a order ~o 

aolieTe the Ideal ot Gad' a Kiagdom, wh10h 18 a pre8e.ll~ t.o~ 1Jt. the 

world, bll.~ whloh csa 0017 beoome tlliry reallaed aa aIl men iake ~he1r 

tull sure 1A aolœowledgiag God aa K1Jlg - in o~Aer words, 111 order 

ta aohl.ve a Unlverssl Fa~herhood ot God and Brotherhood ot maa. 

!àeae are: ~he sanoil~y of Per.onal1~y, the dll~y ot SerTioe, and the 

power of Saorltloe.(ll). God 18 the chiet aad deoldlDg tsotor in His 

Kiagdom, 88d hls~ory shows ~hat He la Ruler ot the Calyerse. OAoe 

more, femple poLats Ollt ~ha~ ~he KïAgdom o ••• ii. existenoe to God 

ta • w.y that Be do •• not owe Hl. existenoe to It. God ls oreator ot 

the world .hleh wlthoQt Hlm could a.lther begia Dor eonilaue ta 

exlst: It owes Its Yery exl.tenoe to Blm.(12). The world ls .Ilot .eo

esssry to God a. an object ot Bis Loye tor B6 has .uoh BA ob~ec~ 

.1thln Hl .. elt in theperaoAs ot the !rlalty; bu~ Bi. Love ha. go.e 

J 
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torth to men and .omen .hom He has created and 18 .iIll11.ng them trom 

8elt-centredness to Bïmaelt 1a His Kiagdom. 

ETol~tioA points to a gradual progress, not on11 ot i.diTld~ala 

b~t ot 1ndivid~ala in society. Temple maiat.ina that States. ao leaa 

tàan indiTiduals, ow. their origia to God: they arlae OQt ot, aDd 

because ot, the ver7 .atur. ot maa. !he Diviae order has been at .ork 

i. their developmeAt, and 1~ is the taak ot mu ta resliae it: God 

has thu rev.aled Rimaelt aad 1a .aitag to be made .uiteat iD. the •• 

It .as Aot by say accident that pÀiloaophy, aa it developed la Greek 

thought, .~lmi •• ted i. tàe Platoni. doctri.e ot the alogos'.aad tàa~ 

ethiao-religious development 1m Hebrew thoaght reaohed a demand tor 

a "Xessiahn , and that God theA sent torth Ria O.~-b.gotte. Son as 

the world's Redeemer. Christ's missioa .as to 1naug~ate the Kiagdom 

ot GOd, and He 8ccomplished this by methods entirely dltterent trom 

those ot ordi.ary mOAarchs. In Hlm the Logos ot the Gre.ka became a 

personal power ot righteo~sll.ess in thi. world-, and the Kesaiù ot 

the Je.s beoame not anly the deliverer ot a nation but the coatroller 

ot the universe. Natural seleotion and developœent,at least partially. 

may aoooŒat tor the rise ot nations or states, but it cannot aocouat 

tor Jesus Christ and, thar.tore, the Church. Temple oritiaisea the 

Karxiat 'eco.omic' theory precisely on the grouad that i~ oannot 
-

acoo~t tor the event ot J.s~s Christ ta the .orlà.(13). He doe8 80 

by askiAg one q~estion: .hether there was any eoo.omic, sooial, or 

politioal orgaaization in Palestine at the time .hioh oould accouat 

tor ChristY The Chur ch , then, as the extension ot Hls !ody, is super

.atural; amd her members are members ot Christ. Gad, as immaaent, 

exista in a very ra al •• y iA the world which He ha8 oreated aad 

goveras; 'ut as transoendent He exists out.ide ot and iBdependen1ly 
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or the world; still, iA another very real senae, God as transoendea~ 

exists in His Church, whioh ia the Body of Christ and g~ided by ~he 

Holy Spirit. The Chnrch exista io le.ven soo1e~y and bring aea uader 

the sovereignty ot God iA Bis Kingdom Itill aIl beoome oae man in 

Christ'. As the Churoh evolves, every generation finds lome speoial 

message in the Gospel whioh has been overlooked 1a preTio~s ages ot 

the Churoh. So the great discovery ot our age bas been the prom~eaoe 

given 1a the Gospels to the KlDgdom ot God. 

The Charoh's iask ia the imple .. atation of the KiAgdom, and tor 

ihat task it haa to be equipped. ln the early deys of the Chrisiiaa 

Church entrance into the Divine society was by oonfession of raith, 

and to say '~esus is Lord' was so great a comaital that only ~he 

activity of the Divine Spirit co~ld be held to acoount for it; to be 

baptized was to experienoe a spirit~al re-birth; and to be a member 

of the Ch~eh and to be filled with the Spirit were one &Ad the 

same thing. Throagh the 'ediot' ot Milan for the firai time a 

'poli~ical kingdos' beoame synonomous with the 'spiritual king do. , 

and there appeared the firs~ signs of a real Càristendom. {l4). 

The sharp contrast between Church and World disappeared, but .ith 

it emerged a partly Chrisilanised World aad a par~l1 secularised 

Church. ïhe Chur oh and the 31ate both exist to carry out God'. will, 

but the fora or manner of doing so remains differe.t. The Biat. 

relies on law, whereas the Churoh relies pr~arill on lOTe and spirii. 

The Church points io a. Ideal beyond the realisation of the state, 

eTen beyoad the realisation of organized society in this world, for 

the final conswœaation of the perfect serTice of adoration sad worship 

can only be realised in sa Immortal tellowship of the COmŒUAion of 

Saints. ~he Church has appointed at least four means towards its goal 
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ot aohieving the abaolut. aovereignty ot ~odJ. universal rule .hioh 

she proalaims; ihey are: ihe CaaoA ot Soript~re, the Creeds, the 

Saoraments .ad the Miniatry. The Chnroh ia the army ot Qod'a Klag

dom, carrying His banaer torward towarda Hia victory ot Love, God 

i8 not oa17 Creator; He ia KlAg. ~he same power whioh oreated the 

national 31ate. aad the Charoh is not a remote person watahiDg the 

world trom o~taide; He i8 the root taot ot reality and the inner 

lite ot human history. progress OaD oaly oome ia Hia ws1 - by 

saoritice, and Aot by toroe, nnless it be the toroe ot oonquering 

love. 

Ther. oan be no limits set to QOd'a 80vereign will; Aor oan 

there be any limits set to m~'s obligation, tor aIl o~ time amd 

aIl OŒr plaoes are God's. (15). While men are members ot the Chnroh, 

they are also members ot a world17 sooiety; as snoh they are eagag&d 

in ooœpetition and wraagling sad strite. War arises on the level ot 

hwaan oonduot. and oond~ot ia an expression ot oharacter; '.ara are 

made in drawing-rooma BAd in PaIl KalI Clubs'. So, too, tmae.ployaeftt 

is made, at least to some extent, b1 extravagaat expeadiiure oa the 

Riviera'. (16). An exemple ot what happens in &veryday normal lit. 

oan be seen in the ohallenge whioh Christ presented 8S Be proolat.ed 

the Gospel ot the Kingdom. Temple reiterates in Peraonal Lite and the 

Lite ot Fellowship. The Klngdom ot God, aad Kens Creatrix the view 

that in His "temptations" Christ reJeoted the normally expected 

aethods ot iAstit~ting the KiDgdom. aad oame torth trom them to win 

men to the service ot the Kingdom by the method ot love amd selt

saoritice. Aa He taught the people they .ere perplexed, and their 

'perplexity turned into antagonism' • The Kingdom was pres •• t, 

beoause He, the King was present. it wss present in Hia aighty acta 
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and word.; b~t It was stlll ta come, - It la somethlng ta be planted, 

to grow here and there as it to~d reoeptlve solI. Thea tàere came 

a decided change: His message was no longer tor &nybody and every

body, whether thay wo~ld hear Hlm or AOt, b~t to the ohosen Twelve; 

b~t, atter the oonfession at Caesarea Phillipi, .hen someone had 

reoognised Him to b. AOt only the Berald ot the Kingdom, b~t its 

King, He kAew that Hia misslon oo~ld not fail, aAd deliberately set 

Himselt the task whieh led to the Croaa. It Qod ia ta b. oaalpot.ai, 

H •• ~st r~e not oaly OTer mea'. oODduoi but over their hearis sad 

wil18 - b~t they oannot be oompelled, they oan oaly be .OA. Only if 

tAey oan be WOA, can they b. oonq~ered; and the only meihod of 

aecomplishlag thia 18 that ot self-sacrifioing Love. 

R.ligion l8ads to 80mething far different from that of doing 

the right thing, ot keeping a moral code, - It leads to 'being good'. 

Righteo~s.ess is not merely 'doing right', b~t 'b.ing right'. ABd 80 

Te.ple argues that the Christian Chureh presenta ua with the Plato~io 

Ideal, tor th. Pl.tonie Ead is not the pragmatio suoeess ot a sooial 

order, but 'the Jusiice of the r.4ivid~al Soult. There ia a.ad of a 

transcendantal ethie for the transformation of sooiety. Te.ple prefera 

Plato'a ethical Ideal of "the good man" to "tha good oitizen- ot 

Aristotle, for the simple reason that the good man will be able to 

transform sooiety. He will be oommitted to an Ideal, and not mer.ly 

the good oitizen of an lmperfeot State. This is the tunotion of the 

Churoh &Ad of the iBdividual Christian: to polAt to, aad ta lead ta, 

aD ideal hitherto unrealised. The principl. of sooiety .eeas to be 

iRvolved in the philosophy ot val~e, and the supre.e value for any

thing ia the valae .hioh it has for Ultimate Reality •• hen w. 
pronowace things good or bad .e are not dolng so in tarma ot pleaaure 
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but ta terma ot the weltar. ot the comaaaity(17). &ad. tor T •• pla. 

the •• ltar. ot tiL. coamuaity i. the .ame thlag aa the .eltare ot ihe 

00 .... 10. ot Satai. or iàe K1ag4om ot God. Tal .... b •• xpr •••• d 1. 

i.r .. ot woraàip, &Ad man la .0 .o •• titut.d tàat he •• ed ... objee' 

ot wor.aip. Aa wor.Aip leada to cO.duct, it .ill be m .. •• experie.a. 

ot God aa righteoPa. peraoBal. loviag .. d iraaa •• n4eat Cr.ator. 

Red •• m.r Rad S .. oilti.r wkieh will tr ... torm the world i.io ta. 

Kiagdoa ot God. fAi ••• iail. growih .. 4 progreaa. bui ii i. obvl0.a 

ibat ihe taak ot brla«iag aIl m.n iato the t.llow.àip ot 9od'. Klag

dom .111 aoi b •• oapleted till the ead ot hiatorr.(18). filer. oaght 

io b. aoœ.thiag supra-t •• poral about worahip. tor tke wor.à1ppera 

ataad together i. the pr •••• o. ot hi.iory - 1& the pr •••• c. ot &1.1-

orio .7Rbo18. wlth SeriptRr ••• ud 1& prayer u4 cOIDDl11&loa .1ih •••• 

other aad with the Et.raal. Wàereaa th. Klag40m ot God 1. a pr •••• i 

r.ality h.r ... d BOW. it cas b. pertect oaly i. the et.raal ord.r. 

