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1.
THE PHILOSOPHICAL THEOILOGY OF WILLIAM TEMPLE.

A consideration of the place of Reason in determining the

Prath of Religion, based on the writings of William Templs.

1. Introductory.

We are living in a world of perplexity. Professor
E.G.Conklin in Man, Real and Ideal says "mankind is now in
the midst of one of the greatest crises in its long history".
Dr, F.S.C.NorthroP in the Meaning of East and West tells us
that "ideological conflicts are present everywhere. Ours is a
paradoxical world. The achievements which are its glory
threaten to destroy it. It would seem that the more civilized
we become the more incapable of maintaining civilization we are”.
In The Conduect of Life, Lewis Mumford speaks of "the erosion of
values, and the dissipation of humane purposes, the demnial of
any distinction between good or bad, right or wrong, the reversion
to sub-human levels of conduct". George W. Kisler in World Tension-
The Psychopathology of International Relations writes of a
"deterioration of personal, political, and social morals™ and
declares that "the melancholy truth asbout the course of world
history is that we are well along the road to dissipation”™. We
have reached, says John H. Hallowell in Main Currents in Hodern
Political Thought, ™a spiritual crisis within the soul of man".(1).
It is not to be wondered, in the face of so much evidence, that we
ses man engaged in a frantic search for the solution of his problems,

while at the same time he succumbs to the temptation to throw his




hands up in utter despair of finding it. Perhaps he will heed,
perhaps not, but at least it is incumbent upon those who claim
to have found the answer to formulate and present it in the hope
that he will accept it. Be can at least be offered help to 1ift
his feet out of the mire, and be offered an appeal to dirsct his
search along other lines. In recent times man has unduly exalted
both himself and the materisl world in which he exists. There
may be justification for singing "glory to man in the highest" as
Swinburne did, but when the "Super-Man"™ of Nietzsche rises up to
defeat and destroy himself, what then? Shall we find a place of
refuge and obtain the salvation and peace we seek by a recourse
to the world of nature? And what, then, if the very phenomena which
we have exalted and to which we bow and obey in our materialistic
worship, upon which we rely to protect and hide us, threaten to
engulf and destroy us?

Enough has been said to indicate the struggle which is
being waged today for the mind of man. Enough, too, to indicate
that he may have to look, in the midst of his perplexities,
elsewhere or in addition to, himself and the phenomenal world
about him. It was a mark of the prophetic conscience of William
Temple, who was called so suddenly from this earthly field of
endeavour just over ten years ago, that he should have given so
large a hint for the guidance of men in this decade. It would
well repay us to give heed to his voice as he bids us in the
cogent presentation of a rationalistic realism which is uniquely
Temple to do what he himself had done - to "look unto the rock

whence we are hewn", and not only to seek but to find, in Christ,




Se
that unification which alone satisfies and saves us in the midst
of all our perplexities and diversities.

It is true of William Temple, as it is true of all great thinkers,
that he has to be interpreted and evaluated in relation to his place
in the development of thought and social eonditioms of the period
in which he made his contribution. His was not the type of mind which
cared to be occupied with vague and speculative musings, but rather
ene whieh grappled with problems, whether his own or others, and
sought to find & satisfactory solution to them,- and in the end,
if not a solution, then at least a gsatisfying explenation. Amd it is
largely due to this characteristic manner of thinking, that he
grappled with the problems presented to him in his day and has left
us such a heritage of his fruitful inquiry. We may rightly leave
our estimate of this great man for comsideration in our second
chapter. We may also Justly postpone our estimate of his sontribution
t0 the end of this thesis, when we shall have discovered by way of
discussion how immense that contribution is.

Baut, manifest need of contribution there was; and more, Willieam
Temple had to start where he was. Theologiasal discussion at the end
of the nineteenth century had taken on & definite form. Theology,
the queen of the soiences, unable to boast any longer of her royal
state, was having to fight for her own existence and to maintainm her
position in the face of opposition as & seience at all. The ration-
alists, on the one hand, were seated in the saddle and had things
pretty much their own way. Moreover, they were in a pogition to be
able to dogmatise, and dogmatic they were in expounding their
"sbgolute"™, On the other hand, the nineteenth century had produced
its scientists of & different sort. Investigation and enquiry was
leading to & closer examination of the "material™, and there was

"evolving" along this line that great development which was to
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become 30 predominantly characterized as the "biological"” sciences.
Obviously, in between these trends, there was the need of a
reconciling volice and this fell to the lot of the Theologian. To
add to the difficulties, the voice had %o be shouted very loudly
in the teeth of much flaunting opposition. On the Comtinent(in
Burope) the voice of the "radicals" had been heard "crying down"
many of the precepts of orthodoxy and tearing to shreds with |
anholy hands many of the pages of its book. Strauss had launched
hig virulent attack against "priests” and the churches in his
"life of Christ™(1833) in which he advocated his m&thioal theory
of the Gospels. Shortly after the publication of Darwin's "Origin
of the Species”, Renman had published his more attractive, but
hardly less destructive, "Life of Jesus"(1863). Ferdinand Baur,
contemporary with Strauss, had developed his oritical view of the
New Testament which, as constructed by the ®"school of Tubingen”,
became a main source of theological controversy for years., That,
added to the former contrivances of De Werte (1780-1843) and
Ewald (1803-1875) to present the 0ld Testament as a figment of
the imagination, mere "myih", left theologians far from being
in a position to cast anything like a declsive vote, Although
the advice to "take the priests out of the church, and the miracles
out of the Gospels" had not been put into actual practice, yet
it proved startling to men's "consciousness" and a shook to
established religious beliefs,

Along with the above-mentioned "trends™ we must bear in mind
the views and warnings of Darwin and Huxley and the "enlighteament™
consequent upon the school of thought represented by Herbert

Spencer. Men felt that a whole new world was being opened up to



them, in whieh they could take their full share and reap the
benefits of "modern science™ and "progress”. Nor must we forget
the importance of the "new learning™ in presenting to people
a new knowledge and interpretation of other "religions™. The
study of Comparative Religions, represented in England by Max
Mullar,.had tended to bring up for discussion and reorientation
the place of the "religious instinet" of mankind., What must
be said, in the light of the new knowledge, of revealed religion,
or again, of just to what extent religion was natural to man?
Moreover, "empiricism"™ was the order of the day, and the conseguent
emphasis upon the individual as such, when applied to the race
or nation, was bonnd to lead in the end to the inevitable
conflagration which took place in the new century as World War.1l.
It's useless for men to say now, as they said then, that such |
calamity and wholesale destruction of life should not happen,
and need never to have happened- the fact is that it did happen.
It became a fact as all the foregoing trends and events outlined
above became facts; and William Temple, the philosopher-theologian
was to play a part, to have something to say and do about this,
as he had also his contribution to make in the larger field.
Meanwhile, there was developing contemporaneously with William
Temple another school of thought known as "existentialism™. The
name is taken from the existentialist philosophy of Soren
Kierkegaard and included in the school are suseh thinkers as Barih,
Brunner and Berdyaev. They present us with a "theology of erisis”
and preach a new "supernaturalism”. They disparage the role of
reason and emphasise the limitations of scientific method and its

incompetence to deal with all the aspeets of our universe. They
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emphasise the importance of the individual "feelings", but maintain
that revelation is all of God,~- we bring nothing to it. Barth and
Brunner especially deny any possibilty of man understanding or
knowing God by means of Reason. God speaks; God has revealed Himself,-
but so far is man in his limitations from forming concepts about Geod,
that we can only know and feel the "impact™, the "revelation", and
leave it at that. What right has science to speak of "progress"?

What right have the scientists intervening and interfering as they

do when they enter the field of revealed truth? They are wrong %0

db so, and are advised by Barth and Brunner to keep their hands off
and cease from intruding,- they have no right setting their unholy
feet upon the sacred confines of the "revealed truth".(2).

Must the Barthian word be taken as final? Does it mean that the
way of the scientist and the way of the theologian must be by paths
whioch remain exclusive? Have the scientist and the theologian "mothing"
in eommon, and therefore nothing to contribute to eaeh other? Amd,
within the field of theology itself, does it mean that there could
be no such thing as "natural religion"%- at least, as over against
"revealed religion™? And, what are we to say about Reason,- must
it be reduced to a minimum, or excluded altogether?

With these questions William Temple was much e¢oncerned and had
a great deal of importance to say about them. It was only natural
that he should have been influenced by such great theologians as
Bishop Charles Gore, with whom he himself tells us he sgrees and
differs.(3). Yet it appears that Bishop @ore in his striect "Cathol~
icity® and emphatic "dogmatism" was to have the effeect of inclining
him toward the school of thought which emphasised "feeling". In
fact within his own country and Church, William Temple was 1o make
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up his own mind between the positions held by the extreme (Protest-
ant ) "Evangelicals" on the one hand, and the extreme (High Charch)
"Catholios" on the other.(4). In the stream of English theological
thought another great 'divine', Bishop Butler (1692-1752), had taken

his stand when confronted with situations not entirely unlike those

in which Williem Temple himself was situated. Although his master-
plece "Nature, Man and God" contains no direct reference to Butler's
"Sermons™ or "Analogy", yet it is important for the student of
philosophical theism to bear in mind the contribution which Butler
had made, and the fact that his great and masterly treatment was to
mould the thinking of English theologians for centuries. When Dr.
Joseph Angus edited"Butler's Analogy and Sermons", he began with
quotations taken from various scientists, philosophers and
theologians, which all go to show the greatness of Butler and the
uniqueness as wWell as the lasting consequence of his immense con-
tribution.(5). Bishop Butler was attempting to answer the hedonistic
philosophy of Hobbes. His "Sermons"™ for the most part deal with
subjects chiefly Ethical, while his "Analogy" seeks to present a
gystematised and irrefutable argument for theism.He does so by setting~
up the two "citadels" of "Natural Religion" and "Revealed Religion”.
With the soundness of Bishop Butler's argument or any appraisal of
its method we need not now concern ourselves. But the distinction,
as well as the distinctive contribution, had now been made; the
"citadels™ had been set up; henceforth the exponent of the theistic
position was to be "coloured" by the fruit of Butler's rationalism.
Enough has been said to indicate a sharp "tension" inevitably
arising within such trends of thought as we have considered, and

more particularly as an outcome of them: first of all within
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theological circles with regard to "natural" and "revealed" religiom;
and, secondly, with regard to the philosophical method of their
treatment from the point of view of the mind perceiving the data
given, or vice versa. We shall see that William Temple, with the
type of mind which sccustomed itself to grapple with problems and
always eager to form a "synthesis", takes account of both. In all
fairness, we should add here, however much it reveals the eonclusion
of this enquiry, that he also did full and creditable justice to
both. But his treatment and contribution will be best seen and the
more fully appreciated, the more we understand the man Temple in his

environment.



Annotation: -
(1) Living Issues in Philosophy by Harold H. Titus,2nd.Edit.,Chap.l.
(2) Bartt: Types of Religious Philosophy, p. 4@3f.
(3) Nature, Man and 6od, pp.225, 231, 332, 33%9.
(4¢) cf. F.A.Iremonger: William Temple- chapters on the Archbishop's
"ohoice", 1life and work.
Cf, also William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreciation, p.96.
(5) Dr. Angus quotes R.Baxter, Dr.Thomas Reid, Sir J. Macintosh,
Lord Brougham, Dr. M'Crie¢, Dr. Chalmers, Dr. Kaye, Cecil, Bishop
Daniel Wilson, and Professor Huxley.
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II. The Man in His Environment.

It is very difficult to write a treatise on William Temple
without eulogizing him. The influence which he exerted, and the
impact whiech he made, was 80 immense, that testimonials were forth-
coming from all eorners of the earth, from men of all creeds and
some with none~ from philosopher, journalist, statesman, theologian,
socialist, warrior, pacifist, churchman and atheist.(1l). Endowed
with an enormous sppetite for knowledge and a corresponding capacity
for acquiring and assimilating his discoveries, he was at the same
time able to make the truth as he so clearly perceived it equally
intelligible and aceceptable to the man of letters and the man in the
street. This was no doubt due to his willingness at all times to be
ready to understand and appreciate and to "enter sympathetically™,
as he himself would say, into the personalities of all with whom he
came in contact. Not only did this characteristic enable him thus to
understand and appreciate the other fellow's point of view, but at
the same time it elicited from others a consideration of his own
point of view even when they differed from him, It was this great
gift of being able to place himself thus humbly aleng side of others
that won for him the epithet "humility of greatness"; and his
contribution to the intelleetual, ecclesiastical and social realms
was so immense, not only in the local and national but international
fields, that when he died expressions of condolence and regrets
poured into Lambeth Palace from all gquarters of the globe, including
one from the President of the United States of America, at so great
a loss to the world.(2).

Sidney Dark has truly said that William Temple was & man of the
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moment.(3). He was born at the Palace, Exeter, Emgland, on October
156, 1881 while his father, Frederick, was Bishop of Exeter, Thus he
was destined to grow up in a period of great upheaval and turmoil
in history. England was very nearly at the height of the great
Vietorian era of territorial expansion and the boy Temple would
grow up in an England governed by such statesmen as Gladstone and
Lord Salisbury. It was the period when Sir John Seeley, professor
of history at Cambridge University, was proclaiming that "politics
are vulgar when they are not liberalized by history, and history
fades into mere literature when it loses sight of its relation to
praetical politics".(4). It was a period of change and development
1ﬁ the method, meaning, and scope of "history" itself. Lord Acton
succeeded Sir John Seeley at Cambridge and had a tremendous influ-
ence over the young Temple.(5). England, at the turn of the century,
was indeed sitting "on top of the world" and there was a kind eof
smugness consequent upon the sense of greainess and achievement;

yot it was at the same time sitting on the top of a volcano, and
there was a vast disturbance, a sense of misgiving and insesurity

in the mind of the nation. History, with its new concepts, was
taking on a new role. History was not the mere record of events, nor
the sum total of these events. Lord Acton declared in his inaugaral
lecture that it was the function of history "to keep in view and to
command the movement of ideas, which are not the effect but the
cause of public events". He further argued that "if we are to account
mind not matter, ideas not force, the spiritual property that gives
dignity and grace and intellectual value to history, and its action
on the ascending life of man then we shall not be prone to explain

the universal by the national, and civilization by custom".(6). It is
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impossible to read Ilord Acton, or merely his "inaugural lecture",
setting out as it does his view of History as it deals with morals,
education, politics, religion, philosophy, culture and custom, without
seeing how immensely it influenced William Temple and his claim that
"Iord Acton knew more of history than any other Englishman of his
generation".(7). Despite history's claim to guiding principles,
however, the study and knowledge of history even "with added remorse
for the past and gssured hope for the future", did not save England
or thekworld. Early in the new cgentury came World War 1 and
'Armageddon' was let loose. This in itself may be a hint at something
that William Temple realised, even before the War came, that "prin-
eiples" themselves are not enough. They form no sure and safe guide
to history itself, nor to man on the stage of history.

The foregoing is not meant to convey the idea that "history"
itself, or any one higtorian, exerted a sole influence upon William
Temple, or the one predominant influence. Perhaps there 'aé no one
predominant factor at work moulding his intellect, shaping his
character, or determining his destiny. He tells us that Plate, St.
John, and Browning influenced his thinking more than any others.(8).
F.A.Iremonger, a contemporary friend and co-worker, leaves no doubt
in his masterly biographical treatment of the influence exerted by
Arohbishop Frederick Temple upon his son. The atmosphere and envirom-
ment of a good home in which there was real love and religious
fervour, ample opportunity for the best soeial contasts, with prov-
ision for "liberal" education, show their value in the development
of the man, But although his father maintained an eagerness for his
son's intellectual development, he wished always to remain only as a

help and guide and never tried to dominate his thinking. He must be
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left free to think things out for himself; but he must see the
necessity of doing so0.(9). But the method of "fairness" which
was inculcated by his father was stamped even more indelibly
upon his mental habit by Dr.Edward Caird who came to Balliol
while Temple was still a student. In his Nature, Msn and God,

the author tells us that Dr. Caird to whose memory he dedicated
that great work, had taught him that "Descartes started at both
ends of the toad at once and never met himself in the middle®.
Dr. Caird never allowed his Hegelian &dealism %o preclude the
reality of the external world and the facts of empiricism, and

it was from him that Temple learned the habit of philosophical
debate, the art of analytié enquiry, and of synthesis. The
following words from Professor McCunn's “Memorial Speech"™ in
which he expounded the genius of Dr. Caird, might also be taken
as equally descriptive of William Temple: "He gave us of his best
unstintedly, never making the mistake of ‘'talking down' to his
audience, but rather seeking to stimulate his hearers by sonfidence
in their powers. The effect thus produced was as if we were
witnessing the creation of a new world. The dead-weight of eustom
and tradition was insensibly lifted, and we felt that for the
first time we had begun to see things as they are".

It was a world of intellectual conflict into which Williem
Temple came. Nowhere was it more clearly drawn than between science
and religion, and it was largely the outcome of the emphasis upon
biological science. The concept of evolution had introduced an
entirely new element into the positivist view of the world of
existence. The Newitonian physics may be taken to mean the world

is self-explanatory. Even so it was a mechanical explanation itk



14,

had offered in presenting man with the spectacle of a vast poise
in power, principle, and potentiality. Even if Religion could
produce an answer rqr this, it was doomed to failure in the face
of the new evidence advanced by Darwin's theory. For now, man
himself became a product of that vast universe and was not merely
a spectator, This led to a materialistic and skeptical position
and found its exponents in thinkers such as T.H.Huxley. There was
a rising tide of unbelief and a repudiation of the 0ld orthodoxy.
To those who could not see what the world was pfodaoing William
Temple had an answer. Amongst other things, and at a certain stage
in the evolutionary process, mind occurs. Now, if the universe
can produce that which is of the nature of mind, then it 1is very
diffioult to conceive how the universe can be explained without
some reference to Mind.(10).

It was inevitable that the rising tide of liberalism should
demand & further consideration of the place for Orthodox Christianity.
Theological liberalism had its roots in German philosophical
idealism - Kant, Schleirmacher, Hegel, Ritschl, Lotze and Troeltsch.
In Germany the idealistic movement took two opposite trends; a
mystical, metaphysical trend leading towards pantheism (Schleir-
macher, Hegel, Lotze) and an ethical, social trend leading towards
humanism (Kant, Ritschl, Troeltsch). (Cf. Addendum). It may be
true to say that both of these antithetical trends were strongly
resisted in England by philosophers and theologians alike, but it
is impossible to study either the theological or philosophical
carrents, much less the tendencises leading to social reform, of
this period without seeing how largely these trends helped to
mould and shape the life and thought of England at the turn of
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the century and later. In all this William Temple was influenced by
such contemporaries as Lord Balfour, Bishop Gore, A.E.Taylor, Dean
Rashdall, Archbishop Lang and A.E.Garvie on the ome hand, &nd by
Dean Ralph Inge, Scott Hollend, Hugh Martin, and later, Dick Shepperd,
Studdert Kennedy, Canon Quiek and W.R.Matthews on the other.(1l).
Meanwhile, fhare was a power at work behind the scenes. Between the
years 1880 to 1910 T.H.Green was not only indoctrinating the minds
of students at Balliol wifth a new philesophy, but he was slsoc incul-
cating the paramount importance of the need to put their vocation
into praectice; and this conviction was being instilled into William
Temple along with men of such diverse ereeds as Asquith and Milner
and such contemporaries as Toynbee, Seized with this conviction and
armed with the powerful dialectical method of Edward Caird, it was
possible for William Temple to restate the old orthodoexy in a new
manner., This method runs throughout all his writings and he was
particularly able to use it in his treatment of the soholastic as
opposed to the mystic (12), for "the spiritual health of mankind
véry largely depends on the possibiliyy of establishing a harmony
between these two types". (1lZ).

There was a need of a reconciling voice to be heard in the change
ing world. This voice was Temple's and he took on the role of the
reconciling prOphst. In addition to the impact of the evolutionary
natural science which was shaping theological thought, there was also
the influence of the new Biblical Criticism and the impact of a new
ethical-social conscience. These produced the new theological
"liberalism" of which Temple stood at the forefront. During the early
yoars of the ecentury the new social consecience expressed in the

Social Gospel Movement was the most formative force in liberal theology
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and Temple was perhaps its leading exponent. Before, during, and after
the First World Wer with the hope of Christianising the Secial Order

and building the Kingdom of God on earth was the main pogitive mess-
age of the liberal movement of theology at its height. He never lost

cognigsaence of it. It led him to write "The Kingdom of God" in 1912
and it remained as a predominant theme on through the Second World
War when he produced "Christiasnity and The Social Order™ in 1941.
Yet he was able to perform se¢ great a role and still show the
glory and the truth of the orthodox Christian oreed. The fact that
we are presented with a "new world"™ need not unduly disturb us and
cause us t0 "ocut the painter". He never ceased to recognize the
place and needs of man and he seized the opportunity of taking a
direct lead in social reform and even became the whip of the Labour.
Party in the House of Lords. Still he resolutely rejected the lead
of Evangelical Protestantism to the extent of a rather humanistic
interpretation of Christianity.

The important questions which confront man in a changing order
are: Can a man believe? On what grounds can he believe? and what
can he believe? William Temple made use of the new psychology in
expounding the itenets of his belief. Must everything be explained
in terms of the material or of the spiritual? Is it peossible to
give a full account of the nature of things in terms of objective
or subjective truth to the exclusion of the other? Shounld we explain
things ultimately in terms of Mind or Matter? With these questions
the mind of Temple's time was ocoupied, and ranging on the one side
were those of the Fabian social school with Spencer as its predecessor
and Ward and Webb as its adherents, and on the other philosophers
like Bradley, Bosanquet, Bergson and Von Hugel. It is impossible
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t0o make sharp distinctions here, and these men are not listed in this
manner %o indicate a sameness or identity of treatment but to indicate
that William Temple recognized the place of both in his philosophical
and social outlook. He realized the importance of value alongside of
Bosanquet, was fully aware of emergent process along with Bergson,
and also captured the "abiding values" and "abiding econsequences™
alike of Von Hugel. The main point is to see that William Temple
fully realized that a new world had dawned but also sensed its
implications for the social and international order. Industrial
expansion had created an accentuation of the nationalist society,
with an enlarging emphasis on the "group" and minimising of the
importance and worth of the "individual™, tending to the Socialist
Republic and the rise of modern communism in Europe under the
leadership of Karl Marx, Engels and Lenin. In England it meant
liberal-social reform under the leadership of men like Lloyd &eorge,
with whom Temple had much in common and with whom he partieipated

in a leading role. The tension between national states together

with the rise to industrial power led to the quest for dominance in
world power. William Temple saw quite clearly that the social tension
in which he entered existed on two fronts- (1) the National, and (2)
the World Order. At the same time he was keenly aware of the
incompetence of the ordinary man to understand and appreciate and
therefore to provide a solution. What was needed?- obviously a "new
man" in a new society.

The answer called for an extensive programme of education and a
new religious fervour, and both on a national and international
seale. The problems could only be met by the establishing of a
Christian Soeial Order, whieh would do full justice to0 the individaal
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and to society, and would enable men to live in brotherhood and
cooperation both in the nation and in the world. The welfare of
Christianity was the answer to the "welfare state"™. The stiate and
society must not be confused, and the state could only be an instrument
for society as it became obedient to God. The answer to world
domination lay in the extension of Christ's domain to the soecial
order.(14). Just as there is an order in the Universe and we can
watch it unfolding in the evolutionary process, so t00 in Christ
we see God's creative activity(15); so too, it is impossible to
eliminate Christ from the social order. William Temple never adopted
the role of a combatant in the class-struggle. Hs never indulged
in polemic, neither in his treatment of the new Dialectical
Materialism nor in his attitude toward the Barthians. In everything
he demonstirated a "sweet reasonableness”. He had indeed a definite
view of the nature of sin, but he also had a vision of the Kingdom
of @od which could, through Christ operating in man, become visible.
Christ was the fulfilment of the natural promise and made it shine
forth. This was not an alien truth, and truth was not alien to 1it.
There was only one Truth; all other truths were subservient to it,
and what man saw and experienced was the revelation of that Truth.
His Mens Creatrix indicated his indebtedness to Bergson and his
difference from him. As men accept the Truth, as Christ becomes
realized and operative in the minds and hearts of men, there will
be a temporal manifestation of God's Kingdom which for its fullest
accomplishment requires all eternity.

The task for accomplishing the transformation of the himan society
into the Society of the Kingdom of God, William Temple assigned to

the Church. Rather, he considered this task as a Divine commission

to the Churoh which is the Body of Christ. If modern science had
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taught us anything it had taught us that its conception a huadred
and fifty years ago of a self-explanatory world going on its own
steam and impelled by its own nature could no longer be held. But
the new science had convinced men that they could believe that
everything can be explained by natural law, and there was nothing
incompatible with this and the belief in Divine law.(16). Indeed,
the principles which are seen at work in the universe are themselves
a guarantee, a token, of what 1is revealed in Christ Jesus. The oper-~
ation of the same law or spirit is seen in the Church which is the
Body of Christ 3till being built up unto perfection until all will
"gome to one perfect Man".(17). The task of the Church is the in-
gathering of all into one fellowship of service under the full
suzerainty of the reign of God.

The task, then, was the missionary task of the Church, and so
Temple threw himself into it with all the force and enthusiasm at
his disposal. It has been truly said that "the Oecumenical Movement
is the most important thing of modern times"™. Its measure of success
is in no small part due to the initial force and driving power of
William Temple. The romantic, even quixotic, manner in which he took
up the challenge and the leadership he gave to the Student Christian
Movement, the cause of International and Interdenominational Missions,
the World Council of Churches and the great World Conferences such
as Lausanne, Jerusalem, Edinburgh, Madras and Stockholm afford most
interesting reading.(18). But he never conceived of The World Council
of Churches as a sort of super-Church, nor even as the Holy, Catholic
Church. It was itself a demonstration of a fellowship of service and
co-operation for bringing in the Kingdom of God. While he remained
a staunch and loyal Churchman of the Anglican Communion and discharged
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nobly and with consumate skill the duties of the highest Office
that Church could confer upon him, yet he could be hailed as a
Christian brother and leader by Churchmen of other Denominations.
And so this chapter ends as it began, with a reference to the
greatness of the man Temple. He was acknowledged by his contem-~
poraries as a chairman without a rival, in the discharge of which
duty he proved himself a master of procedure and unswervingly
impartial. As a chairman he was neither lax nor a hustler and,
possessing an almost infallible memory, he was particularly
accurate in summing up a debate or in presenting resolutions and
decisions which had been reached. He possessed amazingly keen
powers of observation and had such a retentive memory that he
could recall almost anything he had ever heard or read and give
the reference for it. He laid it down as a first requisite of
education that it should inculcate the habit of conecentration,
and it was observed by those who knew him that he never allowed his
own attention to wander, and at the same time, could never be
accused of any lack of courtesy or patience toward others. He had
a resoursefulness in overcoming difficulties, and his aptitude
for reconciling divergent views has been called his "parlour trick".
He was at all times radiantly happy and possessed a flair for
friendliness and was characterized with a spirit of great humility.(19)
His personal charm and abilities made him peculiarly fitted to take
a unique place and make a contribution, perhaps unrivaled by his

contemporaries, in a world of tension.
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Annotation: -

Such tributes are paid by the following writers, and they refer

t0 many other testimonials to the greatness of William Temple's
character and achievements: Sidney Dark- The People's Archbishop;

FP.A.Iremonger- William Temple, Archbishop of Canterbury; Anthony

Otter- William Temple; and William Temple: An Estimate and An
Appreciation by six contributors.

F.A.Iremonger: William Temple, p.627.

The People's Archbighop, p.7.

lord Acton: Lectures on Modern History, pp.l-2.

Cf. Temple: Christianity and Social Order, p.53.

Iord Acton: Lectures on Modern History- both quotations p.3.

Cr. # (5) same p.

Mens Creatrix: Preface, p.Vll.

Iremonger: Williem Temple, p.3. Also ef. Sidney Dark: The People's

Aréhbishop, Peld.

The argument occurs again and again in his writings. Cf. esp.
Chapters X1, X11, and X111l of Rature, Man and God.
In this connection I have read and list as typical the followinge~
A.J.Balfour: The Foundations of Belief; Bishop Gore: Belief in
God; A.E.Taylor: The Faith of a Moralist; Dean Rashdall: Phil-
osophy and Religion; A.E.Garvie: Handbook of Christian Apologet-
ios; Dean Inge: Faith and Its Psychology; R.H.L.Sheppard: The
Impatience of a Parson; G.A.Studdert Kennedy: The New Man in
Christ; Canon 0.C.Quick: Chrigstian Beliefs and Modern Questiors
and W.R.Matthews: The Purpose of God.

(12) cf. Essays in Christian Polities, p.l52.

(13) Ibid: p.154.
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(14) Cctf.-Basic Convictions.
Personal Religion and the Life of Fellowship, 64ff.
Christianity and the State, p.139; p.l83ff.
Christianity and the Social Order, pp.46 & 63.
The idea runs as a theme throughout them all. It is also a
main contention of Christus Veritas. Cf., also Mens Creatrix
PP.135 & 136.
(15) Cf. Mens Creatrix; also Readings in St.John's Gospel,esp.
Introduction & pp.l-42.
(16) The Faith and Modern Thought,p.153.
(17) Ibid,p.163.
(18) F.A.Iremonger, Chapter XXIV,
(19) This character sketch of William Temple is gathered from F.A.
Iremonger, Anthony Otter, Sidney Dark, and the contributors
of William Temple: An Egstimate and An Appreciation.

ADDENDUM
I am aware of the apparent weakness of thus linking the German
thinkers so closely together. I realize that ILotze affords a point
of departure. In linking the name of Ritschl with huomanism I would
draw attention to the words "leading towards". After writing this,
I had access to Canon Raven's &ifford Iectures and I find that he

confirms my judgment. Cf.Science and Religion:"Notes™ p.213.
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III. Facing the Issues.

The world of tension which loomed so largely in the last chapter
needs further elucidation, and this chapter will be an attempt to
see it more clearly as William Temple sew it and to watch how hb
handled it.

Colonel Blimp's 'boys', when they sang 'Where do we go from here?’
in the War of 1914, were really expressing the mind of the times. The
whole world (though mot, of course, in the song) was envisaged as
being at the oross-reads of history (1), and the answer to the quest-
ion may well depend on another: Where are we? It is obviously
impertent to know our exact starting-point.(2). The answer to this
second question may well again depend on the still further question:
How did we get where we are? It was characteristic of William Temple
to uge this method of approach. It forms the focal-point of all his
effort énd writings and he especially adopted it as the approach to
his Gifford Leoctures (3), where, in contrast with Karl Barth, he did
leave a very real place for "natural religion”.(4). But the point of
our enquiry has been thus introduced to indicate that Temple as he
faced the issues of his time approached them with a magnanimity of
mind and spirit which could hardly be preclusive or unfair in his
treatment.

The whole impact of the modern "sciences" since 1850 had tended
to a bifurcation in all knowledge and & consequent fragmentation ir
men's thimking, attitudes and actions. William Temple's father had
dealt with the question in his Bampton Lectures in 1884, He was
concerned with the "apparent™ conflicts which had arisen and aimed
at showing that Revelation was no obstacle to the progress of Seience,
but that the unity which soience sought would be found "not in the
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physical world alone, but in the physical and spiritual united".(5).
The inherent danger lay in the fact that the "supposed" confliot
would incline men to superstition, blindness and stagnation. By the
time Lord Balfour produced his Foundations of Belief (1894) the
inroads had become more securely laid and more severely felt. In the
face of the 'doubts' and 'perplexities' with which mankind was beset
he wished to "recommend a particular way of looking at the World-
problems, which, whether we like it or not, we are compelled to face";
heo desired to lead up to a point of view "whence the small fragments
of the Infinite Whole may appear in their true relative proportions”.
(6). The change in a Christian world where men asked themselves
whether they should adopt the truths of the new geience to a world
in which a scientific mentality asks whether it can any longer accept
the beliefs of Christianity had pretty well taken place by 1903 when
Dr.Williem North Rice endeavoured to maintain a place for the Christ-
ian Faith in An Age of Science.(7). Ii is interesting to read the
book with its many 'diagrams' snd '‘equations', partiocularly as he
aims to show a physical explanation of miracle. He considered Arch-
bishop Frederick Temple's Bampton ILsctures the best angwer to the
problem of Free-Will.(8). But despite such attempts the tendency was
overwhelmingly towards the either : or, the this or that, in the
whole question of belief and practice. This is not to suggest that
all Christian belief was bylthat time tottering or that no applause
was accorded the theologian's interpretation of that belief or his
view of the universe. The voice of historical Christianity was still
speaking from within England, as is evident by the appearance of

Lux Mundi, edited by Gore in 1892. There, within the Church, was a

group of men who were well aware of the problems and stated the
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fundamental positions which were to be the foundations on whiech
Temple was to build and establish his argument for the place of the
Incarnstion. But the "oritical™ attitude within the Chureh, &s
typified by such men as Schweitzer in Germany and Percy Gardner in
England, was tending towards a form of oriticism even to the point
of rejection of the Christian Faith in the lay mind. By the time of
World War I the inadequacy of the Church was felt at home (in England)
and abroad (9) and by the rirst quarter of the century there were
powerful lay movements beeoming openly hostile., One of the evidences
of this wag to be seen in the "question time" and "soap-box oratory”
of Hyde Park (10) where the contrasts of ideals in the intellectual,
industrial and political worlds, as well as in personal and religious
life, became in open conflict. Even in the writings of Julian Huxley,
Bertrand Russell and Somerset Maugham it was suggested that the
Chrigtian view of life should be abandoned.

