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INTRODUCRION

The prugmatism of Dewey and James is doubtless
Tesponeible to o large degree for the general tendenay
in modern theology of subordinating Seripture to the ends
of practical life, and of acecepting as true only those of
its doctrines which can be translated into téng:lblo con=
sequences contributory to the welfare of society or the
individual. Believing that theology in the past has been
concerned too much with the mere "intellectual interrela=
SAss of dertain ssnsophu,”. whuc et today advoe
cating a greater emphaaﬁs on the "functioning of the re=
ligious consciousness. wi This movement has aroused a
wide~gpread aversion to dootrine amd a passion for "re-
ligious living." "Deeds, not creeds,” is its watchword.

There has been a current supposition that science
and religion ure diametrically spposed to one another, and
that, since the men of today is extremely acientiﬂc. the
temper of our times is out of alignment with the old Bible
theology. The major premise of this argument, however, is
untrue if one takes it to mean that science when applied
to religion will tear down its foundations, because real
science has never been ot variance with the truth of Seripe
ture teaching. If the major premise of the above syllogism
i3 not thus construed, then the conclusion does not fol-

low, because in that event the middle term 1s ambiguously

hs‘rglm. Anna L. ® Some ot foh §
Te e« 0¢ Th 4] Dd s . &
2,Ivid. wrbrery e
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used. Science is opposed to theology only uhe_n it 18
substituted for Scripture as the basis of divina knowledge;
not when it is applied to Scripture to corroborate, coordi-
nate, and systematize divine revelation. héie by its method
of finding truth it can never digcover the knowledge one
must have for his selvation, real soience in its own field
has never come into conflict with religion.

Nevertheless, the presumption to the contrary has
proved to be a crux for many theologians. Panie stricken,
ihey have searched for a bridge to span the 'énp' between
- solence and religion. This sounded the cue for pragmatism
to make her debut in the field of theology.'* She offered
ixemlf as the anower to the demands of modern man's "cone
flicting" cmpiricist ani religious proclivities. She pro-
migsed to end once and for all “"the old antithesis between
reason and faith."z‘hecaune she professed to be an “eme
Piriecul philosophy" that was Zeligious enough, and a “ree
ligious philosophy® that was empiricul enough.s‘ She is
Perhaps best defined in Funk & Vagnalls® New Standarxd
- Digtionary (1921, unabridged):

a4 philosophicel method and its core
responding doctrine,vhich holds that the pruc-

tical effects, or way that they ‘work?, are
the sole available criteria for the truth of

1. "Pragmatisnm was first introduced into philosophy by
Charles Peirce in 1878." In 1898 William James *brought
it forward agein and made a specicl application of

it to religion. By that date the time seemed ripe for
its reception.” Cf. Jemes, Wm., W pP. 46 - 47.
2. &m. m Il... ODo dt.. p. 2

3. Jamea, Um., Pragwtisn, p. 19

T —
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human cognitions and the value of human, moral,

an@id religlious ideals; the metaphysical theory

that reality is for man what he makes it to be

in the service of so-called practical ends."

Knowing as we do that the Bible is God's rovoaied

truth, and that progmatiem is at its best mothing more
than a philosophical method which attempts to establish
truth by applying to every theory the test of its funo-
tioning in actual practise, = b.eing cogrﬁmnt of this, it
would be putting the theory above the law if we were to
attempt to measure the validity of pragmatism in its re-
"ligious aspects by subjecting Snriptu're' to it and apply=
'ing the test of workability. Rather, becausc we know that
Seripture is the inerrant and infallible morm of truth,
in order to establish the reliability of pragmatism, we
must observe whether or not, and if not completely, to
what extent, pragmatism will uphold the truth of Seripd
ture. That we may not be unjustly accused of petitio prine
cipil, let it be remembered that in applying pregmatism
to Christian theology our object is to test the validity
of the former, and not the truth of the latter, which is

simply the synthesis of Scripture teaching.
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PRAGMATISM IN ITS APPLICATIONS TO THE CONCEPT OF THEOLOGY

The discrepancies which will ever inoreasingly
spring up between the two as we proceed with our applica-
tion of pregmtism to Christian theology f£ind their roots
in the diverse and conflicting approaches which pragmatism
and Bible theology respectively have toward all problems
in both the physical and psychieal universes.