(b) Tàa Coamie Order. 

!h •• ord Icoamic' oooura repeat.dlJ 1& T.mpl.'. writlags(l9).aad 

it waa bl ao m .... aA •• 01de.t that h. pr.tac.d hi. Gittord Leet~ •• 

wlth ,wo quot.tio .. ta the origiaal Gre.k trom ih. Pàaedo &ad St. 

Joha's tamous stat.meat ot the 'logos made tleaa'. Hi. met.p~.ie. 

bear a .triking re •• mblance to Plato·. "iat.lligible torm." .ith, ot 

Gourae, a Càri.tiaa taterpretatio. &ad d.velop.d aloag the l1&.a ot 

.od.ra evolutionary À1potàe.ia. Ther. i. a atroag suggeation tbropgh

out that f •• pl. i. aaxioua to guard agai •• t modera t.adeaoies to 

waiv. beliet iA an origi.al gui4i.g power an4 to expIai. aotaal 

ereatio ••• rely OA acientitic liaea. He attiras rep.at.dll tà.t the 

uaiv.r •• haa ita origi. i. th. Divi •• Will. aad i. ii •• lt th. orgaaie 



lSZ. 

aelt-expressioB ot tàat Will. !"retore. the aaiTerae itaelt ia 

aaerame.tsl.(20). T.e waiTerae exla~a .a aa expreaal0. ot Goi's Wl1l. 

but It alao exla~s ~o do or sarry ou~ Hla Purposlve Wlll: God's 

aalTera.l aoverelga~y ls obeled la ~he worl' ot .stural order, wl~h 

'wlai aRd a~orm tultllliBg His word', in ~h. suaae~, ~ho baàdiag ot 

ire.s aad produo~io. ot trai~, blr4 and beast, ln aa oa-golag,eTola

il ••• ry develop.eA~ a.d grow~h. Tàe same prln.lple 1. observable lA 

the kiagdom ot aool.~y, w.ere the ~raa.o •• d.a~ God Is Imœaaen~lJ a~ 

work and reTeallag Hlms.lt 1. ~he attaira ot .ea ei~her tor guld .... 

or tor 3adgmea~. 

Ditter.ai lAterpretatl0.s have been plac.d o. the philosopA1oal 

arguments a4vaaoed i. Natur., Kaa .. d God. Whatever vlew Is aliima~elJ 

adop~.d a8 the most oorreot muai tate ia~o aoooua~ !.~lets 0 .. 

• siimat., whloh s~ates that he 1s se.klng to s.t torih a ~dial.o~loal 

~àelsa" and 1. doiag so is uader obligatl0. to Edward Calrd. Uader 

hls iatlue.ce àe a~rlves to develop a Goher •• t ead uaitled vie. ot 

the later-play ot tao~or. ia a real .orld. He aees iÀ. aaivers. as 

aD organio whole in an orderly arrangement ot l grades , ot realliy 

'oTeloping s.d RarolÀlag as dynamlc pro.ess. The lewer grades glTe 

rlse to the Algher, bui are not able to accouni tor i •••• 'Kiadt 

appeara a8 orgasi. to the .orld, but oaaaot be a.oouat •• tor exeept 

1. reterenoe to Kiad itselt, aad 80 the emplri.iat ".17a18 ot the 

real world ot eommOA .ens. aRd a.tual experienoe le.ds io the tirai 

dlal •• iieal tr .. ai~loa. Upo •• xaml.a~10. ot Kl.d whloh -appears' sa' 

1~. Tariou. acilTiil.s •• tlad that ml.d la .o~ .erely ~àe priA.lple 

ot !am ...... , or tmm .... ilJ preseni .. ~ orgaal0 io ~he world, ba~ ot 

l~a very aature la aA evideaoe ot P.r.o.all~1. Siaoe a Perao. 'traa

.... da· hls aotlvlty or .re.~lvliy, as aa .r~is~ io hi. plo~ur. or 
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am author to his play, so we are led to the secoad dialeotiaal traa

aitioa whioh demaads that Kiad be ooasidered 8S !raascendeat. But 

Mlnd i. aot oaly or wÀolll traasoendent; ia a very re.l way it i. 

immaaeat to the world &ad makes itaelt kaowa to other ti_ite aiada. 

fh1. la itselt woUld be eaough to establi.h a theiati. eoaoluai9a, 

but tiait. mi.ds are ooatromted bl evil aad thi. taot threatems to 

destroy &Dy theiatie hypothesis whioh seek. to develop a .etaph1aioal 

view of the Universe as the expression ot Purposive Will. It woul4 

iadeed destrol that .,pothesia it it oould aot be .ho .. that ETil 

itselt may be aubservient to that Purpose,- &ad it aot oa17 caa, but 

is ShOWA to be 80, wader the aagi. ot Love whieh both utilis.s s_d 

ovaroomes Evil. This i8 the third dial.otioal traftsitioa aud els.wher. 

!emple quotes sad e_larges upon Dean Iage to establish his positioa: 

"It • Divine Beiag ohose to b.oome iRearaata tor the sake ot siAaers. 

it ia impossible to regard our earthlJ liv.s .itber a. a. uaworth1 

ohoioe or a. a puaisàrlel!l.t. Tuy are rather the Ile ... Dy whioh Divae 

love may be brought down iato an imperreot world, 8S the rest ot 

mature is the means by whieh the wiadom and beauty or the DiviBe miai 

are made manitest".(21). But th. 'bare' existence ot &aythiag has 

only relative meaniag: 'value' is prior to exlstence, and re.litl 

ooaaista ot existenoe plus value. Kan is a ohellioal oompouad, a bio

logioal orgaaism, aad a living miad or spirit. Spirit arl.e •• ith 

the organism and expresses ita aupariority over matter by eoatrolliag 

it. la this relation ot spirit to matter we observe the saae relat

ioaaàip ot eteraity to history. The uaiverse la •• orameatal ia its 

mature ud sGope ud is groWlded ill a living God. Hwaan .sture, •• 

part ot the aatural ere.tive order, achieves lts destiay 1a aa 

eternal aoolety ot spirits alao as the expreslioa ot the will ot God. 
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.tio. ot the Supreme R •• lity ot .aion ita priaoiplea are .. iadiaai

ioa. TAis ia the tourih and tinal dialeoiie.l iraasiiioa: .. d .0 the 

Iacarnatioa. with all ihat 1t eaiaila, beeo.es a aeeesaar7 part ot 

ihe oa-goiAg arder. Ii ia aat aa iàoQgh we had a aeparate metapaysio. 

a separate co.mie order, and ihe. the Iaoaraatioa as &ft ad~Q&oi. or 

ta additioa io the aatural, oa-goiag, ai.iorieal proeeas: it i. pari 

aad parcel ot that proo.ss. Temple insists upon plaoiag the Iaoar.a

tioa rirmlr i. the general or der aaQ nature ot dyaam1e pro.ess: the 

ooaaio order d •• aads a speoitie Revelatio.; and ao a Cariato-oeatric 

metaphJsio is the oa17 one whioh will supp17 a sstiar.otory explaa

atioa ot the Univerae. 

Thia vie. ot the world aa a dy.amio, cOBatitati.e, org .. ic or der 

waa suca ror Temple th.t it 'beàoo.ed t Cariat to enter lato it .. d 

e.eA to 'aatter l tor 1ta re4empiioa. It 1a the oo.i~ ot Cari.i whicA 

briaga ii to truition .. d wh10à will De ita tiasl oreatioa. làat ••• r 

.ie •• ., be tak •• ot the 4ittereaoe betw.en C .. O& Rave. &ad fe.ple 

0& the .xplaaatioa ot the grou.d ot the Uaiverae 1a teraa ot 10 •• or 

Will, the tormer i8 e8ae.tially 1& agreement wiiA femple' •• etapàya1ea 

.hen he atates in his reoent Gittord Leotures tÀat Wt.eolo8~ r1gatlJ 

uaderatood muat always testity to the essential ho11.tio .. d persoa

al eàaraoter ot the ~1verae aa .aa peroeives it - taat it 1a 1a4eed 

a eoamo.".(22). The ide. or a my.terioua, .we-i •• piriag .etap~aia 

eaters into Temple'a deaoriptions and di.ouasioaa or world tragedy. 

(23). God 18 aormally the power ihat ooatrola the waiverae aad exer

eises that ooatrol in rigàteou8Aeas. Kodern, thoughttul people aa a 

rule uaderatand wbat ihe word God me .. a, ~ut iheir quest10a 1a one 

as tO wheiher ihere ia say reality correapoAdiag to the word. fe.ple 
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.. swers the qnestioI by aaying that _e cannot aAy longer he.itate ia 

anppoaiag that behiad the world ot nature aa we kaow it there ia a 

gnidiag power at work correapoading with sad akiA to our owa minds 

and &~idad by similar principles. To regard reality in any otker light 

wonld be to tlannt reaSOI aAd the lawi ot the ~iTerle discoTerable 

by science. 

Raman .ature arises i. this .orld ot nature, b~t we are creaturea 

who are able ia lome mealure Aot oIly to understand it b~t te master 

it: theretora hwœan beings exhibit a pri.oiple whioh is luperior to 

aIl the Tastaels ot the RAiverae. This prtaoiple ot persoIality i8 

what marks men ott trom the rest ot .ature aad tits them tor member

ship in society al chil4ren ot God'a Kiagdom. Everything whioh te.da 

to briag .boni diTilions or dilnnity in that society is sin agaiast 

God •• ben ha was iATited to the Headœastership at Repion, Temple 

iatormed the Governors that he thought the Publio Sohaola see.ed to 

aec.atnate olass-diviaions and he hoped to deviae a aystem -h1eh 

wonld aboliah th.m. To.ards the end ot his life he said that it waa 

a terrible shame that a Churchmaa .hould haTe to be 1R a posiiio. 

where he would have to say about another Christian that he was Aot 

"ia COMmaaion with hi.". Staoe mind emargea ont ot nature, .. ~ there 

appears every reason to conaider hnmaa nature as uader G~ligation to 

the whola ot .ature, then it tollo.s that th.re CaR be AO limita let 

to mania obligations to the God of that nature. la the natural order 

_e discover the pnrpose ot God. The commission to th. Churoh waa to 

oarry ont the purpoae ot God. God made the Univerae, awa sad plaaeta, 

aolecules aad atoms, preeisely tor the same purpose - that th8y migàt 

obey Hls Will. Tka purpoae ot God iI creatio. was meniteated ta ~ •• ua 

Christ, an. ia to be aocompliahed through the Churoh, the Soeietl ot 
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tree splrl~s. 