When Williem Temple came upon the scene the situation was grave.
In 1904 he produced an Essay on The Provinee of Science and in 1908
he resolutely set himself the task of showing that the universe is
"Christo-centrio™.(1l1). During his whole career he was in the thick
of the fight. It is enlightening to see the difference in the way
Temple faced the issues in comparison with most of the thinkers of
twenty years ago. The literature which attempted to solve thse prob-
lems in "the thirties"™ was characterised by question marks. This in
itself is suggestive. In 1932 we had, for example, Cave: What Shall
We Say Of Christ? and Storr: Does Science Leave Room For God? In 1933
Weatherhead: How Can I Find God?, Taylor: Does Science lIsave Room For
God? and Findlay: What Did Jesus Teach? In 1938 H.G.Wood was asking
Did Christ Really Live? In all this it is not to be inferred that
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such writers did not make a plausible and worth-while contribution
to theistic thought, but it is indicative that not one of Temple's
contributions was thus characterised by a question mark! What was
the distinotiveness that was Temple's?

It has already been hinted in the ce¢laim put forward for his
largeness of view. It was axiomatic of Temple that we should never
treat the present as isolated. Conflicts arise because there is
tension and tension arises because there is misunderstanding, or at
least, a lack of understanding. All history has its roots in the
past, its meaning in the present, and its eyes to the future., First
of all we mast clarify the issues and start from there(12), being
careful never to adopt the either:or attitude. This is especially
true when we face the whole problem with its accentuation on mind
or body, matter or spirit, the natural or supernatural. The conflioct,
on its major field between the natural and spiritual, can be resolved
by adopting the Christian view. "The spiritual and the material are
not in themselves naturally hostile, though they easily enough become
so; they are mutually supplementary. The spiritual is only active,
perhaps only actual (if these are to be distinguished), so far as it
possesses and expresses itself through the material; the material
only realises its potentialities when the spiritual dwells in it and
controls it. Christianity is far the most materialistic of the great
religions; its central affirmation is, "The Word was made flesh". It
is materialistic not because it is unspiritual, but because its
spirit is so strong that it need not run away from matter - even from
flesh - but faces it and dominates it".(13), Here indeed was a man-
ifesto for the combatants providing a charter by which they could

not only make a truce but work together in peasceful co-operation,
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if they would adopt it.

The advance of scientific knowledge need not lead to a tearing
asunder the whole fabric of man's existence and achievements and a
gcattering of them piecemeal t0 be trampled underfoot in his onward
march. The problem was not so much one of general knowledge as a
problem of the knowledge of God. Knowledge had advanced with the
growih of the sciences and this growing comprehension of the world
was tormenting the mind of man. Could he, in the face of it, be sure
of nltimate existence and of value? In this, too, thinkers tended to
adopt the 'either:or' attitude. On the one hand there was the attempt
to equate Christianity with Idealism. The dogmatic attitude of those
who proclaimed the "Absolute" was exemplified in F.H.Bradley and
Bosanquet.(14). Bradley had distinguished between Reality amd God.
Dire results of literary and historical criticism had led to an attack
on the authoritarian basis of the Bible. Schweitzer had run the
@ospel into an apocalyptic mould, and subsequently the very origin
of Qhristianity had been questioned. The whole issue seemed to be
leading to confusion and to a questioning of reason itself. For had
not rational thinking crept into theological thought and led to this
wholesale questioning of the Soriptures? The Hegelian position counld
hardly longer bs justified. Reason, when it applied itself to objec-
tive reality in the form of seientific enquiry led to equally dire
results. Here, indeed, was perplexity as well as tension, for it had
come about through the triumph of Reason! The reason of science was
an empirical reason but the rationalistic collapse had been due to
science requiring a new approach, The new approach, of course, was
that of the evolutionary hypothesis. In the hands of William Temple

the evolutionary hypothesis received an entirely new treatment and
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gave a new significance for history and human development. But up teo
this time it had accentuated the problem of man. Its methed had been
applied to religion in various senses, notably in the field of the
study of Comparative Religions, but here, again, it led te dire eon-
sequences. As a result it led to a doubt as to whether there was any
distinetive truth in Christianity. In answer to such bewilderment
Temple pointed out that "Man is a finite mind; but because he is
Mind he cannot be content with his finitude. And one of the ways in
which he tries to rise above it is in the pursuit of knowledge - a
pursuit which, once started, never stops until the whole Universe is
foeussed in his intelligence™.(15).

On the other hand were those who seized the oppertunity of the
rationalistic collapse to seek the truth of existence by another
method. Since it could no longer be claimed that science had explain-
the whole world and given an account of the whole of existence they
were encgouraged to look in another direction. It is natural for a
man in doubt and perplexity to apply his mind to these doubts, in
other words to look within. In this the existentialists were further
encouraged by the new psychology. The upshot of this led to an
asccentuation of conflict between authority and experience, tradition
and modernism, conservatism and progress. It was eharacteristic of a
tendency to get rid of dogmatism. The tendency to look within, as
well as the tendency to look at nature itself (16) led to an accept-
ance of "self-sufficiency™ as a satisfactory explanation of exist-
ence. Against such self-gsufficiency W.R.Matthews argued in The
Purpose of God.(17). As against the whole tendency, William Temple
pointed to the fact of the on-going Church and asked how on that
basis we could account for that. The Church did mot just "grow up".
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If we are seeking a solution to the question of subjective or
objective, then we shall find it in Revelation., "All human experi-
ence contains two factors, the subjective and the objective".(18).
Just as there is evidence of an order in the physical world so 6God
intended that there should be an order in the intellectual realm.
If we gseek to see it or know it in its entirety that is probably
beyond our ken, for all life is a "growth" or "process" and man
himgelf is included in that process. So we may not be capable of
obtaining a complete obJective view, any more than we can have a
complete subjeotive view, "All the realities of life are processes,
moving from point to point in an ordered growth....Life itself, that
is, human history as a whole, may be presumed to be the noblest
drama of all; but it is at once so long and so .complex that most of
us can see no real and coherent significance in it at all, unless
some men of genius has isolated some relatively complete whole and
made us see its value".(19). This, of course, is the role of the
poet or drematist, but we see it also in Jesus Christ. He 1is the
crown and eriterion of all revelation, for the whole reality of
revelation finds its perfect and focal point in Jesus Himself.(20).
When man makes himself or the world he experiences the criterion
of his knowledge end judgments he makes a mistake. When man acts in
this way he leaves &od out and there seems no plausible way of
understanding the world except as €od's creation. "God is the world's
creator™(21) and "it is the whole world, inclusive of matter - of
flesh and blood - which God so loved that He gave His only begotien
son".(22). "He is not just the soul of the universe, so that it is
as necessary to Him as He is to it. He exists, so to speak, by his
own right; the universe only exists because He chooses. 'Thou hast

created all things, and for Thy pleasure they are, and were created’.



30.

Now this is a very definite and distinctive philosophical doetrine.
I believe that it affords a general view of things which is , even
philosophically, better than any other."(23). After examining the
various types of recent philosophy in 1936 Professor John lLaird
pointed out that in all seriousness very eminent people were advocat;
ing & return to the past: "Back to Kant", "Back to Hume", "Back to
Looke", "Back to St.Thomas", "Back to Plato".(24). Up to the point
of accepting the value of past tradition William Temple would agree.
When examining the ease for Natural Theology in his Gifferd lectures
of 1939 Professor Laird had this to say: "Of 'communion with God' I
can speak from, hearsay only. If a man believes that he walks with
God, that God responds to his heart and mind, in brief that there is
genuine although infinitely unequal fellowship between deity and
himself, he is elaiming, in prineiple, a personal acquaintance with
the divine being not wholly dissimilar from his acquaintance with
other men....Accordingly I submit that the 'right use of ordinary
means® of knowing has an intelligible if not a precisely demarcable
sense, that it is doubtful whether we have any other means of knowing,
and that it need not be true that the knowledgeable powers we apply
within nature could not apply to nature or to nature's God".(25).
Had William Temple remained & professor of philosophy only, he no
doubt could have said &ll this and more. Indeed, he did say more in
his Essay on The Province of Science in 1904, But when he faced the
issues he did so as a man of faith and stated the traditional
Theistic position in terms of modern scientific thought and in the
light of reason. Thus doing, he recapiured the great tradition laid
down by Bishop Butler.

In any attempt to see how William Temple faced the great issues
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of scientific, philosophic or theistic thought it must be remembered
that he saw clearly the pitfalls of all these great endeavours of the
haman mind. It has been due to the inherent weakness of human thought
and the inability or refusal to think things through clearly and
fully that men have been led to produce the "deist™ theories of God
and the universe. Even supposing God has éreated the universe, if He
remains outside His creation we are left with a mechanical view of
the universe. On the other hand if God and matter are equally real
they may be mutually independent of each other and then we are led
to the position of a dualism, or even of pluralism. Again, when man
has sought a way out of these problems and tried to account for the
presence of God at work in His universe he has been led into pan-
theism. What Temple clearly saw was that "if all were &od, nothing
were God"; or, to state it differently, if all is divine, then how
cén we distinguish between good and bad, between truth and error?
When one tries to coneceive of "pure spirit" he arrives at an Arigto-
telian God, whereas when he tries to account fully and adequately
for "immanence™ he lands in pantheism. The only conceiveable way out
is along the lines of both "Immenence" and "Iranscendence". Temple
outlined the answer to the problem under the double-caption of "the
Trenscendence of the Immanent" and "the Immanence of the Transcen-
dent" in his Gifford Lectures.(26). The fact that this is God's
world, that it needs Him and that He can be seen in the great process-
es of its emergence runs through the whole of Temple's development.
(27). The world is not as necessary to God as He is to the world(28)
but He is at work in the arena of His creatien for guidance and for
judgment (29). "Our religion rests upon the conviction that God is
the living 6od and that He is active in His world in fulfilment of
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His purpose™.(30). It is because of this that there can be events

or episodes whioh men call miracles. If God created matter, surely

He oan operate upon, or work out His purpose in and through matter,
and where the "occasion is sufficient, He can and will do something
contrary to the ordinary course of nature. It will not be a more
divine act than that whieh is regular, but it will reveal Him more
completely".(31). It is not only in this way that we can understand
God's action in world crises, but here we alsoc have é clue to under-
standing God revealed in one particular place and at a particular
moment in world histery in Jesus Christ. Temple does not attempt to
"gloss over" the fearful consequences of the supreme Revelatiom of
God in Christ, nor does he refuse to face the demand whiesh:such a
faith and experience makes upon the individual. "The place of crisis
is in our own hearts. Do you believe - vitally and emotionally
believe - that the Creator is the Redeemer, that Jesus Christ reveals
the ultimate reality? I don't. My mind believes; my consciencse
approves; my heart applauds; but my heart is also set on too much
else to trust effectively. And if it were not that the Creator-
Redeemer both can and does offer Himgelf to dwell within us &aund make
us like Himself, I should have neither faith in God nor hope for the
world. In Him, and in Him alone, is salvation...Though all our lower
nature shrinks from the sacrifice which it must face, yet in our best
moments we know that the one satisfaction of our souls is to be found
in their surrender to Jesus Christ, that He may shape them into thse
likeness of His perfect love, and that the accomplishment of this

for mankind is the one means of purging out of the world all that

now spoils and embitters 1ife".(32).

That statement meant personal commitment for Temple. He was
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particularly aware of the issues at stake, as has been said; but he
was not only a great apologist, he not only gave a reasonable state-
ment of the theistic position in the tradition of a great Christian
Platonist, he also went into aection on the Christian front. In other
words, he was not only "a hearer of the Word, he was a doer alse".(33).
We are deeply indebted to F.A.Iremonger for a masterly treat-
ment of the manner in which Temple faced the issues of his day on
the practical level. Others have attested to the greatness of the
task and the immensity of Temple's contribution.(34). This chapter
is not an attempt to reiterate that story, but something must be
said insofar as the intellectual and theological and the practical
sontributions are complementary. In fact, the two cannot be divorced,
for the neglect of the one impairs the other. The onrush of modern
thpught was reflected nowhere else perhaps clearer than it was in
the Student Christian Movement, though not only there. By 1908, when
he was a Deacon in Holy Orders, Temple was already wanted everywhere
and by everybody; his help was sought by societies, councils, confer-
ences, and propagandists of all kinds. In that year he gave his first
reasoned statement of his social and economic faith to the Pan-
Anglican Conference of London. Thus early he was caught up in the
great Labour Movement and he declared: "This is not an economio
question. It is a question touching the nature of personality. It
asks what are the deepest and most potent motives in the human soul.
The question iIs not economic - to the Christian it is religious....
If Christianity is to be applied to the economic system, an organiz-
ation which rests primarily on the pringiple of exploitation mast
give way to one which rests primarily on co-operation...The question

of the competitive principle is driven down into the Labour markset,
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so that men compete agalnst each other for the right to work which
is the right to live. Go and ses it at work in the London Dogks. If
one man is to secure the means of feeding himself and his family,he
must deprive another. Is that an exhibition of Brotherhood? Such a
system embodies no principle but selfishness and mutual antagonism.
+eoA8 citizens we are guilty of a whole system of oppression: it is
there: we tolerate it, and so become responsible for its results.
There is nothing inevitable im it: it is all the result of human
choices. I do not mean that any one deliberately put it there; it is
the greatest fluke in oreation. But it is the net result of innumer-
able choices, and by human choices it can be modified. Here lies our
daty - and our guilt".(35).

The isgues at stake were issues of life and death and so they
were issues dependent on ‘choice', and choice depended on ‘value’,
and value depended on 'personality'. The great task is that of
liberating human persons from the bondage of conflict and corruption,
a bondage which arises as the result of wrong choices due to
misunderstanding and misjudging the issues which confront mankind.
We see Temple grappling with these problems in almost everything he
ever did or wrote.

I. The primary task is that of Education. Here, the need becomes
one of sufficient education for all, not merely for the select few,
end not Jjust up to a point. The Church and State must see that
facilities are provided and that the means are adequate for an
efficient education. The main duty of educators is to see that the
child is taught the first rudiment, which is the art of "concentrationt
Education is not just filling $he mind with the data of text-books,
it is the endeavour to develop the whole personality so that the

mind can concentrate on the great issues of life and make right
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judgments. Man will fulfil his purpose in the divine plan adequately
only when he achieves a development which will enable him to use
all his faeculties in the task of co-operation with his fellow-man
and with God. He must be educated for "service” to the point of
"saerifice", for service and sacrifice are the pssential requirements
in a "sacramental™ world. This is to be anderst?od in the way that
we understand the 'oross' as the 'throne' of God's ‘glory'.(&6).
Because he saw the problem of Education in a new light and dared %o
proclaim the possibilities and the glories of its achievement, Temple
was at the forefront of a movement which 'revolntionized' the
educational system of Great Britain. When it is remembered that the
Education Agts 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 his time.(37).

II. Then there is the great Labour problem. Temple senéed keenly
the tension which existed between Labour, Management and Capital,
and gave a critical analysis of the intricate and delicate situations
which led to strife and strikes. The primary requisite, as in
education, is that we must instil a sense of "vocation™ into the
labouring and managing classes alike. The problem arises because of
misunderstanding and misdirected service. The cause, as well as the
result, is one of misguided endeavour: there is a lack of ‘co-
operation' where we ought to find a real 'fellowship'. The 'economic'
problem' is yet another instance of the false way of treating man's

problems in isolation. R.H.Tawney in Religion and the Rise of
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Capitalism pointed to a deep truth: "when the aLe of the Reformation
came, economics is still a branch of ethics and ethicecs of theology:

all activities are treated as falling within a single scheme whose
character is determined by the spiritual destiny of mankind".(38).

Temple knows that the new science had driven & wedge in here as
elsewhere. He sees quite clearly what Barry explained in The
Relevance of Christianity:"Secular knowledge has given mankind an
understanding of &od's ways, a power of controlling environment,sa
field for research, venture and enterprise which would never have
been open to us within the circumference of that premature
synthesis™.(39). But he is also aware of something else: he knows
that this new scientific conception, great and illuminating as it is,
reveals the unity of creation and a progressive order., Yet we do not
see that uwnity and order in the problem of labour. Rather labour

is treated as a commodity which those who need it buy as cheap as
they can and those who possess it sell as dear as they can; but
labour is not a commodity- you cannot divest labour from the
labourer.(40). The problem of 'Supply and Demand' is a misnomer if
we take it as the proposed principle on which the capitalist works.
In reality it works in exactly the reverse order from that which
is claimed for it in theory: 'goods' are not produced because men
need them, nor do we ask the 'proper' price for them because of
this same reason, rather they are produced and sold in a great
competitive scheme for the sole purpose of making money. As Barry
suggested, secular knowledge may have supplied the power for
"gontrolling environment®™; it has obviously not supplied the powsr
for controlling man in his environment. We are working on sub-

Christian levels, with sub-Christian standards. So the first Christian
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principle needed is liberty or the sacredness of personality. Here,
too, we must be careful with our lines of demarcation and inclusive-
ness. While the basic need is the inculcation of the principle of
personality, still a man must not be treated as a mere person, &s
eanother instance of a class of persons, but &s an "individual®. It is
precisely here that we see Democracy at its best when contrasted with
any ‘bourgeois’ or 'totalitarian' system. Strikes are Justified for
Temple, not on the principle of mere acquisitiveness, nor merely to
tget' something even if it is right that the labourer should have it:
they may be necessary on any system of ‘haves’' and 'have nots'; but
thej are really justified because they show a demand that human beings
should be treated as sacred personalities. Thus the prcblem becomes a
theological one. The Christian system is not an impracticable,
Utopian ideal. If Christ were only a great moral teacher, then it
might be true that what He taught was too good to be true; but if
Christ is the Creator of the world, then we can be sure that His
thought about anything is what that thing truly is. So Christ's
conception about human nature is what human nature really is, and
if we want to be ‘*practical' we must treat buman nature after the
example and teaching of Christ. Therefore the whole problem is ome of
bringing industry under the domain of Christ: then Labour,Management
and Capital will take their rightful place in a great scheme of
Christian co-operative endeavour. We observe Temple bringing an end
to the debate, as he offers his solution to the problem of the issue
thus faced, with the following characteristic flourish:-

" YBut this puts off for ever all hope of a solution; you are
impracticable; you are a dreamer.’
If so, then Christ was a deluded fanatic and His religion is a

frauad.
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'But what you propose is impossible; you cannot alter human
nature’.

No; but God can; and Christ was born and died and rose again and
sent the Holy Spirit to do that very thing."(41).

III. Thirdly, the great issues resolve themselves around the
grave social problems. Because of Temple's connection with the
Labour party he has often been called a "socialist™. This is really
a mignomer, as W.G.Peck clearly points out (42), and his social hope
wes grounded in a doctrine of ethical redemption rather than in any
dootrinaire theory either of progress or revolution. As a Platonist,
Temple believed that the "good man" was the "geod citizen" and that
it was primerily the business of education and the Church to make
him so. The whole problem is ons of the relationship of persons as
they exist in communities. In society man is faced with the qusestion
of 'rights' or 'duties', and it is hardly too much to say that his
only 'right' becomes ‘duty’ to others. When condauot is motivated by
the desire of putting "rights" first, then the individual comes into
conflict with others who similarly assert their rights, and this
creates the kind of tension which ultimately leads to war. The same
sort of thing prevails when the 'state' exertis its demands apon the
'citizen': we must always remember that the State exists for the
citizen and not vice versa, whatever the historic origin of the
State, whether it arose by 'Social Contract'® or otherwise, But the
individual, when he casts a vote, hands over to the state a certain
right to govern him and to legislate on his bshalf. Howsver, the
State does not and cannot control the whole of social 1life; yet the
State "has a universal authority over its members such as is not

elsewhere t0 be found. The force with whiech the State is entrusted
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is the means of meking actual and effective this universality of Law.
And force is confined to the State in order that its exercise may
always be in the service of Law’'.Both the universality and the force
at once set limits to the appropriate spheres of action. Because of
its universality Law can only deal with general situwations, and
because its instrument is force it cannot control opinion or aspir-
ation."(43). When the doctrine of "National absolutism™ grew up as a
consequence of the Reformation it was inevitable that the trend
would lead to war if men did not keep before them the concept of
Christian brotherhood. Due to modern progress the world has become
inter-related to the extent that we are faced with conflict or co-
operation., Greek philosophy and culture gave us the "Ideal"State,
but here "Hellenism comes t0 its utmost limits and bursts them, and
Plato is left at last, wondering whether his Ideal State mﬁy not,
even as he writes, exist somewhere outside the knowledge of the
Greeks, in what fhey would call a barbarian land, and with his whole
system manifestly incomplete because it is waiting for just that one
final touch - that one crowning glory - which only Christianity ceuld
give."(44).

Basic in Christian teaching and living is "the idea of the family”,
It is the glory of Christianity that it can point the way to a family-
relationship for a troubled world. The answer %o all national and
international problems can and will be realised when the whole of
"society" becomes united as one family in the Kingdom of God. That is
not merely an idle dream, for Temple can point to an actunal analogy
in the British Commonwealth of Nations - which, while it is not per-
fect ,nevertheless can be seen developing progressively slong the

lines of a Christian brotherhood. The task is immense, the problems
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are acute, but it is not merely the task of a struggling mankind; it
is a divinely appointeé& task, and is therefore the task of God Him-
self which we may observe Him working out for the salvation of man
and with his co-operation.

IV. Last of all, there is the task of the Church. What is the
sense, Temple asks, of questioning the Churcgh or its place in order-
ing and orgenizing the society of men? As every individual is born
into a family and a nation, and as a nation is a product of histor-
ical development and not a deliberately manufaectured structare, so
too the Church is inevitably "beorn"™, so to speak, in the world. It
comes about pretty much in the same way as any other 'biological’
fact - it is the 'extension' of Christ's Body, existing to carry on
His redeeming work of saving and restoring mankind until all come %o
"one perfect man in Christ". To ask the question whether the Church
should interfere is simply silly. If it is the Body of Christ, it
exists at God's bidding and in it we simply see God at work as we see
Him at work in other "natural" ways. The Church's primary task is to
make war upon existing evil; its coneern is with social questions -
the educational influence of the social and economic system in which
men live, to develop in men a Christian character. The answer as to
whether the Church should interfere is the statement that it has
already interfered, and the proof is seen in history.(45). Church
History is the story of the impact made by the Spirit of Christ upon
the life of mankind. In one sense the Church may be said to have
"interfered" in a particular way in the great Conference on Christian
Pdlitios, Bconomics and Citizenship held at Birmingham in 1924.It%t is
very interesting to read Karl Barth's 'Theological Existence To-Day'
and to see him pleading for the right and the duty of the Chaureh to
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institute reform from "within", also to see the tragic truth that

it ( or he ) was too late. He wrote in June 1933 and was too late

by at least the intervening months from March of that year when
orders went out from the Reichstag which silenced the voice of the
Church and altered the course of events. It is refreshing to return
from that and see how "revolutionary"™ measures were brought 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 Chureh cannot interfere. There are laws;
for example, the laws set forth by the exact science of Political
Economy, and with these laws the Church has nothing to do amy more
than it has with Geometry.(46). But it has a great deal to do with
man as he comes under these laws, and should strive to see that as
far as possible leaders in all fields of human endeavour are Chrigt-
ian or guided by Christian principles. A man's own political convic-
tions are his alone and the Church must not interfere but sheould
insigt that he makes his choice, here as elsewhere, after careful
and deliberate reflection, and should be ready and competent to
educate him to that point. Nor should the Church ‘coerce' men into
its membership; for to use, in the name of Christ, any other means
of persuasion than spiritual appeal and rational ceoherence is to
betray His first prineiples of action. It is the task of the Church
to see that as far as possible the order of society ceorresponds to
the "Natural Order". Even so, it is God's ‘'order', not man's. "All
Christian thinking, and Christian thinking about society no less
than any other, must begin not with man but with God."(47). If there
is a choice to be made between making men Christian and making the

social order more Christian, it must be the former; for it is,to use
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a mixed metaphor, as "fishers of men" that the Church must seek to
"leaven the whole lump”™ till all mankind is brought into the
"gommonwealth"™ of "fellowship" in the Kingdom of God.

Temple's forcefulness of thought and presentation is seen at its
best in Mens Creatrix, Christus Veritas and Readings in St.John's
Gospel. The philosophic erux of the whole matter is stated on psages
58 to 60 of Mens Creatrix, but the student of Temple must grapple
with the full problem as it appears in his &ifford Lectures: for all
of this is headed up in the intellectual and philosopbical question.(48)

As Temple exaemined the basis of the Gifford Trust he discoveredv
that the supposed clearness of the distinction between Natural and
Revealed Religion, as conceived in the mind of theologians at the
time the Trust was founded, was partly illusory, and that the dis-
tinction had been drawn by theologians, not by philosophers. If it is
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
Revealed Truth; therefore the distinoction must clearly be ons of
"method" and not of "spheres". One of the best examples of the prob-
lem facing theology could be seen in Julian Huxley who attempted to
show that "natural religion" itself could supply man's religious
needs, without recourse to "revelatidn".(49). To the argument that
we must not treat religion as an abstract science, Temple's answer
is that it does not hold here any more than in mathematics. We have
reliéion first of all on authority, and when we sorutinize it we
find by experience that it is trustworthy: expérience is its
authentication.

He next deals with the great vogue of the psychologists. The
modern psychologists tended to recognise the existence of God but

only as a form of consciousness. Both Jung and Coe had interpreted
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the reality of God as essentially a psychological process.(50).Such
a view would say that man is by nature religious, andruithont relig-
ion man will never attain to mental health, to complete sanity.There
is no need for the ontologiecal argument. Jung would say that men has
a dual nature: (a) spiritual,(b) material. Temple saw clearly that
we may question his hypothesis on the same basis on which he quest-
ioned the ontological argument. Everything may be explained as a
projection; and even if you do not raise the ontological problem, it
is still there, and the whole efficacy of the srgument relies upon
it. We are here back upon the o0ld problem of EITHER,0R. Are we to
treat religion as a natural phenomenon without pronognoing gpon its
validity? When confronted with the "psychologicel vagaries of the
human mind...it is not unreasonable to prefer the alternative
hypothesis and adopt the view that man's religion is a movement
within him of some great force which it behoves him to appreciate”
(f.e. Subjective), "or his response to some object of supreme import
which it behoves him to understand®(i.e. Objective), "or both of
these at once"(i.e. Subjective + Objective). Netural Religion has
the burden of seeking to establish its own validity. The fact that
agtronomy revealg God only as mathematieian is not surprising, for
if we start by attending to objects only insofar &s they are measure~
able we are apt to end up with nothing only the measurement of these
objects. Aquinas began with reason and ended with revelation; Temple
begins with revelation and ends with reason. The philosophy of
religion is seen as the preparation for Systematic Theology, more
really it should be the fruit, but actually the two go pari passu,
hand in hand. All religion begins on authority: but this is not to

deny freedom. We are not born free, we are born to develop freedom,
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and this is the truth as St.Paul saw it. The movement in Christian-
ity is from Law to Grace, but we are never free from aunthority:
under Grace we come under a new Authority. The freedom of Luther
means & new authority of internal constraint, only it is now a per-
sonal acosptance on personal experience. This is basic in the whole
Christian conception and experience. Neither Luther, nor any other
Christian, can be free from an Infallibilty. There can be no such
thing as a fallible authority - otherwise it would not be authorit-
ative.(51). In any case religion, per se, may be bad - we have to
come to a standard of values. No "quantum"™ theory can account for
the truths of religious experience: Natural Religion needs the aid
of Revealed Religion.

The two "methodologies™ under considera£ion have gsomewhat in
common, and both claim to be ultimate., Authority for religiom is
divine, external, imposed from without: God is God and must be
obeyed. On the other hand, the philosopher has the authority of
human reason: here man may be the measure of all things. While phil-
osophy is a detached science, religion is not. The difference is one
of aim: philosophy seeks knowledge for the sake of understanding,
while Religion seeks knowledge for the sake of worship. The "primary
assurances of Religion are the ultimate questions of Philesophy".
There are difficulties in the way of the religious man who wishes to
be a philosopher and for the philosopher who wishes to engage himself
in the exercise of religion, but they are not insurmountable. The
divergence of view is especially evident in three main convictions
of Religion:

"First is the conviction that Spirit is a true source of initation

of processes;
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"Second is the conviction that all existence finds its source in a
Supreme Rsality of which the nature is Spirit;
"Third is the conviction that between that Spirit and ourselves there
can be, and to some extent already is, true fellowship™.(52).
Thus there exists a real tension between philosophy and religion,but
this is not to be regretted because it is "right in principle and
stimulating in effect".

The problem is not one of the moment; it is inherited from
Descartes who was responsible for two important contributions to
European thought: (a) the bifurcation of thought and things, and (b)
the establishing of mathematical sciencs. It was Descartes who
started Analytical Geomeiry whereby space could be redanced t0 an
arithmetical rofmnla. Leibniz had posited a pre-established harmony:
he developed the "integral calculus". Newton gave us the "differen-
tial calculus". He gave a new form to Cartesian Rationalism in his
Philosophiee Principia Mathematica in which he explained everything
by one universal law., Thas he perfected the mechanical conception of
nature inaugurated by Kepler, Descartes and Galileo.

The upshot of all this was that when John locke, influenced by
Newton, produced his Treatise on Human Nature, he imagined he counld
reduce human nature to the seme simplicity. In all fairness it
should be said that Newton anticipated Einstein, What Einstein has
been doing in our day, especially in his attempt at "unification”,
Newton tried to do: he admitted he couldn't, but anticipated the day
when somebody would: he hoped that this principle would explain all
being. So, in fairness to Locke, we must understand him under the
influence of that type of mathematical thinking. His empiricism led
him to distinguish between ideas and objects - which are character-
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ized by primary and secondary qualities. But the things-in-themselves
do not correspond with our ideas of them. His subjectivism, his
philosophy of "representationism™ was followed by Berkley's suggest-
ion that you might as well abolish the qualities, and then you have
nothing left but the idea. Hume followed with his atter skeptiocism
to say that then you have nothing left at all. Hume was the logical
outcome of Descartes - solipsism. There remained nothing left for
Kant to build on (this, of sourse, is not to "bow out™ Bishop Butler),
and he had to begin all over again. But as Temple reminds us,Dr.Caird
used to tell his students: "Kant started from both ends of the road
at once, but never met himself". He began from the standpoint of
the empirical method, but then he had to account for "experience™.

He had both "noumena"™ and "phenomena" on his hands - and "never the
twain shell meet": if you start with "ideas™ and "things" as dwelling
apart, this is where you end.

This was the historical situation with which William Temple had
to deal: the development of philosophical thought since Descartes.
The whole question of the existence of God had fallen into dnbiety.
Temple faced the situation and recognized that it was impossible to
reconcile this bifurcation of knowledge and reality without the
existence of God. Thus he raised the Ontological Argument and intro-
duced it as of utmost importance. If God does not exist ontologically,
He does not exist at all; and if God does not exist, nothing else
exists. "Communication" is the great fact of all existence and exp-
erience. Without some "medium" it is impossible to account for real
knowledge. There must be "some existant"™ which enables "discourse”™
between the subject and object, between the "selves" which exist,and

which gives "authentication™ to experience. We live in a meaningful
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world. The fact of discourse establishes the existence of Ged. It is
the dictum of Berdyaev, whom Temple accounted "one of the most
important writers of our time"™, that God is the meaning of existence.
In this manner Temple returns to his Authority. The clue to the
solution of the problem which faces philosophy and religion is to

be found in this fresh recognition of the essential nature of
Aunthority, this "Authentication™ which is exempt from either

coercion or dictation, this Amthority - the God of all religious

experience.



48,
Annotation: -
{1) Julian Huxley dealt with the problém in 1927 from another angle:
Religion without Revelation,p.9:"The head and the heart of civiliz-
ation are being torn in different directions".
(2) The Preacher's Theme To-Day,pp.3-37 end Christienity and Social
Order,p.52,where Temple,in jocular fashion,likens it to the English-
man in Ireland asking his way to Roscommon.
(3) Cf. the rirst chapter of Nature,Man and God.
(4) This attitude is seen in Barth's Credo,Epistle to the Romans,and
God in Action. Cf.esp.the opening and closing sentences of Chap.IV,
Creatorem Coeli et Perrae in Credo, and The Knowledge of God and The
Service of God.
(5) Cf.The Relations Between Religion and Science- Macmillan & Co.,
p._230.
(6) A.J.Balfour: Foundations of Belief,p.3.
(7) W.N.Rice: Christian Faith in An Age of Science.
(8) Ibid, pp.298-9.
(9) For Temple's contribution in the War Years of.Iremonger ,pp.167-265.
(10) We are indebted to Canon C.F.Rogers,both for his contribution to
the discussions at Hyde Park and for his 'Lectures in Hyde Park',
three volumes(1925-29) and 'Verify Your References'(1938)- all
published by the S.P.C.K.
(11) This was to be the theme of Mens Creatrix,started at Oxford in
1908. Cf. the preface.