THE BASIC DISCREPANCY

Christian theology has from its very beginnings
followed an a-prioristic way of thinking. Unlike philosoph=
feal rationali s'm:!"however. vhich is also aeprioristis, it
has always token its mterial from divine revelation. Re-
garding Scripture as containing the only and univergall
truth, Christian theology has developed the Bible 't.eaohiugl
into a system of doctrines. With Scripture as his basi_p.
Just as the rationalist philosopher with his universally
aeeepped major premise,,the Christian theologian has logic-
ally produced his dogmatical system. From these doctrines
he again :I.ogigally educes practical applications for con-
crete situations in the faith and lives of ‘imiuduals.
The method which the Christian theologian ﬁaea in his de-
ductions is exactly the same as that used by the rational-

1. The reader will please note that whenever the term
rationalism is used on this and the following pageas it
has the meaning of philosophical rationalism, which is
about the equivalent of @#eductive reasoning from a-prior=-
istic truth; not of religious rationalism, which places
Teason above spiritual revelation.
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istic philosopher when he derives new truthn' from his
axioms. Like the rationalist the Christian theologian
_has always been devoted to etermal prinoié;es. to vholes,
to universals, and to the unity of things. "Thy word is
truth,"l_' says the Christian. The truth ef which the Bitle
speaks 18 abwolute. :

Just as Plato and 21l the other ratiomalistie
philoscphers with their views of the concept and of ideas
and of the flunction of knowledge are absolutistic; so, and
much more, is Christian theology absolutistie. It holds
that the universe was created for man by an omnipotent,
mmiscient, and omnipresent God; that this God is coneern-
ed about Iis universe and preserves it; that this God will

: finally bring the universe to its inevitable and foreor=

dained termination., Everything that happens, that has hap-

- . /Paned, and that will happeh is in agcordanmce with the pre=
u(ﬂ!” determined counsels of God. In this God all creatures live
¢ . and move and have their 'being.z' Christian theology stands
:err a fixed arder of things, a definite, unalterable plan.
It iy deterministic, but not fatalistic. In the fullest
philosophical sense of the term it is absolutistie.

Because pragmatism is "the attituie of looking
away from first things, principles, categories, supposed
necessities, and of looking towards last things, fruits,

consequences, and facts, "'5°1t i1a the very opposite of

1. John 17, 17
2. Acta 1?, 28
3. James, Wm., Quot. by Theo. Graebner fn Concordia Cyclope-

dia under pragmatism




@=priorism; and it hao risem in protest to absolutism.
And progriitiste miss no opportunities to voice their pro=
tests and objections. James charges the absolutistic and
ratiomalistic thinkers with living on "a level of abstrao-
tion o high that they can never evon try to come dowm. "
He speaks of the “gerpent of rationalism,” which cannot
came nto “"contact with the concrete parts of life." " *The
absolute mind," Buyn‘{?mes. "the mind that makes our unie
verse by thinking itj for ought thoy (the absolutists)
show us to the contrary, have mde any one of a million
other universes just as well as this. You can deduce no
single actual partioular from the thought of it. It is ine
compatible with cny state of things whatsoever being true
here halow."a'a’mnea deseribes the absolutist as gne for
whom "the muny exist only as objects for his thought =
exigt in his dream, as it were; ani as he knows them, they
have one purpose, farm one systen, tell one tale for him? ¢
Dewey objects to intellectualism and absolutism on the
grounds that

"thought has been too much of a quest for

Sempt te) sraserve wmimms fiie chemoe ol

change in some abgolute éed God or Stermal

S R T

tention from the wactical and pressing

task mproving the conditions of human
ufe.ﬁ'm o

1. James «Cit, « 19
2 e’ 2 2 4

3. Ibdd.
4. Iud;. Pe 145

5. Brightmamn, 5. S., Ihe Problem of God, p. 53 = 64
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Fragmtisn is plurelistie, and plurelism, says Beckwith,
can never "come to terms with any sort of an abcclmo""
S8ince between pragnatisn and absolutiea ®a great
gulf is i‘ixed."a' pregeatism, quite naturally, is inimical
to and subversiwe of Christian theology. James assorts that
“the theistic Cod is almost as sterile a principle” as
Philosophigal absolutism: “You hawve to go to the world
which he has created,” says Jamos, _
%o get any inkling of his actual character:
he is the kind of God that has once for all
made that kind of a workd. The God of the thes
istic writers lives on as purely abstract
heighte as does the absolute. Absolutism hao
a certuin sweep and dash about it, vwhile the
usual theism is more insipids but both are
- equally remote and vacuous.™
Those who “believe in the absolute, as the Alle-Knower is
termed, usually say that they do so for coercive reasons,
which clear thinkers cannot evade.® None of these reasons,
James opines, are sound. "I must therefosw treat the notion
of an All-XKnower simply a® an hypothesis,® he on;n_.*'
Though pragmatists strain every effort to disoredit
Christian theology inasmuch as it is a~prioristic and abe
solutistic, Jamea believes that the absolutistic hypothesgis
has a definite meaning and works out religiously in a cer=
tain sense: “As an hypothesis trying to make itself probe
atle on anological grounds, the absolute is entitled to a

patient hearing."$* The pragmatist justified abdsolutism

}. Deskwith, The Iden of Ood,.p. 244 .