B~~ the order ot ~h. world la aB .ternal order. Pàl1oaopày i. 

baset b7 th. 1.a~p.rable dltticnl~y ot trying to aooount tor a 

'beginaing' and an 'e.d', wkereas Intinlt~de involve •• either b.gia

.ing nor end. WAen •• thiak ot 'en4a t it la .eo.a.ary to remember 

that the world has had maay tends' in the Hew Tastaaeat sen.e ot 

"the .nd ot the age~; thera was, tor example, sa •• d ot the ... leat 

world, &Rd aa end ot the .. dlaeval world. Bnt there muat be aa ead 

to _usa. hisiory, and the end will be the tiDsll1 and tully eatab

lished Kiagdom ot God. 'The Kiagdom ot Gad will come wh •• men oOAdnei 

Hlatory aa oitizens ot Eternit7 1 .(24). We are already rea1ia1Rg our 

oitlsenship ln that Klngdom, but man'a citlzeDSAip la alwsya io be 

tORnd iR 8 I.e. oreatioR'; bis oitizenship la iD Besvea, aad tor that 

the Resurreotion is needed to ooater upoa hlm the qua1iiies wkioh 

tit him tor Immortality. 

(0) The Wor1d Or4.r.(25). 

From suoh a vle. ot the Univerae iaterpreted i. terms ot an 

eteraal, creatlve, SAd ooamio order, it tol10ws 10gios111 that 

femple's metapàysie oould aot ioleraie aD7 dootrine ot 'ex.luaive.e •• ', 

Theretore the oommand ot Jesns to Hla Charoh to 'go iato ~ the 

wor1d and make disciples ot everi oreature' mnst be takea quit. lit

.rally; tor the Kiagdom ot God, thongh aotnally present aad ooast .. t17 

ooaiag, will aot be tu1ly re.li •• d wntil every member ot tbe world 

order has beoome a ciiizen ot ihe '.lvitas' whioh oomes do .. out ot 

heaven. Tbe goal ot sooiety is toial membership ia the sooiety whloh 

i8 Carlat's Body. Everything .hioh hinders or prevents tbis 18 enmit7 

against God, aad .hen Christians allow ii or oontrlbnte to It tk.y 

are atultitying the parpose ot God tor His world which 1a univeraa1 
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good.ill in a Kiagdom of ' •• ds' or Commonwealth of Val~ •• It •• aak 

.hy It Is that Aatlons or sooieties fail to order their eoaduet in 

accordance .ith eternal priaoiples. the answ.r ia thst the1 haye BO 

coaduct apart from that of their individual oitize.s. Hatioas aDd 

states have no orgaas ot oAoloe or p~pose other than the wll1s ot 

the ladlvld~al citlzens. It Is the aelt-wl11 of the 1.dlvld~al 

oltlzen whioh b.comes the selt-wlll ot the Aatio. and acoouats tor 

laternatioAal di.oord &Rd .orl' oàaoa. 

The oa~. ot responslbllity aad obllgatloa 18 thus placed oa the 

1.dlvldl1al. When the interest ot the state la placed over agal.st 

the later.st ot the 1.dlvldual, or vl0. versa •• e tiAd an uabalaAoed 

arrangement ot socl.ty. The atat. and the individ~al have mut~al 

obligations to _aoà other, aad obligations b.,ond elther tor the 

.elfare ot the whole. Slace aIl men are ohl1dren of ODe Father, 

apparent ditterences ot quality or capacity are WRimportaat. la the 

sight ot GOd, all are .qual. Tàer. ~s no good p~poae to be aerved 

bl allo.lag the kind ot aoclety .her. some may haY. tull opportunity 

tor the d.Telopment ot their capaoltles in treely-ohoaen oocapatloDs. 

whlle others are oonflned to a .tunted tora ot exlateace .ith RO 

m.aas of choloe or taol1ities to enable them to achieve thelr God

glTen destl~. fhe 'aiR ot the world' la the aocumulat.d 8la ot the 

iadividual members; Its Oal188 18 selflshD.ess. ud Ita cure la Love. 

God oauses the rein to tall and the su to ahla. a. aalat ud s1Jul.r 

alio. oa • the jl18t uel "he unjl18t'. ud m.n shou14 tr.at othera .ith 

the same Impartl.litr. Thls ls the 'oharity' wà1ch. like justice. 

ahould preTall 1. the oOUDal1. ot men &Ad operate in tàeir à •• rta 

&ad wliis. Theretore member. ot the ChAroh .hould aot belong to It 

tor .bat they OaD set out ot thls world or any other world, but 1. 
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or der that they may teks their fnll ahare in the tnltilment ot God's 

p~po.e ia the world sAd beyond it. 

The pnrpose of the InoaraatioA. whick was sa evemt ia the histor

ioal world proc_ss. waa that Jea~a ahould be the embodiment ot th8 

priBoiple ot love wàioh oreated &ad s~staina tà. world; tàat He 

shonld reveal it in storm iatelligible to men and women &Rd gather 

iogether a tellowship ot thoae who respoaded to that .ppeal a. a 

Auolena of the waiveraal tellowsàip of love and the obiet a.ana to 

its establiahment. BeGauae ot the rise of societi.s whioh are aat.g

oaiatic to 880h other. the 'astaral arder' of God's worlà is 'out of 

joint'. so to speak; it ia sutteriAg from a 'dislooatica' ot the 

strQotare ot lite, and this can oall be put rigàt by some power w.ick 

traasoeAda temporal power. In the oreative world ot Gad'. aotivity 

w. are led to aee that power is snbservi.at to loye, aad t •• hope ot 

aa iat.rDational world order whioh will b. aa expressioa ot a realis

able Aiagdom ot love is seen ia the t.ot ot Christ.Adom. Bere ••• aIl 

the Tarions braAches ot the true Vine are brought togeth.r and bear 

trni~ th.re will evolve aa ordered society which will unite the 

KlAgdoms ot the world iAtO the 'K1ngdom ot God aad of His Christ'. 

Her., too, will be a realisation of the tact whioh the religions 

senias ot the Old Testaaeat liebr.wa toreaaw aRd proolaimed: that the 

o •• , right.ous, almighty God ia KIAg ot the world. Fiaalll,here wl1l 

be .e.a at work the priaoiplea ot immanenoe and tr ..... ndeao. whlch 

are 1aàereAt lA the ooncept ot persoaality and reqnlred ia a ••• iety 

ot peraons Qaiied in a Commonwealth ow1mg ita allegianoe to one Klag. 

KeD are ua~ally led astray ia their thinkiag about the tuaotion 

ot a Kiagdom or th. 1.ws apoa whioh it operatea; &Ad they are turtàer 

lad astray by the 'aotions' ot th.lr relatioaahip to th. Klag. Thua 
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men uaaal17 thiAk ot the Divia. Fatherhood ia terms ot .bat good 

thiaga the all-loviag Fath.r 0&&, aRd doe., auppl1 tor ta.m. Je.us 

teaoà.a that w. ahould thiak Gt the FatherAood ot God tirst ead 

toremost in terms ot ohildrea ia a tamily relatioa.hip. ra dolas SO, 

He admit. the divi •• origia ot the law, but pro.aeda to rewrite the 

law: 'It was said by them ot old time, but 1 say uato 10U'.(26).TAia, 

as femple points out, waa a divi •• tuactioa; DO oae ela •• ay do ii, 

except God. In that Jesus declarad His Kiagaaip; ~ut Be alao deolared 

that the one priaciple UpOA whioh the Kingdom ot God waa touadad, 

aad by whioh ii op.rates, is servioe. He i. a.oag.t people as th.ir 

'mini.ter', and He oalls others as 'trieAds' iato the tellowahip ot 

servioe. Gad worka i. the world like Jesas worka ia the Goapela, 

aloDg lines ot personal service. fke basia ot world order, theA, ia 

touad to be 'persoDal' aad is aupramely observable 1& the priaciple 

ot perso_al .ervice; tharetore it is a Soaial Order. 

(d) Tàe Sooial Order. 

Ta. word. 'order' and 'kiDgdom' must be repeated in aay att •• pt 

to explaia Temple'. metaphysio ot tae waiverae uatil the mere re.Rr

reaoe beoomea monotonous. They are eorr.lat •• , the oae to the other, 

&ad he iasiats upoa a reiteraace ot the importaaoe be.au.e the 'K1ag

•••• ot God must b. aa 'ordered' Kiagdo., otherwi.e it woald ~e aa 

.. arc., and existe.oe would be .keer abaGa. Ooupled with Te.ple's 

ia.i.teBoe upoa the need torl.eetag ihiaga who le , i8 hi. La.tate.o. 

~po. the aeGOssttf tor per.oaal taith 1& Gad &ad the aeo.ptaaoe ot 

Ohriat tor the aohiev.ment ot the goal ot individusl sad eorporate 

personalities. Tha ' ground ot aIl that exista, if it i. to be uader

atood at aIl or have any meaaing for philosopby or theology,ia to be 



191. 

oomaldered in terms of ~lver8al wl1l, or good, or love, .kloh i8 

persoDal. Therefore he is adamaat ~ his denial of a statio 'absolut.' 

&ad i& his !asisteaoe QPon a dyaamio prooess ta tae re.li.ation ot 

wh10h aIl may sbar •• The KiBgdom i. God'.: it Is impos8ible to have 

God's KlagQom without God, so the tirst d~ty of the individusl ls 

loyalty to God. B~t d~ty always iavolves relatioa.; obligation ariae. 

in sooiety, and th~s the very nature of 'demooraoy' ia iAvolved in 

the oonoept of the Kingdom ot God. BQt neither th. Klngdom of God 

.or Demooraoy can rely oa the supposition ot 'a~tomatio progr.ss'. 

The m.thod ot 'advaDoe' ia that of 'Chriatian revolutioa', aad the 

CADrah beoomes ihe task force or '~' ot the Klagdom. But tài. 

d08S aot meaa that the CÀuroh must re.ort to militariatio me ... ; tàa 

' •• apoa' ot the Charoh is the Love ot God, the •• ord ot the Spirit. 

Every Christian muat be a ~oldier' ot Carist, but tirat ot aIl .e 

maat 'revoluiioalse' ais o.n lite aooordiag to the siandards ot 

Chriat and by aubmissioa to the oontrolling latluence and pow.r ot 

God's lad •• lliag Spirii. 