(12) This method runs through all Temple's work and is seen unfolded
in Essays,Foundations,Christianity and Social Order, and Nature, Man
and God.
(13) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship,p.l17.
(14) cf.,e.g., Bradley's 'Truth and Reality'.
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(15) Mens Creatrix,p.29.
(16) This is the philosophy of "Analysis" as advocated by Bertrand
Russell.
(17) The Purpose of God,p.30.
(18) Revelation,edited by Baillie and Martin,p.100.
(19) Mens Creatrix,pp.180-and 131l.
(20) Revelation,supra,p.ll4.
(21) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship,p.5.
(22) Readings in St.John's Gospel,p.XIII. g
(23) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship,p.5.
(24) John Laird: Recent Philosophy,p.250.
(25) John Laird: Theism and Cosmology,p.54.
(26) The Gifford Lectures were delivered 1932-3 and 1933-4,published
under the title 'Nature, Man and God'.
(27) This is especially true of Nature, Man and God, Mens Creatrix,
Christus Veritas, Basic Convictions, The Preacher's Theme To-Day and
Readings in St.John'g Gospel. It is also developed in his Essays.
(28)Nature ,Man and God,p.435,"the World - God = O;
God ~ the World s God".
(29) Repeatedly stated in Readings in St.John's Gospel.
(30) Basic Convictions,p.20.
(31) Ibid,p.21.0n 'law' and 'miracle'cf.Faith and Modern Thought ,p.1531
(32) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship,pp.l3-l4.
(33) St.James 1:22;
(34) Along with Iremonger's great work,cf.Sidney Dark, Anthony Otter,
and William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreciation,contributed to
by W.R.Matthews, S.C.Carpenter, Carl Heath, F.Harrison, W.G.Peck
and A.E.Baker.

(35) F.A.Iremonger,pp.94~95.
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(36) Cf.Readings in St.John's Gospel,p.l4.
(37) As typical of Temple's treatment of "Education" of.Christianity
and Social Order,pp.87ff.,99,104-105,109.Education = "nourishment™,
Nature ,Man and God,p.421. 'Plato and Christianity’ was delivered and
dedicated to the Worker's Educational Association. Cf.Iremonger,
pp.56, 90-93, 557, 569-578, 618.
(28) Page 278. Temple commemorated Christianity and The State "To my
friend, R.H.Tawnsey".
(39) Page 13.
(40) Essays, p.ll.
(41) Ibid,p.18. We observe Temple at his best as he deals with man in
his environment.The theme appears repeatedly in many of the Essays;
The Nature of Personality; Foundations; Christianity and the Stats;
Nature,Man and God; and is fully dealt with in Christianity and
Social Order.
(42) William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreciation,p.64.
(43) Christianity and The State,pp. 111, 113f.
(44) Plato and Christianity,p.l102.
(45) Cf.,for best referemnces, Christianity and Social Order,esp.p.l8f.
(46 ) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship,p.59.
(47) Christianity and Social Order,p.52.
(48) The remainder of this chapter deals with Temple's "approach™ to
the problem,covering the first three chapters of Nature,bMan and God.
(49)Julian Haxley:Religion without Revelation.Cf.Preface & Chap.l,

esSp.p.8.

(50) ¢f.Coe:The Psychology of Religion;also Jung:Psychology and Relig.
(51)In stating the importance of Authoritiy,Temple has the support of
such modern writers as Otto,Barth,Brunner, and Von Hugsl.

(62) Nature, Man and God, p.35.
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IV. Doctrine of Reason.

Introductory.

Two things need to be stated quite clearly at the outset of any
discussion of Temple's "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 treatment which he elaborated as such. Nowhere do we
find in any of his works an exposition of a doctrine of reason
clearly and distinctly and separately set forth, as for example,
his views on Freedom or Value or Revelation. The same would be
true for any doctrine of sin. Yet this does not mean that Temple
has no "doctrine of reason", and the student must of necessity
examine the place given to Reason in his wriﬁings and grasp the
imégrtance of the role of reason in his exposition in order %o
understand his contribution to the philosophy of religion. The
second thing is that although Temple began with Revelation and led
up to Reason in his Gifford Lectures (as we saw in the last chapter),
yet it would be true to say that in actual development over the
years of his contribution to the thought of philosophy and theology
he began with Reason and led up to Revelation. Even then, we must
not be tempted to any view of over-simplifigation or of making fine
distinctions, for "human reason™ is not essentially different from
the "reason"” of "revelation".

Reason not an Absolute.
This leads at once to an emphatic statement that Reason 1is not

an Absolute in Temple's thought. On the contrary, human reason is

an impaired reason: in man Reason has become vitiated (1) and it
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needs Revelation, not so much to contradicet it as to enable it to
fulfil its function as a God-given faculty. Although reason is
corrupt because of man's sin, it is nevertheless an evidence of
God's activity within the soul of man enabling him to achieve his
true dsstiny. Unlike Kant, who found it necessary to distinguish
between 'practical' and ‘pure'’ reason, Temple in true Kantian
style seizes upon Reason which is at the same time both 'ideal'’
and 'practical' and finds in it a kinship conjointly with God and
the universe which He has created.

Here, again, we face the problem of conflict, due to the
achievements of scientific advance and discovery in the realm of
human knowledge; and the conflict, as Julian Huxley saw, was one
which involved "the very conception of God"(2). "A familiar but
striking feature in the life of the nineteenth century was the
severance of culture from the received forms of religion".(3).We are
here at the very heart of the matter: the realm of ideas, which is
the arena of the activity of the human mind. "The century saw a
great change in the body of these ideas themselves, a change not
officially recognized but none the less effectively used. The
consequence is that, if we try to describe the general view of the
world held foday by the majority of educated people, we ghall find
it to be the product of three distinct influences which modify one
another — that of religion in the accepted sense, that of sciencs
natural and historical, and that of ideas derived from philosophy
and imaginative literature. And it is perhaps not too sanguine %o
believe that the further consequence is a decided tendency towards
closing the rift between progressive culture and religion." (4).

Just how near the last sentence comes to the truth of the matter
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may be Jjudged in the light of a statementi made by Dr. John Baillie
to the Alumni of the Faculty of Divinity of McGill University in
October, 1954. He asid that in the world in which he grew up it
was very difficult for one not to be a practicing Christian, in
matters of Church attendance, etc.; whereas at the present day the

converse holds true: it is very difficult, almost impossible, in

our world to practise Christianity.

Polarity of Thinking.

The difficulty arises here due to the polarity of human
tendencies of thought when confronted with such main issues as were
discussed in the last chapter. Thus men in their thinking may be
driven all the way from utter pessimism to sheer optimism, or led
to accept or develop utterly conflicting and irreconcileable views
ranging from abject materialism to absolute idealism. The problem
may be solved if it may be shown that the "three distinct influences™
are complementary rather then in conflict. A.C.Bradley tells us 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 Williem Temple would say that is questionable, but
he did realize the inhkerent danger of divorcing the common-stock
knowledge of to-day's achievements from the tradition of the past.
He set himself the task of reconciling divergent views in such
early writings as The Kingdom of God(6) and Foundations(7); he was
particularly anxious to relate the truth of Plato to the modern
problem(8); and he dealt specifically with'Tfuth and Tradition' and
'Tradition and Modernism' in his Essays. He was aware of the difficuliy

stated by Canon Raven: "Knowledge divorced from life, knowledge
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specialised, anatomised, dessicated, speedily becomes valueless and
is always dangerous"(Y), and he aimed throughout at "seeing life
whole". All life is a "process"(10); and "the process is a unit"{11l).
Similarly, Truth must be seen as a "oneness": "There is only one
truoth, and all its parts are mutually interdependent”(12). Here
Temple is in the company of such men as Herbert Spencer who main-
tained that it was an incredible hypothesis to hold that there are
two orders of truth, in absolute and everlasting opposition.
However;Truth for Temple is much larger than Reason, but the trouble
is that people either refuse to think or accept on a blind faith.
"We are always misunderstanding because we try to apprehend Christian
doctrine from a sub-Christian point of view."(13). "We who have
received sight in some measure are often asked, sometimes by
implication, sometimes by direct challenge, from what source we
gained it; and frequently we answer 'I do not know' - either from
cowardice, or from real ignorance. Not all men recognize their
obligation to trace the source of light by which they live."(1l4).

If we are going to be rational about life we need to recognize the
place of faith alongside of reason; or, at least, to sée that

faith is also rational. For, not only is all life a process and

must be seen in its totality, but "all 1life rests on faith. No
conceivable activity can take place without it. Reason itself as a
guide to action, depends upon the faith that the world is rational".
(156). Sti11l, the faith of the scientist and the faith of the
Christian, though both of them are rational, are not necessarily one
and the same. Having quoted St.John 8:31-2, "If ye abide in the
word which is mine, ye are truly my disciples, and ye will recognize

the truth", Temple went on to say: "This perception or knowledge of
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the truth is more than intellectual and sciemtific knowledge, for
which there is another word; it is the knowledge of acquaintance.
Loyal adherence to what they believe will convert that belief into
trust; they will advance, so to speak, from being orthodox to being
real Christiang".(16). What he is saying is somewhat similar to
Bacon:"Gos uses the help of our reason to illuminate us, so should
we likewise turn it every way, that we may be more capable of
receiving and understanding His mysteries; provided only that the
mind be enlarged, according to its capacity, to the narrowness of

the mind".(17).

Reason, Faith and 'Feeling’.

All this is not to suggest that Temple considered reason as
"inferior™ to faith or that reason is a sort of "coward's castle”,
and if this sentence were rewritten substituting faith for reason
it would also be true of Temple's thought. But he did realize that
the real issue between philosophy and faith lies not in the com-
patibility or incompatibility of their conclusions as in the
recgongiliation of two very.different attitudes of mind. "The
primary assurances of religion are the ultimate questions of
philosophy".018). After submitting the whole problem to a very
close scrutiny in the development of his Gifford Lectures he
showed that the reason of natural religion "hungers"for "that
Divine Revelation" which only the faith (here, again, one might
almost say reason) of theology can supply.Dr.W.S.Urquhart comes
near to what Temple is saying when he tells us:"We are intrinsically
creatures of faith and hope; even utter despair as Tillich points

out, implies a positive belief over against itself without which
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it is unintelligible, But as we are set in a cosmic situation which
is constantly changing, we demand, always and ultimately, as Heim

points out, a necessity for our action. No relative authority such
as the custom of society or the tradition of the ages is sufficient

for us, for these have all to be traced back in an almost infinite

regress to some ultimate standard. And, seeing that we are surrounded
by other selves, unique as we are, the need for unification demands a
universal standard, transcending individual opinion and practice™.(19).
This sounds very much like Temple's explanation of Mind as it arises
in process and is able to comprehend the truth of the reality of
which it8 own existence is a part and which, at the same time, is
aware of its own limitations. It also serves to remind us of the
influence which Plato exerted on Temple's thought, how he could
declare that "Plato is the cnlmination of the Greek genius®™ and trace
so clearly the immense influence of Plato on modern civilisation.(20).
HBis Platonic "reason"” has a counterpart in Whitehead's "feeling".(21).
The "reelingh and the "reason” are similar and are similarly confronted
by truth - the mind does not manufacture it. "The mind recognizes in
Truth, or in the mind expressed in Truth, a proper object of reverence
quite other than is appropriate as a part of the mind's apprehension
of bare fact."(22). This bears a marked resemblance to one of Plato's
Letters in which he repudiates an account of his "docirine of the
Good" which one of his hearers had published: "There is no writing

of mine on this subject, nor ever shall be. It is not capable of
expression like other branches of study; but as the result of long
intercourse and a common life spent upon the thing, a light is
suddenly kindled as from a leaping spark, and when it has reached the

soul, it thenceforward finds nutriment for itself. I know this, at
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any rate, that if these things were to be written down or stated

at all, they would be better stated by myself than by others, and

I know too that I should be the person to suffer most from their
being badly set down in writing. If I thought that they could be
adequately written down and stated to the world, what finer
occupation could I have had in 1life than to write what would be of
gieat service to mankind, and to reveal Nature in the light of

day to all men? But I do not even think the effort to attain this

a good thing for man, except for the very few who can be enabled

to discover these things themselves by means of a brief indication.
The rest it would either fill with contempt in a manner by no

means pleasing or with a lofty and vain presumption as though they
had learnt something grand.(s4lc-e).(23). There is not the slighest
doubt about the immense influence 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 speculative idealism, reinforced

by his studies of Plato."(24).

Temple's Method of Thinking.

We are fortunate that William Temple has left us an account of
his own mental character. "Men seem to differ very profoundly in
the fashion of their thinking. If two men are presented with a
novel suggestion and both exclaim "I must think about that," one
will begin by putting together what he knows with reference to the
subject, his former opinions based upon that knowledge, his general

theories concerning that department of enquiry, and so forth; piece
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by piece he will work out his conclusion with regard to the
suggestion made to him. The other will find that his mind goes
blank; he will stare into the fire or walk about the room or other-
wise keep conselous attention diverted from the problem. Then
sbruptly he will find that he has a question to ask, er a counter-
suggestion to make, after which the mental blank returns. A%t last he
is aware, once more abruptly, what is his judgment on the suggestion,
end subsequently, though sometimes very rapidly, he also becomes
aware of the reasons which support or necessitate it. My own mind

is of the latter sort. A1l my decisive thinking goes on behind the
scenes; I seldom know when it takes place - much of it certainly

on walks or during sleep - and I never know the processes which it
has followed. Often when teaching I have found myself expressing
rooted convictions which until that moment I had mo motion that

I held. Yet they are genuinely rooted convictions - the response,
not of my ratiocinative intellect, but of my whole being, to

certain theoretical or practical suggestions."(25).

We may well accept this as an accurate self-emalysis, but by no
means & confesgion to the weakness or inadequacy of reasomn, Nor does
it mean that there is no argument or connected train of reasoning.
But it does imply that there is a real faculty of reason to be
cglled in and which may be used to articulate, to communicate and
sustain a vision of Reality which is intelligible because it is
enjoyed through & "response of our whole being". It is because of
the majesty of the role that reason plays that Temple was so
confident in his demand that all knowledge and experience should
come under the scrutiny of Reason itself., It would be difficult to

find stronger language than his own to express this conviction:
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"Iet 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 siructure one may
land in unnecessary and grave misunderstandings. This Thesis is an
attempt to understand Temple's contribution 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
philosophical thinker among theologians, states: "We have observed
that Temple in the later phase of his thinking adopted a "realisi”
standpoint, that is to say he is opposed to every theory which
questions the reality of the external world or holds that objeets
are "mind-dependent™.(27) With the latter part of this statement
we are not now chiefly concerned, although subsequent discussion
in this chapter may throw some light upon it. As over against the
first part of the statement, Dorothy Emmet in a masterly discussion
of the subject in F.A.Iremonger's biography doubts "whether his
conversion to ‘realism' went very deep™(28), while at the same time
reminding us that Temple repeatedly states Christianity to be the
most materialist of all the great religions. Now, words are merely
the working tools of thought, and nobody can do better than to use
the tools which he has at his disposal to the best advantage, and
it may be contended that Temple, as well as W.,R.Matthews and Dorothy
Emmet did just that. It may further be contended, upon an examination
of such works as Plato and Christianity, The Faith and Modern Thought
and his Essays that Temple adopted a "realist™ standpoint from the
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stért. No doubt it could bs shown, upon an examination of his entire
works, that he was an ideal reaslist throughout. Further, when Miss
Emmet says "the contention in Mens Creatrix that in itself the
intellect might be satisfied by coherent order" is dropped in the
Gifford Lectures, it is necessary to point out that this does not
seem to be the contention - certainly not the main contentiomn - of
Mens Creatrix. What does seem to be there contended is that "mam's
gearch™ (which comprises the whole of Book I) is met by "God's act"
(comprising Book II'). This, in essence, is the position taken in
the Gifford Lectures: the "reason" of natural iheology needs the
"reason” of Divine Revelation - and they are not two "reasons", but
essentially one and the same.

Since Mens Creatrix affords one of the best instances of
observing Temple's treatment of Reason, it is necessary %o explain
what he appears to be doing there, The chapters constitute the main
foundations of Temple's philosophical argument; yet they are not
all philosophy,and he tells us himself that the first part was
philosophical in method, while the second part was theological. The
key to its understanding is to remember that basic in all Temple's
thinking was his gimple-minded faith in God. Mens Creatrix is an
attempt to show the mind as it grapples with the truth of its own
existence and its demand for coherence in the whole scheme of things
wherein it finds its own existence and meaning. It is a comprehensive
work, depicting the mind in its on-going, relentless search, dealing
with principles underlying different interests and activities,
logical, moral, political, aesthetic, seeking to show how these may
be integrated in a unifying whole. Although it is a treatise on
intellectuality, Mens Creatrix is not essentially ‘'{theoretical'; it
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deals with practical problems. "I have not hesitated to include
practical matters. With Plato's example before one it is absurd to
shrink from them".(29). Having examined the great topics of
philosophical enquiry,- knowledge, art, conduct and religion, Temple
is led to the conclusion that Reason is the basic principle and
guide; it is a sort of "ground™ of the whole framework of life,
supplying the clue we need to give coherent satisfaction. Science,
Art, and Ethics in their various pursuits and with their various
faculties all point to goals hitherto unattained. These are human
endeavours, and man cannot evolve out of himself either the purpose
or the fellowship which would require the actualisation of the ideal
to which these point. They are all efforts of Mind in its search
for satisfactlion and demanding the actuality of an ideal which can
never be met unless there is a Divine Will which answers to these
deep needs of the haman mind and supplies the explanation of the
principles of the universe which it orders or informs. Temple asks
whether there is such a Will, and claims that the basic conviction
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 satisfaction. In this manner
Temple claims that religious experience confirms the whole tendency
of philosophy, and 1is in turn confirmed by it. Thus philosophy and
religion are found supporting one another, and the ground for
belief seems to be almost complete.(&0).

"Almost™, but not quite; for the intellect is still perplexed
as it is confronted with the problem and nature of Evil which

threatens the whole structure. How can the intellect be satisfied
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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 of evil as "rational™. The rationality
can 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"(31). 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 demand. Evil in its three forms, Intellectual. Evil
or Error, Emotionael Bvil 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
progress. "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;
gsometimes 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 apprehension of Reality".(32).

Reason and The Problem of Evil.
In the very next sentence Temple tells us that evil is not a
"concept™, and we have here a large hint as to what he is doing when

he brings all this into discussion under "mens creatrix"- creative

mind. But two other important quotations are necessary before making
further statement. After considering the contribution of Hebrew and

éreek culture, with a particularly fine reference to the logos
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doctrine(33), Temple concludes: "Platonism met with Judaism in the
new city of Alexandria which Alexander the Great founded largely
with Jews taken from Palestine. In the fusion of the two streams
there arises a new interpretation of both, and in particular an
identification of the Logos of the Greeks with the expected Messiah
of the Jews, g0 that the former becomes a personal power of right-
eousness in this world, and the latter becomes, not merely the
deliverer of a nation, or the renovator of the earth, but the control-
ler of the Universe. Everything is ready now for the appearance of
the Son of God".(34¢). He then considers the historical Revelation
which God has made in Christ, and #raws the following conclusion:
"Going back to the earliest stage of our enquiry, we remember how
the intellect in its pureiy scientific procedure led us to the
belief that the world is perfectly coherent and forms a singlse
system, but could not find what is the actual principle of unity
that holds that system together....When we see how Science and Art
and Ethics and the Philosophy of Religion present converging lines
which though converging can never by the human mind be carried far
enough to reach their meeting-point, but that that meeting-point is
offered in the fact of Christ as Christians have understood it, we
have no longer any reason to hesitate in proclaiming that here is
the pivot of all true human thought; here is the belief that can
give unity to all the work of mind. The creative mind of man can
never attain its goal until the creative mind of God, in whose image
it was made, reveals its own nature, and completes man's work. Man's
gearch was divinely guided all the time, but its completion is only
reached by the act of God Himself, meeting and crowning the effort
which He has inspired."(35).
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Thus, not only is evil not a 'concept', but neither is "reason"
which promounces upon it a 'concept‘. As a Christian apologist Temple
is an exponent of the place of Reason in determining the truth of
Theology. In almost all his works we find him engaged in an examin-
ation of the activity of reason. When people ask about the Reason of
natural theology or the Reason of revelation, ars they not asking
about one and the same thing? Is it not a question as to how far the
mind of man can penetrate the truth of Reality? And, what of
"authority"? - is it reasonable to accept "on authority", and does
the prineciple of reason carry with it its own authority? Although
Temple‘never sets such queries up as a body of questions to which he
.gives the answers in an outlihed doctrine of reason, yet his use of
Reason does throw a great deal of light on any attempt to answer
them; and his chief contribution was in showing that Reason is not
merely a method of thought, it is not static but creative, dynamic
and constitutive.

In The Nature of Personality(1911), Temple approached his subject
by distinguishing between Thing, Brute and Person, and suggested
that the key %o understanding what man is and what God is (as He has
been revealed) is to be found in Personality. He stated that "the
fundemental vice of eighteenth century rationalism was not its appeal
to Reason, which is right enough, but its tacit assumption that the
canon of reasonablenesé is what seems sensible to the man in the arm=-
chair".(36). Thus early he refuted any appeal to "static" Reason. He
also demanded that we "look at the continuous course of Evolution..
«+The true meaning of evolution is surely this - the world moves on
to ever greater manifestations of its capacity".(37). In Christus

Veritas(1924) he examined the Structure of Reality and suggested
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again that the key to its understanding is Value, which is most
clearly seen and understood in terms of Personality. He did not
consider man as representing the fullest development of one single
line of evolution, but rather as the representative of one among
several lines. He thought Bergson was right in differeatiating
between intelligence and intellect, and in maintaining that intell-
igence was not in any way superior to intellect but that they express
different and incompatible lines of an evolutionary process. Yet he
felt that human nature was the fullest illustration of the principle
of evolution. "In our bodies we belong to the physical, chemical,
vegetable, and animal worlds; these bodies are largely directed by
our minds or intelligences; our minds are capable of being directed
by spirit, or, in other words, of exerting themselves in the fulfile
ment of obligation. We shall therefore learn more about the true
nature and meaning of Reality from the study of man, in all his
activities, than from any other study; and human nature will be more
capable of expressing the Creative Will than any other created thing
known to us."(38).

Reason evolves as Dynamic Process.

This way of viewing reason, intelligence, or mind, provides the
spring-board for Temple's theism. He is obviously using Reason as
something dynamic: in his hands it becomes constitutive, regulative
and operative. Reason itself ®evolves' in the on-going process of
Reality, and is therefore not—a static entity, laboriously and
meticuously or speculatively set up as a piece of intricate machinery.
If there is any way in which we may get 'back to nature' in the sense
of Voltaire's "reason" or Rousseau's "instinect™, it can only be in

the light of evolutionary progress. This method of tying-in "reason”
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with "evolution™ could not have been anything new fdr Temple, as it
had been done by Lord Balfour in his Foundations of Belief. "From the
point of view of organic evolution there is no distinction, I imagine,
t0 be drawn between the development of reason and that of any other
faculty, physiological or psychical, by which the interests of the
individual or the race are promoted."(39).

How are "the interests of the individual or the race 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, sdientific notion of Reason, he is
using the whole concept of scientific development and progress to
show that Reason is a dynamic and creative process. 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 this "universe
of movement™ in which reason emerges as process, 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 individual by inheritance; but we are, nevertheless,
born to freedom; freedom grows,- it is a matter of development ,and
especially of character. So too, it appears to be with Reason.

Reason is not so much a "legacy" set up as a sort of bank account

on which we may draw in an emergency, nor is it a doctrinaire

arbiter to which we may refer for the legitimacy of religious
experience, or against which we may "pit"™ the "dootrines™ of the
Church. But Reason itself is similar to religious experience, and
arises in "process". Thus he brings Reason up to the bar of Truth.

The "doctrines™ of the Church are not given to us as revealed "truths®

they are the results of men's reason as they have tried to formulate




67.

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.
All 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, ana so he has no place for natural theology.
Barth would deny any short-cut to truth, and rebels against 'liber-
alism' and 'orthodexy' alike.(41). Here also, no doubt, is the point
of divergence which called forth Brunner's letter to Temple, quoted
by Dorothy Emmet(42), in which he questioned Temple's "conception of
‘natural theology". Towards the end Temple confessed to a "modificat-
ion™ in his thinking(43): "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 "unity", not after the analogy of a
plcture but rather after the analogy of a drama. He concludes his
letter: ™All this is really there in the @ifford Iectures, but I
don't think the total presentation in that book or in Christus
Veritas sufficiently gives this impression of a dynamic process and
leaves too much that of a static aystem". 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 modestly 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 student, and that is the point which would have been developed
in this chapter even if there were no extant copy of the Letter. A
few quotations from his chapter on Process,Mind and Value in the
Gifford Lectures will suffice to illustrate:
"We have now reached these six results: (1) Process is real, and
whatever has no relevance for the actual world-process is fictitious;
(2) Mind arises in the course of the world-process and is one of its
episodes;(3) but i¥ is an episode of which the distinguishing feature
is its capacity, by means of "free ideas™, to survey the process of
which, initially, it is a part; (4) in that survey it apprehends
process as an organic unity, such that not only does the past condit-
ion the present, but the future qualifies and even sometimes
occasions past and present alike; (5) it thus achieves a certain
superiority to, and independence of, the process - not indeed such
as to endow it with a 1life wholly detached from the process, but
such that the process falls within its grasp, not it within that of
the process."(44).

Mechanistic Theories Break Down.

Whitehead had suggested that in this world of process, in which
consciousness arises, due importance must be accorded to the place
and significance of "feeling".(45). Temple is saying that when we
are confronted with a choice between Idealism and Materialism we
need accept neither.(46). Even to say you are a materialist means
that you are not one.(47). While you assent to body-mind, subject-
object, you must not separate them - you cannot draw sharp distinct-
ions. If mind arises within the process and is able to differentiate
and interpret, then you can no longer say it is merely material:

mind has been there all the time."Volition is organically active.Thse
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true nature of that one thing is mind, not mechanism".(48). "Either
the process from the beginning has the nature of mentality, which
becomes apparent in.the reaction of some living objects to their
environment; or else Mind is superadded %o the natural objects of
which the Process has hitherto consisted, by a Mind which, if it
could act thus, must be presumed to have been at work in or upon the
Process throughout its course.(49).

"But into such a scheme (i.e.the Physical-Scientific) Mind and value
can only be inserted from without.,.Starting from the physical end
we can never account for Mind.(50).

"The simple and plain fact is that the scilentific method wins its
success by ignoring parts of reality as given in experience; it is
perfectly right to do this for its own purposes; but 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 which Mind is one given element; and we refuse
to reduce Matter to any state of Mind or consciousness just as much
as we refuse to reduce Mind to any combination of Matter."(51).

Such language surely conveys a doctrine of Mind or Reason as
dynamic rather than static. No doubt Temple had laboured fo show
that Reality is a "rational whole"; even so, he was enabled to do so
by a far wider use of Reason than that of the sciences, namely a

mens creatrix, a Reason which is more than a discovery: it is creative,

and he uses it as a razor to cut, and provides us with a Mind which
grows. Temple was seized with a passion for showing life "whole",

and used the concept of a "growing", "expanding" intelligence to
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prove that lifé is "one whole", a Unit, thus using Mind as a key to
the universe. His philosophic account of Reason is not unlike Plato's |
doctrine of lLove, and bears a similarity with modern philosophers in
the search for a "driving power" which is at the same time "intelli-
gent purpose™. The situation has changed somewhat since Temple
deslivered his Gifford ILectures, but thinkers are still haunted with
the desire for a principle of unity, although now it appears as an
attempt to explain unity in diversity or multiplicity.(52). Yet all
this seems to be there; at least, the germ thought. "Extension of
the apprehended environment and development of the apprehending mind
are two ways of describing the same fact...But this fact of knowledge
is more remarkable than all the varieties of known objects put
together...That there should ‘'emerge' in the cosmic process a capacity
to apprehend, even in a measure to comprehend, that process is the
most remarkeble characteristic of the process itself. For though
minds emerge as episodes within the process, it is, as will appear,
essential to their nature as minds that they are not mere episodes.
Thus the cosmic process gives evidence that it is not only process,
and history supplies the proof that reality is more than historical.”
(53). What Temple is aiming to show throughout is that we must have
recourse %o a Concrete Universal, not an Abstract Universal; and he
uses the very fact of knowledge, the principle of cognition, to
prove his point. It becomes necessary to observe how he arrives at
this position - the focal point in his doctrine of Reason.(54).
| Philosophical Review.
He started by reviewing the method of philosophy (a false method,

he says, at least prior to and including Descartes), of starting with

the assumption of the priority of intellection in order to account




71.

for the problem of cogniyion. This led to "the whole farago of
Subjective Idealism, Pre-~established Harmony, Psycho-physical
Parallelism, and other outrages upon common sense".(55). The need

was unquestionably for an organon for thought and this lay behind the
whole . development of deductive reason; and so Aristotle developed his
"prior analytics" and gave us the syllogism. Now, whether or not all
existence is organic, there appears an obvious need for an organic
principle to enable us to understand our apprehension of the world.
"The flower turans its face to the sun, and closes its petals to
protect itself from the damp night; the dog hurries to the place
where he is fed when it is time for feeding; the c¢hild runs to his
mother when he is hurt; the sinner, when he becomes aware of his sin,
humbles himself invpenitence before God. Anyone can see d;fferences
in these different activities...but it seems quite arbitrary to draw
a sharp line at any point or totally to deny continuity of principle.”
(66). By the use of the syllogism Aristotle was able to bring every-
thing under genera or general ideas. You bring any object into the
general class or kind and you can identify or explain that object.
But the difficulty arises when we are faced with novelty. By the
device of logic Aristotle'’s world became arranged as heirarchy.
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 "universal" he
was able to establish "particularity". He explained Plato's "idea"

by referring objects to a combination of form and matter. A% the
highest level we find "pure form", that is God; now, pure form has

no matter, so God is the base of all things, and Absolute Form is
pure thought. This form of mathematical thinking was so clear and

precise that it became the guiding principle of all logic, law, and
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sciengce. When you can bring particular instances under general law
you can define them.

That, as temple pointad out, dominated all philosophy up until
the time of Descartes. On page seventy-one of Nature,Man and God he
suggested that it would be a rather interesting speculation to ask
what would have happened if Darwin had appeared before Kant. For
Darwin smashed this whole method of classification by showing that
species were not fixed at all, and so their explanation would rely
upon the principle of change. What, then, happens when you have a
developing universe, a growing universe, in which things change®
Mathematical conceptual thinking is all very well for a static world
wherein nothing changes; but once you are faced with a world of
dynamic process then mechanism does not apply. Mathematical formulae
Just fail to explain an on-going world and mechanistic theories
break down. In the world of science we see cause passing into effect;
but how can we account for the "novelty" which occurs in the effect?
In a static world we can establish an equation which will be self-
explanatory; but how do we form an equation which will account for
evolution, for a world of growth? In mathematical formulae, and a
science built upon it, you must have & continuum; there is necessity
for a principle of continuity. In this way Temple attempis to throw
some light on the whole modern problem of epistemology. There is
obviously need for a "concrete universal": the fact of knowledge
demands it, for no "abstract universal" will explain that fact. How
is it possible to obtain concrete knowledge by methods of abstraction?
Admitted that we have the kind of world as visualised by Descartes:
how, then, can we account for the "individual"? Is the individual a

mere abstraction? So Temple leads to the principle of Mind by which
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we can account for both generality and particularity. As Science
gives you things in their generality, Art gives you things in their
particularity; and both are examples of the endeavours of the mind.
We repeat: a mere caase'passing into effect will never account for
diversity,; there must be a cause which is "akin". As Aristotle
clearly saw, there are different kinds of thought in the mind of man.
It is in the unity of mind that you get the concreteness of mind;

and so it is in a Concrete Universal that you get the clue to all

reality and to all diversified experience. This, Temple suggests, is
the answer to the whole problem of "cognition": a permanent, not only
amidst change, but which also accounts for change. The oconcrets
universal, not the abstract, enables us to find the principle required;
and so to the truth of rationalism must be added the further truth

of empiricism.(57).

Whenever the word Reason is used in connection with some
philosopher, the hearer usually proceeds ito conjure up in his mind
some doctrine of, or attempt to explain "ratiocination™. If this
were put in the form of a question concerning Temple's philosophy
the answer would have to be in terms of the argument here set forth.
By means of such astute logical reasoning, set forth in the form of
valid argument, Templs reached an interpretation of existence by
means of an interpretation of experience, that is, from cognition.