Lo ¢ iR S s > i
2. %‘, e Pe 19 =20
2e -TBMI. . ci?._ s Pe 146

$. Jumes, Wm,, A Phumlistic Universe, p. 292 - 203
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and retionalism on the grounds that they supply him with
and"inconsi stently mystical veriety of satisfaction in off
hours. s lie feele that it is very comforting and composs
ing at times Lo telicve that the universe has a definite
Plan ani is watched over by an sllepowerful and friemdly
Being, but thet it ie®a trifle preswsptuous to mske too
many afiirwetions about the abaolut’e.'a. He treata tie no=
tion of an ;dli-Knower simply as an hypothesis, “exactly on
& par logically with the pluralist notiom that there is mo
point of view, mo foous of inmformation extant, from which
the entire conteont of the universe is visible at omee.”
"There is something & litile ghastly," caya James, “im the
satlefaction with which & pure but unreal system will £111
a rationalist mind."" In close consistency with this
éttitude toward a~prioriem and absolutism pragmatists dee
mand & theology which can be interpreted in terms of funo-

tional payehology.

PRAGHATISM INTERPRETS THEQLOGY IN TERMS OF
FUNCTIONAL PSYCHOLOGY
Pragmatism insists that theology must become more
“seientific" and "historical.” Scientifio in the sense that
theology must be tested by the touchstone of workability

1. Strong, anna Louise, Some Re
Amey. Ji. of Thec
2. P‘ ' ) é []

S, James, Progme
‘l Iud" D. 2
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and of cepability of satisfying the various religious
necensities of indiviuale and society. Historicel in the
8ense that theology muet develop, must evélve from a lowe
er to a higher form, just as society and the individwml to
whom 1t is applicd must develop. "Seientifie theology” and
“historical theology" are most intimate bedfellows. Thee
ology cannot be “scientifie" unless it is "historiesl®, or
"historieal” unless it is"scientific.” Though the two cane
not be sltogether separately discussed, 1t will bde expe=
dient to attempt Tirst a study of pragmatism®s concept ot'
theology as being historieal before examining the scien=
tific concept of theology which the proponents of prage
matism entertain,
¥hat the pragmatist means when he says that the=
ology must become more historical is that religion must .
recognize and justify the idea of gradual and continuous .

modifications of dootrines.

“I%t does not mean that these dootrines are

inherently false, illusory, or useless. Here=

tofore doctrinal changes have gone on either

unconsciously, and therefore in a random way,

or they have been opposed by the established

habits of thought known as orthodoxy, often in

blind prejudice and with tragic results. If,

on the other bhand, changes in theology were

understood to be the marks of growing reli-

glous life and resl aid in such growth, the-

ology would come to take ite place among the

sciences,. "’

The thought and spirit of every age take on a different




in
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form, ond praghatisu's object is to modify and reconstruct
theology so as to acoomodate it to the prewalling condie
tions of the times. To Justify their emendations in the
dootrines of the Bible they attempt to show that such
chunges in the Christian religion hove continuously oo=
curred from the beginning of time to the precent day. "In
& world of growing realitics,” says Anna Louise Strong,

"Hew values must arise and must modify the

Satos 1tseit o these new values will shange

iy *Jiﬁ?;%&%aa?:i‘.‘:ﬁ‘%ﬁz‘:éﬁm

the sams Row aa vhen ihey were Tounded?*ds

Pragmatism views theology from the standpoint of
functional psychology, and funetional peychology is ens
tirely evolutionary. It has been brought into the domain
of theology by the pragmatists fup the purpose of explaine
ing scientifically the development of theology from ita
“rudimentary" beginnings to its present "more perfected
form, "

Since pragmatism finds authority “progressively
in the experiences of believers rather than @efinitely
in church or Bible, ate the progmatist's methods of de=
termining and establishing religious truths are“scientie-
fig." "vorkable hypotheses” are the underlying prineiples
with which pragm.tism operates in the field of theoclogy.

The pragmatists look upon the mind as being no=

thing mare than an instrument to de used in satiafying the

1. Strong, Op. oit., p. 233 = 234
2. Conger, G. P., A Courge in Philosophy, p. 457
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needs of our naturea. James asserts that "our wvarious ways
of feeling and thinking" have developed to their present
state as a result of our use of them in "shaping our ree
actions on the outer world." * Hence the pragmatist arguss
that the fundamental characteristic of the organimm is aoe
tivity vhich must result in progress.

Dr, Ames employs his observations in the bshavior
of a child to illustrate the organiam's natural use of 8xe
Perience to meet the needs of its existence and to pro=
gresa, The first experience which a child has, says Ames,
comes as the result of some impulsive movement. This exe
presaion of tke child's energy produces a number of sense
impressions which the child receives through its eyes, ears,
museles, etc. Soon the movements of the child are mo longe
er merely spontaneous, but are modified by the previous
impressions which it has received. This constitutes the
firat step in the child's mental development. In very much
the same way this dewelopment continues throughout the life
of man. The humen orguniem ie constantly experiencing die
‘Verse reactions of various behavior, and it is constantly
eliminating those actions, the repercussions of which are
undesirable, and retaining those acts which result in dee
sirable and useful consequences. .