Kan, as a member of society, ha. basic Aeeda, but tk.se •• eda 

are aoi to be hia tirst care or oonoern. It ia becau.e .an has put 

ihese firsi that he has inverted th. natural order ot God &Ad ot 

sooiety. Whea we put selt, natio., olass, race or aDy worldl1-

preoooupation tirst we make the basia ot life materialiatio; but the 

basia ot lit. i8 Aot mat.rlalistic, it ia spiritual18tic. The Christ

lan muat recognise his national lOlalty, for ka is a .ational 

'produot' and owe8 a great deal to the nation; national allegianoe 

ia morally superior to olasa-loyalty, but absolute allegiance i8 due 

onry to God. The Christian muat seek tirat 'the KiBgdom ot God and 

Bis righteous.8sS', then aIl these other gitt. will be 'added' to hi •• 
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By laeekiRg' God's Ki-sdom, Temple doe. AOt mean 'lookiag' or 'loag_ 

iag' tor It even 1& the sease ot 'praylng' tor 1~; he .eaaa co

operatlag .1th God 1& order to malee it a reality. "The tarmer _ho 

cares for his land and aeglecta his prayer. is, as a tarmer, 00-

operatiag .i'th God; aad the farmer who says hia praler a ba.t aegleota 

his laad i8 failing, as a farmer, to oo-operate .ith God".(27).T •• ple 

•• at oa to say that it is a mistake to snppoa. that God ia ooacer.ed 

oaly, or e?eD chietly, .ith rellglon; ba.t of ooa.rse, he added, the 

tra.ly Christian tarmer wonld be interested in hls laad and prayer. 

aIllee. That la typ18al of femple ' 8 thonght. He did Ilot preach 

Utoplanism. From the ontaet, and aIl throagh to the end, ke maiAta1aed : 

taat there Is no 8a.oh thiag as a Chrlat1~ soclal ideal.(28).Chrlat

ianity otters aomethi-s far more pract1cal than a Utopian1am or a 

social Ideal: 1t otters at leaat toa.r principles .h1oh aay torm the 

base ot a resl, ta.ll-blooded, aormal lite ~Persoaality, Fellowship, 

Service and Sacritice. 

Whe. th.se prinoiples are aoted a.poa, society, both 1& its 

iadl?ida.al and oorporate aspects, reall.es its end wh10h 1a the 

achievemeat ot God's KiAgdom, tor the root ot aIl Chr1stian so010l08J 

lies in the Beiag ot God. Whether Temple i. thiaking ot polltlea, 

eooaomics, capitalism, labour, maa.sement. agr1culture, eda.catioa, 

a.t10Ralism, iateraationalism or oeoŒmenicity, he does so _ith the 

idea ot the Kingdom ot God 1. the baokgroa.n.d ot hia .ind. Eltàer God 

i8 Lord of aIl or He 18 not Lord at all; and it is impoasible to 

have the Kingdom ot God withoa.t God. In revd.wing the nata.re ot the 

stat. and its historioal development in his excellent treatise oa 

'Càristianity aad the State' Temple said that Plato was naqa.e.tion

ably r1ght in .alelng a d1atiaotion bet_ee. 'soG1ety' and 'state' sad 
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in hia iasistenae on the taot that a sooiety ia not a atat.; that 

it ia primarily ethical. aad then political; aad that .ven it ••• 

• are purely seltish by aatur •• sooiety wo~ld still oome iato etteot. 

Sooiety ia not a statio reality. it ia a politiaal sad spiritual 

growth. sad ther.tore eadowed with oapacities. Society ia the areA. 

where th. moral and spiritual deatiny ot zankind is .ronght out. 

Sooiety ia nothing at aIl exoept in respect to the iadividuals 

.hioh make it ~p. aad social tree-will is the sam. thiag aa indiTidual 

~ee-will. r.reed~ at its best i5 selt-oontrol. selt-determinatioa 

and selt-direction; but man is selt-centred by nature aad caa be 

oOŒnted on to abuse his treedom. Even selt-oontrol ia usuall1 

determined by selt-interest. But even it o~r care i8 for the Commoa

.ealth ot Valu •• the Commonwealth ot Natioas or the total good ot 

society as a whole in a world-wide tello.ship. that will be an interea 

ot th. selt far richar and greater than self-interest whioh is 

.ainly pre-ooc~pied .ith .ages and conditions ot labour. Theretore 

w. need a graded loyalty (oot 'loyalties'. tor easentiall1 it sho~ld 

be the same kind of loyalty) - tirst ot aIl to God and His Kingdom. 

then to the Churoh. next to the State. and lastly to our own elass 

or family. Abaolute loyalty ia d~e oaly to Qod; other forma ot 

loyalty are ooly relevant. 

Laws are aeeded in the state. but they are neoesaary not so mu oh 

to ourb the interest ot tAe iadivid~al as to enoourage and develop it. 

Lawa exiat to preserve and extend real treedoa. aad it does so by 

preventing the seltishness ot one trom destroying the treedom ot 

others. Theretore. 1aws e.iat to protect the individual'. purpos. ot 

rellowahip against being violated or destroyed by the same impulse 

whioh pro.otes it~ Laws. similarly. exist tor the developmeat and 
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general well-being. lt i5 high ~ime ~hat we exploded "the hoary 
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hoax" whiah dealares that it W8 want peaee _e should prepare tor war. 

It 'lie want peaee we should prepare fO'r peace, whiah 18 the sam. thlllg 

aa balng prepared to llve together as ehlldren ot God; tor peaee, 

llke plenty, ia the resnlt ot llTlng ln a right relatioBahip to God 

and wlth eaoh other. Bnt perteet treedom, either trom .ant or .ar, 

or in aay other torm cannot be achieved except through perte ct taith. 

Thus we canaot divorce thinking about the Soolal Order trom thinklng 

about oonversion or the power ot the grace of iod. Aa Temple 

repeatedly uses his three-told path of Goodaess, Beallty and Trllth 

to lead to his metaphysic of the Ualverse, ao he repeatedly r'etera 

to his fo~-fold principles of Personality, ~ello.ship, Service and 

Saorifioe as the means of developlng the Sooial Order into the 

Kin.gdom ot God. 

Nothing short of the love of God in Christ as it captivate. the 

individual consoience working upon men in society will frae man trom 

his self-oentredness which will other.ise vitiate his own lite and 

his contribution to the lite of society.(29). Is there any hope for 

the world that this may flnallY taks place? Temple answers: y8S, for 

it it la taith that wll1 save the world, then that talth must be 

rationally detensible and morally adequat.; but that requlrement ia 

8 taot, tor there is in society the Churoh expressly tounded by God 

and endowed with the power of His Holy Spirit for that very purpose. 

(~O). But the Churoh was intended by Jesus to be ~iversal, not 

merely local and denominatlonal. and despite views or opinions to the 

contrary and althollgh Chrlstianity i8 still in its infancy, we can 

observe the Church ~tolding as a world-wlde agency tor the aubjectioa 
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ot uaiversal order to GOdls Will. This ia the s~premely importaat 

taot whioh overrldes aIl dlvlsions and dlsnnity ot the Cbnroh. The 

Anglioaa8 went o~t to far-tl~ plaoes ot the world to cOATert people 

to God and make them Anglioans. the Baptists to make ihem Baptiats. 

the Presbyteriaas to make them Presbyterians. eto •• and we are now 

reaping the result which i8 not simply the addition ot more member8 

to the various Denomlnations. but the Oeowœeaical Churoh. fhe 

Oecumenioal MovemeAt or modern times attorda the hope ot a world 

gathered at last ioto the aniversal tellowship ot the Klngdom ot Gad. 

~hs iospel ot the Churoh provides what the world needs. whiah 

i8 not _arely a dootrine ot the ratioaality ot the waiverse but the 

development ot cOAditions wnder whioh _. may reaah a spiritual world. 

In that type ot lite. law beoomes subservient to the spirit. Wh.ft 

one of the two brothers came to Jesus and asked Hlm to Bet as aa 

arbiter and deoide over the dispute which had arisen over their 

iAheritanoe. He did something far batter than giving a partionlar 

deoision - He pointed to a condition ot life ln whioh snch disputes 

would not arise. ~he Divine constralnt ot Christian Missions is the 

method and means whlch .od uses for reachlng and perteoting the 

iadividual members of society. God ls al_aY8 reigning in His world 

and He will stop at nothing. provided It be in aooordanoe wlth His 

own aatnre as a Baing of Love. until men aoknowledge His nniversal 

sovereigat.y. Bls respect tor personality bro~ght Christ to the Cross, 

and the Cross beoame the tbrone ot Bls glory.(3l). National ambitio. 

and ecclesiastical pride and prejudice made the Croas neoessaryj 

these.like aIl other elements ot human nature whioh hinder the 

coming ot GOdls Kingdom ot Universel Love. do not exist as abstract

tons but arise in human hearts and wills. T~s Temple arrives at his 
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assertion that the predominant need of the world ls evangelism. What 

the world needs most of aIl is what the individaal also stands most 

in n.ad of, namely, release trom tr~station SAd futl1ity, and this 

caa only ba to~d in oomplete s~b.issioa sad sarreader of the 

iadi~idual will to God's Will. Tke appeal, then , is to the individ~al. 

80 that as selt-determining he œay beoome God-determined, and thi. 

is the sole oondition for nniversal harmony wlthia the sooiety ot 

spirits whioh sake ap the Klagdom ot God. But, as Temple saw, this 

perfeotion is only realisable 'in part' in the temporal realm; 

althongh the Klngdom of God i8 a preseat faot, it is an on-going 

reality, and is al-aye ·oomins'. We oannot hope to see the Klngdom of 

God established in its perfeotion in this mortal life; that belonga 

to eternity, and the oonoept of Lœmortality i8 involved in the very 

aat~e ot the Klngdom; b~t man's dut y, insofar as he is a member of 

that Klngdom, is to do aIl in his power to make human history a 

movement in the direotion of that eternal goal.There oan be no 

unemployment in God's Kingdom: 'Ml Yathar worketh hltherto, and l 

work': man has bis being in a Sooial Order for oo-operation with God 

in the Eternal Order ot His Kingdom. 
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IX. Smamary aad ReTie ... 

~emp1e'& Position. 