In order to do so he fell back from Aristotelian "ogic'and ‘organon'
to the philosophy of Plato's idealism. By doing so he broke with the
traditional method of scholasticism which had dominated European
phdlosophy to the present time. In doing so he reconstituted the
whole doctrine of Reason by showing it was not only a method of

thought but a dynamic, creative process constituent with and
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operative in and upon the world of existence.(58).
Reason is Divine.
Reference was made above to the fact that the clue to Temple's
thought lay in his simple-minded faith in &od. It is therefore to be
anderstood that he reconstituted the doctrine of reason with some

end in view,- namely, to establish a basis for his Theism. Not only

is mind the principle by which we understand the meaning of existence,

and particularly of progress, but wherever and whenever we see
Purpose present we see Mind at its best. Here is a self-explansatory
principle: wherever mind discovers purpose - in an event, in drams,
poetry, or art, even in pain and suffering - it is completely
gatisfied and desires to go no further. "When we turn from the World
as apprehended by Mind to Mind which apprehends the World, we find
among its functions a principle which is self-explanatory - the
pringciple of Purpose or of Intelligent Choice. This is an ultimate
principle of explanation."(59). At this point Temple disagrees with
A.N.Whitehead's suggestion that the evolution of history can be
"rationalised".(60). He does so because "the more completely we
include Mind within Nature, the more inexplicable must Nature become
except by reference to Mind".(61). We can, then, and do, rationalise
history by reference to Mind; but for the full understanding of
history we need to have reference to a Transcendent Mind. "If, as
science has disclosed, Mind is part of Nature, then Nature (%o
contain such a part) must be grounded in Mind. In short, the more we
identify ourselves with the rest of the natural order, the more are
we compelled to assert the reality of a supernatural Creator."(62).
But, he argues, if we adopt this self-explanatory principle of

purposive intelligence we cannot avoid coming to a theistic
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conclusion. "To adopt the hypothesis that the process of nature in
all its range is to be accounted for by the intelligent purpose of
Mind is Theism."(63). There is, then, a Divine reason. The reason
which is natural to the historical, evelutionary process, the cosmic

reason and the human reason, are in their very essence Divinely

created 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 accidental. Iie uses both
in an effectivereffort to undermine the materialist conception of
the universe, especially so in the light of evolution; ana-the
consideretion of "values"™ has a direct bearing, consequent upon his
treatment of the 'emergence' 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 Temple raised the question of ‘'value' gives no
distinctive feature to his philosophy for, as Dean Inge remarked,
"the idea of Value is beginning to dominate all rhilosophy™(1); but
the unique manner in which Temple used the whole concept of value

added significance to the truth of Christiasn theism.
The Importance of Value.

Dean Inge by no means overestimated the situation, for modern
philosophy has indeed been characterlzed by a relentless search for
meaning and value., Milne tells us: "There is & 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
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other hand philosophers disagree with one another &t any one time,
yet the grand problems of philosophy remain the same from age to
age™.(2). 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 to show
that even in the field of philosophy, as well as in physics, 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 soclety, constituting a spiritusl tragedy for
oup 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 philosophic "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) Human values are neither
optional nor arbitrary but are organic to the universe. (2) The
achievement of these values is a social process™.(3).

Elias Andrews has supplied us with an excellent treatment of
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Modern Humanism, and has rendered a great service in pointingout its
merits and defects.(4). He stresses the emphasis on 'value' in human-
ist philosophy, but decries its intolerable dualism of fact and
valae, and comes to the conclusion that were modern humanism bolstered
by an acceptance of Incarnation Theology we may all subscribe to
Christian Humanism. Dean Inge has made & tremendous contribution to
Christian Theology in this century and has won wide repute. Working
along the lines of Christian Mystiecism he has perhaps endeavoured
more than any one else to show the proper sphere, relevance and
significance of value for our age. In such works as The Eternal
Values, God and The Astronomers, and Christian Ethics and Modern
Problems, he sirives to recall men to a position where they may walk
with their feet firmly planted on terra firma while their head, and
consequently their conversation, is in heaven. He claims that such
modern thinkers as Otto, Eucken and Troeltsch have taught us that
"we need a new type of Christianity, more ethical, more mystical,and
less dogmatic than the traditional forms".(5). In this list he might
very well have included Baron Von Hugel with his "abiding consequen-
ces" and "lasting values". Against the background of deep dissilus-
ionment Dean Inge observed modern thinkers returning to the doctrine
of "recurrent cycles" as a suggested answer.(6). "The decay of
secular religion in the twentieth century has produced a widespread
dissilusionment...Its appearance will be an advantage to the higher
religion, because a hope which rests on a rotten foundation is an
obstacle in the way of reasonable idealism. The thinkers of our day
are more ready to recognise the existence of a kingdom of values,
exalted above space and time, and independent of the probiematical

advences which may or may not be in store for the human race.™(7).
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W.R.Sorley attempted a systematic investigation of the wholse
question of value in its bearing upon Theism in his Gifford Lectures.
He insisted that value experiences are as much data of experience as
are sense-perceptions, and must be taken into account in any philos-
ophical view of reality as a whole.(8). Perhaps Bosanquet influenced
the mind of Temple in this important phase of theistic thought more
than any other contemporary.(9). He was chiefly noteworthy in the
History of British Idealism for his defence of thought as a pathway
to absolute reality. Temple was undoubtedly aware of the empirical
element whioch was finding its way into philosophic and theistiec
thought in America. William James was the leader of the American
philosophic movement known as Pragmatism and is best known by the
'Varieties of Religious Experience’. His philosophy was a reaction
against excessive intellectualism and the "block universe™" of
absolute idealism. According to James, the "true™ is only the exped-
ient in the way of behaving: anything will only be seen fto be "true™”
or "right" if it "works". In European thought the modern stress on
value goes back to Lotze's phenomenological thinking and is charac-

terised by an attempt to break away from rigid Hegelianism.(10).

Theory of Knowledge.

From the start William Temple saw that value had a e¢lose connect-
ion with knowledge: it was, indeed, that which 'aoloured’ or gave
meaning to all human knowledge. The fact of knowledge,as we have seen,
is in itself something altogether unique.(1l). In The Faith and
Modern Thought(1910) he aimed at showing that the fact of religious
experience, and therefore religious knowledge, musi be treated the'

same as all other facts of experience and knowledge. A rational
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coherence is assumed by science as running through all our experience.,
There is some mentality in all 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 which will be self-explanatory
and will thus explain the fact of existence, namely the principle of |
Purpose., "It is not as though we had to invent the term "Purpose” to
explain the fact of the world, as the o0ld scientists invented Caloric
to explain the fact of heat. Purpose exists in our everyday exper-
ience. It supplies an answer to our question. It is then scientifiec

to accept that answer provisionally as a hypothesis."(12). This,then,
the fact of Purpose would be Temple's answer to Miss Emmet's question
as to whether he "assumed" too easily the "unique explanatory value

of the category of Purpose"” and that such an explanation there must

be since the mind requires it.(13). It is not simply a question as

to whether the mind "requires™ it, which no doubt it does; but it is
the further question that the mind cannot avoid it: it is confronted

by it as a fact of experience. Temple would surely say that the

principle of Purpose 'appears' 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 process of nature is
the emergence of mind...The minds which begin to know have, as they
believe, the power to distinguish good and evil, the beautiful and

the ugly. But in these two activities of knowing and valuing we

already appear to transcend the physical universe. It becomes our
object, we even decide whether, on the whole, it should be descoribed

as good, indifferent, or evil. The process of nature which has given




B4,

rise to this activity, which by its nature stands partly above nature,
has obviously a peculiar quality which demands explanation".(14).

In the exposition of his theology Temple proceeds %o explain the
fact of value, its nature and meaning. From the start he obviously
saw that it is not enough merely that the mind should discover
purposiveness in the world of experience: we are also presented with
other facts and problems in the world of experience; and so "the
demand of reason that the world should appear coherent would stand
over against the facts of experience in hopeless antagonism unless
we accept the whole essential fabric of Christian Theology".(15). To
the truth 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 world should appear rational leads io
a belief in an Almighty Will, but we cannot 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 "increasingly 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 experience".(17). It would be
much nearer to the truth to say,especially after an examination of
The Faith and Modern Thought, that from the start Temple showed that
reason and experience demand a belief in the Divine Purpose for Good.
Another way of stating the same fact would be to say: Faith supplies
what Reason demands. A candid examination of The Faith and Modern
Thought may also lead to a question as to whethser Temple did not
"assume" something from the start: did he not assume that purpose of
itself would explain nothing because it may only indicate an evil or

malicious design, and so the world may be the creation of an Evil Mind




or the Devil? This question resolves itself into another in the
great scheme of values: the nature of personality.

Materialism.

Materialism fails as an explanation of the universe, for while
it has considerable success in dealing with a great part of what we
know, it fails completely to account for our knowing it.{18). Not
only does the materialist fail when confronted with the fact of
knowledge, but "when we proceed to 'values' the difficulties of
materialism are still greater...A world which has value is not a
purely material world."(19). Here,again, Temple found himself con-
fronted by Huxley: "It 1is in itself of little moment whether we
express the phenomena of matter in terms of spirit or the phenomena
of spirit in terms of matter - each statement has a certain relative
truth...The further science advances, the more extensively and
consigstently will all the phenomena of Nature be represented by
materialistic formulae and symbols".(20). He admitted thit it was
quite arguable that materialism is right, but supposing that it
matters whether it is right or wrong, then we cannot be content to
let the question be settled on Huxley's grounds. iVhy? Because 'Person'
and 'Thing' are diametrically opposite to each other, and you cannot
account for 'Personality' on the basis of 'Things'. A Thing does not
make the same claims upon us as a Person(2l), so Temple distinguishes
between Thing, Brute, and Person. A Thing has no feelings or thoughts, ‘
and for it there is no good or evil. Whereas a Thing has no conscious
life at all, a Brute has consciousness but only in the present; but a
Person is conscious of continued existence and attributes value not
only to the present, but also to the past and future. Moreover, persons.

exist in society; and soclety is always a number of persons united
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by a common purpose: here we find conditions which make character
and purpose possible.(22). Temple also distinguishes between
'individual' and 'person': "An individusl is what it is in terms
of its relations; that is true; but we are not justified in con-
cluding that apart from its relations it is nothing at all."(23).

While the germ thought of the distinction appears here, it is
elaborated more fully in one of his latest works.(24).

Personality and 'Value-judgments'.

It is in his view of the nature of Personality that Temple
has a distinctive contribution to make to the philosophy of value.
This is developed in The Nature of Personality (1911) but finds
fuller treatment in later works, espéoially in Christus Veritas
and Nature, Man and God. He examines the perennial question as to
whether Persons are 'free' or 'determined' and concludes that
Determinism must be given up on the basis of observed "different-
iation". Freedom, he asserts, is not necessarily & treasure;
freedom, like the intsellect, grows. Purpose is always conscious,
and desires, intellect, and imagination are the materisl out of
which it is made up. Purpose involves the Will, "for it is in
volitiorn that character is expressed, and volition in its full
development is Purpose™. The problem arises when we consider the
Will as a separate entity which has been set up as a constitutive
part of a substantial soul, as a "faculty"™ rather than as dynamic
force: "as Purpose is certainly different from any one of our
chasotic impulses and ideas, a Will was invented to be the organ
of Purpose™. This came about not so much as a result of the
intellect but through an effort of the imagination to apprehend
activity apart from that which acts.(25). "For the normal life of
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intellect is abstract and restless while the normal life of |
imagination 1s 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 into 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 possibility of
"choice™, and Temple sees & very good analogy in the education
of a child. At first, and this is the first requirement of educ-
ation, there is 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, t1il1l '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- 'I have created a will in you; at first you were
a mere mass of igpulses; I have co-ordinated and systematised those
impulses so that now you have a real will and purpose of your own;
I have forced you into freedom; now go and exercise that freedom'.™(28)
The question arises, are the "impulses"” 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 Originél Sin has always considered them

to be evil, while many modern thinkers have tended to the belief that
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they are good in themselves while they become evil by abuse.(29).
Temple himself asserts that they are neither: they are neutral;
the plain fact 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 comes to the point where,
free from external control and internal compulsion alike, he
accepts full responsibility for his decisions and actions. "Just
as in ideal Democracy all the citizens together constitute the
sovereign power which each individual obeys, so in perfect
ersonality all the impulses, under the guidance of Reason, con-
stitute a Soul or Self which all obey. The truly free man, ot the
man of strong will, is not the man who may do anything at any
moment, but the man who has some great purpose which he follows
despite all impulses and all obstacles".(30). In Christus Veritas
he also tells us that this capacity to concentrate attention on
one object to the exclusion of all others is the foundation of
the Will, but because there is more in every humean 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 cgonsider 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 xKant's
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Categorical Imperative; for when we consider the whole guestion
of "rights" and "duties" then we must take into consideration the
"rights" of other Persons in society and "act at all 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(s2) that Temple assumes there are no
intrinsic values which an individual has a duty 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 some future role or act of valus
for other persons in society as well as for himself. The point of
the argument is that in fact that is not 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 debauchee". Even in the realm

of personal relationships since "our actual obligations are such
as arise out of our actual moral relationships they can seldom be
represented by any formula". Temple saw that there were problems

consequent upon dant's formulation of the Categorical Imperative
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and suggested that the nearest we can come to it is: 'Love thy
neighbour as thyself'. But love is not at our command: you cannot
command a person to love another; indeed, it hardly seems possible
to commanda oneself to do so, for love doesn't work that way. Still,
"if we want to find the right thing to do, we must ask what will

do most to increase the volume of love. Love alone has absolute
moral value".(04). How, then, can we have a science of morals?

That seems to be what Temple is suggesting: there can be no exact
science of ethics; and it is incumbent upon ué to try and under-

stand the argument by which he comes to this interesting 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 all consequences.(35). He rather leans towards Sorley's tendency
to think less of truth and beauty than of goodness(36); but it would
be truer to say that he thinks of goodness more as absolute in an
unqualified sense, for there may be knowledge which it would be better
not to have and beauty which would be better away. While Dean Inge
states that we must not subordinate Truth or Beauty or Goodness to
elther of the other two, newertheless 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 is the distinctly
human type of value and we are human. Indeed when we follow after

Iruth and Beauty with an absolute devotion, if we ere not neglecting
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some other and yet stronger claim we are manifesting Goodness".(38).
Nevertheless, Temple does raise the question of "absoluteness”
of the classical 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 can never
be separated. He maintains that only Goodness has that quality of
Absoluteness.(39). Introductory to a discussion of the nature of .
Truth and Beauty, he substituted Knowledge for Truth and proceeded
to ask the question 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 thet if Truth were the equivalent of
Absolute Reality, then there could be no distinction between truth
and error. Truth is always of subject-object re;ationship, 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 knowledge or iruth 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 calculated on a basis of error; but this is to desire
truth as a means, not as an end. To desire truth as an end is to
desire the perfect correlation of mind to Reality. And this is a
good in itself, so clearly a good as to impose upon all who have
understood its nature an obligation to seek it. The end is not to
acquire masses of information, though that may be a means to the
end and must be included in it, if it is perfectly attained; the

end i1s perfect correlation with Reality".{41l). 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
gquestion we can ask is the gquestion- What is the nature and character
of the Power or Force that orders 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 all 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 exercise of a natural function and the satis-
faction of a real impulse, it is a good thing; the knowledge of great
subjects, the science which is itself on the borderland of art, is
one of the best things in life. But there is a petty kind of knowledgs,
the pursuit of which is pedantic and contemptible. Even in the sphere
of the great sciences, and of philosophy itself, we very rarely,

and perhaps never, find a pursuit of knowledge for its own sake alone
««sKnowledge divorced 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 1s therefore to be pursued for its own sake,
but not for its own sake alone, nor in isolation from all other
interests...inowledge, in short, is one of the good things of the
world; and, as we shall find to be the case with all 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 deliberate work of the creative mind".(42).

(b) Beauty.

Temple treats Beauty very much in the same manner as Truth.
Beauty is something we discover in the object to which we give
attention, but it depends on the subject no less than does Truth. It,
too, is a matter of subject-object relationship. 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 shauld a sunset be beautiful? Again a materialist answer
would not suffice. From sheer physical relationship the beauty may
simply be defined in terms of rays of light, But such an answer fails
to account for the fact 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 is more than pleasing
and which represents and also accounts for the emotion involved in
apprehension.(44). There is no such thing as abstract Beauty or
abstract Truth. Can a thing which is ugly or immoral be beautiful?
Wickedness 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 t0 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 Jjustice to
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Truth and Beauty if we reduce the rational solely to the apprehen-
sionable or intellectual. We must needs introduce these elements

of emotional and moral judgments to get a whole picture of reality.
We do, as Temple suggested, encounter particulars in religious
experience, but we must treat them not in isolation but against the
background of religious experience ‘'as a whole'. It is for this
reason that he regarded William James as the "great offender™.
Apprehension of Beauty not only indicates that we are in the presence
of a master-mind, but is in its own essence a communion with that
mind.(46). The objectivity of Beauty is emphasised by Temple. "There
are at least some Goods of which it is true to say that though
Objective in essence they are subjectively conditioned. Of these the
most conspicuous is 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 Béauty 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
is 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 is really there.{(47). This
"objectivity" of Beauty carries with it a principle of tremendous
value for theology: "There is potential spiritual worth which awaits
appreciation as the condition of its actualisation; secondly there
is an appropriate appreciation for each individual to exercise, so
that each contributes to the entire scheme of good not only by
individual fruition but also the actualisation of potential worth

or good which this occasions".(48).
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In Christus Veritas we find a repudiation of the position taken
in Mens Creatrix that we can have no knowledge at all short of
omniscience.(49). Still the search 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 is correlation
with Reality in the sense that the mind is always ready to apprehend
rightly. The apprehension of Beauty proceeds by another method and
instead of abstraction we find "intimacy of acquaintance™ and
"éoneentrated attention". "There is, therefore, possible to us an
absolute apprehension of absolute Beauty such as is not possible of

absolute Truth".(50).

(¢) Goodness

- When Temple considered Goodness he found the same principles
operating 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 summary
form:
"The essential condition for the actualisation of Value is the
discovery by Mind of itself or its own principle in its object.
"When Mind makes this discovery in the activity of contemplation, the
form of Value actualised is Beauty.
"When [Mind makes this discovery in the activity of analysis and
synthesis, the form of Value actualised 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 to command all men to be scientists, though all
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men should speak the Truth; likewise 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
"ought-to-be". We may rightly ask ourselves, Temple suggests, whether
there is "universal goodness", and how it can be so. That there is
universal Truth all will admit, for 2 + 2 = 4 for all times 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 universal in the sense of cbligation.

Although the content of the moral judgment might differ, we are
nevertheless faced with the universal fact of Conscience as Butler

80 clearly saw, On this question of right judgments Temple considers
the distinction between action and act as drawn by Dr.W.D.Ross in

The Right and The Good, where he attached the term right to actis, and

moral good to actions. His criticism appears valid and amounts to

suggesting that if a man pursues "Honesty because it is the best
policy", then he 1is not doing it because he is honest at all. 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 he distinguished 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 universally 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
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be under obligation to do the same. Kant suggests that in this way
we get objective control over subjective action. You must act,
therefore, so as to treat individuals as ends in themselves, never
as means %o ends. Human society is thus "a kingdom of ends".

Here Temple raises the important question: can you universalise
an act? He introduced the interesting and puzzling problem of
Sinclair Lewis's professor and pupil on the island with their serum
(563) to show th:t the problem of moral judgments was not so simple
as Kant thought. Sometimes, as in the case of war, whatever anyone
does is bound to be wrong. Is there, then, an absolute reality? Does
conscience always speak with such clear reality that we observe it
as evidence of the "stern daughter of the voice of God"? Because you
cannot legislate universally for a man in every particular instance
or relationship in which he will find himself, Templs suggests you
cannot have a science of ethics. What moral action really is does

not rely on specific acts but on congcientiousness-the habit of

acting with a sense of responsibility. This constitutes the kingdom
of the good; and reverts the absoluteness of obligation from the

act to the agent, from conduct to character, from "do righteousness”
of the law to "be righteous™ of the Gospel. While there is absolute
moral obligation, the absoluteness of "duty" may differ. It may

be a doctor's duty to save a patient's life, while it may be the

duty of a clergymaen to prepare the same patient for death. The "duty"

for each may differ, but what is common is the fagt of obligation.

"To have a sense of absolute obligation is implieitly to claim
inherent and ultimate value™.(54). Goodness is the habit of the Will,
the real focus of obligation is to be found in character. As Kant

sald, you must act conscientiously, and that not as an individual




98.

but as a member of society. There is a good which is more than
personal with which one is confrontea, and which is by no means
alien. "This actual membership of our own society, which is part
of the constitution of our nature, is the root of the consciousness
of obligation". What matters for Temple is the juagment of what is
good and the various graaes of gooa. Here he parts company with
the Utilitarians whose error, he claims, was not in being utilit-
arian as regards conduct but hedonist as regards the true ends of
life. The end, as Plato said, is Righteousness.(55). In the last
resort there can be no command to be good, but there is a
constraining force: it is love. So, when you analyse the law of

obligation you come to the law or principle of love.

'Mind Purposive'.

A1l the foregoing has tremendous consequences for Temple's
philosophy of value, of which it forms a part but leads to some-
thing more significant, For these values indicate that Mind
Purposive, or Intelligent -~urpose, supplies the explanation of the
universe, But Purpose is directed mainly toward Value or Good and
this involves the logical priority of Value to Existence. Temple
explains this view when dealing with the nature of Reality and the
relation of value to it.(56). The universe derives its origin from
a Creative Will, but Good and Value are correlative of Will; there-
fore the most fundamental element in things is their Value. "Value
is thus, in the order of being, prior to existence. But Value is
not Existence, and must receive(or come into) existence in order
to be a part of Reality". Substance itself is nothing else but

Value; everything which exists exists to be the expression of the
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Creative Will. Although value aetermines exigstence, value is only
actual when it is appreciated. In all existence we observe that
which is symbolic of the Creative Will. The universe is there-
fore sacramental and symbolism is the supreme philosophic principle.
Temple asks: what is the nature of Value? and answers: "No definition
is possible, for you cannot state the Genus and Differentia of your
highest principle...For any actual ¥alue or Good there must be two
factors in a certain relationship -~ the "valuable" object and the
apprehending and appreciating subject; and these must meet in an
experience which "satisfies" or is fit for permanence....Science
seeks a totality of perpetually wider extension; Art seeks a totality
of perfected inner unity; Goodness is the achievement of inner unity
in the individual and extended unity in the society - totality in
both. Value, in short, is a system of experience in which a subject
free from inner causes of change finds satisfaction in an object
which (therefore) it does not seek to change...Because it is a
subject-object system, perfectly co-related, the object must reveal
the characteristics of Mind and the subject must be absorbed in the
object...Mind discovers itself in the Real, and in the discovery
becomes its full self: that is Value or Good. But Mind will only
perfectly discover itself in other minds; therefore Fellowship 1s
the true norm of Value, and Love its perfect realisation."(57).
Value depends more upon the tendency and conclusion of an exper-
ience in the time-process, 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 all value. "The whole is the Will of God and what
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it hes created; therefore every apprehension of Value is in principle
a religious experience...Certainly there is no apprehension of Value
which is not an incohate apprehension of &od - and no human
experience is utterly without value".(58).

There is a place for value in the world of science in which we
find Mind as subject of valuwe-judgmenis. It is impossible to stress
too clearly the importance of 'value-judgment' for Temple, and one
of the best examples of the use he makes of it is to be found in his
chepter on Religion and Ethics in The Kingdom of God. There he
claimed that the significance of the moral Jjudgment points to the
fact that the truth of the world of value can only be realised by
the whole Society of Spirits each doing his own part. Templs stresses
the fact that Mind in pursuit of good or as Purposive is the express-
ion of Personality, and we thus discover that Personality may express
its idemtity through an infinite ;ariety of adaptation. "The man who
always acts in the same way whatever the circumstances, is reliable
indeed, but is not strong or loving or wise". In "variability®, as
well as in constangy of expression, we may observe Divine Personality.
So we arrive at a view of value which admits the possibility of
Miracles: "Personality, whether human or divine, is, in so far as it
is immanent, a principle of variation. There is in the world an
immanent Reason - a Logos. If this is impersonal, it may be only a
principle of logical coherence. If it is persomal, it must be a
principle of perpetual adjustment according to "sufficient reason".
Buf behind, or above, the successive moments of condact in which
personality is immanent, there is the personality itself, transcendent,
and in proportion to its completeness of integration, umchangeable.

Because of such a philosophy of value there arise other
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possibilities: the essence, or chief characteristic, of personality
is spirit, and not only is fellowship possible between human spirits
but there is also communion of the divine and human spirit, and so
Revelation is possible. Such a view of the rationality of nature
involves both the immanence and the transcendence of God.From the fact
of rationality Milne argues similarly: "I think that these consider-
ations go against the, at first, attractive idea of S. Alexander's,
namely the evolution of the deity itself. He contemplated plane upon
plane of existence - like Dante's series of heavens - mineral,
vegetable, animal, human, intellect-possessing,conscience-possessing,
immortality-possessing. But this scbeme does not account for itself.
It does not explain how it came into existence, or why the laws of
nature of inanimate matter should be capable of rational deduction

by the denizen of a much later stage in the history of the universe.
To have a rational origin for the laws of nature requnires a transcen-

dental God, Himself rational, as the sources of the universe".(59).

Value and the Problem of Evil.

Any philosophy which tends to account for the universe in terms
of Value must deal with the fact of Evil; but the fact that the
problem of evil is raised at all automatically raises the fact that
there is a problem of good; or, in other words, that people are
seeking to establish an explanation of the universe in terms other
than those of efficient causation. When people ask one to account for
all the evil that is in the world then they are supposing that it
should be there, they are posing "grounds" of dealing with it. In a
purely mechanistic or materialistic scheme there could be no problem

of evil, Evil when seen in the light of the perfect Goodness of God
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and His Universal Soverignty has thus far defied solution. Temple,as
has been already exXxplained, considered Evil in its three forms - as
Ugliness ,Brror,and Moral Evil - and considered it as Negative Value.
Nevertheless the Evil is Positive in that it really exists: as
ugliness it is something that should 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 nature of good and evil, for it is only in
the light of an absolute good that we may see the final solution of
the problem. Evil is never final; in fact the power of good is such
that it may turn evil to good. The Cross of Christ is an example,

and stands for the embodiment of evil, but 1n its environment it was
turned to good. When we seek to account for the cause of evil and
the justification of its occurrence we must also account for the
immense amount of natural evil that there is in the world. "God
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 all, and much of the
animal suffering has been exaggerated. The animal level of mentality
is quite different from the human level; in any case there is a
difference between pain and suffering. The act of organism feeding

on another cannot be called evil when there is no consciousness.(60).
What appears to be the evil in the natural order is part of the whole
structure of the on-going universe. Many of the ills or apparent
evils excite or incite us and we find means of adapting them to a
much finer, better purpose: they may be good for ‘adaptation’.
Ieibneiz 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 quite possible that Temple does not pensetrate far enough
into the problem of evil; perhaps moral evil, at any rate, goes far
deeper than he thinks. But he is at least on solid ground when he
suggests that evil in its finitude can be blotted out in relation to
the good. Man, he suggests, never chooses evil as such: he always
chooses it as his 'apparent good'. 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 human nature 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 is no
such thing as evil. Until mind arose as an episode all other value
had only a potential existence. What comes to an animal as instinct
he chooses and uses: so, too, what comes to man as his inheritance
he makes his own. Temple makes the choice of evil a stage,a necessary
stage, in the development of man. In this way he can be made fit for
gociety in the Kingdom of Ends. It is not that God has predestined
man to evil; He has predestined him to be good, but it is necessary
for him t0 be subjected to the influence of evil 1in order to achiseve
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 usually
suggest that if only men would be more reasonable, if they would
allow their better nature to predominate, if they would use their
Will, then such sin or evil would not be. But, Temple asks: who said
that reason was such an infallible guide? And, what of the Will? Now,
the Will is the whole personality 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 solution:
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evil seems 10 be something that is involved in Good. In that sense,
it is a tribute to good and can be used for good. It is necessary,
not because man is evil but because he is good, and the greatness of
God is that He can lead men to good in this manner. The fact of Evil
points to fhe necessity and the good of Atonement.

Temple flatly refuses to divorce "fact" from "value™.The reality
of anything mast not only include the fact of its occurrence but its
value as well. Even the "Fall" becomes a "Fall Upwards" for him,
because in that way we are able to see the value as present in the
fact.

"(1)God made the world and saw that it was very good;

"(2)Man arrived at conscious realisation of Value(Good and Evil) by
doing what was in fact forbidden, but was (ex hypothesi) not realised
as wrong; in breaking a rule he discovered a prineciple;

"(3)Thereby he became a conscious sinner;

"(4)But thereby also he became capable of fellowship with God.

"This is a true analysis of all natural human progress. Man stumbles,
by the impulse of his nature, into something which, by his misunder-
standing of it, is first a source of new evils, but is the condition

of a hitherto impossible good."(62).

The Goal of History - The Commonwealth of Value.

Such a view of Value as inextricably bound up with the on-going
prdcess of what may be called the ‘bundle of life' in our factual
world of experience inevitably affects one's concept of history, and
this is particularly so in the case of Temple. History, he assures us,
if it is considered as a mere succession of events, is meaningless.

Thus he is in agreement with such a unique historian as Toynbese,
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and stands along with the ploneers of the 'modern view' of history.
History as a sceience is but a recent invention, and Temple is
unquestionably right in his c¢laim that until recently history had no
significance for philosophy. He pointed out that Oriental philosoph-
ies made history meaningless by treating it as an illusion, but here
again in 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 principle of choice. Higtory,therefore,demonstrates the principles
of immanence and transcendence at work in an on-going process. We
don't just have history: history is not just 'given'; it is a mafter
of growth and development, and the temporal becomes necessary to the
eternal as the arena where God works out His purposes for judgment

or guidance of personalities, individual and corporate.The historical
process becomes the arena where human beings are organized and
fashioned for membership in the Commonwealth of Value. The goal of
History, therefore, because of the inherent principle of value,
becomes 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 which one human being can stand in regard to others: he may
ignore them, compete 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, honour 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 which Has inherent and absolute value, he is co-operating with

others and there will be no conflict between his success and that of
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others. In this last way a man will be seeking true social goods
which promote social unity.(64). This is what makes the Commonwealth
of Value a real possibility; but each individual is now not bringing
into it his own good or value so much as a goodness which is an
obedient response to a call. If it is in response to a call, a
response to love, then it is real goodness, but it is both the
individual's and not his. It is something which all may share and all
may contribute. If that be true, it further follows that life is not
static, it is rather a process, a growth, And if that be true it also
follows that Immortality 1s not static, 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 life.Consequent-
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
conceived, the sum of all human good; it requires the concept of King
for its actualisation and thus becomes a Monarchy. Thus the Common-
wealth of Values finds its uﬁity in God and becomes the Community of
Saints or Kingdom of God. To be less than a child of God in the King-
dom of God is to be un-social;"its perfection is in eternity,but to
bring its divided and warring members into that Harmony and Peace
wherein alone it is actual is the purpose which gives meaning to
History".(65).The key to its understanding and realisation alike is
Iove - Infinite, All-Powerful Iove. The very name of God signifies

the union of perfect goodness and absolute power.(66).
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VI. Revelation.

Introductory.

Revelation is the great theological issue of our time; it has
captured a place in the realm of intellectual discussion and endeavour
second to no other single concept in the whole field of theology.

"The whole of my theology is an attempt to understand and verify
the words:'He that has seen Me hath seen the Father'."(1l).

"God as immanent is the Eternal Ilogos, the personal expression
of the divine character,thought and purpose: this logos is the
explanation of all things that occur, whether it be the regular and
customary 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; each is a manifestation of divine activity appropriate
to the occasion. But in the variety of activity there is no instabil-
ity or incoherence, if only because the personal Logos does nothing
of Himself, but in all things expresses the transcendent God. Yet
once more, that transcendent God is unknown to finite minds except
through His self-expression in the immanent activity of His Word or
Son."(&).

Both of these quotations indicate the supremely important place
of Revelation in the thought of Temple and point significantly to the
manner of his treatment of this vast subject. While the first
indicates 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 question 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 vague,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 but in a personal trust in God which rises to
personal fellowship with Him., This would seem to indicate that the
nature and meaning of revelation is not to be sought in philosophiec
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. All the great
religions of the world, with the possible exception of Confucianism,
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
criterion of all Revelation.(3). As was the case with the doctrine
of reason and the philosophy of value, so too the emphasis upon
Revelation finds a dominant place in practically all Temple's writings.
This may be inferred from the opening quotation of this chapter,but
he did not deal with this important theme merely in a general way.
He gave it a distinctive place and treatment, not only in the Essay
already quoted, but also explicitly in Nature,Man and &od, The Faith
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 well as a recurrent topic in Readings in St.John's Gospel.

On the basis of these writings it is evident that Temple
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reconstituted the whole Doctrine of Revelation and thus clarified
what he himself considered one of the chief problems of our times.(4).
Testimony to his distinetive presentation of this great problem can
be seen in the estimate of his contemporaries.(5). He stated the
dootrine of revelation with such a forthright presentation and
clarity as to rescue it from the pitfalls of modern vagueness and
disparity in an age of empirical and scientific knowledge. Temple
considered Revelation as the self-disclosure 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 éome process
of reason; but it is itself reason, it is a rational revelation.
Revelation is not the assent to some doctrines or articles of faith,
it is rather apprehended by faith and is a personal relationship
with the living God. It is obvious that Revelation, thus conceived,
is not something that we come to or that we find, it is rather "given"
and is something which finds us: we reach the fellowship of which
revelation speaks, and to whiech it points, by going to school not
with the philosophers but with the saints.(6).