The pragmtist attaches great importance to this
viov of experimental activity, also in theology. "This ex=
Planation,” says Dr. Ames,

1. Jumes, Egychology, Briefer Courge, »- 4
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"of the different phases of conseiousness

wvith reference to the concrete life-condi-

tions which ¢all them forth, and with re-

ference to their service in the ultimate

control of those conditions is extended over

the whole scope of mental 1life...The ‘truth®

of science and of motaphysiecs (religion) is

tested at last by the suceess with which

they aid the life-process. Lvery hypothssis

of science stanis rendy at any monmemt to

submit to actual tests, anl every aystenm of

philosophy in the last resort is .‘j'rlgd by

the results which follow from it."**
Pragmatiom demends that every doetrine of Seripture must
stand the tests of scientific investigation before it will
accept it as true, but as a matter of fact, pragmtism
itself i1s built on a number of unproved theories, ome of -
Which is this theory which Dr. imes proposes of the de-
velopment of tle organism on the dasis of fumetional
Peychol.ogy.

Another such hypothesis which pragmtists aceept

@8 & fact is the theory of natwralism. Seience, when used
as the pragmatists operate wth it in the field of the=
ology, can ultimtoly lead to nothing but naturalism, It
can admit of nothing that is done above amd beyond natural
lav, Nothing could be more antagonistic than this to the
Christian faith, Yet pragmatists feel that by intredueing
"seience™ into theology they have made a great centrie
bution to Christianity. "Theslogy," Ames continues,®

*has laboredé under the assumption of ine

fallible elements or sources, and therefare,
at certain points, has felt compelled to

rajse the red flag against any eritieal in-

1. Ames, Op. Cit., p. 220
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quiry. Nothing more characteristically ine
diecates the difference between theology and
science than the way in which the one has -
feared, and tie other has favored, fres ine
vestigation. The psychology of religion bids
fair to point the way to a less pretentious,
but really greater, service to religion than
theology has ever hefore been able to perform.
Working in the apirit and with the methods
of modern secience, recognizing the tentative
nature of its principles, and setting itself
patiently but bravely to practical experi-
ments, religion may yet hope to enter 'ﬂm
more secure and substantial progress.

This funetional view of the pragmatist accounts
for his idea of religioua evolution. This explains his idea
that whatever "works" as a religion for a person, that,

~ and that alone must be his theology. This is what lies at

the bottom of pragmatimm®s opposition to absolutistic
Christian theology. By its demands for a religious system
of truth which is not derived from divine revelation prag-
matism attempts to make of theology a sclence like other
aciences, in spite of the fact that theology deals almost
exclusively with supersensible realities, and involves
affirmtions which are lardly susceptible of empirical
testing and werification., “hat pragmatism's success has
been - rather, failure - in attempting to develop a the=-
ology on the basis of the methods of mental action used in
sclentific investigation will become apparent in later
Pages of this work. :

The pragmatist, we have seen, does not want a Tee
ligion which is the same yesterday, today, and forever,

1. m. OD. ﬁ‘l. Pe 232
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because such a religion would leave no room for the pro=
gress which a "scientific" theology demands. The pragmatiat
insiste that religion must be constantly changing not only
in time, but in every individual application. He has a
Pluralistic concept of theology, which one cannot fully
understand until he has had an acquaintanceship with the
Trple which instrumentalism plays in "pragmatic theology."

PRAGHMATISM HAS A PLURALISTIC CONCEPT
OF THROLOGY

The pragmatist can conceive of nothing as being
true unless it can be put tc some use. "The pragmatists
tell us that thought and intelligence are instrumental;
they are instruments for environmental control; they em=
able an organism to deal with & new and perplexing site
uation."]" Mind has absolutely no existence for the prag-
matist unless it can be used as an instrument for some bio=-
logical purpose. "Thought is thus a todl or instrumenmt that
is always invoked to meet a particular crisis or problem
resulting from a concrete situation. Thought therefore does
not aim at truth in genmeral. Its business is to discover,
in concrete circumstances, the best means to the realiza=
tion of some practical end that 1ifs demands.™Dewey calls
his pragmatism “instrumentalism,from the fact that thinking,

a8 he fega.rda it, is alweys an instrument for the accom=

Phl osofﬁ/‘

1. Patrick, Introduction to Sisselesy, p. 302
2. Ecyclopedia Britannica, 14th ed., Vol. 18, under prag-

matism.
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plishment of some practic:l end or of making e deliberate
choice between conflicting ends." * Utility is at the
bottom of 21l preguetic thinking.