Ii Àas a1way& ~e •• àlttiou1t tor oommentators a.4 oriiloa io 

'plaoe' William Temple _lthin aay ot the tradltloaa1 'Slsiema' ot 

phl1osopb1c •• deavoRr, and the student la al-a18 presented wlth ihe 

probl •• ot havlng to deolde '.here h. stands' iA the great stream 

ot philosophieal and theologlcal oulture. a. has be •• claised by 

llberals and oatholioa alike in the Christlan tradition, has bee. 

hailed as both an ideallst and realist iA the fleld ot pàilosophy, 

and Aas been 1abelled as both a oonservative and a retormer 1a hl. 

social out look. The trutb ot tàe matter la that he commaada sucÀ 

a central plaoe la the broad ~ield of Th.ism iàat ii la hardly 

possible io 1 caiegorise' hirl. Wàe. he ls reterred ta as a Platonlai .. 

ih. approprlate ratori 18 to as. one of ~emplels O_A phrases in 

aas.ering: 'Yea; aad ho. auch aore'. When it la sald ihat he waa a 

"aocialist". ii becosee Decesaary to point out ihat thls ia a 

'misnomer'; tor he remained 101al to the greai iradiiioB ot 

Chrlstiaa orthodoxy aAd applied ii io the on-going world ot hia 

iime. iB.iating that 'th.re i& no aRoh thing aa 8 Ohristian Sooial 

Gospel' but ihat Ohristianity points to a 'state' ot being where 

its priaciples beoome applicable to &Ay given siiuation. fheI 

peop1e are datarmined to calI him 'modera' .. it ls neeessary to 

recall that he has his esseniial roots ia the pest - in the great 

sources ot basic eontribution to be tound in Hebre. tho~hi aad 

experleace, in ~reek oulture and philosophy. in prlmitive 

Christianity. and resides in the historiaal Qev8lopment.ot thes •• 

Wh •• lt la clalmed thai he tallows too m~ah to the materialists', ii 



200. 

is &gain only neoessary to point o~t that tha golden-tbread 0108e

biading aIl Ais theology ia the endesToQr to maintain a prepoaderanoe 

ot the spiritnal. If it .ere possible to make a olaim or s~pply a 

desoription tor Temple whioh wo~ld be more applioable than sAy other 

w. sho~ld have to oall him S great Christian Platoaist, and even tàe. 

we shonld not have ~sed an epithet whioh wo~ld oapt~re the miAd of 

Temple or determine his entire oontrib~tioa. AlI ot this points to 

the taot that Temple retains a oentral position among the oontrib

~tors ot Christian theology ot the present oeninry; indeed, that he 

is the most important single tignre in the English-speaking world ot 

oontemporary philosophy ot religion. 

This olaia oan easily be 8nbst~tiat.d on the basia ot his 

oomprehensiveness and power ot statement, tor both of whioh he staRda 

.itho~t a peer. He was endowad with an immensity and variety ot 

talents, and will go down in the history ot theologioal thonght as 

he wa"s mo_n by his oontemporaries as a man ot intellectual genills, 

gitted .iih an amazingly retentive memory, possessing the art ot 

assimilation and a olarity of iaaight whioh oan best be deacribed aa 

a 'prophetio sense'; aIl of whioh was enhanoed by a oolonrtnl iœagery 

whioh oharaoterised itselt in a foroetlllness ot preaeniatioA both in 

the spoken and th. writteA word. Muoh ot his oontribntioa cames to 

ilS trom his own mo~th b~t throngh the pen of others, tor h& was able 

"to apeak pamphlets" and his ntteranoes were preserved by 'steao

grapàers' who 'took down' what they heard. The bibliography at the 

eAd ot this thesis is snffiaient to indioste the variety ot topies 

to whioh Temple gave his attention. and it oan trllly be saià that 

there was soaroely a subjeoi in the sphere ot philoaophy aad theology 

on which he bas not to~ched. Bnt he not only touched oa them, he 
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enhanced and enriched them as he reconstitŒted their main tenets and 

presented them in a torm eq~ally intelligible and acceptable to the 

modern mind. 

In this comprehensiveness Temple remains ~iq~e. There were, ot 

co~se, others ot his own contemporaries who made an o~tstanding 

contrib~tion to the theological thought of the English-speaking .orld~ 

b~t these can, as William Temple oannot, be pIaoed .ithin a oertain 

traœe-work or category. Th~s, Dean Inge made an iapressive conirib

Œtion to Christian mysticism; W.R.Matthews gave a modern interpret

stion of and made an original oontribŒtion to the Dootrine ot God; 

while both A.B.Taylor and Professor Sorley have made a uniqŒe 

oontrib~tion to the stŒdy ot ethics. BŒt Temple's contrib~tion was 

tar wider; he dealt .ith the overall oontrib~tion of Christianity, 

demonstrating q~ite s~ccessrŒlly and with amazing resnlts that the 

Christian faith has a olaim ~pon rational men and that it has some

thing important to say abc~t the complex problems of modern society. 

He was able to rescue the truth of Christianity fromthe realm ot 

abstract doctrine and gave theology and philosophy an ~portant plaoe 

as he brought them into actual contact with everyday human lite. 

Significance. 

In a very real sense the student is not presented .ith the prob-

lem ot relating Temple to his times: he has done that for himself~ 

tor he stands as a powerfnl personality in the predominant role ot 

a pioneer, not in any sense ot alootness but as Plato's 'philosopher 

king' who ia enabled to penetrate to the very heart of reality on 

the level ot his contemporarles in the stream of the on-going pro cess 

ot life. Because of his intellectual power he was able to develop 

the truths or a Chris~ian philosophy of life in such a coherent whole 
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as to give it a oentral plaoe along with ethias. Even in the field 

of ethios itself he made a signifiaant oontributioa whieh wins for 

him a fnll elaim ta the title of 'moralist'. The faot that no siagle 

epithet is ta band tor desoribing the signitioanoe ot Temple's 

aontributioA ta philosophieal theology points still turther to his 

comprehensiveness and adds ta his uniqueness as a thinker. tor .e 

oannot oomprehend him ia a ward. 

It may be objeoted that Temple was not an original thinker and 

that he gave us no !!!!. • dootrine 1. l'here is a great deal of truth iD 

that statement. and yet it adds ta his greatn.ss. tor it shows 

indubitably that he was related ta his times and may tnrther indioate 

a signitioanoe whloh is destin.d ta establish for him a permallenoe 

as a thinker. Very often w. are tempted to the view that great 

thinkers suoh as Plato were 'original' in the sense that they 'in

vented' their doctrines. We n.ed to remind onrselves that not even 

Plato developed his dootrines lout ot nothing l and that he dld not 

pluok his theories ~out of the air'. sa ta speak. It aeeded a great 

desl ot Pythagorean matha.aties and Sooratio ethios to go i.to the 

making ot .hat .e know as Platonism. It ia similarly the oase .lih 

Temple. If it may be olaimed that he exaels ln aay one partioular 

aooomplishmeat more than in others. then it is surely in the oom

prehensive and ooherent 'synthesia' whioh finds its expression 

ohietly. though Aot solely. in Batnre. Man and Gad, • work whien 

diaplays the exoellenoe ot his mind, the or1g1nality ot his thlnking. 

and orowns aIl his philosophio endeavonr .ith glorlous aohievement. 

Ta say this ia not ta diminish or ta detraot from the glory of bis 

other works; there are Many who would pre fer Christus Veritas or 

Mens Creatrix or Readings in St.John's Gospel •• hile some may preter 
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o.e of his delightfnl yet smaller or miRor books. Here, too, there 

is a striking resemblance with the philosopher for whom he expressed 

his preferenoe. To mention Plato is to conjnre np in peopl.'s mi.da 

the image of the Repnblic, while on reflection there comes to mind 

a remembrance of some of hi. other great works such as the Phaedo. 

Timaens, or the Laws, or some other eqnally distinctive contribution. 

Those who remember Temple lin the flesh' or know him only by his 

_ritings, are apt to recall upon the mention of his name the great 

achievement he accomplished for his own Commnnion, or for the 

'Universal Chnrch' t or his aohievements toward sooial benefits and 

the amelioration of poverty and distress, _hile the philosopher is 

apt to think first of what he himself called his 'Dialectical 

Reali.m'; but aIl will, npon reflection. remember his eqnally worth

while contrlbntion in other spheres of actiTity. He can only be fnlly 

kaown and appreciated as one grasps the entirety of his ontreach and 

Interpretation in the all-inclnsiveness ot his scope and contribntioA. 

tor _hich no better word seems to suffice than that ot 'ay.th.sis'. 

And. here he stands nniquely slone. It is possible to take Plato's 

contribution and label it 'Platonism'; it is possible to take the 

oontribution ot Aristotle and calI it 'Aristotelianism', .hereas 

Temple's comprehensive a_eep deties any attempt at being reduoed to 

a aingle epithet. 

When it is alleged that Temple contributed no a!! 'doctrine', •• 

zay still claim the same originality for him as for other 'masters' 

in their field; nor need we oontine onr 'parallel' reterences to the 

masters of the past. He stan~s on a par with snch contemporaries as 

Eddington and Jeans or Toynbee. Wbat EddiAgtoa and Jeans did for 

soienoe and Toynbee ls still dolng for history in presentlng these 
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in their 'oomprehensive wholeness', so Temple did tor theology in 

his 'aynthesis'; and, in doing so, he commands the same claim to 

originality and novelty ot treatment. In the development ot his 

synthesis Temple drew trom the oontributors ot the past and the best 

in modern 'trends', and in so doing he made a distinotive oontrib~t

ion to philosophioal theology. 

Temple's Contribution. 

Temple's distinctive contribution resides in the taot that while 

developing his syntheaia he reconstituted at least tive 'dootrines' 

of philosophical theism and presented them with a treshness ot appeal 

and a cogency whioh gives them added vigour. They are, as we have 

seen, the 'doctrines' ot Resson, Value, Revelation, Nature of Man, 

and Klngdom ot God. Rightly nnderstood his theology is a re-atatement 

ot Christi8A 'orthodoxy' (or, it preterable, ot orthodox Christian 

theism) retold in the language ot modern parlanoe and releyant to 

the needa ot his own day. Be antered into a world ot 'tension', and 

.hereas others tried to bring about an 'unholy allianoe' of scienoe 

and religioa he stated the positioA ot the Christian taith 80 cl.arly 

as to show, while not using the terms himselt, that there is a 

'scienoe of religion' and aven a 'religion ot soienoe' whioh zay work 

side by side in an on-going process ot reality. He took the 8oientitio 

oonoept ot evolution &Ad wove it into the very tabrio of the Christ

iaD truth thereby showing the nature ot reality to be that ot a 

creatiTe, dynamio, spiritual prooess. In bis endeavour he may also 

be said to have added to the conoept ot 'time' by ahowing the Inter

penetration ot time and eternity as neoessary oorrelates to eaoh 

other. In his treatment ot the perennial oontroversy ot 'natural' 

and 'rev8aled' religion he declared that both are indeed revelations 
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ot One TrŒth. He introdnced value-jŒdgments into the disCŒssion of 

the problems of theology and demonstrated the tact that Mind as 

Purposive is basic to the Œndersianding aad appreciation of the 

nature of reality. This led him to make a oontribŒtion to ihe ancl.At 

problem .hioh has persisied do.n throŒgh ihe ages in philosophio 

thoaght of 'the One and ihe Many'. and he demonstraied talrly oon

clusively ihai the plurality of exisience can only be undersiood as 

it resolves itself into the natŒre of Personality. In aooomplishing 

aIl ihis Temple creaied the impression that theology can only be 

presenied. at least at iis best. in a philosophio mode, and ihai 

philo8ophy is as dry as bones unless it be developed along ihe lines 

of theology; thŒs he came nearer ihan anJ other ot his predecessors 

in hi. o.n field to aohieving a resl "meeting polat" for philosoph1 

and theology. and if he failed in the final achievement of doing so 

he at leaat came nearer to establishing a reooncilation in the 

hoaiile oamps by sho.ing ihat ihe 'tension' bet_een the i_o is 

'.holesome'. One obvioŒS example of this is to be seen in the reourr

ing controversy bet.een ethios and theology. In his insistence upoa 

'seeing things whole' he propoŒnds a view of the tinal reality of 

the .orld as a Sooiety of Spiriis or Commonwealth of ValŒe as a 

dynamic process ioto whioh we may aIl be caŒght up. "This ethical 

religioŒs faith was the aapect of his philosophy with which Temple 

_aa able to inspire people's immagination. and it was ihe secret of 

his moral leadership. It .onld sŒrely stand even if a good deal of 
1. 

his systematio metaphysios were to be re-thoŒght". 'Systematio' ia 

not usually the ward Œsed to describe Temple's oontribution. bŒt he 

bas surely produced a schema of systemaiic theology approaohing ihe 

1. 
Dorothy Emmet: William Temple: Iremonger, p.o37. 
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Summa of Aq~inas whioh he regarded as the a~preme need ot our iime. 