Merely to state the féot of revelation is to make some contribute
ion towards a solution of the sesver-growing tendencieé of humanism
and secularism of our day. Dr.John Baillie has performed a useful
service 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 topic in the
twentieth century and shows that there is a growing tendency to
realise that if we are to have any religion at all thers 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 doctrine of revelation, and among them: the deistic

protest, the Aufklarung, romanticism, nineteenth-century liberalism,

the 'growing tendency to substitute for the o0ld distinetion of natural
and revealed knowledge the new distinction between a general and a
special revelation', and the growth of new philosophies whioch

indicate not so much a tendency to religionlessness as aiming at false
and evil religions and flouting at reason rather than appealing to
it.(7). W.R.Matthews claims that there has been no part of the phil-
osophy of religion which has been so little treated as the ides of
revelation, but shows that the main lines of a modern view are taking
shape. It is against the background of the prominence given to it

in the modern mind, and the grave problems which beset it, that

Temple's contribution to Revelation is to be understood.

How is Revelation Possible?

It is incumbent upon those who make the claim that there is a
revelation to explain how it works, to show how such a revelation is
possible; or, in other words, to explain its "mode".Thus revelation
will be shown to be either 'natural' or 'sFQernatural’ and will dis-
close the essential quality or qualities whereby man may justiify his
claim to the truth of religious experience. It will at the same time
open up the question as to whether man plays any part in revelation,
whether man's 'reason' is involved and to what extent, and will
determine the dltimate aggceptance of one or more theories of monism,
dualism, pantheism or theism. rhe acceptance or rejection of Divine
Revelation determines a man's view of the nature of ultimate reality.

At least one aim of this thesis has been to show that Temple

presents a 'rationalist' universe the key to the understanding of
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which is to be found in Mind, and is therefore able to\proclaim a
Society of free Persons characterized by Purpose and exhibiting
Fellowship in a Commonwealth of Value under the Sovereigntiy of a
King who is a living, personal God. In the face of such an on-going
universe whose very essence is that of dynamic process, the question
becomes not one as to whether Revelation is possible but rather one
as to whether it would be possible to exclude Revelation at all.

How could it be possible to exclude Revelation in such an orderly
scheme of things? To do so would be to destroy the whole fabric of
an on-going order of creation. Creativity implies revelation: with-
out Revelation history would be meaningless. So Revelation becomes

a pivotal point in Temple's Theism, and the manner and method of

its working a demonstration of the character and meaning of all

life and existence. "The relation of Process to Value is specially
important. The fact is fixed; but the value of the past is alterable,
It is even true that what was bad when it occurred may come to be
rightly judged good. Thus Christians regard the Crucifixion as, in
itself, the worst thing that ever happened, yet, taken in con-
junction with its consequence, the best. If we start from the
physical end, we cannot account for mind; if we start from mind,

can we acgount for physical existence? That way of putting the
question is misleading. What we may reasonably ask is whether either
of the two elements in the datum of actual experience is capable of
accounting finally for that experience. In principle mind has this
capacity....Personality‘is always transcendent in relation to
Process; it acts within it, yet stands apart from it; and this is
alone adeguate to the need. Personality exXpresses its own constancy

in the infinitely delicate adjustments by which it pursues one
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purpose in varying conditioms. As immanent it is a principle of
variety; as transcendent it is (in proportion as it is variously
integrated) unchanging. It is the transcendent personality of God
which gives their quality as awe-inspiring to the Values in which
He is immanent and through which He is known".(¢). This quotation
enables one to see at a glance what Revelation meant for Temple and
also shows how he gonsidered it as operative. It is the fact of
Personality which enables the further fact of Revelation: without
personality there could be no Revelation, for its nature is that of
communication from mind to mind; revelation is from person to person
and it can only be understood, as indeed can all other subject-object
relationships, in terms of immanence and transcendence. It is not
mere tautology to Say that since revelation is necessary therefore
there must be a revelation: it is merely another way of stating the
fact of Revelation. So, again, it is not a question as to whether
there can be a revelation; the fact is there is Revelation and it
becomes necessary for the theologian to account for that fact and

to express it in terms of acceptance. To explain revelation in terms
of 'propositions' or to conceive of it in terms of 'miraculously’
revealed dogma is to miss the essential character of revelation and
to fail to give any satisfactory explanation of the manner in which
it works, for of its very nature it is a matter of relationships.

If there cannot be any "self-disclosure" in the field of "relation-
ships™, where, then, may we look for it? The answer is, surely,
nowhere else. Moreover, to accept any other view is to misunderstand
the Biblical view where, Temple tells us, the centre of interest is
not anything that goes on in people's minds but "what goes on upon

the plain of history in actual fact".(10). His view of Revelation
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The 014 View.

Nowhere are these consequences more evident than when applied to
the traditional doctrines of revelation. To go into a minute and
detailed description of the traditional theories of revelation would
lead us too far afield in a thesis of this nature, and would indeed
require a thesis of major proportions in itself.'It is sufficient
to note that there has been a sustained writing on the subject 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 summary form.(11l). Nearly all of the traditional views have dealt
with *distinctions’ or ‘'differences' either as to the God who reveals
Himself, the manner in which He has revealed Himself, or the created
world in or through which He reveals Himself. They tend to point to
a severance between the sacred and the secular, to separate ‘revealed’
knowledge from 'scientific' or other knowledge, to distinguish
between reason and revelation, to point to a "constancy" of natural
law as against the fact that God reveals Himself "now and then" or
by "miracles", or to point to a 'spiritual' interpretation of the
aniverse which would admit of a general revelation while not leaving
any room for specific revelation. The upshot 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
should ever have created a world in which He should constantly be
called upon, or find it necessary, to 'interfere'.It becomes difficult
on the basis of the older views, which made such sharp distinctiions,
to understand anything like a "normalcy" of revelation: if God

Fintervenes' ,whether it is by means of an accident, event,or person,
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the tendency will be to think of the intervention as 'abnormal’.

According to Thomas Aquinas mankind has discovered certain truths
by the activity of his reason, while there are other truths such as
the Trinity, the Incarnation and the Redemption of man, which have
been 'revealed' to him. Where reason leaves off God supplies man's
inadequate knowledge with greater, or at least more, truths about
Himself; but this other knowledge is not contrary to human reason,
but above it. Revelation also conveys truths of "natural religion”
t0o 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 man's moral
sense and God shows glearly that the moral consciousness 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 Being, 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 bscause of the moral conscience,
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when confronted with so much evil in the world, questions the very
existence of God. The moral judgment, although developing independ-
ently of religion, is appealed to by Christ. When men suggest that
we appeal to the best that is in man they usually fail to recognise
that the best that is in man needs to be appealed to by God. This is
the case with conscience itself. "Our consciences are never much
better than we are ourselves; they are Jjust our accepted moral
standards."(13). The recognition of duty 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 supply.

Such a fiew as Temple suggests goes a long way to defeat material~
ism and humanism alike. But there still remain the difficulties of
pantheism and dualism which beset the o0ld views., These views,in some
measure, failed to avoid the inherent weakness of the Deists, the
alleged theory that God held a sort of "residuum" of His power and
saving grace in store, the position that God had revealed certain
"truths", that the Bible itself is a revelation - and a contradictory
one at that, and that revelation is a matter for faith but cannot be
shown to be acceptable to reason. Temple's argument against such
objections is in effect that God is adequate to His world and has
never left it without His witness. In essence it is the statement
quoted by Canon Raven in 'Experience and Its Interpretation': "We
affirm, then, that unless all existence is a medium of Revelation,no
particular Revelation is possible".(14). Temple resolutely rejected
what he called the tendency to an "un-philosophic dichotomy of events
into normal and miraculous".(15).The clue to his interpretation is
to be found in his explanation of the universe in terms of organism

rather than as mechanistic. The lines of his argument may be set forth
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in propositional form:

1) The aesthetic spirit presupposes revelation, otherwise it is
unintelligible, for there is more to Beauty thean Beauily alone; it
denotes communication from,and communion with,personal Spirit.

2) The sense of obligation carries with it a sense of reverence whigh
cannot be accorded to Law apart from a Lawgiver.

) Mind initiates activity, and so the universe is not a closed
system goverened by its own laws.

4) Mind keeps the universe going and thus rules out the possibilty

of mechanistic determinism.

5) Mind, as the ground of the universe, is its interpretation and
affords its own explanation.

6) Personality is always transcendent to the Process in which it is
immanent.

7) "In nature we find God; we do not only infer from Nature what God
must be like, but when we see Nature truly, we see God self-manifested
in and through it."(16).

Thus Temple arrives at a doctrine of Revelation which is uniquely
different. If God can be said to hold anything in reserve it is
Himself. He is the author of the universe and as creator He stands
outside it, so to speak; He is transcendent to His created cosmos;
but as Cosmic Mind He pervades all creation and is 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 ultimate.(17). What gives constancy in the uni-
verse as we experience it is the same Ultimate Being which also
accounts for variability, and this is so because the principle of

Personality is "separable'. A person is 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 transcendenge 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 found in his conduct as it
occurs, and 1t gives to that conduct its direction, its quality and
its energy. The man who always acts in the same way, regardless of
circumstances, is obstinate and stupid. Constancy may sometimes cut
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 call 'accident' is not accident
at all but necessary episodes in an on-going universe. Accidents
themselves may be a necessary revelation to develop man's character.
(19). God's constancy is shown in the form and method of adjustability.
Still another theory under the 0ld 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 abount 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
all other kinds of knowledge. There is only one truth, and all

knowledge whatsoever is knowledge of that truth. All knowledge comes
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from God, and therefore all 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 prophet obtains his knowledge of God through "relationship" with
God., Here, also, we have the clue to understanding revelation: it is
a 'relationship'. It 1s because of this fact that inspiration is
never a ‘'guarantee' of truth.(21). There is always a possibility of
error because of the human element involved in revelation. Deuber-
onomy affords methods for testing "false prophets” and Micaiah
believed in the possibility of false inspiration. It is in the
intercourse of the human 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 t0o say aboul the Bible? Is 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 aeal of aaxiety and misunderstanding. In the first place the
doctrine has led to the view that God acted in a way contrary to
His normal dealings with men so as to save ths 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 tae characters of the
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Bible as well as for all 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 making Himself known in
the events of history. The picture that we get from the Bible is not
one where God is forcing certain truths or doctirines 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 duty of the individual and the Church to
discover truth.

So, too, it appears to be with the Creeds, or the Falth, of the
Church. "Doctrine is of an importance too great to be exaggerated,
but its place is secondary."(2&). One should not believe in any creed
but rather use certain cresds 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 fellowship
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. All 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 uwpon which we must stand. But this same-
ness is evident in the varigbility of His activity in the arena of
history where His Purpose is constantly being worked out. Faith rests
upon this conviction that the righteous God is in His world doing at

every moment that which is in accordance with His eternal purpose.




12¢5.

"He guides 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)

Recent Tendencies.

Temple stated his doctrine of 'revelation in events' with such
a clarity that it has made a mark upon modern theology. It 1s
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 well 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-day, The Faith and Modern Thought, 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 the
values and choices of life and for the fact that man is motivated
by reason no less than by cause(26); that a 'formless faith' which
the modern mind demands would be difficult to transmit or propagate
throughout the world(27); 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(29); 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(31l); and that the view of 'Natural Selection' fails to
account for 'selection' and 'survival' on the highest level of
nature~- that of human nature, and that being true %o nature means
being true to the general course and tendency 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 o0ld and modern
views of Revelation and pointed out that sharp distinctions could
no longer be drawn between ‘natursl' and 'revealed' truth(33).
Nevertheless many modern thinkers continue to make such distinetion,
and this is particularly true of the theology of Karl Barth and of
the 'existentialist' philosophy 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 alike admit of specific
revelation and both claim that revelation is not something about
God, but the revelation is God Himself.{s4). It is in respect of the
'rationality' of revelation that the gulf of dissimilarity is drawn
between the two views. Brunner states emphatically that "revealed
knowledge is poles apart 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 a state
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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 God's assistance. God breaks in
upon man's 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. The primary thing in revelation
for Barth is not reason but faith,—eand, at that, it is not a human
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 Yes instead. Before he can ever begin
to do so, it would appear that the Grace of God must become operative
within him, and the question 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 Bruaner have
presented us with a view of Revelation in which the only thing that
is left is I"]‘i'aith'. 0f course Earth 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 God's character and creativity, avoided
such pitfalls. He regarded all creation in the light of revelation.
His answer to the Barthian disparagement of reason and rejection of
natural theology(which is implied in any doctrine of immanence) can

be summed up in one sentence: "Unless all existence is a medium of
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Revelation , no particular Revelation is possible".(6).

It is interesting to see how Temple's use of rersonality 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 introduce personality but in a different manner and both
introduce the category of the "I" : "Thou" relationship. Heim was
seeking for a frame of reference against the background of natural
science which always points beyond to a transcendent world. The
'polarity' of "I": "Thou" is nevertheless bridged with reference to
God where a relationship is established- in "dimensionalism". Heim's
endeavour is in the field of natursl 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 maintained that it is 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 Yemple takes account of both. Worship, if it means
anything at all, 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 abstract,; man needs a revelation of
God, as the prophets always present Him, in human form. Man needed
the occurrence which was given in a Life, in Jesus Christ. The
revelation which was given in the historical Jesus was needed for
two reasons: the one psychological, the other logical and philos-

ophical.(38). Revelation at its best and in its complete form is
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the full actuality of the relationship between nature, man, and
God.(39).
General Revelation.

There is not the slightest doubt in Temple's mind that there have |
been and can be particular revelations, but he 1s equally emphatic
in his insistence upon the fact that there can be specific revelations
énly if there 1is general revelation. Only if God is revealed to the
Greek and the Jew, to the Mohammedan and the Hindu, can He also be
revealed to the Christian; only if He is revealed in the universal
fact of birth can He be revealed in the Birth of a Virgin Mother;
only if He is revealed throughout the whole course of history and
everywhere in the universe which He has created can He be revealed
at one particular place and at a particular time in the world's
history.(40). Only if He is revealed to men's reason can He further
be revealed to men's faith: for faith is reason. The fact of Creation
is witness to this. For Creation is not to be thought of as an
initial push-off, as a mechanistic system to continue on its own
way, but as a constancy of activity continually passing into novelty,
into new creation. We are bound to look for varieties in the kind of
world which is ours, and these varieties are the evidence of a
constant revelation.

So Temple regards the traditional view of miracle as inadequate.
On that view men regarded God as only revealing Himself now and again
when He wanted to make an impression upon men and did so by means of
miracles. This is contrary to what we find in Jesus who is not always
interested in the striking and untoward but in the commonplace. It

is not simply in the unusual that we are to look for God, but rather

everything that happens is in some measure 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 form. He himself quoted them on

different occasions,(42), and they have either been quoted in full

or in part or referred to by others. "The possibilty of Revelation
depends on the personal gquality of that supreme and Ultimate Reality
which is God. If there is no Ultimate Reality, which is the ground
of all else, then there 1is no God to be revealed; if that Reality is
not personal, there can be no special Revelation but only uniform
procedure; if there be an Ultimate Reality and this is personal,then
all existence is Revelation. Either all occurrences are in some
degree revelation of God, or else there is no such revelation at all;
for the conditions of the possibility of any revelation require that
there should be nothing which is 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 dead; only if He is revealed in
the history of Syrians and Philistines can He be revealed in the
history of Israel; only if He chooses all men for His own can He
choose any at all; only if nothing is profane can anything be sacred.
It is necessary to stress with all possible emphasis this universal
quality of revelation.”

It was upon the basis of his view of general revelation, no less
than upon the particular revelation in Christ, that Temple sought 1o
put forth an argument which would defeat pantheism and dualism alike.
(43). It was characteristic of Temple that he saw good in everything-
a "fighting speech" gets you nowhere - and he saw the value of

pantheism and dualism which he likened to the Greek view as compared
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with the Hebrew, but the Biblical view held a philosophical super-
iority for him. This was due partly, no doubt, to his own buoyant
faith; but partly, 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 of God go pari passu in a
progressive revelation.(44).

Are there Special Revelations?

To this question Temple answers, as all Christian theologians
must, an emphatic 'Yes', but he thinks that Christian philosophers
and theologians have been too timid in dealing with the matter of
revelation. No science creates its own material and theology, which
is scientific thinking about God, does not create its data(45); it
is supplied in revelation. The Christian will regard the particular
revelations which are insisted upon by the great religions as valid,
but he will regard them all as partial with one exception - the
Revelation of God in Christ Jesus. The Christian Revelation surpasses
others in providing a fully satisfactory philosophy of life and of
the universe. This is formulated by the New Testament writers in the
form: "Jesus Christ is come in the flesh". Ultimate Reallty which is
spiritual and personal finds its complete expression in the birth,
life, death, and resurrection of the Son of God. When the Christ of
St.John's Gospel declares "I am the Truth"™, He is not uttering
rhetoric but stating sober fact. 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 flesh, in fulfilment of
Divine purpose.

The one purpose of the Son was to reveal the Father, and this is

evident in His complete 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 all temptations to inaugurate
the Kingdom 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 natue, in a
service of Love. He brings with Him, because He is, the Light, the
Iove, and the Life of men. The lLord Who is set before us in the
Gospels, and Whose broken Body takes on visible form in the redeemed
Society of the Church, is not only the promised Messiash 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 which 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 all revelation. Hence it becomes impossible
to make sharp distinctions between the "natural™ and the "revealed",
or between the "natural" and the "supernatural"™ in revelation, and
all must now be seen as a natural revelation. The principle which
has always been present in the process of history, which guided the
prophets and determined the "prophetic consciousness", and was
revealed in times of famine or plenty, peace or war, became visible
in human form in the Person of Christ. That is not a static principle;
that Person 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 gquestion




131.

Cur Deus Homo,providing the Atonement which unites God to man.

The Incarnation provides the key to the understanding of life
and of the universe. Christ not only was, but is, historical fact;
He provides the only satisfactory and completely intelligible
solution to man's problems; He is the pivot of all Christian faith
and philosophy. The Incarnation afforded men an opportunity of seseing
God in action in a concrete manner. Jesus Christ was not just one
" man, even the best man, among others, but the revelation in one man
of the eternal God. Even to state the naturalness of Christ as He
appears in the Gospel is to invite criticism or misunderstanding if
we do not at the same time remember that the Christ of the Gospels
was indeed a supernatural and miraculous 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 counts‘ror 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 God finds occasion
for unusual action. Yet the occurrences or actions are not in
themselves the revelation. They are rather the token or "mode" of
the revelafion. The revelation itself is the mind that is in the
act speaking to the mind observing and appreciating the act. Both
subject and object relationships are necessary: where there is no
perception and appreciation the revelation does not take place.

The appreciation need not be contemporaneous with the event, but
it 1s 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 effective revelation of God. The
principle of revelation always remains the same - "the coincidence

of event and appreciation™.(46).

What did God Reveal®

The important question for theology to-day is, What did God
communicate? Did God communicate a body of law, a doctrine of grace,
a theory of rewards and punishments, a method of salvation, a
system for discerning truth, or any such thing? These are all
important and all of them in some way are necessary questions to be
considered in the light of revelation. In the formulation of his
reply to this all-important question Temple offered an answer to
Pringle-Pattison who had suggested that Jesus did not have to be
God to give us the revelation,to bring us authentic tidings about
the character of God.(47). Temple answers: "What is offered to man's
apprehension in any specific Revelation is not truth concerning God
but the living God Himself".(48). What is given in revelation is not
something about revelation but the Revelation itself; therefore what
really communicates God to us must be God Himself. Christ not only
brings God to us; He is God. So Jesus Christ is the perfection of
reveiation: the deed or act and the person are one. Here we have his
argument for the Divinity of Christ. All this is put in a simple and
straight-forward manner, and is, of course, the loglcal answer. If
an objection is raised Temple can only point to Christ Himself, to
the Church, and to Christendom.

Christ Himself made claim to Divinity, and announced that He
and the Father were One: 'He that hath seen ﬁe hath seen the Father.,'

To Pilate's question as to whether He is the Messiah He says, 'I am.,’




133.

He was alleged to be the Incarnation of God by His followers who
worshipped Him as such. The Resurrection and subsequent 'appearances’,
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",- all bear impressive
tribute to the Eternal God who in Christ Jesus came and still comes
"t0o us men for our salvation''. 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 Vietory. Our
Atonement is accomplishbed 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 "tabernacled among us full of grace and
truth®. The whole fabric of the Christian Faith resis upon the
authentic revelation given by God Himself of Himself. But this does
not mean that Christ revealed all that can be meant by the word God.
"There ever remains the unsearchable abyss of Deity". 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 given 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 Revélation carry with it its own authenticity? What is the
guarantee of its authority? Both authority and experience are involved

in the ocscurrence of revelation: is there a conflict between that
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authority and the religious experience? Temple raises 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
Sceriptures, Institutions and Ceremonies =~ through which it is

mediated? First of all, he points out, we are all under authority -

the muthority 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, all 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(ﬁo), and Strachan suggested that
religious experience was the final authority.(H1). The controversy
goes back at least to Descartes and beyond. Descartes was in revolt
against the ecclesiastical authority of his day. This mediaeval
structure of sheer authoritariasnism was in large measure an outcome

of Aquinas, who had systematised what he considered to be the authority
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of Aristotle'’s philosophy and developed it into a doctrine of reason.
The "reason" of the Scholastics had led to the Authority of the
Medieeval Catholic Church. It was against this interpretation of
religious experience as authority that Descartes was in revolt; and
against the authority of the religious experience there has been
widespread revolt in the modern mind. Calvin taught that the illum-
ination of the Holy Spirit was the final authority even for the
interpretation of the Scriptures. Schleirermacher considered the
'emotions' as having predominance, while Ritschl 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:
unless the individual experiences it for himself it has no authority.
It was in the consideration of this whole question of authority
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 1t to him. There is some kind of authority to begin with and
which is objectively considered - Church, parent, Scripture, or such
like. In primitive life the authoritarian element seems fto predom-
inate. Even in civilised life, under conditions of advanced Christ-
ianity, religious truth, like all other truth, is mediated. How can
the authority ever operate in vacuo or in a sheer mechanistic fashion?
There must be an experience which recognizes it and receives it, in
and through which the individual makes it his own. It must ring a
bell within us. The less orthodox form of revelation is not independ-

ent of authority, and orthodoxy itself is constantly being reformed
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by the synthesis of an ever-growing religious experience. So the
revelation of religious 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 is no such distinction in
actual fact. Of course religion finds its expression in an institut-
ionalised Church = he could never understand what people meant by
a 'formless faith'. A mere tradition never accomplished anything.
The grbwth of religion is a dynamic force and the supreme example of
this is to be seen in the Hebrew Prophets. But the prophets did not
just happen; they entered into a heritage. The revelation must pass
into individual.experienoe as dynamic powsr before it becomes
effective. But when the prophets began to announce the revelation
they did not proceed by way of argument, nor did they suggest that
the authority of the experience was their own: on the contrary, the
the authority and the revelation alike were God's. It was not just a
unique, unrelated 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 which carries with
it its own aunthority. Creaturely dependence upon God, the essence of
which is submission to authority, is the very heart and core of all
religious experience. In Revelation what comes to us is God Himself
before Whom we bow and obey. The Revelation leads to communion of the
creature with the Creator; it is self-disclosure of Personality to
persons who are free to respond with worship and obedience.

Conclusion.

Thus Temple presents us with a rationalist view of Revelation
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for which he has drawn on the 'authority of Christian experience' .He
has pointed out that 'faith' is necessary even if we are to have a

'‘natural religion', and further that the revelation of natural relig-

ion, or revelation in general, leads to and culminates in the specific

Revelation given in Jesus Christ,that is,in a Personality.This Ghrist-?
ian,or 'Personal’ Revelation,unifies,illuminates,and brings to a focusi
of light all other revelations, not by contradicting them but by
bringing them to a clarity and truth.

The question arises as to whether he has not created confusion by

over-gimplification.He has certainly simplified the matter: has he
presented us with an over-clarification? He has painted a picture of
a beautiful world,but Barth would query whether it were not too beaut~
1rul.In other words,the criticism of Temple's view of Revelation is
the question: what about sin? Barth would say that what makes Revel-
ation necessary is the sin of man., Temple said the same thing, at
least in The Preacher's Theme To-Day,but his theory of Revelation
demonstrates thé essential unity of God and man.To thié the Calvan-
istic answer would 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 man's actual life,as a dire 'fact'.
Temple does refer to the 'corruption’ of man's nature,but he does not
seem to have any conception of the depth of 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 scheme of things in an one-going universe,to which Revelation not
only bears record but becomes necessary if man is to exist in any
sense in a world which becomes an ordered 'cosmos' rather than sheer

confusion and utter chaos.




138.
Annotation: -
(1) From a Letter to R.A.Knox, October 19153.
(2) Nature, Man and God,p.299.
(3) Revelation, edited by Baillie and Martin, pp.92, 117. Cf.also
Basic Convictions, p.l7.
(4) The Preacher's Theme To-Day, p.l.
(6) Cf.William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreciation: W.R.Matthews,
p.16; also Dorothy Emmet, Iremonger, p.532.
(6) Basic Convictions, p.l16.
(7) Cf. Preface to Revelation,supra.The contributors are T.S.Ellot,
Karl Barth, William Temple, Sergius Bulgakoff, M.C.D'Arcy, Walter
M.Horton, and Gustaf Aulen.
(8) An Outline of Modern Knowledge, p.8l.
(9) Nature, Man and God, pp.xxi and xxiii.
(10) Basic Conviections, p.l7.
(11) Cf.,e.g. Hasting's Article in the Dictionary of Christ and the
Gospels; Garvie:Handbook of Christian Apologetiass; Orr:Revelation
and Inspiration; Rashdall:Philosophy and Religion; Fisher:Nature and
Method of Revelation,; Sanday: Inspiration; Illingworth:Reason and
Revelation; Gore:Belief in God; and Tillett:The Paths that Lead to
God. ‘
(12) An Outline of Modern Knowledge, pp.80-81.
(13) The Argument is developed in The Kingdom of God. Cf. esp. pp.48,
&, 56, 57. Quotation is from p.l4l.
(14) Nature, Man and God, p.306; quoted by Raven: Experience and Its
Interpretation, p.56. The passage is repeated by Temple in Revelation:
edited by Baillie and Martin, p.%.

(15) Nature, Man and God, p.267.



(16) Ibid, pp.253-266.

(17) Ibid, p.267.

(18) Ibid, p.284.

(19) Ibid, pp.290-295; Christus Veritas, pp.192-199.

(ZO) Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.l0l; Nature, Man and God, p.317
(21) The Faith and Modern Thought, pp.40, 41l.

(22) Nature, Man and God, p.o2l.

(23) Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.l1l05.

(24) Nature, Man and God, p.31l2. For Temple's view of the Bible as
Revelation,cf. The Faith and Modern Thought, Chap.2; Baillle and
Martin: Revelation, p.l0l1ff,; Nature, Man and God, p.s07ff.

(25) Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.1l0.

(26) The Preacher's Theme To-Day, p.2f.; The Kingdom of God, p.l119ff.
(27 ) Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.lb5.

(28) Essays, pp.8l1-92. .

(29) The Kingdom of God, Chap.II: Religion and Ethiecs.

(30) Ibid, p.lO6ff.

(31) Ibid, p.lO9ff.

(32) Ibid, p.ll6ff.

(33) Cf+. Dean Rashdall: Philosophy and Religion, pp.l27-148; Webb:
Problems in the Relations of God and Man, pp.49-55.

(34) Baillie and Martin: Revelation - Karl Barth, pp.76, 81; Brunner:
Revelation and Reason, p.8.

(&5) Brunner: Revelation and Reason, pp.16, 17.

(%6) Nature, Man and God, p.306; Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.9.
(87 ) Heim develops his view in Christian Faith and Natural Science,
Spirit and Truth, and The New Divine Order. Buber's view appears in

Between Man and Man, Two Types of Faith, I and Thou, and Images of




140, -

Good and Evil,

{58) The Faith and Modern Thought, pp.49, 51, 57.

(¢9) Nature, Man and God, p.dl2.

(40) On the universal quality of Revelation c¢f. Nature, Man and God,
pp.306-307; also Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.96.

(41) Nature, Man and God, p.296.

(42) Ibid, pp.s06-307; Baillie and Martin: Revelation, pp.96-97.
(43) Cf. The Preacher's Theme To-Day, p.2ff.; Baillie and Martin:
Revelation, p.8é&f.

(44) For a somewhat similar view of an on-going, bhistorical revel-
ation c¢f. Basil Matthews: Supreme Encounter, pp.l2-16.

(45) Essays, pp.l117, 118.

(46) This estimate of Temple's ﬁiews concerning Special Revelation
is based on the relevant chapters in Nature, Man and God; on
Revelation, ed. by Baillie and Martin; Christus Veritas, Chap.X;
Mens Creatrix, Chap.xXIII; The rreacher's Theme To-Day, Chap.I; and
Essays, p.217ff.

(47 ) Pringle-Pattison: The Philosophy of Religion, p.252.

(48) Nature, Man and God, p.o22.

(49) For Temple's view of God's revelation of Himself, in addition
to "(46)" cof. Readings in St. John's Gospel, esp. pp.l-18.

(50) Oman: Freedom and Authority; Strachan: The Authority of The
Religious Experience.

(51) Strachan developed his view in The Authority of The Religious

Experience.,




141.

VII. Nature of Man.
1. Man in relation to the Universe.

It is its view and treatment of man which gives to any philosophy
the decisive vote for its ultimate acceptance 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 spec-
ulation, whether of inert matter or of the phenomonological 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 all pursuits.

'Man goeth forth to his labours' as the i'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.(1l). Whether he had his beginning as a
result of God's 'fiat' or arose in the progressive stages of the
dynamic forces of the .creative order of the cosmos, he is indelibly
stamped with the imprint of the 'image' of God.(2). If God made man
a little lower than the angels He did so in order to crown him with
glory and honour. The glory of God is declared by the heavens and
by the firmament which is His handiwork, but it is also observable
in man and perhaps more perfectly so. Thus, man must be seen in his
"creatureliness™, to adopt Von Hugel's expression. Even if the
creation story is a "myth"(and Temple is willing to accept 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 ereatife acts of Redemption,

The Doctrine of Redemption rightly conceived is a part of the
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Doctrine of Creation.(3). If man is created by God then God has
endowed him with gifts, characteristics and propensities which fit
him for fellowship with God and with his fellow-man, and when that
fellowship is refused because of man's self-interest or when he is
prewented because of some other reason or external force from
discharging this God-given capacity and duty, then he becomes some-
thing less than a c¢hild 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 Iis pro-creator.(4).
As man emerges in the creative process he is endowed with Mindg,
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 is
what gives coherence to human existence.(5). But no theory of man is
satisfactory which fails 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 ai?, 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 full justice 0 the
material side of man's nature which led Temple to accept as his
starting-point the Materialism of Marx, Engels and ILenin, and for
which he has been largely criticised. It is to be noted that the
adjective, "Dialectical™, has been omitted in this statement, for he
held that when materialism becomes dialectical it is on the way to
sealing its own fate; it 1s then doomed to failure and must end in
some form of Theism or Pantheism.(7). What he finds wrong with
Dialectical Materialism is the polarity which it makes, the discontin-
uity between the physical and the spiritual, and the further fact
that it gives the initiative to 'matter'. His solution %0 the problem
is to be found in his view of the universe as 'sacramental'.(8).

Once again, we find the clue to Temple's doctrine of man and his
theory of the universe lies in his simple-minded faith in God. It is
the quality of life, not the extent of its diffusion in space,which
endows it with meaning and importance for the philosopher. For a
complete view of man we need the Greek view of life with its emphasis
upon the artistic, the Hebrew view with its emphasis upon the
aesthetic, the Roman view with its emphasis upon the law, and the
Christian view which combiﬁes all three and adds its Christology. To
philosophy which gives us a picture of man with regard to his exist-
ence in the genseral scheme of things we need to add theology which
gilves us the completion of that pisture as we see man in view of
God's revelation. What does this mean for Temple? Accepting the
evolutionary hypothesis, he finds degrees of reality and denies that
some of these exist more genuinely than others, but that man is at
the top. Between existence and non-existence there is no middle term.

Both matter and spirit are necessary, though one may become the
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vehicle of the other. He does not think it necessary to make the
claim for consciousness in what we call the material universe (9),
but if the physical can be used as a wvehicle of the spiritunal then
there must be something in the physical which is spiritual: even the
physical has spiritual qgualities. This is his answer to the Dialec-
tical Materialism of Marx and Ienin. If you can show that matter has
the quality of becoming spiritual, then you can no longer discuss it
as materialistic. In this way he comes to his own view of Realism.
If there's & dilalectic at work at all within the world it cannot be
materialistic. You end with or by means of philosophic discussion
about man and his universe right where you began with religious faith
in God as Creator: natural theology is the pointing finger for
revealed theology, and all along one must have had faith, for one
has to be religious to have a natural religion. Temple seems to see
it, then, somewhat in this light: if you think of man and his univ~
erse at all along these lines, you are carried forward to God, not
as a view-point but as a dynamic forceful entity. God needs man and
the universe but not in the sense that man needs God. God and the
world are two correlates, but the relation is that of Creator and
creature.