Just so in theology, the pregmatist cumnot cons
ceive of unything as being true unless it cen be used for
bis own or comecone elose's benefit. The idea of God, for
ingstance, is truc for the wagmatist only insofar as it
can be used for benmefiecial practical consequences. In
fact, pragmatism would have the reality and existence of
theology itself bedome dependent upom whether or not anys
one cun make use of it. James holds that religion is real
beczuse it can be used. fie believes, however, that it has
only an emotional end spiritual use; not as selentific use,
but something like Vivekananda's use of the itman in
Hindui am, ,

Since the pragmatist can accept Christian theolo=
gical tenets only insofur as they are useful to him, and
since the needs of individuals are as various as the ine
dividuals themseclves, therefore, in eonfarmity with his
prineiples, he can have no uniform conception of religiom,
Just as he camnot have a complete conception of anything
else. For him truth is only relative or personal. Religlom,
he believes, differs and ought to differ according to the
temperanments and moods of individualss “In the literature
of the subject,” soys James,~®

1. Conger, Course n Fhilogophy, 3. 157
2. Pragmiion, p. . |
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"sadnese und gladness have each been emphesized
in turn. The ancient saying that the first make
exr of the gods was feor receives voluminous
corroboration from every age of religious his-
tory; but none the less does religious history
show the part which joy has evermore tended to
play. Sometimes the joy has been primary; sones=
times secondaxry, being the gladness of delivers
ance from fear, Thies latter state of things, de=
ing the more complex, is also the more gomplete;
end a8 we prodecd, I think we shall have abune
dant reason for refusing to leave out either
the d@adness or the gladneas, if we look at re=
ligion whith the breadth of view which it de=
mends. Stated in the completest posaible terns,
& man's religion involves both moods of coD=
traction and moods of nsion of his being.
But the quantitative mixture anl order of these
moods vary so much from one age of the world,
from one aystem of thought, and frem one individes
Wl to another, that you may insist either on
the dread and submission, or on the peace and
the freedom as the essence of the matter, and
8till remuin materially within the limits of the
truth. The constitutionully sombre and the cone
stitutionally sanguine onloocker are bound to
emphasige Opgonj.te aspects of what lies before
their eyos."* "

“1llien Jumes has devoted an entire book to the
subject of The under=
lying object of this book scems to be to show the needs
of a flexible religion, sufficiently pliable to mest th,
“almost innumerable diverse religious requirements® of
individuals. Jamcs seems to be of the.opinlon that the re=
Quirements of various men for a religion vary so tremendous=
iy that religion nust be capable of taking on almost any
form. The different forms in which James would have his
“religlorn appecr are so diverse in character that the only
feature which they have in common is their name, and it is

3+ Jares, The Vopleties of Relipious Ziperience, pe 75
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doubtful whether even the term "religion” can be und_hrad-
1y enough to include all of them. _

In his book James beglns the treatment of his subjest
by stating thet the very fact that the “would-be definitions®
of religion are so muny &nd so #ifferent from one anot}ur
is enough to prove that

"the word 'religion' cannot stand for any sine
gle principle or essence, but is rather a col=
lective name...There is religious fear, relie
gbus love, religlous awa, religious Joy, and so
forth. But religious love is only man's natural
emotion of love directed to a religious object;
religious fear is only the ordinary fear of come
merce, so to speak, the sormon quaking of the
hwien breadt, in so far as the notion of divine
retribution may arouse it; religious awe is the
sane organic thrill which we feel in a forest
at twilight, or in & mountain gorge; only this
time it comes over us at the thought of our super-
natural relations; and similarly of sll the vard=
ous pentiments which may be called into play in
the lives of religious persons. is concrete states
of mind, made up of & feeling plus a specific
sort of object, religious emotions of course are
psychic entities distinguishable from other cone
crote emotions; buit there is no ground for ase
suning o simple abstract 'religious emotion®' to
exist as a distinet elementary mental affection
. by itself, present in every religious experience
without exception. s

In spite of his aversion to definitions James dew

' fines theology as “the feelings, acts, and experiences of

individual men in their solitude, so far as they apprehend
themselves to atand in relation to whatever they may con=
sider the divine.”> This lsaves the pragmatist's conception
of religion so broad and vague that one can attach to it
any meaning that he wishes and cmm it to fit the vhims

1. Jamea, Cp, Cite, pe. 27 = 28
2.1!«..:;?31 g
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and fancies of LRYONG.