Critique: Minor Criiioisms and Drawbaoks. 

Temple's modesty did noi permit him to make any olaim to produo

iag an elaborate 'sysiem' ot philosophioal iheology, and bis main 

8ndeavo~ oonsiated ia trying to stim~late others thinking in the 

right direoiion of formulating an answer to ihe problems which con

fronted the world ot his day. Whan his contribution ia observed in 

reirospeot it is not only seen io be immense but remaina UAassailable 

from the point of view ot the theist. lt was entirely ooherent,well

balanoed and written with a oogenoy ot thought that gives it a 

preponderanoe in the field of theologioal tho~ght of the twentieth 

oentury. Therefore any 'oritiqne ' mnst of neoessity be a balanoed 

oritique, and oo~ld in no wise be a matter of fault-finding. 

Minor Critioisms. 

But Temple Was not regarded as a demigod in any sense of the 

word or in any sphere, and critioal voioes were raised againat him 

aven in his own Commnnion. He has not passed without oritioiam; 

nevertheless, as will be presently shown, the oritioisme did not seem 

to be very weIl to~ded. Three minor 'fla.s' or inadequaoies oan, ot 

oo~se, be deteoted, bnt these are inoonsequential to his main argu

ment and are on suoh a minor note as to constit~te no real threat to 

his theism. The oharge of repetitiveneas oannot be regarded as a 

major fault. Anyone who examines Temple oaretnlly tinds that he 

repeats himselt, bnt if he is still caref~l to observe closely enough 

he will find that the repetitions add to the dignity of his contrib

ntion rather than diminish from its charm. Temple is one of those 

masters, and they are relatively fe., for whom it beoame a neoessary 
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fault to reiterate sinoe so Many of the things he said .ere worth 

saying twioe. A similar verdiot has to be rendered .hen he is oharged 

with 'd~oonsistenoies'. Referanoe haB already been made to the 

immensity of his oontribution. His mind was so great that it did not 

even oontemplate any neat formula to fit every situation. This is 

partioularly true with regard to his attitude to war. His oontributioa 

to the solution ot this great problem was unique and he faoed boldly 

and resolutely the demanda which any consideration of its many 

ramifications make on the teacher of ethics. Problems of suoh major 

proportions do not admit of any oeat formula and where Temple did 

propose solutions he was consequently led into inoonsistenoies. But 

it must be observed that his 'demands' have led the nations (whom, 

inoidentally, he insisted must be treated as Persons) oloser to a 

realisabla Ideal; and it was largely due to his personal initiative 

and selflessness as he beaame passionately devoted to this Ideal 

whiah brought into being the World Counail of Churohes in the great 

trend ot 'oeoumenioity' whioh may yet be the harbinger and means of 

bringing the nations ~iAto the way of peaoe~. Men have deteoted a 

similar'inadequacy' with regard to Temple's teaohings on divoroe. 

Here, again, the problem was a grave one and it was inevitably 

impossible to set forth any neat formula whioh would tak. oare ot 

every given situation. It must be said in aIl tairness that Temple 

led his own Communion in an alI-out oampaign against any lo.ering of 

moral standards, espeoially in matters of sex. Perhaps he was at 

fault in not deolaring a more deoisive stand on the question ot 

re-marriage, but it is doubtful as to whether he oould have sa id 

anything that would have appeased parties who .ere ranged on opposite 

sides of a raging dispute. Rad he adopted a more restricted and 
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oonservative attitQde or taken a more liberal view in a 'modern' 

sooiety with its changing moral cQstoms, he WOQld have oertainly 

lowered his own prestige and impaired the scope of his trasted 

lea4ership. After aIl he was the Arohbishop of a great Cha.rch and 

could not utter an individa.al opinion; on SQch matters he had to 

speak "the Toioe of the Chnroh" and ooa.ld not SOQQd a trwœpet with 

any nnclear or Qncertaia note. If here, as else.her., he is sQrronnd

ed by shadows, they are shado.s whioh are cast by the shining or 8 

great light. 

It was perhaps because Temple did not consider himself an 

original thinker that he did not attempt to formQlate any ne. dootr

ine. He exeroised a stewardship beyond the attainment of Most men 

and the essential quality of the steward ls that "he should be tOQAd 

taithful". The faot that he did not state any new dootrine ia there

tore a tribQte to his fidelity. Moreover. there ls no novelty in 

revelation; the essential featnre of revelation, from man's side, ia 

its reoeption, and so Temple presents QS .ith the anolent dootrines 

of Christian theism re-examined and re-expressed. In 8 sense,Templels 

defects are almost tributes io his greatness, bl1i there are certain 

drawbacks which should be oonsidered. 

Drawbaoks. 

The first seriol1S drawbaok whioh becomes apparent upon an exam

ination of Temple la that he had no 'doctrine of Sorlpta.re t
• ThIs 

indeed is very ma.oh to be regretied, and It ia impossible to sa.rmlse 

that Temple regarded the Holy Sorlptnres as sa.pplying their o.n doo

trine. He was too weIl aware of the nature end oontroversy of 'doc

trine l tor that. This is not io impli that Temple had nothing to say 

aboa.t the Scripta.res. His referenoes to the Soriptnres are by no m •• as 



20~. 

oopions, although he did draw fairly liberally from them to elucidate 

many ot his points. When he did so he exhibited an amazing insight 

and a clarity of eluoidation, and th. reader teels that he has choseA 

aptly, and expressed himself weIl, and without waste ot either 

sUbjeot-matter or spaoe. Oooaaionally the soholar of the Old Testam

eAt comes aoross an item ot ma~or importanoe suoh 8S the laying down 

of regulations governing propheoy in Deuteronomy only ta obserTe 

that Temple referred to it in a casual manner as though it •• re 

oommonly known, at the same time plaoing it in snoh a oontext as to 

giva it fresh meaning; or, he tinds the .hole historioal trend and 

unique development ot the Hebrew prophets giTen suocinctl1 in a par

agraph or t.o and stated in suoh a way that the uninittà~e in Old 

Testameat problems may easily graap and appreciate it; or, again, he 

tinds the challenging statement that if one human agent could in any 

way be said to have tounded the Ghuroh, that man was Abraham, thus 

adding an important presentment to the Old Testament dootrine ot 

'Eleotion'. Temple regarded the religious genius ot the Hebrew people, 

along with ~reek philosophy and the Roman gift for law, as basic 

among the oontributing torces whioh shaped Western CiTilisation and 

indeed the history of the warId. Additional instanoes could be ciied 

tram his writings to show his unique grasp ot the content and 

importance ot the Old ~.stameni scriptures. It is rather an inter

esting speoulation to imagine .hat a wealth ot intormation and funded 

kno.ledge there might have aocrued to Old Testament soholarship iA 

the all-important discussions of this field which are so prevalent 

and prominent in ourrent research had his mind applied itselt to the 

task of producing more Biblioal commentaries. 

A similar wish May be expressed with regard to the New Testament. 

. 1 
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Amongst others, inoluding Temple himselt, W.R.Matthews oonsidered 

it no aocident that the only commentary he published was on the 

Gospel ot St. John. This excellent oommentary will long remain a 

masterpiece and espeoially so as a contrast with Barth's 'Romans'. 

When Temple quotes from New Testament souroes he exhibits the same 

amazing aptitude tor penetratin€ to the very heart of their content 

and origin and uses them with the same telling torcetulness in 

'clanching' his arguments. Two obvions examples are seen, firstly, 

in the manner in which he represents the 1 Temptations' as explaining 

our Lord's refusaI to establish the Klngdom ot God atter the manner 

ot the people's expectations; and, secondly, in the way that he 

draws on St.Paalas use ot the 'one body' and the nltimate goal ot 

"the one perteot man" to demonstrate his gospel ot sa on-going 

universalism. remple certainly conld not have tailed to see the 

importance ot the Script ures as basic in the development and 

presentation ot the Truth ot theology, nor does he anywhere imply 

that he wishes to minimise that importance. Temple's references to 

Script ure are so aptly ohosen and delighttnlly presented that he 

creates in the reader a desire tor more. It only he had given as 

more suoh oommentaries as the one on St.John - either on the 

Synoptics or the Epistles, or even on the Book of the Revelation or 

on the Acts of the Apostles, we might have been able atter the 

manaer in which his doctrines on Reason or Value or Revelation have 

been treated in this thesis, to piace together a 'dootrine of the 

Soriptures' which other_ise remains lacking in his oomprehensive 

scheme. Certainly a doctrine well-thought-out and presented by 

himse1t would have thrown incalcnlable light on the oontlicting 

tenets ot theology in the alI-important subject ot the Interpretation 
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of Scripture. 

Bnt it is grossly unfair to criticis9 a man for what he did not 

do or did not say. anless it were to place him wnder the general 

category of the 'sins of omission or commission t of the General 

Comtession. Perhaps we find here a cIne tor an answer to the objeotion 

ot Dorothy Emmet that he "was never really clear about .hat he 

understood by natural theology".l. Temple was so mnah of a uniTer

salist that he tended to plaoe a great deal ot store on 'truths ot 

revelation' which atford a real knowledge ot reality what.ver their 

souroe or origine The Barthian objection would surely be that he 

plaoed too great an emphasis on 'natnral religion ' • Another .ay of 

stating the same taot would be to point out his preterenoe tor 

Plato. He was alarmed by wnat he sa. as the modern tendency which 

seemed to regard aIl revelation in general and to admit ot no 

partianlar revelation, and ooncerned himselt with the demonstration 

of a 'oonarets' universal sinoe no abstraat nniversal takes oare ot 

aIl the faoets ot reality. yet it may be asked whether his mind 

was not so preoocupied with Junivarsals' as to be some.bat laQ~ing 

in the reoognition ot the great touat ot truth whioh lay in HOl1 
Saripture. The remark that his contemporaries used to make ot Dr. 

John Baillie .hen he quoted Plato so treqnently seems to be 

applicable to Temple. aven if it is nsed rather tlippan~ly: that 

"Plato had not been admitted to the Canon". 