Of course in all this, Temple can point to the revelation of God
in Christ. Since oreation is still going on man is not yet perfect.
We need some evidence of the perfection of the princeciple which we
see at work in the universe. To a certain extent that principle finds
an imperfect expression in man himself, but it was necessary for its
perfect expression to see it embodied in a Divine Personality. This
God supplied when He took the initiative by means of the Incarnation
and broke in upon our space-time world, when the "Word became flesh

and tabernacled among us".
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The "natural order" has become reversed because of man's aggrand-
izement. Man'’s nature is imperfectly realised because he is a free
being and is still in the making. But what lies at the root of
Nature and personal existence is one and the same thing - the spirit
of God. Since this is so, the perfect embodiment which man has seen
in the God-Man becomes an omen: as St. Paul stated it "until we all
come to one perfect man in Christ Jesus". What for Bradley was
'appearance and reality' and became for Whitehead 'process and
reality' becomes for Zemple simply Reality. At the centre of the
Universe we find the principle and the person combined in the perfect

man, Christ Jesus.

2. Human Personality.

Nowhere is Temple's reaction from Idealism to Realism more abrupi
than in his treatment of human personality. Yet this statement can
only be made 1f we are thinking in terms of the development of
philosophic thought from the Scholastics down through Kant, Hegel and
Scheilermacher. For there is a great deal of Plato in Temple's thought
as is evident in all his writings and more particularly in 'Plato and
Christisnity' 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 refusal to admit of the dichotomy which shows
up in the contrast of ‘'reason' and 'feeling' or the 'noumenal self’
and the 'empirical 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 insistence upon
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treating the individual as "one whole",- a view, incidentally,
which led him to develop his doctrine of "universalism”. In passing,
it is necessary to remark that Yemple insisted upon the intrinsiec
worth of a human being, not because he is a person, but because he
is a child of God. All God's "creatures™ should command our respect-
even the elements, and particularly the earth - for it is in man's
use of them that he is co-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.(10).

Man is an organism, both as organic to the universe and also as
a human person comprising a unity of impulses, instinets, sentiments,
emotions and ideas. As in all things else, a human person does not
Jjust ‘happen', and is so basic to the structure of reality as to
form the key to Temple's understanding and interpretation of it.
Evidence of this is to be seen in Canon Baker's review of Nature,
Man and God, which, he said, embodies the following four principles:
"First, personality is sacred; that personal element shows itself
above all things in free, intelligent choice; secondly, we are
members of a brotherhood; progress means the perpetually fuller
realisation in practics of this fact of fellow membership in the
family of God; thirdly, the duty of man is Yo serve God by serving
his fellows; fourthly, power is subordinate to love and love exerts
its power by self-sacrifice".(1l) To arrive at his concept of
personality Temple distinguishes betwesn thing, brute and person.
He asks, What is Matter? and points out that the o0ld materialists
thought they knew but we now know they did not know. We may be
nearer to an understanding by calling it force or a combination of

forces, but "matter" is always changing its meaning in a bewildering
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way. He asks, What 1s a Law of Nature? and suggests that it is not
an explanation of anything but is a mere statement of fact. What
distinguishes the 'brute' from a 'thing' is the presence of 'feeling',
and this fact of 'consciousness' is not merely a by-product. Person=
ality does not only depend upon continued existence but upon
consciousness of continued existence and displays an interest in the
past and future as well as the present. A person expresses 'charact-
er' and is conscious of a sense of moral obligation, of 'rights’'

and ‘duties', of 'purpose' and 'volition' and 'value'. A society is
always a number of persons united by a common purpose. A person has
a character of his own, but in society or a state there may be a
certain character which is applicable to all 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 all citizens'. But you can never describe
personality, any more than you can a "thing', in terms of camse and
effect because of the 'new' element which is always appearing.(12).
In man there is, then, a sense of divided consciousness and an
apprehension of value, and this carries with it four main results:
1)™an begins to bring to full actuality the Value of Good whigh is

the raison d'€tre of the universe; through his experience it begins

to find its end.

2)"For the same reason man is capable of fellowship with God, for he
can 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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consciousness...Thus the arrival of man at full self-consciousness
makes possible deliberate sin, makes it indeed so probable as to be
almost certain."{13).

Temple never seems to be able to dissociate 'person' and ‘'value’
in his thinking; it is the fact of value-judgments that gives
distinction and uniqueness to human personality. Man is a kind of
being who acts by reasons and not only by causes, or who is not only
under the compelling influence of forces but also under the influenge
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 experience, can do full justice to human person-
ality.(14). Human nature demands that man be treated as an end and
never as a means. The real enemy which Christianity must face 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 1o
the supreme values of the gspiritual life - beauty, goodness and
truth - but which does not give full value to the fact of Personal-
ity.(15). Human personality is sacred, and this sanctity must be
upheld and fostered for it is in and through fellowship that person-
ality is made real - fellowship with God and man. To be a person is
more than to be an individual, and a man is something more than can
be expressed in all his social relationships and obligations. You
may hire a man: you may buy his labour, but you cannot buy his
personality. At the root of all existence lies the principle of
personality, and as this finds expression in the human person he
exhibits constancy in all that he is, In the quality of transcendence;
and he exhibits variety in all 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
congeption 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 dooctrine
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 Temple's language can by no means
be compared, either in content or meaning, with Marcel's (17), still
he has left us something of the 'mystery' of the 'being' of human
personality. What he has done, surely, is to indicate that the human
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 Temple's 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' and of God himself - not a static reality,
but creative and dynamic.

d.Man in Relation to God.

Since all men are by nature children 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 conscience, no less than a virile
faith and the gift of imagination. Temple always insists upon "seeing
life whole", and it is important to do so as far as possible and

more particularly so in regard to religious experience,for any view
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which leaves out that part of man's experience givés a distorted
picture and is therefore a false view. This has serious consequences
for falsity creates tensions between God and the self and makes it
impossible for man, perhaps even for God to experience the peace of
attainment until they are overcome. It is in the view of man's
relation to God that Temple thinks the 'Barthian school' is at fault.
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 Sanctifier and
sangtified, there is indeed an 'impassible distinoction' - 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 respect we should have to say God
is "Wholly 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 ontologlcal argument. 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 1ts own, and this is what gives meaning or value to
the religious consciousness.

So religion is no mere convention; to say that a man is a child
of God is to glve status and dignity to man as such independently of
his membership in any earthly state; it is also to state his duty
and privilege to worship God. No earthly organisation has the right
to deprive man of the dignity of worship, therefore the Church tran-
scends the state. Worship is the expression of fellowship with God,
but worship itself should find expression in a man's conduct.A man's

true value is to be found, not in what man is worth to himself or to
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the state, but in what he is worth to God.(20). This worth has been
bestowed upon him by the Love of God, and it will show itself in
love to his fellow man. Prayer is necessary as the vital breath of
the Christian, and when offered on behalf of others it becomes
"intercession" -~ not in the sense of begging God to change His will
or disposition towards them, but in opening up the 'sleuce-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, actually, in pushing the war to a successful conclusion
and in praying for one's enemies, for war is the choice of the lesser
of two evils and to pray for one's enemies may enable God to bring
the war to a successful conclusion 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 much there
was of the person in the worship that he gave to God. The worshipper
can no more treat his God dispassionately than the scientist can
enquire whether truth is worth finding.

The 'great divorce' which has occurred in men's thinking to-day
is the willingness to regard the individual as a child of God but to
make a distinction in this relationship as far as society or the
nation is concerned. While it is still maintained that the Church
has the right to address the individual it is denied that she has
the right to épeak to the nation or 'man in society'. This is to
deny God of His rightful title and character of Kingship, as 'Lord
of all life'. Man is a child of God also as he is the member of a
family or a state - the complete development of this is what is meant
by 'mankind'. This is also the point of St.Paul's reference to the

'perfect man',- not that the individual is golng to become 'perfect’,
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for perfection is impossible this side of Heaven, but that all men
should come in a 'togetherness' into a greater measure of completed
membership until all 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 aécentuated by the society in which he
lives. Freedom of choice 1is characteristic of personality. In order
that the world may be & 'vale of soul-making' it was necessary that
men be given this freedom. God could conceiveably have acted other-
wise and placed man in a different 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 Himself
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 through the grace of God
he will be enabled to reproduce Christ's character. What really
becomes negessary 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 right relationship with Him. This is the method which God uses
to reconcile man to Himself, the method of Righteous lLove 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 to Man.

The corollary to the fact that all men are God's children is the
fact that all 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 him. If he chooses any
other than the last he is 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 child of God 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 action, for it was called
forth under particular circumstances and we cannot repeat that act:
ours will be a new act, and entirely different. Whether forgiveness
is right in a given situation, and the question as to what extent a
person should forgive, may well depend on what it costs to forgive
and what the forgiveness will accomplish. Of course, on€ should as
far as possible accept the standard of Christ, but that standard
should be one which is inculcated by the 'spirit' of Christ. What is
called for is 'the inwardness of the good',without which the command
to "love thy neighbour as thyself' is impossible for the categorical
imperative resolves itself into character.

Man is naturally and incurably social and so problems of ethics
always arise within a context of personal relationships,whether it

be in the family,community,Church 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 Person 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 community of persons 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 monarchy. God must be Lord of all or else He is not ILord at all
and the net result will be anarchy and cheos. Assoclations such as a
trade union or an employers' federation cannot love one another, so
it is necsssary to have Christian men of goodwill in key positions

in institutional and political organisations in order that transact-
ions may be carried out for the good of all without greed and without
self-interest. Above all, there must be respect for personality and
the maintenance of the principla or law of love.

Human 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 comnsiderat-
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 some nation is 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 itself to consider, it cannot take
such a step if there are other and smaller states involved for it has

a duty to them which is, first of all, 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 found 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 1s 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 'service' 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 all
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: all must be used for the general well-being.(26).
Is there any hope for a better world order in which the ideal
relationship between men may be realised? Temple sees such a hope;
and he observes it in the rise of a new industrial order in which
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 bring about worldwidse
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fellowship. He sees the hope realisable, and to a large extent
already realised, in the growth of worldwide fellowship and co-
operation of the Christian Churches in the 'oecumenical movement®.
All of this is something of what Temple meant by the 'realisable
good'.

5.Freedom and Determinism.(27).

Any philosophy which sets forth a view of man must give some
account of the great problem of human freedom and determinism. The
question is: Can you have both%? Or, does the one preclude the other?
It would seem as though we are compelled to think of both. How, then,
can you reconcile freedom with determinism, or freedom with authority,
or free moral action 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 fact of his 'being': he is determined by birth,
by heredity and environment; he is determined in so far as he is
under '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
choice. Man is determined in the fact of his physical organism. This
is so, partly because his body is one, partly because his 'soul' is
a distinguishable group of psychic forces which can only be actlve
in so far as they combine, and partly because there is a unity
possible for him which it is his duty to achieve. But man is more
than all this, for he is not only a combination of external forces
nor a combination of the forces within him. He is also self-conscious
and as such is self-determining, and because of this, in society as
in the individual, there is the further fact of mutual determination.

The popular view of determinism, according to Temple, is false

because it overlooks the predominant element In personality. It says
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truly that in a complex of ABC, A is A because of B and C, B is B
because of A and C, and C is C because of A and B. But this does not
account for the "difference™ which appears in the individual.A child
is nothing at all apart from all the processes which 'determined’
him, but he is not merely a resultant of his parents' family history.
There is a 'new' element in personality, and when you admit of
'aifferentiation' the theory of Determinism has to be abandoned.(28).
In stating his objection Temple repeats the question which Coleridge
asked about the self-differentiation of Schelling's Absolute - Unde
haec nihila tam portentosa transnihilatio® T¢ introduce 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 determinism in

its true context of logic where it rightly belongs instead of
regarding it, as is ususally done, as a term reserved for ethics,; but
the difficulty remains, for bare being (sein), which is not some-
thing, is 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 account for the activity of the Will.

Freedom involves responsibility; a person must have regard for
his act. Freedom is not merely absence of determination; 1t 1is not
external and mechanical; it is a spiritual and inward determination
towards some good, and is therefore purposive. Freedom of its very
necessity involves the will., But, is the Will free or determined?

In order to answer the question 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
thing as 'pure cognition', and points out that the mind never acts
in detachment from the rest of personality but that such things as
'feelings' and ' judgments' are always involved in thinking. So, too,
6ne must never think of the 'will' as detached. 'Feeling' and
'desire' are involved, 'means' and ‘'ends' enter into the acts of
volition; the whole man is involved. To ask, 'Has man got free-will'?
is to put the question wrongly. The Will is something of a growth
and it is a growth towards something. Perfect freedom will mean that
a man Will realise all that he is bound to be and to do; it will
mean a co-ordination of all 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; He was the only sinless character.
Freedom, then, is a growth ana development, positive rather than
negative, and there is a 'constancy' about it. Like 'the good', it

resides in character, and character itself grows. Real achievement

is not posse non peccare but is non posse peccare. 'The 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 gualities which enable him to act spontaneously in any given
situation; it is character which becomes free. The Will, then, is a
matter of character, and now you can leave that man free and depend
upon him.(29). Freedom is not mechanistic, nor deterministic; at the
same time it is not an absence of determination, it is determination
within,

Such would be true freedom, but Temple hastens to add 'it is not
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ours'. Man 1s self-centred and the self is bound -man cannot free
himself from the center of his own endeavour. Herein tragedy arises.
"Fate is the law of the world of which men and 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
becoming other people. They are free, for the origin of their

actions is themselves; they are bounda hand and foot for from them-
selves there is no flight".(&0). Without self-determination man

would never be calleda into fellowship with God, for it necessitates
self-surrender before an Other which may 1ift 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 all? If the doctrine of Predestination as taught by Augustine,
Knox sana Calvin were accepted, then everything is determined and
there is no value or meaning to be seen in moral choice ana action

at all. 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 is the great
experience of life which declares otherwise,

Neither is there any solution to be had to the problem by recourse
to logic, by adopting the Either:0Or attitude. We begin with the fact
that we are determined by nature. Freedom is not something man has
gua man., We live in a universe which is determined by law, we are
under physical restraint, and the first step to 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 fact, This 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 choice.But there is no choice to a truth
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; buft truth
does not deliver man from self-centredness. So it is with Beauty:you
cannot compel a man to see or paint beauty, but when he does he comes
to a point of grace. Nevertheless beauty likewise fails to deliver
man completely from his gelf-centredness; it enly leads to a partial
release, It is similar with Goodness, but Goodness 1s a call to
desert 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
incidentally 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 Freedom.

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 hops of
bringing human selves into right relationship with God is that God
should declare His love in an act, or acts, of sheer self-gsacrifice,
thereby winning the freely offered love of the finite selves which
He has created".(ol).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 call forth a special revelation. For the
most part God's action follows a normal and regular process, but it
will only be set aside when there is 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 things. There is an inherent tendency to weakness in
all nature, and this is Original Sin. It is not mersely 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 inherited 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 belng good over against man's physical nature whigh is evil.
Human nature is all-of-a-piece, 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 1is it that man is in a state of perfection and can
point to an 'evil' or 'sin' which lies outside him. While knowing
that there is a Good which 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 fact that man can choose 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 choice
he does so 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 all 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 order 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 all perplexities, from the impasse of self-
centredness, his deliverance must come from without. 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 at the centre of his universe. The
answer to man's self-centredness is God's righteousness. The only

solution to sin is God's revelation of ILove in a self-sacrificial
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act sufficlent to call out man's whole response in devotion to it.
Sin necessitates the Cross of God which is a revelation of His

glory. Evil has at least this much of power about it that it defeats
itself; evil defeated itself on ﬁhe 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 effective

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 'immortsl'. Temple
would conclude in terms somewhat like these: 'a necessity of logiec,
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: 'good' and 'history'.(32). He says that a great deal of

m
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helpful thought has acecrued from the manner in which the Greek
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 which 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 theorises 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 ‘ends’
and not of ‘means' if we are to arrive at any understanding of the
great problems of ‘redemption' and 'immortality'. If life is dynamiec,
and not static, then it is presumably moving towards some goal or
objective. Thus 'goodnegs' itself is only attainable if we can think
in terms of a 'transcendent' good ftowards which all goodness is a
growth and development. Goodness is imparted to man by the Grace of
God: can it then be said to be my goodness? or, my righteousness?
Temple points out that moral righteousness 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 Ilove. If
that is so; if goodness is answering a csll, a response to love,
then it is a real goodness which while it is 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, incidentally 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 1ife is capable of expanding and developing.
Rightly conceived, it is not a guestion 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 is 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 evidence of Immortality in the meaning of
'history'. Man is both a product of history and he also makes history.
'"His destiny is fulfilled in the achievement of two unities, unity
of individual personality and unity of universal fellowship'. For the
realisation of this goal it must be supposed that man is not only a
creature of time but also of eternity. History is such that its
meaning must lie partly in its result; but only partly,for its meaning
lies also partly in the process itself, otherwise history would be
meaningless, But if this is so, then history is only apprehensible
from the point of view of a process outside and above itself from
which it may be viewed as a whole. In other words, history 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 1s such that it necessitated His entry into the temporal, and
the eternal is thus grounded in the historical, and that not
accidentally but essentially. The goal of history is the Commonwealth
of Value, and eternity enters into history and takes it up into
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 processes in the power of the Eternal

Life which is available to them.
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Admitting that this may be a fine view of the matter, even &
plansible explanation of the age-~long problem of time and eternity,
is it a convincing answer to the 'hope which springs eternal in the
human breast' or is thefe a furthsr word which needs to be said?
Temple presumes that there is and proceeds to say it. He repeats the
view that the contemplation of a final end of universal process
would make history itself entirely meaningless, and that this is by
no means acceptable to human reason - the contemplation of the fact
that it might end up in nothing at all is abhorrent to man's thought.
Still, the possibility of such an end has always haunted the
imagination, and even if the end were concelved as a long way off, the
mere postponement would not detract from the meaninglessness of life.
Temple contemplates the possibility, which "will one day make no
difference whether we have striven or not for noble causes and lofty
ideals. An earth as cold as the moon will revolve about a dying sun.
Duty and love will have lost their meaning. The President of the
Immortals, if there be either immortals or presidemt, will have
finished his sport with man".(33). The possibility of such an end
has become immensely more acute since the time of Temple's Gifford
Isctures in an age of the hydrogen bomb and brings with it & greater
urgency for asking the question which the mere possibility leads men
to ask: is there a world to come?

Temple answers: Yes, of course; Immortality is inevitable, but
we need to clear our thinking about it. Mediaeval thinking had the
idea of an after life all tied up in a neat little system which
presented three ‘'states' or departments of the hereafter: Hell, for
those who are beyond pardon; Purgatory, for those who are pardonabls;

and Heaven, for 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 sscape from Hell, but the other was more
serious still, for it is impossible to think of an eternal burning
Hell, kept burning with the souls and/or bodies of human 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 process of historical development 1o
think of Immortality as their right. Just as man is entitled to a
life here, s0 is he entitled to a 1life in the world to come. But this
is contrary to the teaching of the Bible which shows us that the aim
of all religion is to transfer the centre of interest and concern
from the sélf to God. The Biblical view is that 1life, 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 all, is 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 1if 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 which is motivated by
rewards and punishments is less than moral. If the element of fear
has to be introduced into the moral 1life then we have not reached
the worthiest view of Immortality, which, if it is anything at all,
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 activity 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 bountiful gift of God. The New Testament presents the view
of Immortality as the attainment of a gift 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 said there was anybody in it. Nevertheless
that is not to be taken with an over-abundance of optimism in the
sense that all may rejoice for there is heaven for everybody. There
still remains in Jesus' teaching an element of what Von Hugel called
'abiding consequences'. The sinner will go into the next world as a
sinner - but, Temple adds, we shall all go in as sinners. The joy of
heaven will indeed be the joy of sinners forgiven. There is, then, a
possibility of heaven, and it is possibie 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 rhaedo for the true philosopher as the
man who lives detached from the involvement of the body. In such a
life there is full human freedom to decide and there is also the
Grace of God - the one is not abolished at the expense of the other.
In such a view of Immortality the demands of Law, Reason and Love
are all justified; while you do not abolish moral choice and moral
responsibility, you assert God's supremacy - His Universal Will of
Iove is sovereign. 'Man is not in his own nature immortal, but he is

capax immortalitatis', he is able to become immortal because there

is offered to him resurrection from the dead and eternal 1life if he -
will receive it at the hands, and on the conditions, of a Righteous
God of Love. Some emphasis 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 Universalism. Immortality
is not conditioned by man - he cannot 'win' his way into heaven, he

can only accept Immortality as a gift of God. If man has any 'right’
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to immortality at all, the right is obviously on God's side and not
on man's. If sinners can go into heaven, then all may go in, for all
men are sinners. This is to accept Jesus quite literally: ‘'not one

of these little ones shall perish'.(34). If God is to be 'all in all’,
there is a sense in which the doctrine of universalism becomes a
sheer necessity. Since man's chief end is 'to 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 goal 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 complete unless and until all
His creatures have been enabled to achieve their destiny in an

eternal fellowship in the Commonwealth of Valuse.




(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

{8)
(9)
and
the
(10)

171.
Annotation: -
Essays, p.s8; The Hope of a New World, p.91.
Christianity and Social Order, p.b54.
Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship, pp.10-11.
The Church Looks Forward, p.65ff.
This is the predominant theme of Nature,Man and God. Cf. The
Faith and Modern Thought, pp.1l1l, 12.
Cf. The Church Looks Forward, esp.p.l110.
Nature,Man and God,pp.ix, 487-8, 490, 498; The Preacher's Theme
To-Day,pp.4-5, 9; Baillie and Martin: Revelation, p.86ff.
Nature, Man and God, Chap.XIX.
Cf. his reference to the "holism" of J.C.Smutts: Nature, Man
God, p.488. Bradley had introduced "degrees" of reality, and
doctrine had been much debated.

The theme is developed in The Hope of a New World and The

Church Looks Forward. Cf. also Papers for War Time,

(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)

Sidney Dark: The Feople's Archbishop, p.52.

The Nature of Personality; Introductory lecture; p.lff.; p.56f.
Christus Veritas, p.73.

The Preacher's Theme To-Day, p.4.

Essays, p.l73.

William Temple: An ZEstimate and An Appreciation, p.l9. Cf.

concluding chapter of Thesis.

(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)

Cf. Marcel's Gifford Lectures: The Mystery of Being: Pt.I,.
Nature, Man and God, p.&96.

Tillich: love, Power ana Justice, p.75.

Christianity and Social Order, p.b54.

Papers for War Time.



172,

(228) The Preacher's Theme To-Day, p.&4; Papers for War Time, No.1l9.
(25) Readings in St. John's Gospel, pp.10-13; Basic Convictions,
D66

(24) The question of compromise is dealt with repeatedly in The
Kingdom of God.

(25) The Faith and Modern Thought, p.55.

(26) The Hope of a New World, pp.66-68.

(27) Temple's views on Freedom and Determinism are set out in
Christus Veritas, pp.3-7&; Mens Creatrix, pp.68-70 and 153-177;

The Nature of Personality, pp.l1l-36; Christianity and Social Order,
p.65ff.; Nature, Man and God, Lectures IX and XV.

(28) Mens Creatrix, p.69; The Nature of Personality, p.l2ff.;
Christianity and Social Order, p.6d.

(29) Mens Creatrix, p.l1l71.

(%0) Ibid, p.l44.

(gl) Nature, Man and God, p.400.

(2) Cf. Christus Veritas, p.75ff., p.187ff.; Nature, Man and God:
Iectures XVI and XVIII.

(33) Nature, Man and God, p.452.

(34) St.Mtt.18:14; Cf. also St. John 10:28,29.



173.
VIII. The Kingdom of God.

Introductory.

A glance at the works of William Temple is in itself enough to
indicate that he was no mere visionary, for even the titles show
that his philosophical theology had a practical bearing on almost
every issue of 'life' in some form or other of its 'ethical' or
'political’ aspéots.”Men saw in him not only a propﬁst of God engaged
in writing'and teaching theology, but a man fully aware of the trend
of the times and the nature of its problems. He maintained a cloge
contact with intellectual and social experts and advisers who could
lend added help and power to the moral and spiritual guidance which
as a leader he was called upon to give. His practical efforts towards
a 'realisable' ideal are nowhere to be seen more clearly than im his
attempts to eipross a Christian doctrine of society against the
background of the immense impact of soclal agitation. The result of
his ability to enlist the help of experts in theilr own fields towards
the attainment of this ideal is not least observable in 'Men Without
Work', a report prepared for the Pilgrim Trust. He was pértionlarly
aware of the modern industrial order and endeavoured to give a
reasonable statement of the economic problems of his day in the light
of the Christian faith. He not only raised the moral atmosphere of
his own country and infused a new sense of vocation into the Churech,
but he took a leading role in the oecumenical movement with its
efforts to bring the world a step nearer to his vision of a Christian
world order. In seeking to set forth a distinctively Christian phil-
ogophy of society he presented a new approach to the imterpretation

of 'The Kingdom of God'. In fact, his views may be classified as &
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doctrine of 'The Kingdom of €God', the dominant ideas of which fall
under four main headings: (&) tﬁe eternal creative order, (b) the

cosmic order, (c¢) the world order, and (d) the social order.

(a) The Eternal Creative Order.

Temple's idea of the Kimgdom of God stems from his conecept of
God as peréonal,righteous and transcendent Creator, and his Christ-
ology, or, more precisely, his view of the Incarnation. But since
hig aim was to explain the whole process and meaning of creation im
terms of the Kingdom, or the Reign, of God, his religious political
philosophy stresses the immanent, rather than the transcendent,
aspects of Deity.(1l). His social philosophy was developed side by
side with his metéphysical comeept of the universe as dynamies,
purposive creativity, im the light of evolutionary process. He looked
out upon the world through his theological and metaphysiocal concept-
iom and sought to adapt his philosophy to the swiftly ehanging issues
of the contemporary seene, and the only thing which seemed adequate
to the situation, indeed to any situation for any and all time, was
his interpretation of the whole process of events in relation to the
Kimgdom of God.

Accordingly he begins with the idea of God as Creative Intellig-
ent and Purposive Will. This is what gives unity to the multipliecity
of phenomena: "what amything is in the Mind of God, that it is in
reality".(2). Temple is concerned with the danger which so easily
besets religion - the tendency to resort to an abstract waniversal.(3).
The history of science, art, and ethics discloses that they have been
seeking a prineiple whigh will account for the activity of mind

itself and also the ground of all existence. The efforts of each of
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these point to a goal, an ideal, which they can never reach; they
suggest a Will, which if it did exigt as Purposive astivity, would

be self-explanatory and provide the only basis upom whieh the Uni-
verse could be deemed rational. Maa's creative mind gan find satie-
factiorn only if there is a Divine cfeative Mind with which it may
have eommunion.(4). This agrees with the three central coavistions

of religion: (a) that Spirit is the true source of imitiatienm of
process, (b) fhét all existence finds its source in a Supreme Reality
which is spirit, and (e) that between that spirit and ourselves there
can be, and already is, fellowship.(5). Ho abstract primeiple or
concept can ascount for the nature and meaning of existence, for
human nature which is the main part of the comstitutive nature of

all things, is essentially social. Human character depends upon the
fact that man is a member of sogiety: oharacter is a process of
formation and 18 developed in fellowship. "Humanity is a Social Fact".
(6). Since human life is fundamentally sooial and society imvolves

a plurality of individunals, the Supreme Reality must be such as to
account for this facet. Here Temple relies on three central themes

for the explanatiom of his doetrine of a oreative order of society:
firstly, the implications of a doectrine of the Trimity; sesondly,

the idea of a gradual evolution; and thirdly, the timelessness of

the Infinite.

Plurality of itself would simply mean chaos, and mot erder or
cosmos. Therefore, it is necessary to believe im the one Will from
which all things are derived. But, does this mean that all individual
wills are simply absorbed in that one Will? The method of creation
and the world's history points to the contrary. For love is involved

in Will; 1t is a will which is Perfect Love. (7). The very principle
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of the spiritual world as a sogiety of individuals is involved in
the Trinity of the Godhead which is its souree. The answer to the
'either: or' question of 6od's Omnipotence and Perfect Goodness is
also solved in the principle of Personality, for Love itself both
involves freedom and sets limits to its own power. It also settles
the question of rights and duties, for beyond the 'right' of =
person to set himself the obligation of loving every other individual
you cannot go. Temple maintains that the universe is umintelligible
without a doctrine of the Trinity and that it was formulated to guard
against a view of 'distinct centres of consciousness'.(8). In a very
real sense the individuals of society constitute the Kingdom of God
as they "emanate" from the Divine Will amd all their individual
wills are determined by His Will. Creation, Redemption and Sanctifi-
cation constitute the experience from which the doctrine of the
Trinity arose. As the philosophy of the Incarnation is for Temple the
only tenable metaphysic, so the doctrine of the Trinity is the only
adequate formula of universal history.(9). All history is, in one
sense, an evidence of the coming of the Kingdom of God. The only hope
for a real unity of the world is that all men may realise their
membership in that Kingdom and be prompted by the love which should
be the guiding principle of a mutual society, which owes its very
existence to love.

The Biblical doctrine of the Kingdom of &od shows that it 'came
down out of Heaven' - its nature, origin and order are found in God
Himself. It also shows that the Kingdom of @od is the goal towards
which all history is tending. St. Paul endeavours to explain this in
the Epistle to the Ephesians (Chap.l:1-23) which Temple analyses as
meaning: (a) the end is a society of free spirits; (b) the church
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is the instrument for accomplishing this end; (e¢) the foundation of
the Church and the impetus of all its activities is the revelation
of the love of 6od in Christ; and (d) in the background, determining
the conditions under which the lLove of 60d was revealed and His

Purpose has still to be accomplished, is the Fall of Man. (10).
Thus the condition of Man's well-being resides in this faet of his

membership in the Kingdom'of God, for therein he is in right relation-i
ship to nature, to society, and to God. Man's duty is to recognise
the creative and redemptive activity of €od working in and through
the society of individuals in His Kingdom, and through working with |
God as a member of His Kingdom he is thus fulfilling his own destiny
and 'adding to God's glory'.

All Christianhthinking; therefore, and thinking about society
no less than any other, should begin and end with €od. There are
certain principles on which a Christian should &ct in order to
achieve the ideal of God's Kingdom, which is a present fact in the
world, but which cam only become fully realised as all men take their
full share in acknowledging God as King - in other words, in order
to achieve a Universal Fatherhood of God and Brotherhood of menm.
These are: the ganctity of Personality, the duty of Servigce, and the
power of Sacrifice.(1l). God is the chief and deciding faetor in His
Kimgdom, and history shows that He is Ruler of the Universe. Omce
more, Temple points out that the Kingdom owes its existence to God
in a way that He does not owe His existence to it. God is creator of
the world which without Him could meither begim nor eontinmue to
exist: it owes its very existence to Him.(12). The world is not nec-
essary to God as an objeet of His Love for He has such an object
within Himself in the persoms of the Trinity; but His love has gone
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forth to men and women whom He has created end is winning them from
self-centredness to Himself in His Kimgdom.

Evolution points'to a gradual progress, not only of individuals
but of individuals in society. Temple maintaing that States, mo less
than individuals, owe their origim to God: they arise out of, and
because of, the very nature of man. The Divime order has been at work
in their development, and it is the task of man to realise it: Geod
has thus revealed Himself and is waiting to be made mamifest in them.
It was not by amy esccident that philosophy, as it developed im Greek
thought, eulmimated im the Platonie dooctrime of the 'logos’,snd that
ethico-religious development in Hebrew thought reached a demend for
a "Mesgieh", and that God then sent forth His Only-begotiem Son as
the world's Redeemer. Christ's mission was to inaugurate the Kingdom
of God, and He accomplished this by methods entirely different from
those of ordimary monarchs. In Him the logos of the Greeks became a
personal power of righteousness in this world, and the Messiak of
the Jews became not only the deliverer of a nation but the controller
of the aniverse. Natural selection and development,at least partially,
may account for the rise of nations or states, but it cannot account
for Jesus Christ and, therefore, the Chureh. Temple cfitioises the
Marxist 'ecomomie' theory precisely on the ground that it cannot
aceount for the event of Jesus Christ in the world.(13). He does so
by asking one question: whether there was any ecomomic, social, or
political organization in Palestine at the time whiech eould ascount
for Christ? The Churech, then, as the extension of His Body, is super-
anatural; and'hor members are members of Christ. God, as immanent,
exists in a very real way in the world which He has created and

goveras; but as treanscendent He exists outside of and independently
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of the world; still, in_another very real sense, God as transcendent
exists in His Church, whieh is the Body of Christ and guided by the
Holy Spirit. The Church exists to leaven soe¢iety and bring men umder
the sovereignty of God in His Kingdom 'till all become ome man in
Christ'. As the Church evolves, every generation finds some speecial
message in the Gospel which has been overlooked im previous sges of
the Church. So the great discovery of our age has been the prominence
given in the Gospels to the Kingdom of God.