THE PLACE T0 WHICH PRAGHATISH RELBCGATES
CHRISTIAN THECLOGY

Progmntism, then, as we have seen, io a reaction
to the ration:listic and absolutistic concepis and deter=
minative methods of truth. It spurns the notion that truth
i8 a=prioristic. Lverything is theoretical and hypothetical

tii it has proved its own existence as truth by &

demonsiration of its practical utility. “A theory is demone
sirated (pragmatically) in the ouly possible way when it is
shown that it will "work'...It is only in the light of these
results that a conception has meaning...Apart frem its praee
ticu)l conseguences, e conception is an abstrection, w2 In
view of this it is apparent that the pragmtist can have
1ittlc rempect for Bivie theology, beccuse the latter eme
raves “"the inowledge and acceptznce of the dootrines of
divine revelution, and the aptitude to exhibit and sub-
stantiate such doetrines in themselves amd in their pro=
per velation to each other,® "

Though pregmatiste object to being looked upon a8
opposad to Chrimtian theology"nnd pretend to be its best
friemis, they necessarily smast be regurded as its greatest

1- Enmcyelopedia Amortm. Vol. 22. Mor‘mttm'

2. or&‘bmr. As Ting f ¢ ¢ , G Pe i

3. Conecoxdis Cyclopedia g grgstiem® 2 "Et does not
intend to projudice w cme aainat thonloy. although, as

a:. nn.ttgtof fact, discrepancies and guoilisions are bound
0 PGS .
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enemies. They try to tesr down theology'c Soundations, he=
osuse Christian iheclogy is built on the asprioristic truth
of Seripture and pragmatisn substitutes for ae-prioriatic
truth the test of workability. They change the end and aim
of Christian theology from an esrithly to & heavenly one, he=
eause practicel vesulis whieh slone csn determine truth for
the pragmatist cun be pevceived oniy in a sensible world. On
the basis of funetioanl peychology pragmtisa distorts the
unchiangeable hiatory of Christian theologyn ta a story of
gradual evolution. It takes awmy from fBJ.ble theology its
absolute certainty and mokes of 1t 3 hiteoremiss affair. IS
attempts to destroy theology's sbsolute reality and make of
i1t an instrumentsl willeoe-theewhisp. It reduces Christian
theology with its eternally unalterable principles and
applications to « science which is in a constant state of
flux. In short, it takes theology out of the supersensidle,
spiritual world to which it belongs and brings it into the
pPhysical, sensible universe. Its outer shell the pragmtist
has let remain, but the pulp is no longer a theology in
the true sense of the term; it is rather a science very
mich similar to paychology. 7 |
¥hile 1t is true that there is a great deal in the
history of muhkind and in the experiences of individuals
which goea to confirm the truth of divine revelatiom,"the
fact 18, an idea may be true emen though mo practical ap=
Mication has been made of it." It is ineorrect to say, as
prugmatists do, that truth has ho existence until it is
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worked out in life. “"Truth is waiting te be discerned and
applied. * Truth never dies. °%e 46 not manufocture the
truth," we merely find truth and hold to it.>* If it fere
true, as the jragmtists maintein, that the only eriterfon
for the truth of anything is that it serve a useful, bene=
ficial purpose, then a 1ittle boy, for example, who against
the express coimanl of his wother went swimming would be
$elling his nother the truth if he would assure her that he
badn't been near the wuter, because by deceiving his mother
he would sparing ker the disappoinmtment of having been dise
obeyed and he would perhops be sparing himself a sound
spanking,

"Christian experience,” says Norborg,"can never
8€rve &8 & busis for the validity of Christianity. The e~
ality of God, i. e., the truth of the revelation has for its
counterpert faith, not experience. And Christisn faith, ale
though it organically expresses itself in Chrieticn exparie
ence, does not rest upon experience. *** Since pragratisn
"Judges theology entirely from the standpoint of its value
in 11fe">* it 1s impossible for its adherents properly to
eveluate theology. FPragmatism with shs test of practica~
bility has no business in the supersensible field to which
theology belongs.

Christian theologians have in the past appeared te




be slower in Wringing forth arguments to discredit their
enenies thun the encnics have been im volcing their objeok
tlons and proteste o Christisn thoologye This has seemed
to be ths situation pariicularly in the cunse of pragmatism
Yergua Christian $heology. But such a condition only ap= -
Ppears to exist. as & mutiter of fact, theology has been
fully as active in the combat as pragmatism. Vhile prage
uatists have been ruxting nbout the oute-datedress and bige
otry of the old Bible theology Christian theclogisns have
simply leti Scripture spesk for itself. Perhape this is
vhy they have appeared to be lese active. :

it is only foir that if pragmtism be permitted
to use the test of workability, which is its means of de=

termining and establishing truth, in its argunents against

Clristian theology, = it io only fair that Christian the-
0logy be permit4cd %o use,with equal justiffcation and
farcefulnesa, Seripture, i4s source and norm of truth,
to dicredit progwtism. But thia has not deen the pop=
unlar opinion. Though pragratism has not heen expected to
use Sceripture in its arguments against Christian theology,
Christian theology has been expectad to attack pragmatiem
on the basis of pragmatism®s own principles of truth. This
is highly unjust. :

Gur puwrpose in pleeing Christian theology in re=
lation to pragmatism is, as we have already mentioned, not
to test the validity of the former, but to show the inade=
quacy of the latter in spiritual matters. Christian the-
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ology has rever needed vindication, snd pragmtism cap no

more endanger the siats of Christian theclogy than eould

other philosophical systems of the past. "vhen sciencs Mas
exhaugted ito ways and meane and is silent, when philosophy
is incoherent and confused, whem art is depresssd by uziile
nees in the wsorld, prophetie religion atill has & forwerde
looking message of hope, reproof, assurance, and certainty. ol
Though it is hardly falr to expect theology to ate
tack progmatism on the basis of the latter's owm views of
truth and existence, Christian theology is certainly not
uneble %o do so. Vhat projmatiem's accomplishments have been
in the field of theology = or rather what its failure have
been, as we have alreudy seenm and will more fully observe
in the pages which follow ~ these are pragmatism®s most
auvatere indictors.