A second drawbaok whioh becomes apparent when a oritical eye ls 

oast in Temple's direction is again in the nature ot a wish that he 

had asid more about 'the lite after death' • Others have thonght that 

Temple was the one man who oonld have produaed a Summa, comparable 

1. Iremonger: William Temple, p.6~2. 
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with that of Aq~inas. in the first half ot the twentieth centQry had 

he oonfined himself soleli to intellectnal purs~its. But, then. of 

co~se •. we should not haye had Temple. for he was a man of practieal 

affairs and had to be ia the thiok of the tight. Nwaero~ testimonie8 

are to band which .itness to his remarkaale aehievement in Churoh 

and State. b~t perhaps none are more praiseworthy or speak more 

eloq~entli than those whlch appland him for haying done more than 

any other single individŒsl for the caŒse of 'oecumenicity' and the 

"World COŒncll of Churches". No one individŒal co~ld possibly be 

permitted to 'do it aIl' any more than to 'say it all i
• "Por that". 

Temple wOŒld naturally remark. "we need eternity". Subseq~ent 

hlstory bas shown tbat Aq~inas did not say it aIl either. not even 

tor his own age. and even if Temple had devoted himself entirely 

to intellect~al purs~its _e might still find ourselves wlshlng that 

he had sa id more abo~t the "hereatter". But. j~t to express the 

wish is to bear test1œony to his integrity. and we are tempted ta 

sQ8gest that if the Oxford Gro~p .ere searching for a concrete case 

of labsolŒte honestyl they might find it. at least in this instance. 

in William Temple. 

Temple so often states his Tiews of the hereafter so succinctly 

that the reader who is at aIl acquainted with s~ch preachers as Dr. 

18slie D. Weatherhead on the subjeot could .1sh that he had dealt 

with it more f~lly. He made a tremendo~s oontrib~tion to the 

theological view ot Immortality. espeoially as he developed it .ith 

the oonoept of Personality as basio in his metaphysios and with his 

theory of the Interpenetration of ~1me and Eternity which tinally 

o~lminates ln the Kingdom of God as a Commonwealth ot Value. Temple 

sketohed the historical development of the doctrine ot Immortality 
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and iis implioations for modern thought with telling preoision and 

olarity of insight and enhanoed it by the development of his theory 

of VaIne. He laoked neither the gift of imagination nor the literary 

ability ta enhanoe his doctrine had he attempted ta lead the reader 

further into a penetration of the nature of the Hereafter. B~t he 

was oontent to remain faithtnl. and that he did not dO so is a 

further tribnte to his essential honesty of mind. Where definition 

was not possible. he was oontent to remain silent. 

The third drawbaok is of a somewhat different type. yet here too 

it is of the natQre of a shadow whioh is oast by a great light and 

d08s ore dit to the greatness of Temple's oharaoter rather than 

detract from the essential nature of bis oontrib~tion. The drawback 

oonsists in a failure to do j~stioe ta the prot~dity of sin. The 

criticism arises in the form of negation. tor it ia impossible ta 

tind ta~lt with what Temple aotually said abo~t sin and evil. liere. 

as in his general presentation. he is nfiassailable tram the Theist 

point of view. He toak 8 look at man and at man's world and saw 

poverty in the midst of prosperity due to inherent weakness and the 

need for God; he also sa. that we oannot nnderstand either apart 

from Him. that He is neoessary to oomplete man's oreation as man is 

not neoessary. notwithstanding Dean Inge. to add to His Being. He 

also realised. notwithstanding Dr. Slater. that the words 'perfeot' 

and 'goad' are only relative terms to be ~sed adjeotivally of Reality.l. 

He then set forth his vie. of Reality 'as a whole' with a oogenoy 

and coherenoe applioable and acoeptable ta the sclentifio and 

philosophie concepts of his day. îhe result was a oomprehensive 

theology well-thoaght-ont and nioely and neatly arranged. But this 

I·et. R.H.L. Slater: God ot the Living: Chapter XII. The Meaning of 

History. 
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• o~ld be preoisely the objeotion of Karl Barth - it was aIl too nioe. 

William Temple had never plnmbed the heart of the abyss. He did. 

of co~se. have a doctrine of sin and evil. He saw evil as a malic

iOŒS power baffling the mind of man and threatening the theistic 

position Œnless some acoount oOŒld be given of its nat~e and exist

ence. He saw 'the sin of the world ' and gave a lŒcid exposition ot 

the doctrine of 'Original Sin 1
• Be oonsidered sin as 'not just 

missing the mark' b~t as aIl that separates between man and man. and 

between man and God. He realised that evil cannot simply be regarded 

as a neoessary conseq~enoe of the very existence ot finite spirits 

and along with most other theists acoepted Shelly's Interpretation 

of the world as a 'vale of sOŒl-making'. Unlike others. he maintained 

that every form of evil has its peculiar utility and regarded error 

as a symptom of the adventurous oharaoter of the intellectŒal life. 

Nevertheless. he appears to have lacked a t~ll sense of the uttar 

depravity of sinf~l man and tailed to grasp the 'active' sin which 

penetrates to the heart of God. The sinner may wake up to find that 

when he perpetrated his evil deed it was las though he struok his 

mother in the face witho~t knowing it ' ; b~t Temple seems to have 

failed to grasp the fact that even while lawake 1 trom the very begin

ning a man oo~ld still strike his mother in the face. knowing it aIl 

the time and seemlngly not worried abo~t it either before or after. 

The point is that there Is a horrible. shocking trŒth about the depth 

to whioh the hwœan being can willingly and knowing17 desoend. and 

Temple never seems to have plumbed this depth. It wo~ld, of eo~se. 

be shooking to saggest that he should have actually plumbad It ln 

real life, b~t his theology shows a laok of dealing wlth it. Thls 18 

a far different thing from the philosophiosl problem of evil, and 
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Temple does not appear to have realised r~lly ho. deep and powerr~l 

evil oan be in a haman persona1ity; and althongh he sa- that 

'evangelism t was t~e greatest need of the day. his theology 1aoks 

the l~stre ot a fnll-blooded. dynamic redemption to ans.er the deep 

hwœan need. 

Perhaps Barth and Branner had recognised the dra.back.were a.are 

or this laak in Temple's theology and therefore it made them critioal 

of his position, for there did not seem to be any dark pages in it 

at aIl. He was 'born to the p~p1e' and never exposed to any ot the 

great tragedies ot life or the depraved living conditions which tend 

to develop rotten characters. Still, he mnst have been a.are of the 

fact that men born _ith the proverbial 'silver spoon in their month' 

may sink ta very 10. levels of oondnct. The marve1 is that Temple. 

bro~ht np ander Ideal conditions in snch an environment, did see 

the need and distress ot the underprivileged classes, and by every 

kind of natnral expectatioa he onghi to have been a Tory. 

It may be argned that Temple nevar had any real distrasses or 

temptations to face and that he had an anima nat~alita Christiana. 

Ii is possible to get _ell advanced in the reading of Temple's 

theology and remain withthe impression that ned~catioD"appears to 

him ta be not merely the primary bat the only need for man; that if 

we ed~oate an individnal _e may then leave him ta his tate. It rather 

oomes as a mixtare or s~prise and relief to rind later that he 

regarded 'oonversion' as the primary r8q~isite. He did vent~e the 

beliet that God is stern, b~t he was never stern himselt.He regarded 

class-distinction as the besetting sin of Repion and set himself the 

iask of abolishing it; bat Iremonger leaves ns .ith the impression 

that he made no attempt ta deal with 'malpractioe t amongst the boys. 
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We may surmise that he did not realise the on-going power of sin. He 

had a clear view of the significanoe of the Cross; and laboured his 

point at showing that it meana, among other things, that _e oannot 

take the attitude that God could ever say "never mind" to the sinner; 

but in his aotual treatment ot evil he creates the impression that 

he never fully realised the real personal power of sin. On the whole 

this does him great oredit, but it there is anything defioient in 

his treatment it is this lack of a thoroughgoing analysis of the 

nature of sin. Yet when aIl this has been said, it is Beoessary to 

remind ourselves of the marvel of the fact that a man of his privil

ege was so aoutely a.are of the snares and pitfalls which arise in 

hnman sooiety due to man's Inherent 'selfishness'; in a word, that 

he was so acutely aware of the Isin ~t society' and dealt so taith

fully with it. Nobody has stressed more than he did the need tor 

oonversion, and therefore he was one of the out standing leaders in 

what has beoome predominately more and more the primary task of the 

Churoh in our day,- namely, evangelism. Thus, .hen Temple's relation

ship to the problem of evil is nnder review, or his contribution to 

a theological view of the nature ot sin is questioned, it beoomes 

neoessary to remind ourselves that he was not only a.are of the grave 

problems which beset man beeause of his sinful nature, but that he 

tought valiantly against them as a good soldier of JesDB Christ; 

that he was not only abstractly aware ot the problem of evil and the 

power of Satan, but like St.Paul he "wrestled against prinoipalities 

and powers" as a lnsty oontender for the faith. Snoh a olaim ia not 

based on fanciful thinking; it rests on a oonsideration ot the enor

mous aohievements of his accomplishment in the practical field for 

workerts federations, for education, for the Student Christian 
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MOveœent and other groups. and for the unit y of Christendom. "It aay 

man could be desoribed as the moving .pirit in the formation ot the 

World Counoil of Chnrches it i8 the late Arohbishop ot Canterbury. 

William Temple. who described the Eowœenical Movement as 'the great 

ne. tact of our era'." 1. 

Th.ism well-founded. 

It has been the aim of this thesis to present William Temple's 

main arguments for and contribution to, a sohema of Christian Theol

ogy. There has been no attempt to diminish or to add to his oontrib

ution: the views presented, and the manner in whioh they have been 

stated, are essentially those of Temple himselt. If the oontention 

of the main thesis or of this oonolnding ohapter is valid, then it 

may be olaimed without reservation that Temple stands withont a peer 

as the leading theologian who has made the MoSt notable contribution 

to Theism in the first half ot the twentieth century; also, that it 

is thoroughly defensible as being intrinsioally sound. We have noted 

that there are certain 'drawbaoks' but they are apparent because ot 

.hat Temple did not say. In a sense, this is merely to reiterats the 

desire whioh remained on people's hearts and minds when the world 

became informed of his untimely death; namely. the wish that he had 

been spared to say and do so muoh more. There is oause for re~oioing 

in the fact that so many of his prediotions have come true and 80 

much that he hoped for has been realised within the past decade. 

There does not seem to be much use quarreling with .hat Temple did 

say. Time and again we may observe others taking him to task on some 

important point while it is possible to turn back to some page of his 

1. The Bishop of Chichester in the Geographieal Magazine, JUly 1954, 

p.120. 
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objeotion. Two examples will be sQffioient to illustrate. 

218. 