The Church's task is the implementation of the Kingdom, and for
that task it hés to be equipped. In the early days of the Christies
Church entrance into the Divine society was by confession of faith,
and to say ‘Jesus is Lord' was so great a commital that only the
activity of the Divine Spirit could be held to aceount for it; to be
baptized was to experience a spiritual re-birth; and to be a member
of the Church and to be filled with the Spirit were one and the )
same thing. Through the ‘edict' of Milan for the first time a
'political kingdom' became synbnomoas with the 'spiritual kingdom'’
and there appeared the first signs of a real Christendom. (14).

The sharp contrast between Church and World disappeared, but with

it emerged a partly Christiasnised World and a partly secularised
Churech. Yhe Chureh and the State both exist to carry out 6od's will,
but the form or manner of doing so remains differeat. The State

relies on law, whereas the Church relies primarily on love and spirit.
The Churech points to am ideal beyond the realisation of the State,
even beyond the realisation of orgenized society in this world, for
the final consummation of the perfeet service of adoration and worship
can only be realised in an Immortal fellowship of the Communion of

Saints. The Church has appointed at least four means towards its goal
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of achieving the absolute sovereignty of @od's universal rule which
she proclaims; they are: the Camon of Scripture, the Creeds, the
Sacraments and the Ministry. The Church is the army of @od's Kiamg-
dom, carrying His banner forward towards His vietory of ILove. God
is not only Creator; He is King. The same power which oreated the
national States and the Chureh is not a remote person watching the
world from outside; He is the root fasct of reality and the inner
life of human history. Progress caam only come im His way - by
sacrifice, and mot by force, unless it be the force of conguering
love.

There can be no limits set to God's sovereign will; nor can
there be any limits set to man's obligation, for all our time and
all our places are God's. (15). While men are members of the Charech,
they are also members of a worldly society; as such they are engaged
in competition and wramgling and strife, War arises on the level of
humen conduct, and conduct is an expression of charaeter; 'wars are
made in drawing-rooms and in Pall Mall Clubs'. So, too, 'umemployment
is made, at least to some extent, by extravagamt expenditure om the
Riviera'. (16). An example of what happens in everyday normal life
can be seen in the challenge which Christ presented as He proclaimed |
the Gospel of the Kinmgdom. Temple reiterates in Personal Life and the
Life of Fellowship, The Kingdom of 6od, and Mens Creatrix the view
that in His "temptations™ Christ rejected the normally expected
methods of institating the Kingdom, and came forth from them to win
men to the service of the Kingdom by the method of love and self-
sacrifice, As He taught the people they were perplexed, and their
'perplexity turmed into antagonism'. The Kingdom was preseat,
because He, the King was present, it ias present in His mighty aects
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and words; but it was still to come, - it is something to be pianted,
to grow here and there as it found receptive s0il. Thea there came
a decided change: His message was no longer for anybody and every-
body, whether they would hear Him or not, but to the chosen Twelve;
but, after the confession at Casgarea Phillipi, when someone had
recognised Him to be not only the Herald of the Kingdom, but its
King, He kmew that Higs mission could not fail, and deliberately set
Himself the task whieh led to the Cross. If God is to be omaipotent,
He must rule not oanly over men's comduct but over their hearts and
wills - but they cannot be compelled, they can only be won. Only if
they can be wom, can they be conquered; and the only method of
accompligshing this is that of self-sacrificing Iove.

Religion leads to something far different from that of doing
the right thing, of keeping a moral code, - it leads to 'being good'.
Righteousmess is not merely ‘'doing right’, but 'being right'. Amd so
Temple argues that the Christian Church presents us with the Platonie
Ideal, for the Platonic Ead is not the pragmatiec success of a social
order, but ‘'the Justice of the Imdividual Soul'., There is need of a
transcendeﬁtal ethic for the transformation of soclety. Temple prefers
Plato's ethical ideal of "the good man" to "the good eitizen™ of
Aristotle, for the simple reason that the good man will be able to
trangform society. He will be committed to an ideal, and not merely
the good citizen of an imperfeet State. This is the function of the
Chureh and of the imdividonal Christian: to point to, amd to lead to,
an ideal hitherto unrealised, The pringiple of soclety seems to be
involved in the philosophy of value, and the supreme value for any-
thing is the value which it has for Ultimate Realitiy. When we

pronoumce things good or bad we are not doing so in terms of pleasure
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but im terms of the welfare of the community(1l?), amd, for Temple,
the welfare of the community is the same thiﬁg as the welfare of the
Communion of Saimts or the Kimgdom of God. This eam be expressed inm
terms of worship, and man is so eomstituted that he meeds an objest
of worship. As worship leads to eomduoct, it will be man's experienae
of God as righteons, persomal, lovimg amd tramseendent Creator,
Redeemer and Sametifier whieh will tramsform the world imto the
kKingdom of God. This eatails growth amd progress, but it is obvious
that the task of brimgimg all men into the fellowskhip of God's Kimg-
dom will mot be eompleted till the end of history.(18). There ought
to be something supra-temporal about worship, for fho worshippers
stand together im the preaemce of history ~ im the presence of hist-
oriec symbols, with Seriptures, amd im prayer and commumiom with eash
other arnd with the Etermal. Whereas the Kimgdom of God is a preseat

reality here and now, it ean be perfect omly im the eteranal order,

(b) The Cosmie Order.

The word 'cosmic' oscurs repeatedly in Temple's writimgs(19),amd
it was by no ﬁeans aﬁ aecident that he prefaced his Gifford Leetnres
with two quotatioms im the origimal Greek from the Phaedo amd St.
John's famous statement of the 'logos made flesh'. His metaphysies
bear a striking resemblance to Plato's "imtelligible forms" with, of
esourse, a Chrigtian imterpretatiomn and developed along the limes of
modern evolutionary hypothesis. There is a stromg suggestion through-
out that Temple is anxious to guard agaimst modera tendemeies to
waive belief in an origimal guidimg powsr and to explain agtwnal
ereation merely on scientific lires. He affirms repeatedly that the
universe heas its origim im the Divime Will, and is itself the organmie
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self-expression of that Will. Therefore, the umiverse itself is
saeramental.(20). The umiverse exists as an expressiom of God's Will,
but it also exists to do or carry out His Purposive Will: God's
universal sovereigaty is obeyed im the Iorld.or aatural order, with
'wind and storm fulfilling His word', in the sumset, the buddimg of
trees amd produotiom of fruit, bird and beast, in am om-goimng,evoln-
tionary development ard growth. The gsame prineiple is observable in
the kingdom of soeciety, where the transcemdeat God is immanently at
work and revealimg Himself im the affairs of men seither for guidamce
or for Jjudgment. |

Different interpretatioms have been placed om the philosophisal
arguments advamced im Nature, Mam and God. Whatever view is ultimately
adopted as the most eorrect must take imyo account Temple's own
estimate, whigh states that he is seeking to set forth a "dialectieal
theism" and in doing 80 is uader obliéation to Edward Caird. Umder
his ianfluence he atrives to develop a eocheremt and wnified view of
the inter-play of faetors im a real world. He gees the umiverse as
an organic whole in am orderly arrangement of 'grades' of reality
developing amd umfolding as dynamic proeess. The lower grades give
rise to the higher, but are not able to ascount for them. ‘Mind'
appears as orgenis to the world, but canmmot be accoumnted for exeept
in reference to Mind itself, and so the empiriecist amalysis of the
real world of eommon sense amd astual experience leads to the first
dialeetiecal tramsition. Upon examimatiom of Mimd whieh ‘appears' amd
its various activities we find that mind is mot merely the prineiple
of immamence, or immamently present and organic to the world, but of
its very nature is an evidence of Persomality. Simce a Persoa 'tran-

seends' his activity or ereativity, as am artist to his picture or
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an suthor to his play, so we are led to the gsecond dialeciical tram-
gition which demands that Mind be comsidered &s Tramscendemt. But
Mind is mot omnly or wholly tramscendent; in a very real way it is
immanent to the world amd makes itself kmownm to other fimite minds.
This in itself would be emough to establish & theistie eomsclusion,
but fimnite minds are sonfromted by evil aad this fact threatems to
destroy any theistie hypothesis which seeks to develop & nofaphysiaal
view of the Universe as the expression of Purposive Will, It would
indeed destroy that hypothesis if it gould mot be ghowm that Evil
itself may be subservient to that Purpose,- aad it not omly cam, but
is shown to be so, under the aegis of ILove whieh both utilises and
overcomes Evil. This is the third dialectical transitiom and elsewhere
Temple quotes and emlarges upon Dean Inge to establish his positionm:
"If a Divine Beimg chose to become inearmate for the seke of simmers,
it is impossible to regard our earthly lives either as aan umworthy
choice or as a pumighment. They are rather the meams by which Divime
love may be brought down into an imperfect world, as the rest of
nature 1s the means by whieh the wisdom and beauty of the Divine mind
are made manifest".(21). But the 'bare' existense of anythimg has
only relative meanimg: 'value'’ is prior to existence, and reality
consists of existence plus value. Man is a chemical compoumd, & bio-
logieal orgamism, and a living mind or spirit. Spirit arises with
the organism and expresses its superiority over matter by eontrolling
it. In this relation of spirit to matter we obgserve the same relat-
ionship of eteraity to history. The universe is sacramental im its
nature and seope and is grounded in a living God. Human nature, as
part of the matural creative order, achieves its destiny in an

eternal sosiety of spirits also as the expression of the will of God.
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The natural order points to a desire or hunger for a spesific Revel-
atiom of the Supreme Reality of which its primciples are an imdicat-
ion., This is the fourth and final dialeasticeal tramsitiom: and so the
Incarnation, with all that it emtails, becomes a mecessary part of
the on-going order. It is meot as though we had a separate metaphysie,
a separate cosmic order, and then the Imcarmation a3 an adjumet, or
in additiom to the matural, om-going, Ristorieal process: it is part
and parcel of that process. Temple insists upon plaeimg the Imcaraa-

tion firmly im the generel order aand nature of dynamic proeess: the
cosmic order demands a specific Revelation; and so a Christo-cemtrie
metaphysic is the only one whish will supply a satisfactory explan- |
ation of the Universs.

This view of the world as a dymamic, comstitutive, orgamie order
was such for Temple that it 'behooved’ Christ to enter imto it amd
even to 'guffer' for its rodimption. It is the comimg of Christ which
brings it to fruition amd whiock will be its fimal creatiom. Whatever
view may be taken or'tho differemnce between Camon Raven and Temple
oa the explamation of the groumd of the Usniverse in terms of Iove or
Will, the former is essentially im agreement with Temple's metaphysies
when he states in his recent Gifford Leotures that "theology rightly
understood must always tegtify to the essential holistic aand person-
al character of the universe as man perceives it - that it is indeed
a cosmos".(22). The idea of a mysterious, awe-inspiring metaphysic
enters into Temple's descriptions amd discussioms of world tragedy.
(23). 6od is mormally the power that comtrols the umiverse and exer-
eises that coatrol in righteousness. Modern, thoughtful people as &
rule waderstand what the word God mesms, but their questiom is one

as to whether there is any reality correspondinmg to the word. Temple
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amngwers the questiom by saying that we cannot any longer hesitate in
supposing that behind the world of nature as we know it there is a
guiding power at work correspoanding with amnd akim to our own minds
and guided by similar primciples. To regard reality in any other light
would be to flaunt reasom and the laws of the universe discoverable

by science.

Homan nature arises im this world of nature, but we are creatnrps
who are able in some measure not omly to understand it but to master
it: therefore human beings exhibit a primeiple which is superior to
all the vastmess of the universe. This prime¢iple of persomality is
what marks men off from the rest of mature amd fits them for member-
ship in society as children of God's Kingdom. Everything which tends
to brimg sbout divigions or disunity im that soclety is sin agaimst
God., When he was invited to the Headmastership at Repton, Temple
informed the Governors that he thought the Publie Sehools seemed to
ascentuate oclass-divisions and he hoped to devise a system which
would abolish them. Towards the end of his life he said that it was
a terrible shame that a Churchman should have to be in a pesition
where he would have to say about another Christian that he was not
"in Commumion with him". Simce mind emerges out of nature, and there
appears every reason to consider human nature as uader eobligation to
the whole of mature, then it follows that there can be no limits set
to man's obligations to the God of that nature. In the natural order
we digscover the purpose of God. The eommission to the Church was to
sarry out the purpose of God. God made the Universe, sun and plamets,
molecules and atoms, pfeeisely for the same purpose - that they might
obey His Will., The purpose of God im creatiom was manifested im Jesus
Christ, and is to be accomplished through the Church, the Society of
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free spirits.

But the order of the world is an eternal order. Philesophy is
beset by the imsuperable difficulty of trying to account for a
‘beginning' and an ‘end', whereas Infinitude involves neither begin-
ning nor end. When we thimk of 'ends' it is necessary to remember
that the world has had many 'onés' in the New Testament sense of

"the end of the age”; there ias, for example, an ead of the smeient

world, and an end of the mediaeval world. But there must be an end
to human history, and the end will be the finally and fully estab-
lished Kingdom of God. 'The Kingdom of God will come when men conduet
History es oitizens of Eternity'.(24). We are already realising our
citizenship in that Kingdom, but man’s citizenship is always to be
found in a "mew creatiomn’'; his eitizénship is in Heaven, énd for that
the Resurregtion is needed to confer upon him the qualities whioch
fit him for Immortality.

(e) The World Order.(25).

From such a view of the Universe interpreted im terms of an
eternal, ereative, and cosmic order, it follows logieally that
Temple's metaphysie could mot tolerate any dootrine of ‘exelusivemess'.
Therefore the command of Jesus to His Charch to ‘go into all the
world and make disciples of every creature' must be takem guite 1it-
erally; for the Kimgdom of God, though actually pressent and comstamtly
coming, will not be fully realised until every member of the world
order has become a citizen of the 'eivitas' which comes down out of
heaven. The goal of soqiety is total membership im the society which
is Christ's Body. Everything which hinders or prevents this is enmity
against God, amd when Christians allow it or contribute to it they
are stultifying the purpose of God for His world which is universal
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goodwill im a Kingdom of ‘emds' or Commonwealth of Valus. If we ask
why it is that nations or"sociéties fail to order their condunet in
accordance with eternal prinmeiples, the answer is that they have no
conduet apart from that of their individual citizens. Nations and
states have no orgens of choice or purpose other than the wills of
the individual eitizens. It is the self-will of the imdividual
eitizen which becomes the self-will of the natiom and accoumts for
international discord and world chaos.

The onus of responsibility and obligatiom is thus placed om the
individual, When the interest of the state 13 placed over agaimst
the interest of the imdividual, or vice versa, we find an umbalanced
arrangement of soeciety. The state and the individual have mutual
obligations to eack other, and oﬁligations beyond either for the
welfare of the whole. Simce all men are children of ome Father,
apparent differences of quality or capacity are unimportant. Ia the
gsight of God, all are equal. There is no good purpose to be served
by allewimg the kind of society where some may have full opportunity
for the development of their capacities in freely-chosen ocoumpations,
while others are confined to a stunted form of existemce with no
means of choice or facilities to enable them to achieve their God-
given destiny. The 'sin of the world' is the accumulated sim of the
individusal members; its cause is selfishness, and its cure iz ILove.
6od causes the rain to fall and the sun t0 shine en saint and sinner
alike, on 'the just and the unjust', and men should treat others with
the same impartiality. This is the 'charity' wkich, like justice,
should prevail in the eounsils of men and operate in their hearts
and wills, Therefore members of the Church should not belong to it

for what they can get out of this world or any other world, but in
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order that they may take their full share in the fulfilment of €od's
purpose im the world and beyond it.

The purpose of the Incarmation, whieh waé an event im the hisgtor-
ical world process, was that Jesus should be the embodiment of the
prineiple of love which coreated and sustains the world; that He
should reveal it in a form intelligible to men and women and gather
together a fellowship of those who responded to that appeal as a
nucleus of the umiversal fellowship of love and the chief means to
its establishment. Because of the rise of societies which are antag-
onistic to each other, the 'matural erder' of God's world is 'out of
joint', 80 to speak; it is suffering from a 'dislocatiom' of the
strugture of l1life, and this can only be put right by some power which
transcends temporal power. In the creative world of God's aetivity
we are led to see that power is subserviemnt to love, amd the hope of
an international world order which will be am expressiom of a realise
able kimgdom of love is seen in the fast of Christendom., Here, as all
the various branches of the true Vine are brought together and bear
fruit there will evolve ar ordered gsociety which will unite the
Kingdoms of the world into the 'Kingdom of God and of His Christ’,
Here, too, will be a realisstion of the fact which the roligious
gonius of the 0ld Testament Hebrews foresaw and proelaimed: that the
one, righteous, almighty God is Kimg of the world. Fimally,here will
be seen at work the principles of immanence and tramseendence whiech
are imkerent in the concept of persomality and required im a seeciety
of persons umited in a Commonwealth owing its allegiance to one Kimg.

Men are usually led astray in their thinkimg about the fumetion
of a Kingdom or the laws upon which it operates; and they are further
led astray by the 'motions' of their relationship to the Kimg. Thus
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men usually think of the Divime Fatherhood im terms of what good
things the all-lovimg Father caam, and does, supply for them. Jesus
teaches that we should thirk of the Fatherhood of God first amd
foremost in terms of children im a family relatiomship. Imn doing so,
He admits the divinme origim of the law, but proeeeds to rewrite the
law: 'It was said by them of old time, but I say uamto you'.(26).This,
as Temple points out, was a divine fumetion; no ome else may do it,
except God. In that Jesus declared His Kingship; but He also deeclared
that the one primociple upon whieh the Kingdom of God was founded,

and by whieh it operates, is service. He 1is amomgst people as their
'minister', and He calls others as 'friends’ imto the fellowship of
service. 6od works im the world like Jesus works in the Gospels,
along lines of personal service. The basis of world order, themn, is
found to be 'personal' and is supremely observeble im the primeiple

of personal écrvico; therefore it is a Soeial Order.

(d) The Sosial Order.

The words 'order' and ‘kingdom’ must be repeated in amy attempt
to explain Temblo's ﬁetaphysic of the umiverse until the mere resur-
rence becomes monotonous. They are eorrelates, the ome to the other,
and he insists upom a reiteramce of the importance because the 'Kimge
dom' of God must be an 'ordered' Kimgdom, otherwigse it would be am
smarchy and existemce would be sheer ehaos. Coupled with Temple's
ingistence upom the need for 'seeing thimgs whole' is his imsistence
apoa the mecessity for personal faith im God and the sseceptance of
Chrigt for the achievement of the goal of individusl amd eorporate
personalities. The ground of all that exists, if it is to be umder-
stood at all or have any meaning for philosophy or theology,is to be
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congidered in terms of universal will, or good, or love, whigh is
personal. Therefore he is adamant im his denial of a static 'absolute’
end in his ingistemce upon a dynamiec process in the reaslisation of
whieh all may share. The Kimgdom is God's: it is impossible to have
God's Kingdom without God, 30 the first duty of the individual is
loyalty to God. But duty always iavolves relationms; obligation arises
in society, and thus the very nature of 'democracy' is involved in
the concept of the Kingdom of God. But neither the Kingdom of God
nor Demooracy can rely om the sapposition of 'automatic progress'.
The method of 'advance' is that of 'Christian revolutiomn', aand the
Chureh becomés the task force or 'army' of the Kimgdom. But this
does not meam that the Church must resort to militaristic means; the
'weapon' of the Church is the love of God, the sword of the Spirit.
Bvery Christian must be a ‘soldier'® of Christ, but first of all he
mast 'revolutiomise' his own life accordimg to the standards of
Christ and by submiésion to the controlling imfluence and power of
God's imdwellinmg Spirit.

Man, as a member of society, has basic needs, but these meesds
are not to be hig first care or concern. It is because man has put
these first that he has inverted the natural order of God ard of
sooiety. When we put self, natiom, class, race or any worldly-
preoccupation first we make the basis of life materialistie; but the
basis of life is not materialistic, it is spirituslistie. The Christe-
ian must recognise his national loyalty, for he is a mational
'product’ and owes a great deal to the nation; national allegiance
is morally superior to elass-loyalty, but absolute allegiance is due
only to €od. The Christian must seek first ‘the Kimgdom of God and
His righteousness', then all these other gifts will be ‘added’ to him.
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By *seeking' God's Kimgdom, Temple does not mean *'lookimg' or 'loag-
ing' for it even im the sense of 'praying' for iti he means co-
operating with God in order to make it a reality. "The farmer who
cares for his land and meglects his prayers is, as a farmer, so-
operating with God; and the farmer who says his prayers but meglects
his lamd is failing, as a farmer, to co-operate with God".(27).Temple
went om to say that it is a mistake to suppose that God is comeermed
orly, or even chiefly, with religion; but of eourse, he added, the

truly Christian farmer would be interested in his lamd and prayers

alike. That is typieal of Temple's thought. He did mot preach
Utopianism. From the outset, and all through to the end, he maintainodz
that there is no such thing as a Christiesn social ideal.(28).Christ-
janity offers somethimg far more practical than a Utopianism or &
social ideal: it offers at least four principles which may form the
base of a real, full-blooded, normal life -~ Persomality, Fellowship,
Service and Sacrifice.

When these principles are acted upon, sociefy, both im its
individual and eorporate aspects, realises its end whigh is the
achievement of God's Kingdom, for the root of all Christien sociology
lies in the Beimg of God. Whether Temple is thimking of polities,
egomomics, capitalism, labour, mamagement, agriculfure, education,
mationalism, internationalism or oecumenicity, he does 80 with the
idea of the Kingdom of God im the background of his mind. Either 6God
is Iord of all or He is not lord at all; and it is impossible to
have the Kingdom of God without God. In reviewing the nature of the
gtate and its historical development in his excellent treatise om
'Christianity amd the State' Temple said that Plato was umquestion-

ably right in making a distimotion between 'soeiety’' and 'state' and
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in his insistence on the fact that a society is not a state; that
it is primarily ethical, and then political; and that even if men

were purely selfish by nature, society would still come into effect.

Socliety 1is not a static reality, it is a political amd spiritual
growth, and therefore endowed with capacities. Socliety is the arensa |
where the moral and agpiritual destiny of mankind is wrought out.
Society is nothing at all except in reépect to the imdividuals

which meke it up, amd social free-will is the same thing as individual

free-will. Freedom at its best is self-control, self-determination
and self-direction; but man is self-centred by nature and can be
counted on to abuse his freedom. Even self-gonirol is usually
determined by selr-interesy. But even irf our care is for the Commom-
wealth of Value, the Commoawealth of Natioms or the total good of
society as a whole in a world-wide fellowship, that will be an interesd
of the self far richer and greater than self-interest which is

mainly pre-occupied with wages and conditions of labour. Therefore

we need a graded loyalty (mot 'loyalties', for essentially it should
be the same kind of loyalty) - first of all to God and His Kingdom,
then to the Church, next to the State, and lastly to our own class

or family. Absolute loyalty is due only to &od; other forms of

loyalty are only relevant.

Laws are meeded im the State, but ithey are necessary not so much
to curb the interest of the imdividual as to encourage and develop it.
Laws exist to preserve and extend real freedom, amd it does so by
preventing the selfishness of one from destroying the freedom of
others. Therefore, laws exmist to protect the individual's purpose of
fellowship against being violated or desiroyed by the same impulse
which promotes it! Laws, similarly, exist for the developmemt and
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preservation of peace, but peace is the condition and result eof
general well-being. It is high time that we exploded "the hoary

hoax" which declares that if we want peace we should prepare for war.
If we want peace we should prepare for peace, which is the same thing
as being prepared to live together as childrem of @od; for peace,
like plenty, is the result of living in a right relatiomship to God
and with each other. But perfect freedom, either from want or war,

or in any other form cannot be achieved except through perfect faith.
Thus we canmot divorce thinking about the Social Order from thinking
about conversion or the power of the grace of @od. As Temple
repeatedly uses his three-fold path of Goodness, Beauty and Truth

to lead to his metaphysic of the Universe, 80 he repeatedly refers

to his four-fold principles of Personality, Fellowship, Service and
Sacrifice as the means of developling the Social Order into the
Kingdom of God.

Nothing short of the love of God in Christ as it captivates the
individual conscience working upon men in society will free man from
his self-centredness which will otherwise vitiate his own life and
his contribution to the life of society.(29). Is there amy hope for
the world that this may finally take place? Temple answers: yes, for
if it is faith that will save the world, then that faith must be
rationally defensible and morally adequate; but that requirement is
a fact, for there is in society the Church expressly founded by God
and endowed with the power of His Holy Spirit for that very purpose.
(30). But the Church was intended by Jesus to be universal, not
merely local and denominational, and despite views or opinions to the
contrary and although Christianity is still in its infancy, we can

observe the Church unfolding as a world-wide agency for the subjectiom
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of universal order to God's Will. This is the supremely important
fact which overrides all divisions and disunity of the Church. The
Anglicans went out to far-flung places of the world to coamvert peopls
to God and make them Anglicans, the Baptists to maeke them Baptists,
the Presbyterians to make them Presbyterians, etoc., and we are now
reaping the result which is not simply the addition of more members
to the various Denominations, but the Oecumenical Churceh. The
Oecumenical Movement of modern times affords the hope of a world
gathered at last into the universal fellowship of the Kingdom of God.
The Gospel of the Church provides what the world needs, which
is not merely a doctrine of the rationality of the umiverse but the
development of conditions under which we may reach a spiritual world.
In that type of life, law becomes subservient to the spirit. When
one of the two brothers eeme to Jesus and asked Him to aet as an
arbiter and decide over the dispute which had arisem over their
inheritance, He did something far better than giving a particular
decision - He pointed to a condition of 1life in which such dispuates
would not arise. The Divine constraint of Christian Missions is the
method and means which @&od uses for reaching and perfecting the
individual members of society. God is always reigning in His world
and He will stop at nothing, provided it be in accordance with His
own nature as a Being of Love, until men acknowledge His universal
sovereigaty. His respect for persomality brought Christ to the Cross,
and the Cross became the throne of His glory.(3l). National ambitiom
and ecclesiastical pride and prejudice made the Cross negessary;
these,like all other elements of human nature which hinder the
ecoming of God's Kingdom of Universal Love, do not exist as abstract-

tons but arisé in human hearts and wills. Thus Temple arrives at his
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assertion that the predominant need of the world is evangelism., What
the world needs most of all is what the individual alse stands most |
in need of, namely, release from frustation and futility, and this

car only be found in complete submission and surremder of the
imdividual will to God's Will. The appeal, then , is to the individual,
so that as self-determining he may become God-determined, and this |
is the sole condition for universal harmony withir the society of 1
spirits which make up the Kingdom of God. But, as Temple saw, this |
perfection is only realisable 'in part' in the temporal realm;
although the Kingdom of &od is a present fast, it is an on-going
reality, and is always 'coming'. We cannot hope to see the Kingdom of
God established in its perfection in this mortal life; that belongs

to eternity, and the concept of Immortality is involved in the very
nature of the Kingdom,; but man's duty, insofar as he is a member of
that Kingdom, is to do all in his power to meke human history a
movement in the direction of that eternal goal.There can be no
unemployment in God's Kingdom: ‘My Father worketh hitherto, and I
work': man has his being in a Social Order for co-operation with God
in the Eternal Order of His Kingdom.
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Amnotation: -~
(1) Christisnity and the State, p.41l.
(2) Ibid, p.39, Crf. Mems Creatrix, p.255ff.,
(3) Mens Creatrix, p.20.
(4) This is the theme whieh is developed in Mens Creatrix. Cf.p.258;
al80 p.267.
(6) Kature, Man and God, p.35.
(6) Cf, Nature of Personality, Chap.VII: Persorality amd the Universe;
Christus Veritas, Chap.IV.
(7) Cf. Bote on Canon Raven's 'Creator Spirit': Christianity and
the State: Appendix 1, p.l86f.
(8) Mens Creatrix, p.364; The Nature of Personality, p.97f.
(9) The Nature of Personality, p.1l12f.; pp.119-120.
(10) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship, pp.20-21.
(11) Ibid, pp.66-68; Christus Veritas, pp.203-207.
(12) Christianity and Social Order, p.52.
(13) The Kingdom of God, pp.119-120.
(14) Mens Creatrix, pp.325-6; Christus Veritas, pp.158-160.
(15) Essays in Christian Politics, pp.208, 210-1l.
(16) Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship, p.78.
(17) The Kingdom of God, p.48; The Fature of Personality, pp.50-52.
(18) Christianity and Social Order, p.53.
(19) ¢cf., e.g., Mens Creatrix, pp.139, 148, 151; Readings in St.
John's Gospel, pp.7, 8, 9, etc.
(20) Christus Veritas, p.234; Nature, Man and God, Lect.XIX.
(21) Quoted in Christus Veritas, p.212.

(22) Canon Raven: Experience and Its Interpretation, p.l5.
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(23) ¢f., e.g., his discussion of St.John, Shakespeare and Shaw,
Essays, esp.p.150.

(24) Christus Veritas, p.210-211.

(25) Temple's view of a 'world order' underlies the development of

his theology in Nature, Man and God. Other works which set forth the

world order as basic to the 'Kingdom of God' are: Basic Comvisctions,

Essays in Christian Politics, The Hope of a New World, The Church

Iooks Forward, and Christianity and Social Order.

(26) Basic Comvietions, pp.37-38.

(27) The Hope of a New World, p.70.

(28) Christianity and the State, pp.3-6; Christianity and Social

Order, p.51. Cf. also Personal Religion and the Life of Fellowship,

Pp.66-68; and Chrigtus Veritas, pp.203-207.

(29) Christianity and Social Order, p.6l.

(30) On the Church's theory of its own foundation, e¢f. The Faith and
Modern Thought, pp.62-63.

(31) Cf. Basic Convictions, esp. Chap. III.
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IX. Summary amd Review.

Temple'’s Position.

It has always besn diffiouit for commentators amd crities to
'place'’ William Temple within any of the traditional 'systems' of
philosophic emdeavour, and the student is always presented with the
problem of having to decide 'where he stands' in the great stream
of philosophical and theological eulture. He has beem claimed by
liberals and catholics alike in the Christian tradition, has been
hailed as both an idealist and realist in the field of phkilosophy,
and has been labelled as both a conservative and a reformer im his
social outlook. The truth of the matter is that he commamds such
a central place in the broad field of Theism that it is hardly
possible to'categorise'him. Whem he is referred to as a Platonist,
the appropriate retort is to use one of lTemple's own phrases in
answering: 'Yes; amd how much more®. Whem it is said that he was a
"goclalist™, it becomes necessary to point out that this is a
'misnomer'; for he remained loyal to the great tradition of
Christiem orthodoxy and applied it to the on-going world of his
time, insisting that ‘there is no such thing as a Christian Soocial
Gospel' but that Christianity points to a ‘'state’ of being where
its primciples become applicable to any given situation. When
people are determined to call him 'moderm’, it is necessary to
recall that he has his essential roots in the past - in the great
sources of basic eontribution to be found in Hebrew thought amd
experience, in dreek culture and philosophy, in primitive
Christianity, and resides in the historical development.of these.
When it is claimed that he *allows $00 much to the materialists', it
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is again only necessary to point out that the golden-thread close-
binding all his theology is the endeavour to maintain a preponderance
of the spiritual. If it were possible to make a glaim or supply a
deseription for Temple which would be more applicable than any other
we should have 10 call him a great Christian Platonist, and even them
we should not have used an epithet whioh would capture the mind of
Temple or determine his entire contributiom. All of this points to
the fact that Temple retains a central position among the contrib-
utors of Christian theology of the present century; indeed, that he
is the most important single figure in the Eanglish-speaking world of
contemporary philosophy of religion.

This claim can easily be substantiated on the basis of his
comprehensiveness and power of statement, for both of which he stands
without a peer. He was endowed with an immensity and variety of
talents, and will go down in the history of theological thought as
he was known by his contemporaries as a man of intellsctual genius,
gifted with an amazingly retentive memory, possessing the art of
assimilation and a clarity of imsight which can best be deseribed as
a 'prophetic sense'; all of which was enhanced by a colourful imegery
which characterised itself in a forcefulness of presentation both in
the spoken and the written word. Much of his contributiom comes to
us from his own mouth but through the pen of others, for he was able
"to speak pamphlets" and his utterances were preserved by 'stemo-
grapkers' who 'took down' what they heard. The bibliegraphy at the
end of this thesis is sufficient to indigcate the variety of topies
to which Temple gave his attention, and it can truly be said that
there was scarcely a subject in the sphere of philosophy amd theology
on which he has not touched. But he not only touched or them, he
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enhanced and enriched them as he reconstituted their main tenets and
presented them in a form equally intelligible and acceptable to the
modern mind.

In this comprehensiveness Temple remains unique. There were, of
course, others of his own contemporaries who made an outstanding
contribution to the theological thought of the English-speaking world;
but these can, as William Temple cannot, be placed within & certain
frame-work or category. Thus, Dean Inge made an impressive contrib-
ution to Christian mysticism; W.R.Matthews gave a modern lnterpret-
ation of and made an original contribution to the Doctrine of God;
while both A.BE.Taylor and Professor Sorley have made a unique
contribution to the study of ethics. But Temple's contribution was
far wider; he dealt with the overall coantribution of Christianity,
demonstrating quite successfully and with amazing results that the
Christian faith has a claim upon rational men and that it has some-
thing important to say about the complex problems of modern society.
He was able to rescue the truth of Christianity from the realm of
abstract doctrine and gave theology and philosophy an important place
a8 he brought them into actual contact with everyday human life.