1. stolz, The Psychology of Religious Living, p. 7 19
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PRAGHATIGH'S ATTITUDE TOVARD THE CATEGORIES OF THEOLOGY
"The vexed question as to the place and authority
of the dogmas of past ages im the modera religious conse
solousness” - has been of no 1ittle conecern to the propo=
nents of pragmatic philosophy. That the selutions to this
question are as many and various as the imdividual prage
matists themseclves who offer them, substantistes the truth
of the pragmatic claim that "interest, attention, selsstiom,
purpose, bias, desire, emotion, satisfaction, ete., color
and econtrol all our cognitive processes.® 2 mmis 1s ine
oriminating evidence that all pragmatic thinking is pre=
pPonderently wishful. There are, however, eertain dostrines
on the treatment of the fundamental points of whiech prage
matists are quite universally sgreed. These must serve us
a8 the specimens to be used in observing the affect which
Pragmatism must have on the categories of Christian theole
ogy. '
*Thought ,” says a devotee of James,"and the produsts
of thought are to be interpreted, and hemce are valid omly,
with reference to certain crises or tensions that ariss in
sction."”® The smme pragmtist {llustrates his poimt in the
following statement:"The concepts of a chemist are trus de-
cause they emable him to control his reastiens, Mut he hms

: . ' ’. '*..‘; _-)
ye Mmm uthu.. Vol. 18, p.

3. King, xmu. Op. eit., p. 280
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not the leust right to assume that he has therefore in
them an account of the ultimate mature of mm.-" LS <
is almost a universal tendency,” he concludes,”to take...
statements that give us definite control under speeific -
conditions and to generalize them into dicta adout absolute
e:d.atenoe."a' One of our reasons 'tor "developing practical
beliefa into dogmas," then, according te this pragmatist,
is"our tendency to gemeralize out practical comgepts into
statements of ultimate reality,"® Pragmatists are. aceuse
tomed to using the following argument to discredit the use
of doctrine in Christian theology:

"The teachinga of Jesus do not appear in a sys=
tematic form, but in terms of 1ife and social
relations, It requires laborious research and
reconstruction to formulate them into scien=
tific statements . Neither do.the apostles pres
sant the Gospel in a theology, although doubte
less they come nearer to it than Jesus does, and
that i{g why theology toock its point of departure
from them rather than from Christ. But still,
even with them, while the thsological material
is more accessible, there is no systematic are
rangement nor attempt at true philosophical exe
planation, They wrote for specific practioal
purpoges, and always massed their teachings so
as to bear upon the end in view...The New Teata-
ment is a book of religious truth, not of the=
ological science; and it is content to atate
this truth in its practical aspocts, upon the
.8ole authority of Jesus Christ, and not be-
couse its philosophisal t"gu:laum have been
worked out and approved.™

As 2 matter of fact, however, Josus' teaching consiste
largely of doctrine. ¥hile it is true that His dootrines

1. Idid., p. 281
2. Ibid.. p. 251
5' Iudto p. m

‘O fhid.. P 2& *» 253




are not arranged in exactly the same order as that in which
they stand in a texthook of dogmatie theology, ome cannot
conclude fram this that they ought not to be so arranged,
Religious controversies, religious education, and many othar
vital needs have demanded that the teachings of the Bible de
systematized.

Nevertheless, pragmtiste ask the queation: Is
such a generalizstion legitimate? Does it meke Seripture
Proof of more practical significance? Does it mean that the
- ‘needs of men hive changed uand that the practical needs
“which called forth the teachings of Seripture” are no long=
€r in exiastence today? Their attempts to “"solve” these prode=
lems have forced the pragmatists into a position which is
in dlametric opposition to the doctrines of Christian the-
'Olqu. How great the varience is between praogmatism and the
dootrines of Clristian theology becomes apparent in an

analysis of the former's attitude towaxd the dootrine of
God,

IT8 ATTITUDE TOWARD THROLOGY PROPER
All pragmatists bdelieve in a god. It would des out
of alignement with their philosophy not to de so, because
it is more profitadle for concrete life to believe than to
disbelieve. "Let us suppose,” says James in him attempt to
Justify his belief in a god,
| *that all arguments for the existence of Cod,
m disproved, can be exactly counterw