W.R.Matthews criticises Temple for 'allowing too muoh to the 

materialists' and expresses a preferenoe for Gorels vie. wlth its 

appesl on behalf of "the oore of personality". 1. Surely Temple 

aimed throaghout at showing that reallty is meaningless wnless 1~ 

oan be Interpreted on a spirit~al basis. The tru~h of the matter is 

~hat he "allowad" nothing to the Ma~erialists. Whe~her he la thlnking 

in terms of "Revelation" or of "naturel theology" as elaborated in 

his metaphysic which appears ohiefry in hie Gifford Lectnres, he 

seeks ~o establish a spiritual in~erpretation of ~he uaiverse and of 

existenoe. His 'Mens Crea~rixl has ~he same goal in vie •• The glory 

of ~he Chris~ian view of life is that it does not ignore matter or 

treat it as ill~sion but accepts lt and uses it. nA saoramental 

wniverse" disoloses the nature and meaning of things to be spiritual. 

It is for this reason that he avows Christianity to be "the most 

materialist of aIl the great religions" - not becBuse matter, but 

beoa~se spirit predominates. Dorothy Emmet has oaptnred the mind of 

Temple at least on this alI-important point when she says: ni~ ls 

implicit in this vie. that we oan only believe in the supremâoy of 

Spiri~ if we also believe in the reality of Matter whioh it informs".2. 

Temple was at first tempted to use "A Study in Dialeotioal Realism" 

as a sub-title for his Gifford Leotnres beoause he saw the Dialaot-

10al Materialism of Marx, Engels and Lenin having suoh a atrong 

appeal as to constitute a real threat to the Christian philosopby of 

1. William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreoiation, p.19. 
2. Iremonger: William Temple, p.528. 
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lite. We have already intimated that he saw olearly ihat the Karxist 

dialeatical materialism could only arise in a "theologiaaln world. 

a world which expresses the activlty of a living God. He sought to 

show that Whitehead's vie. leads to a spirit~al Interpretation of 

reality. whose very nature is that of proaess and is therefore 

dynamic and spiritual rather than static and material. Temple intro

duced 'value-judgments' for the same reason: the fact that we aan 

speak ot nvaluen at aIl shows that the ultimate gro~d ot reallty is 

spiritual. He insisted that the reality of a thing must Include its 

value as weIl as the mere fact of its oca~renae. This Is SOŒnd 

Christian philosophy; and it is to be regretted that Temple has not 

been heeded more on this point. tor then we may be spared the .hole 

'tarago' ot present-day logiaal positivism. 

W.R.Matthews is himself a philosopher of some repute.a contempor

ary and an erstwhile admirer of Temple's. Ii ls not to be wondered. 

that misconstruing Temple at this point, he should have expressed a 

preferenae tor Gore's "core of personalityn. He could not have failed 

to observed the predominant place whiah Temple gave to Personality. 

It is Temple's view ot personality ooupled!!là his view ot the 

nature ot reality as spiritual which gives the added signitioance 

that Yatthews requires. Perhaps the wording ot his objection oonveys 

more of a crlticism than he intended. Perhaps, indeed. as his words 

later on implied. he was seeking to show that the Christian vie. ot 

personality aannot be interpreted on a basis ot the theory or evolu

tion. B~t. this again, is to misjudge Temple's vie. ot evolution. If 

Temple's view of 'evolution' has been interpreted correctly in this 

th.sis, then there is more to it than 'meets the eye'. It ia true 

that Mind tappears' in the evolutionary process; but it appears as 
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'Pnrposive t , and theretore as transcendent to, as weIl as immanent 

in. process. Temple is at pains to show that Personality transcends 

the actions .hieh disclose it: "a person is more than a mere individ

ual". Bearing in mind tirstly, that throughont his entire theology 

Temple soaght to demonstrate a 'spiritnal' vie. ot the aniverse, and 

claimed that the distincti~e 'spirit' accepts and ~ 'matter' in a 

'sacramental' nniverse; and, secondly, that Temple's entire strnctnre 

rests on his uniqne dootrine ot "personallty"; it is only necessary, 

in answer to Matthews· objection, to refer to Temple's own words and 

ask what he meant by "a oore ot original being"~ 1. 

A similar approaoh may be taken to Dr.R.H.L.Slaterts criticism 

.hen he takes the view that Temple shrinks trom drawing the conclusion 

that thistory makes a difference to eternity, and therefore to God 

Himself' and maintains that Temple's hesitation was apparently dne 

to his failnre to see the implications of history when considered 

as an on-going lprocess'. 2. Dr. Slater obviously failed to appreciate 

the view .hich Temple presented in Mens Creatrix, Christus Veritas 

and Natnre, Man and God of history and eternity as correlates, and 

that his view of history is precisely that of a dynamic, creative 

"prooess". Again, Temple nses the exact words in whieh the objection 

to him has been stated whan he declares that the evants of onr Lord's 

earthly life and wbat happened to Him, especially at the crncifixion, 

"made a differenee to God Himself". 3. Here, as was observed when the 

lack of a 'colonrfnl t presentation of a life to oome was considered, 

1. Christns Veritas, p.213. 

2. Snpra, R.H.L.Slater: God of The Living, Chap.XII. 

3. Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship, pp.lô-17. 
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weobserve that Temple's essentlal Integretlty prevented him trom 

elaborating on the ditferenoe which history does make to God. From 

the point of vie. of the Theist it wo~ld be sheer tolly to do so. 

Nor need we think that Temple shrank from it out ot timldity. ln one 

sense, he does so, as Dr. Slater s~ggests, beoause it would seem to 

make man appear as greater than God. Temple's line of argument here 

would no do~bt follow the analogy of father and son. The taot that a 

man bas a son, or that the son does or does not do oertain things, 

does make a difterence to the man. This is so from the very nature 

of things in an on-going prooess of reality. But the difterenoe, in 

a very true sense, is the differenoe that the man, now 'father', 

himself makes. So, Temple would say that the difference in the end 

is the differenoe whioh God Himself makes. 

Here, Temple would oome near to the Barthlan view that "aIl ls 

ot God"; nor should we think that he would shrink from saying so, 

havlng made the following pronounoement about Re-nnion:"Ia a oertain 

sense what ls requlred ls that every existlng Christlan comm~lon 

should die in order to rise again Into something more splendid than 

itself. But that points to the aotion of God beyond aIl that man oan 

ever do, and in the end the reQQion ot the Churoh will not be some

thing fabrloated by us at all". 1. Elsewhere Temple states that the 

joy of heaven wlll be the joy of sinners oonverted. The differenoe, 

then, that the converted sinner makes by addlng to the JOY ot heaven 

la, after aIl, the joy that God Rimaelt makes by converting the 

sinner. Life hereafter, as life here and now, ls the gift of GOd,and 

the glory which will be added to Him in Immortality will really be 

God Himsel! adding to His own glory. Of course Temple did not say aIl 

1. The Churoh Looks Forward, p.30. 
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this in these words. for he made no fine or clear-out distinction 

between Time and Eternity. BQt, then. ho. could he~ He regarded Time 

and Eternity as necessary correlates in an on-going prooess of 

Reality; and the differenoe whioh will be made will be the differenoe 

lin relationships' in the eternal. oreative order of that on-going 

process. 

Permanence. 

Temple's philosophical theology, then, appears to be so thorongh

going, so oonsistent and intrinsically sound that any critioism must 

appear in the light of a critioal appreoiation rather than as a 

destructive oritical analysis. A deoade has passed sinoe his ~timely 

death, two decades have elapsed since he delivered his Gifford Leot

ures, and his theology still commands an established plaoe on the 

ourricula of sohools and colleges of the English-speaking world; nor 

is it absent from the libraries of Iforeign' Universities. It begins 

to appear that his Theism will long remain as basic for theologioal 

study. It is a pit Y that the younger theologioal students. espeoially 

in Amerioa, think only in terms of Nature, Man and God .hen the name 

of Temple is mentioned. Since his theology appears destined to beoome 

'standard' and enjoy that distinotion along .ith the best, not only 

in English but also in German scholarship, it seems appropriate to 

point out a ourrent lack in theologioal colleges. It is almost 

impossible to find the oomplete works of Temple in Most Libraries 

of the American l1nclud1ng, of course, Canadian) Univers1ties. and 

the student who would Imaster' Temple has to have recourse to several. 

This chapter has had something to do .ith the question of 'wishing'. 

Temple often expressed the w1sh that somebody who was more competent 

than h1mself would oome forward and answer a 'felt' need to wh10h he 
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regarded it his dnty to point. There is a great need for scholarship 

to do a thoronghgoing jon of researoh and assimilation on the Theism 

of William Temple. No greater boon conld be rendered for the yo~g 

theologioal stndent of the English-speaking world than to have the 

immense contribntion of his philosophical theology systematicelly 

arranged and compressed in approximately three volnmes. Such an 

assimilation would meet the need of the student who cannot afford 

the time to 'wade' through his entire worka, and no finer theology 

could oonoeivably be placed at his disposaI. 

Temple stands in the line of a great tradition. His name can be 

classed with the Igreats' of theologioal exposition and Christian 

apologetic - with Aquinas, Origen, Irinaeus, and Augustine. It is 

true that whereas Aquinas and Origen had a doctrine of the Soriptures, 

Temple bas none; but he makes up for the lack in his averall contri

butions, and he has in addition to them a theory of history and his 

work is enbanoed by a masterly treatment of the conoept of evolution 

whioh for them was impossible. He has done tor our time what Aquinas 

and Origen did for theirs;;and in content and exposition of a 

"systematic", he stands alongside of Irinaens or Augustine. 

Temple never abandoned his 'first love' - philosophy -, but used 

it to advance his theistic alaims. In the -ide s.eep of his treatment 

he has a message for this age whioh it is difficult to refute: a 

Living God, adequately at work in an on-going Chureh leavening 

sooiety, individually and oolleotively, unto perfection. He has 

provided a basis equally sound for the taith ot theology and 

intelligible for the reason ot philosophy. 

To-day the whole philosophic endeavour is casting arownd, .ith 

an emphasis on Itrames of reference ' , for a ne. structural basis.on 



224. 

whioh to raise an appropriate editice which will testity to the 

nature and adeqaacy ot envisioned Trath. Even Karl Barth ooald not 

go on saying things indetinitely withoat coming closer, as he does 

in his Dogmatios, to Temple's vie. ot 'the dignityot man'. 1. 

Although Branner1s terminology is diametrically opposite to Temple's 

and he sets oat trom a starting-point exaotly the reverse ot Nature, 

Man and God in his 'Revelation and Reason' , nevertheless it contains 

certain points ot similarity with Temple's thinking. Upon the 

estimate ot Temple's philosophieal theology discoverable in the 

examination presented in this thesis it may be sate to prediet that 

his CONSTRUCTIVE and COMPREHENSIVE ANALYTIC will provide, it Dot the 

main hasis, at least one ot the pillars, ot the ne. strnctQre. 

1. ct. David Cairns: The Image ot God in Man, Chap.XVII, 

esp. pp.24S-250. 
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