Significance.

In a very real sense the student is not presented with the prob-
‘lem of relating Temple to his times: he has done that for himsgelf;
for he stands as a powerful personality in the predominant role of
a pioneer, not in any sense of aloofness but as Plato's ‘philosopher
king' who is enabled to penetrate to the very heart of reality on
the level of his contemporaries in the stream of the on-going process
of life. Because of his intellectual power he was able to develop

the truths of a Christian philosophy of life in such a coherent whole




202.

as to give it a central place along with ethics. Even in the field
of ethics itself he made.a significant contributior which wins for
him & full elaim %o the title of 'moralist'. The fact that no simgle
epithet is to hand for deseribing the significance of Temple's
contribution to philosophical theology points still further to his
comprehensiveness and adds to his uniqueness as a thinker, for we
cannot comprehend him im a word.,

It may be objected that Temple was not an original thinker and
that he gave us no new 'doctrine’. There is a great deal of truth in
that statement, and yet it adds to his greatness, for it shows
indubitably that he was related to his times and may further indicate
a significance which is destined to establish for him a permanence
as a thinker. Very often we are tempted to the view that great
thinkers such as Plato were ‘original' in the sense that they 'in-
vented' their doetrines. We need to remind ourselves that not even
Plato developed his doctrines 'out of nothing' and that he did not
pluck his theories ‘out of the air', so to speak. It meeded a great
deal of Pythagorean‘mathematies and Socratic ethiecs to go imto the
making of what we know as Platonism. It is similarly the case with
Temple. If it may be claimed that he excels in any one particular
accomplishment more than in others, then it is surely in the com-
prehensive and coherent 'synthesis' which finds its expression
chiefly, though not solely, in Nature, Man and God, a work which
displays the excellence of his mind, the originality of his thinking,
and orowns all his philosophic endeavour with glorious achievement.
To say this 1s not to diminish or to detract from the glory of his
other works; there are many who would prefer Christus Veritas or

Mens Creatrix or Readings in St.John's Gospel, while some may prefer
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one of his delightful yet smaller or mimor books. Here, too, there

is a striking resemblance with the philosopher for whom he expressed
his preference. To mention Plato is to conjure up im people’s minds
the image of the Republic, while on reflection there comes to mind

a remembrance of some of his other great works such as the Phaedo,
Timaeus, or the Laws, or some other equally distinctive contribution.
Those who remember Temple 'in the flesh' or know him only by his
writings, are apt to recall upon the mention of his name the great
achlevement he accomplished for his own Communion, or for the
'Universal Church', or his achievements toward social benefits and
the amelioration of poverty and distress, while the philosopher is
apt to think first of what he himself called his 'Dialectical
Realism'; but all will, upon reflection, remember his equally worth-
while contribution in other spheres of activity. He can only be fully
known and appreciated as one grasps the entirety of his outreach and
interpretation in the all-inclusiveness of his scope and contributionm,
for which no better word seems to suffice than that of 'symthesis’.,
And, here he stands uniquely alone. It is possible to take Plato's
contribution and label it 'Platonism'; it is possible to take the
contribution of Aristotle and call it 'Aristotelianism’, whereas
Temple's comprehensive sweep defies any attempt at being reduced to

a single epithet.

When it is alleged that Temple contributed no new ‘doctrine’, we
may still claim the same originality for him as for other ‘masters’
in their field; nor need we confine our 'parallel' references to the
masters of the past. He stands on a par with such contemporaries as
Eddington and Jeans or Toynbee. What Eddingtom and Jeans did for

science and Toynbee is still doing for history in presenting these
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in their 'comprehensive wholeness', so Temple did for theology in
his ‘synthesis'; and, in doing so, he commands the same c¢laim to
originality and novelty of treatment. In the development of his
synthesis Temple drew from the contributors of the past and the best
in modern 'trends', and in so doing he made a distinctive contribut-
ion to phiiosophical theology.

Temple's Contribution.

Temple's distinctive contribution resides in the fact that while
developing his synthesis he reconstituted at least five 'docirines’
of philosophical theism and presented them with a freshness of appeal
and a cogency which gives them added vigour. They are, as we have
seen, the 'doctrines' of Reason, Value, Revelation, Nature of Man,
and Kingdom of God. Rightly understood his theology is a re-statement
of Christian 'orthodoxy' (or, if preferable, of orthodox Chrigstian
theism) retold in the language of modern parlance and relevant to
the needs of his own day. He entered into a world of 'tension', and
whereas others tried to bring about an ‘unholy alliance' of science
and religion he stated the position of the Christian faith so clsarly
as to show, while not using the terms himself, that there is a
'science of religion' and even a ‘religion of science' which may work
side by side in an on-going process of reality. He took the scientific
concept of evolution and wove it into the very fabric of the Christ-
ien truth thereby showing the nature of reality to be that of a
creative, dynamic, spiritual process. In his endeavour he may also
be said to have added to the concept of 'time' by showing the inter-
penetration of t{ime and eternity as necessary correlates to each
other. In his treatment of the perennial controversy of 'natural’

and ‘revealed' religion he declared that both are indeed revelatioms
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of One Truth. He introduced value-judgments into the discussion of
the problems of theology and demonstirated the faet that Mind as
Purposive is basic to the understanding amd appreciation of the
nature of reality. This led him to make a contribution to the ancient
problem which has persisted down through the ages in philosophic
thought of 'the One and the Many', and he demonstrated fairly con-
clusively that the plurality of existence can only be understood as
it resolves itself into the nature of Personality. In accomplishing
all this Temple created the impression that theology can only be
presented, at least at its best, in a philosophic mode, and that
philosophy is as dry as bones unless it be developed along the lines
of theology; thus he came nearer than any other of his predecessors
in hig own field to achieving a real "meeting point" for philosophy
and theology, and if he failed in the final achievement of doing so
he at leagt came nearer to establishing a reconcilation in ihe
hostile camps by showing that the *tension’ between the two is
‘wholesome'. One obvious example of this is to be seen in the recurr-
ing controversy between ethics and theology. In his insistence upom
'seeing things whole' he prOpbunds & view of the final reality of
the world as a Society of Spirits or Commonwealth of Value as a
dynamic process into which we may all be caught up. "This ethiecal
religious faith was the aspect of his philosophy with which Temple
was able %o inspire people's immagination, and it was the secret of
his moral leadership. It would surely stand even if a good deal of
his systematic metaphysics were to be re-thonght".l. 'Systematic’® is
not usually the word used to describe Temple's contribution, but he

has surely produced a gchema of systematic theology approaching the

1.
Dorothy Emmet: William Temple: Iremonger, p.537.
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Summa of Aquinas which he regarded as the supreme need of our time.

Critique: Minor Criticisms and Drawbacks.

Temple's modesty did not permit him to make any claim to produc-
ing an elaborate 'system' of philosophical theology, and his main
endeavour comnsisted im trying to stimulate others thinking in the
right direction of formulating an answer to the problems whieh con-
fronted the world of his day. When hig contribution is observed in
retrogpect it is not only seen to be immense but remains umassailable
from the point of view of the theist. 1t was entirely coherent,well-
balanced and written with a cogency of thought that gives it a
preponderance in the field of theological thought of the twentieth
century. Therefore any ‘'oritique’ must of necessity be a balanced

critique, and could in no wise be a matter of fault-finding.

Minor Criticisms.

But Temple was not regarded as a demigod in any sense of the
word or in any sphere, and critical voioces were raised against him
even in his own Communion. He has not passed without criticism;
nevertheless, as will be presently shown, the criticisms did not seem
to be very well founded. Three minor 'flaws' or imadequacies can, of
ocourse, be detected, but these are inconsequential to his main argu-
ment and are on such a minor note as to constitute no real threat to
his theism. The charge of repetitiveness cannot be regarded as a
major fault. Anyone who examines Temple carefully finds that he
repeats himself, but if he is still ceareful to observe closely enough
he will find thet the repetitions add to the dignity of his contrib-
ution rather than diminish from its charm,., Temple is one of those

masters, and they are relatively few, for whom it became a necessary
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fault to reiterate since so many of the things he said were worth
saying twice. A similar verdiot has to be rendered when he is charged
with 'dnconsistencies'. Reference has already been made to the
immensity of his contribution. His mind was so great that it did not
even contemplate any neat formula to fit every situation. This is
partiounlarly true with regard to his attitude to war, His contribution
to the solution of this great problem was unique and he faced boldly
and resolutely the demands which any consideration of its many
ramifications make on the teacher of ethices. Problems of such major
proportions do not admit of any neat formula and where Temple did
propose solutions he was consequently led into inconsistencies. But
it must be observed that his 'demands' have led the nations (whom,
incidentally, he insisted must be treated as Persons) closer to a
realisable ideal; and it was largely due to his personal initiative
and selflessness as he became passionately devoted to this ideal
which brought into being the World Council of Churches in the great
trend of 'oecumenicity' which mey yet be the harbinger and means of
bringing the nations "into the way of peace". Men have detected a
similar 'inadequacy' with regard to Temple's teachings on divorce.
Here, again, the problem was a grave one and it was inevitably
impossible to set forth any neat formula which would take care of
every given situation. It must be said in all fairness that Temple
led his own Communion in an all-out campaign against any lowering of
moral standards, especially in matters of sex. Perhaps he was at
fault in not declaring a more decisive stand on the question of
re-marriage, but it is doubtful as to whether he could have said
anything that would have appeased parties who were ranged on opposite

sides of a raging dispute. Had he adopted a more restrictedfand
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conservative attitude or taken a more liberal view in a 'modern’
society with its changing morsl customs, he would have cértainly
lowered his own prestige and impaired the scope of his trusted
leastership. After all he was the Archbishop of a great Church and
could not utter an individual opinion; on such matters he had to
speak "the voice of the Church" and could not sound a trumpet with
any unclear or uncertaim note. Ir hers, as elsewhere, he is surround-
ed by shadows, they are shadows which are cast by the shining of a
great light.

It was perhaps because Temple did not consider himself an
original thinker that he did not attempt to formulate any new doctr-
ine. He exercised a stewardship beyond the attainment of most men
and the essential quality of the steward is that "he should be foumd
faithful". The fact that he did not state any new doctrine is there-
fore a tribute to his fidelity. Moreover, there is no novelty in
revelation; the essential featurs of revelation, from man's side, is
its reception, and so Temple presents us with the asncient doctrines
of Christian theism re-examined'and re-expressed. In a sense,Temple's
defects are almost tributes to his greatness, but there are certain
drawbacks which should be considered.

Drawbacks.

The first serious drawback which becomes apparent upon an exam-
ination of Temple is that he had no ‘doctrine of Seripture'. This
indeed is very much to be regretted,'and it is impossible to surmise
that Temple regarded the Holy Scriptures as supplying their own doec-
trine. He was too well aware of the nature and controversy of 'doec-
trine' for that; This is not to imply that Temple had nothing to say

about the Seriptures. His references to the Soriptures are by no means
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copious, although he did draw fairly liberally from them to elucidate
many of his points. When he did so he exhibited an amazing insight
and a clarity of elucidation, and the reader feels that he has chosen
aptly, and expressed himself well, and without waste of either
subject-matter or space. Occasionally the scholar of the 0ld Testam-
ent comes across an item of major importance such as the laying down
of regulations governing prophecy in Deuteronomy only to observe

that Temple referred to it in a ¢asual manner as though it were
ecommonly known, at the seme time placing it in such a context as to
give it fresh meaning; or, he finds the whols historical trend and
unique development of the Hebrew prophets given succinetly in a par-
agraph or two and stated in suech a way that the uninitidse in O0ld
Testament problems may easily grasp and appreciate it; or, again, he
finds the challenging statement that if one human agent could in any
way be said to have founded the Church, that man was Abraham, thus
adding an important presentiment to the 01d Testament doctrine of
‘Election'. Temple regarded the religious genius of the Hebrew people,
along with &reek philosophy and the Roman gift for law, as basie
among the contributing forces which shaped Western civilisation and
indeed>the history of the world. Additional instances could be cited
from his writings to show his unique grasp of the content and
importance of the 0ld Testament scriptures. It is rather an inter-
esting speculation to imagine what a wealth of information and funded
knowledge there might have accrued to 0ld Testament scholarship in
the all-important discussions of this field which are so prevalent
and prominent in current research had his mind spplied itself to the
task of producing more Biblical commentaries.

A gimilar wish may be expressed with regard to the New Testament.
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Amongst others, including Temple himself, W.R.Matthews censidered
it no accident that the only commentary he published was on the
Gospel of St. John. This excellent commentary will long remain s«
masterpiece and especially so as a contrast with Barth's ‘'Romans’'.
When Temple quotes from New Testament sources he exhibits the same
amazing aptitude for penetrating to the very heart of their content
and origin and uses them with the same telling forceefulness in
'clenching' his arguments. Two obvious examples are seen, firstly,
in the manner in which he represents the 'Temptations’ as explaining
our Lord's refusal to establish the Kingdom of God after the mammer
of the people's expectstions; and, secondly, in the way that he
draws on St.Paul’s use of the 'one body' and the ultimate goal of
"the one perfect man" to demonstrate his gospel of am on-going
universalism. Temple certainly could not have failed to see the
importance of the Scriptures as basic in the development and
presentation of the Truth of theology, nor does he anywhere imply
that he wishes to minimise that importance. Temple's references to
Scripture are so aptly chosen and delightfully presented that he
creates in the reader a desire for more. If only he had given us
more such commentaries 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 after the
manaer in which his doctrines on Reason or Value or Revelastion have
been treated in this thesis, to piece together a ‘dogctrine of the
Soriptures® which otherwise remains lacking in his comprehensive
scheme. Ceftainly a doctrine well-thought-out and presented by
himself would have thrown incalculable light on the conflicting
tenets of theology in the all-important subject of the interpretation
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of Scripture.‘

But it is grossly unfair to criticise a man for what he did not
do or did not say, unless it were to place him under the general 1
category of the 'sins of omission or commission' of the General !
Comfession., Perhaps we find here a clue for an answer to the objeetionj
of Dorothy Emmet that he "was never really clear about what he |
understood by natursl theology".1° Temple was s0 much of a univer-
salist that he tended to place a great deal of store on 'truths of
revelation' which afford a real kmowledge of reality whatever their
source or origin. The Barthian objeetion would surely be that he
placed too great an emphasis on 'natural religion'. Another way of
stating the same fact would be to point out his preference for
Plato. He was alarmed by what he saw as the modern tendency which
seemed to regard all revelation in general and to admit of no
particular revelation, and concerned himself with the demonstration
of a ‘concrete' universal since no abstract universal takes care of
all the facets of reality, yet it may be asked whether his mind
was not so preoccupied with ‘universals' as to be somewhat lacking
in the recognition of the great fount of truth which lay in Holy
Seripture. The remark that his contemporaries used to make of Dr.
John Baillie when he quoted Plato so frequently seems to be
applicable to Temple, even if it is used rather flippantly: that
"Plato had not been admitted to the Canon".

A second drawback which becomes apparent when a critical eye is
cast in Temple's direction is agsin in the nature of a wish that he

had @8id more about 'the life after death'., Others have thought that

Temple was the one man who could have produced a Summa, comparable

1o Iremonger: William Temple, p.532.
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with that of Aquinas, in the first half of the twentieth century had
he confined himself solely to intellectual pursuits. But, then, of
course, we should not have had Temple, for he was a man of practical
affairs and had to be ih the thick of the fight. Numerous testimonies
are to hand which witness to his remarkabkle achievement in Church
and State, but perhaps none are more praiseworthy or speak more
eloquently than those which applaud him for having done more than
any other single individual for the cause of 'oecumenicity' and the
"World Council of Churches". No one individual could possibly be
permitted to 'do it all' any more than to 'say it all'. "For that",
Temple would naturally remark, "we need eternity"™. Subsequent
history has shown that Aquinas did not say it all either, not even
for his own age, and even if Temple had devoted himself entirely

to intellectual pursuits we might still find ourselves wishing that
he had said more about the "hereafter". But, Just to express the
wish is to bear testimony to his integrity, and we are tempted to
suggest that if the Oxford Group were searching for a concrete case
of 'absolute honesty' they might find it, at least in this instance,
in William Temple.

Temple so often states his views of the hereafier so succinctly
that the reader who is at all acquainted with such preachers as Dr.
Leslie D. Weatherhead on the subject could wish that he had dealt
with it more fully. He made a tremendous contribution to the
theological view of Immortality, especially as he developed it with
the concept of Personality as basic in his metaphysics and with his
theory of the interpenetration of Time and Eternity which finally
culminates in the Kingdom of God as a Commonwealth of Value. Temple
sketched the historical development of the doctrine of Immortality
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and its implications for modern thought with telling precision and
clarity of insight and enhanced it by the development of his theory
of Value. He lacked neither the gift of imagination nor the literary
ability to enbhance his doctrine had he attempted to lead the reader
further into a penetration of the nature of the Hereafter. But he
was content to remaim faithful, and that he did not 4o so is a
further tribute to his essential honesty of mind. Where definition
was not possible, he was content to remain silent.

The third drawback is of a somewhat different type, yet here too
it 1s of the nature of a shadow which is cast by a great light and
does credit to the greatness of Temple's character rather than
detract from the essential nature of his contribution. The drawback
consists in a failure to do justice to the profundity of sin. The
criticism arises in the form of negation, for it is impossible to
find fault with what Temple actually said about sin and evil. Here,
as in his general presentation, he is unassailable from the Theist
point of view. He took a look at man and at man's world and saw
poverty in the midst of prosperity due to inherent weskness and the
need for God; he also saw that we cannot understand either apart
from Him, that He 1s necessary to complete man's creation as man is
not necessary, notwithstanding Dean Inge, to add to His Being. He
also realised, notwithstanding Dr. Slater, that the words ‘perfect’
and 'good' are only relative terms to be used adjectivally of Reality.le

He then set forth his view of Reality ‘as a whole' with a cogency
and coherence applicable and acceptable to.the scientific and
philosophic concepts of his day. The result was a comprehensive

theology well-thought-out and nicely and nestly arranged. But ihis

legt, R.H.L, Slater: God of the Living: Chapter XII, The Meaning of

History.
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would be precisely the objection of Karl Barth - it was all too nige.
William Temple had never plumbed the heart of the abyss. He did,
of course, have a doctrine of sin and evil. He saw evil as a malic-
ious power baffling the mind of man and threatening the theistic
position unless some account could be given of its nature and exist-
ence. He saw 'the sin of the world' and gave a lucid exposition of
the doctrine of 'Original Sin'. He considered sin as 'not just
missing the mark' but as all that separates between man and maan, and
between man and God. He realised that evil cennot simply be regarded
as a necessary consequence of the very existence of finite spirits
and along with most other theists accepted Shelly's interpretation
of the world as a ‘'vale of soul-making'. Unlike others, he maintained
that every form of evil has its peculiar utility and regarded error
as a symptom of the adventurous character of the intellectual life.
Nevertheless, he appears to have lacked a full sense of the utter
depravity of sinful man and failed 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 'as though he struck his
mother in the face without knowing it'; but Temple sseems {0 have
failed to grasp the fact that even while ‘awake' from the very begin-
ning a man could still strike his mother in the face, knowing it all
the time and seemingly not worried about it either before or aftfer.
The point is that there is a horrible, shoecking truth about the depth
to which the human being can willingly and knowingly descend, and
Temple never seems to have plumbed this depth. It would, of course,
be shocking to suggest that he should have actually plumbed it in
real life, but his theology shows a lack of dealing with it. This is
a far different thing from the philosophical problem of evil, and
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Temple does not appear to have realised fully how deep and powerful
evil can be in a human personality; and although he saw that
'evangelism' was the greatest need of the day, his theology lacks
the lustre 6f a full-blooded, dynamic redemption to answer the deep
human need.

Perhaps Barth and Brunner had recognised the drawback,were aware
of this lack in Temple's theology and therefore it made them critical
of his position, for there did not seem to be any dark pages in it
at all, He was 'born to the purple' and never exposed to any of the
great tragedies of life or the depraved living conditions which tend
t0 develop rotten characters. Still, he must have been aware of the
fact that men born with the proverbial '‘silver spoon in their mouth'
may sink to very low levels of cgonduct. The marvel is that Temple,
brought up under ideal conditions in such an environment, did see
the need and distress of the underprivileged classes, and by every
kind of natural expectation he ought to have been a Tory.

It may be argued that Temple never had any real distresses or
temptations to face and that he had an anima naturalita Christiana.
It is possible to get well advanced in the reading of Temple's
theology and remain with the impressiom that "education" appears to
him t0 be not merely the primary but the only need for man; that if
we educate an individual we may then leave him to his fate. It rather
comes as a mixture of surprise and relief to find later that he
regarded 'conversion' as the primary requisite. He did venture the
belief that God is stern, but he was never stern himself.He regarded
class~-distinction as the besetting sin of Repton and set himself the
task of abolishing it; but Iremonger leaves us with the impression

that he made no attempt to deal with 'malpractice' 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 significance of the Cross; and laboured his
point at showing that it means, among other things, that we cannot
take the attitude that God could ever say "never mind" to the sinner;
but in his actual treatment of evil he creates the impressiom that

he never fully realised the real personal power of sin. On the whole
this does him great credit, but if there is anything deficient inm
his treatment it is this lack of a thoroughgoing analysis of the
nature of sin. Yet when all this has been said, it is necessary to
remind ourselves of the marvel of the fact that a man of his privil-
ege was so acutely aware of the snares and pitfalls which arise in
human society due to man's inherent 'selfishness'; in a word, that

he was s0 acutely aware of the 'sin of society' and dealt so faith-
fully with it. Nobody has stressed more than he did the need for
conversion, and therefore he was one of the outstanding leaders in
what has become predominately more and more the primary task of the
Church in our day,- namely, evangelism. Thus, when Temple'’s relation-
ship to the problem of evil is under review, or his contribution to

a theological view of the nature of sin is questioned, it becomes
necessary to remind ourselves that he was not only aware of the grave
problems which beset man because of his sinful nature, but that he
fought valiantly against them as a good soldier of Jesus Christ;

that he was not only abstractly aware of the problem of evil and the
power of Satan, but like St.Paul he "wrestled against pringipalities
and powers" as a lusty contender for the faith. Such a c¢laim is not
based on fanciful thinking; it rests on a consideration of the enor-
mous achievements of his accomplishment in the practical field for

worker's federations, for education, for the Student Christian



217.

Movement and other groups, and for the unity of Christendom. "If any
men c¢ould be desoribed as the moving spirit in the formatien of the
World Council of Churches it is the late Archbishop of Canterbury,
William Temple, who described the Ecumenical Movement as 'the great
new fact of our era'." le

Theism well-founded.

It has been the aim of this thesis to present William Temple's
main arguments for and contribution to, a schema of Christian Theol-
0gy. There has been no attempt to diminish or to add to his contrib-
ution: the views presented, and the manner in whisch they have been
stated, are egssentially those of Temple himself. If the contention
of the main thesis or of this concluding chapter is valid, then it
may be claimed without reservation that Temple stands without a peer
as the leading theologian who has made the most notable contribution
to Theism in the first half of the twentieth century; also, that it
is thoroughly defensible as being intrinsically sound. We have noted
that there are certain 'drawbacks' but they are apparent because of
what Temple did not say; In a gense, this is merely to reiteratse the
desire which 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 much more. There is cause for rejoiocing
in the fact that so many of his predictiors have come true and so
mach that he hoped for has been realised within the past decads.
There does nét seem to be much use quarreling with what 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 Geographical Magazine, July 1954,
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multifarious works and find him using the exact words of their
objection. Two examples will be sufficient to illustrate.

W.R.Matthews criticises Temple for 'allowing too much to the
materialists' and expresses a preference for Gore's view with its i
appeal on behalf of "the core of personality". 1. Su;ely Temple
aimed throughout at showing that reality is meaningless unless it
can be interpreted on a spiritual basis. The truth of the matter is
that he "allowed" nothing to the Materialists. Whether he is thinmking
in terms of "Revelation" or of "natural theology" as elaborated in
his metaphysic which appears chiefly in his Gifford Lectures, he
seeks to establish a spiritual interpretation of the universe and of
existence. His 'Mens Creatrix' has the same goal in view. The glory
of the Chrigtian view of life is that it does not ignore matter or
treat it as illusion but accepts it and uses it. "A sacramental
universe" discloses the nature and meaning of things to be spiritual.
It is for this reason that he avows Christianity to be "the most
materialist of all the great religions" - not because matter, but
because s8pirit predominates., Dorothy Emmet has captured the mind 6f
Temple at least on this all-important point when she says: "it is
implicit in this view that we can only believe in the supreméacy of
Spirit if we also believe in the reality of Matter which it informs" .2«
Temple was at first tempted to use "A Study in Dialectical Realism" ‘
as a sub-title for his Gifford Lectures because he saw the Dialect-
ical Materialism of Marx, Engels and Lsenin having such a strong
appeal as to constitute a real threat to the Christian philosophy of

1. William Temple: An Estimate and An Appreciation, p.l1l9.

2. Iremonger: William Temple, p.528.




219.

life. We have already intimated that he saw clearly that the Marxist
dialectical materialism could only arise in a "theological” world,

a world which expresses the activity of a living God. He sought to
show that Whitehead's view leads to a spiritual interpretation of
reality, whose very nature is that of process and is therefore
dynamic and spiritual rather than static and materisl. Temple intro-
duced 'value-judgments' for the same reason: the fact that we ocan
speak of "value™ at all shows that the ultimate ground of reality is
spiritual. He insisted that the reality of a thing must include its
value as well as the mere fact of its occurrence. This is sound
Christian philosephy; and it is to be regretted that Temple has not
been heeded more on this point, for then we may be spared the whole
'farago' of present-day logical positivism.

W.R.Matthews is himself a philosopher of some repnte,é contempor-
ary and an erstwhile admirer of Temple's. It is not to be wondered,
that misconstruing Temple at this point, he should have expressed a
preference for Gore's "core of personality". He could not have failed
to observed the predominant place which Temple gave to Personality.

It is Temple's view of personality coupled with his view of the

nature of reality as spiritual which gives the added significance
that Matthews requires. Perhaps the wording of his objection conveys
more of a criticism than he intended. Perhaps, indeed, as his words
later on implied, he was seeking to show that the Christian view of
personality cannot be interpreted on a basis of the theory of evolu-
tion. But, this again, is to misjudge Temple's view of evolution. If
Temple's view of 'evolution' has been interpreted correctly in this

thesis, then there is more to it than 'meets the eye'. It ig true

that Mind ‘appears' in the evolutionary process; but it appears as
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'Purposive', and therefore as transcendent to, as well as immanent

in, process. Temple is at pains to show that Personality transcends

the actions which disclose it: "g person is more than a mere individ-
ual”. Bearing in mind firstly, that throughout his entire theology
Temple sought to demonstrate a 'spiritual' view of the universe, and
claimed that the distinectiwe 'spirit' accepis and uses '‘matter’ in a
'sacramental' universe; and, secondly, that Temple's entire structure
rests on his unique dootrine of "personallity"; it is only necessary,
in answer to Matthews' objection, to refer to Temple's own words and
ask what he meant by "a core of original being"? 1-

A similar approach may be taken to Dr.R.H.L.Slater's criticism
when he takes the view that Temple shrinks from drawing the conclusion
that 'history makes a difference to eternity, and therefore to God
Himself' and maintains that Temple's hesitation was apparently due
to his failure to see the implications of history when considered
as an on-going ‘'process’'. 2+ Dr. Slater obviously failed to appreciate
the view which Temple presented in Mens Creatrix, Christus Veritas
and Nature, Man and God of history and eternity as correlates, and

that his view of history is precisely that of a dynemic, creative

"process". Again, Temple uses the exact words in which the objection
to him has been stated when he declares that the events of our Lord's
earthly life and what happened to Him, especially at the crucifixion,
"made a difference to God Himself". 3. Here, as was observed when the
lack of a ‘colourful' presentation of a life to come was considered,

1. Christus Veritas, p.213&.

%+ Supra, R.H.L.Slater: God of The Living, Chap.XII.

e Personal Religion and The Life of Fellowship, pp.16-17.
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we observe that Temple's essential integretity prevented him from
elaborating on the difference which history does make to God. From
the point of view of the Theist it would be sheer folly to do so.
Nor need we think that Temple shrank from it out of timidity. in one
sense, he does so, as Dr. Slater suggests, because it would seem to
make man appear as greater than God. Temple's line of argument here
would no doubt follow the analogy of father and son.The fact that a
man has a son, or that the son does or does not do certain things,
does make a difference to the man. This is so from the very nature
of things in an on-going process of reality. But the difference, in
a very true sense, is the difference that the man, now 'father',
himself makes. So, Temple would say that the difference in the end
is the difference which God Himself makes.

Here, Temple would come near to the Barthian view that "all is
of God"; nor should we think that he would shrink from saying so,
having made the following pronouncement about Re-union:"In a certain
sense what is required is that every existing Christian communion
should die in order to rise again into something more splendid than
itself. But that points to the action of God beyond all that man can
ever do, and in the end the reunion of the Church will not be some-
thing fabricated by us at all", 1. Elsewhere Temple states that the
joy of heaven will be the joy of sinners converted. The difference,
then, that the converted sinner makes by adding to the joy of heaven
is, after all, the Jjoy that God Himself makes by converting the
sinner, Life hereafter, as life here and now, is the gift of God,and
the glory which will be added to Him in Immortality will really be

6od Himself adding to His own glory. Of course Temple did not say all

le The Churech Looks Forward, p.d0.
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this in these words, for he made no fine or clear-cut distinction
between Time and Eternity. But, then, how could he? He regarded Time
and Eternity as necsssary correlates in an on-going process of
Reality; and the difference which will be made will be the difference
'in relationships' in the eternal, creative order of that on-going
process.

Permanencs.

Temple's philosophical theology, then, appears to be so thorough-
going, so consistent and intrinsically sound that any criticism must
appear in the light of a critical appreciation rather than as a
destructive oritical analysis. A decade has passed since his untimely
death, two decadss have elapsed since he delivered his Gifford Lect-
ures, and his theology still commands an established place on the
curricula of schools and colleges of the English-speaking world; nor
is it absent from the libraries of 'foreign' Universities. It begins
to appear that his Theism will long remain as basic for theological
study. It is a pity that the younger theological students, especially
in America, think only in terms of Nature, Man and God when the name
of Temple is mentioned. Since his theology appears destined to become
'standard' and enjoy that distinction along with the best, not only
in English but also in German scholarship, it seems appropriate to
point out a current lack in theological colleges. It is almost
impossible to find the complete works of Temple in most Libraries
of the American (including, of course, Canadian) Universities, and
the student who would 'master' Temple has to have recourse to several.
This chapter has had something to do with the question of ‘wishing’.
Temple often expressed the wish that somebody who was more competent

than himself would come forward and answer a 'felt' need to which he
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regarded it his duty to point., There is a great need for scholarship
to do a thoroughgoing job of research and assimilation on the Theism
of William Temple. No greater boon could be rendered for the young
theological student of the English-speaking world than to have the
immense contribution of his philosophical theology systematieally
arranged and compressed in approximately three volumes. Such an
assimilation would meet the need of the student who cannot afford
the time to 'wade' through his entire works, and no finer theology
could conceivably be placed at his disposal.

Temple stands in the line of a great tradition. His name can be
classed with the 'greats' of theological exposition and Christian
apologetic - with Aquinas, Origen, Irinaeus, and Augustine. It is
true that whereas Aquinas and Origen had a doetrine of the Scripturss,
Temple has none; but he makes up for the lack in his overall contri-
butions, and he has in addition to them a theory of history and his
work is enhanced by a masterly treatment of the concept of evolution
which for them was impossible, He has done for our time what Aquinas
and Origen did for theirs;.and in content and exposition of a
"systematic", he stands alongside of Irinaeus or Augustine.

Temple never abandoned his ‘'first love' - philosophy -, but used
it to advance his theistic claims. In the wide sweep of his treatment
he has a message for this age which it is difficult to refute: a
Living God, adequately at work in an on-going Church leavening
society, individually and collectively, unto perfection. He has
provided a basis equally sound for the faith of theology and
intelligible for the reason of philosophy.

To-day the whole philosophic endeavour is casting around, with

an emphasis on 'frames of reference', for a new stiructural basis on
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which to raise an appropriate edifice which will testify to the
nature and adequacy of envisioned Truth. Even Karl Barth could not
go on saying things indefinitely without coming closer, as he does
in his Dogmaties, to Temple's view of 'the dignity of man'. 1.
Although Brunner's terminoldgy is diamétrically opposite to Temple's
and he sets out from a starting-point exactly the reverse of Nature,
Man and God in his 'Revelation and Reason', nevertheless ii{ contains
certain points of similarity with Temple's thinking. Upon the
estimate of Temple's philosophical theology discoverable in the
examination presented in this thesis it may be safe to prediet that
his CONSTRUCTIVE and COMPREHENSIVE ANALYTIC will provide, if not the

main basis, at least one of the pillars, of the new structure.

1. cr. David Cairns: The Image of God in Man, Chap.XVII,

eSp. PpP.249-2560.
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