by arguments against ths existenoce of
God. Lot us suppose that we have a 50 « 80 are
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gunent; not a 61 = 49 argument, but an argunment
which, so far as we can see, will remain pers
menently G0 - 50. Then we have to deside bee
tween the two alternativea = for to refuse to
believe is itself a docision. Since we have to -
decide anyway, in this living, forced, momene
tous opinion of religion, we run the risk of
od through hope Shan apod throuch Fear. Hemsp.
' ougn hope el
it is better to delieve tham not to eve,. "
James phrases the ragmtic arguments for believing in a
€od in terms of emotional pragmatism,”that God must exist
because belief is more satisfying than unbelief or because
Hie existence is or can be w:lued.'a' “Ue can study God,"
he says,“only by studying his creation. But we can ehjoy
our God, if we have one, in advance of all that laber, I
myeelf telieve that the evidence for God lies primerily inm
inner personal experiences. ade In his Yarietics of Relle
Hlous ixperienge James records actusl cases of wherc men
have experienced the presence of cod. ¥ 10 experience a
thing is for the pragmatist to believe it. Even a prag=

matist can derive & belief in God from his experience. In

thia one respect, at least, pragmatism is in complote hare
mony with Scripture. Our contemplation of nature certainly
alfords experiences which constitute conelusive evidence of
God's existence. "The heavens declare the glory of Ged, and
the firmament showeth His handiwork.">* The pragmtist,
then, iz not an unbeliever in the strioct sense of the term.

1. i?i“' Wim., quoted by Conger, i Course in Philosophy, P.
2. Ibid.

3, Jameg 1 « 109
4 De u'.w. »

5. ® 19.1-3




But ainee his telief in a god is based solely on the tess
timoniea of practieal experien;:e. the object of his belief
camnot be the swse as that of a Christian's, because such
& conviction of God's existence ean be bestowed upon men
only by the Holy Ghost through the means of grace.*
Though all progmatists belisve in a god, the deity
in whom they believe 1s mot the God of the Bible. James be-
lieves that God is natuve, "f.i:m ideal tendency of tm,ﬁ.
But he does not by any weans insist that his godl is the only
one, or demand that other men acknowledge the god in whmm
he believes. The term “divine”, he says, must be mﬁ
"very broadly, as docnoting any object that is godiike,
whether it be a conorete deity or -not."‘3° .80 broad is James®
view of God, in fact, that only for the reason thgt it

l. Pragmatism does not share in the views of Christian thes
ology with regard to the Holy Ghoat or the inspiration of
the Bible. What proguatism has to say about the third pere
son of the Holy Trinity will be discussed on one of the
follovirg pages. = Pragmatism cannot, of course, accept
the Christian doctrine of inspiration, because the truth
of Seripture is the very thing which it has set cut to
investigate. "The individual who finds in the Seripture
& key that interpress his ethiocol 1ife,” says Irving King
(Op. eit., p. 260), "asks for mo other proof that they
are inspired. But the so-called logical proafs of ine
spiration views convince anyone, beosuse whem such proofs
axe offered it is evidence thet inspiration is now taken
a8 a fact out of comnection with the actual unfelding of
experience.” Pragmatists "find authority progressively in
the expericncea of believers rather tham definitely in
church or Bible."

20 Jm.. \hw. s, Py

3¢ James, Vim., VE .

Pe 34




might lexnd to "inconvenicnce” in a theological discussiom
does he refusc to accept the atheist's “No-God” as a gen=
ulne deity, because "the more fervent opponents of Chricte
ian doctrine,™ he suys, "have often enough shown a temper
which, psychologically considered, is indistinguishable
from religious zeal:'lrohn Dewey, who represents the more :
humeni stic phases of pragmatienm, which holde that we ought .
to bolieve in man rather than in God and that the chief end
of man is to glorify man, is of the conviction that "God is
8imply the unity of the ideal purposes which arouse in us
desire and action. n2e smes accepts the embodiment of
"soclal valucs® as his god.d

Jrom the views of these men, and of others whose
gode are not worth the time it takes to mention, it is
clear that the pragmatist will accept most anything as god,
as long as it will gerve the purpose of & god, the emly re-
quirement being that this defty will satisfy the needs which
one has for a god. The pragmatist doesn't even have obe
Jections “to the realizing of abstracticns (as gods), 80
long as you get about among perticulers with their aid end
they actually carry you somevwhere. ode
1ief in a god will render him profitable serviee in cone
crete 1ife, that god in which he believes will exist for
the pragmatist. Hemce the expression: It doesn't matter so

.ajlonsuutu-
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much what you believe, just as long as yeu do beliove. The
believing itself means more for the praguatiet than the
object of his belief. “Froguatism,® therefore,

“is willing to take anything, to follow eithar

logic or the senses énd to gount the humblest

ord nost pergonsl experiences. Jhe will ecount

mystical oxperiences if they have practical

consequencet. She will teke = GCod vho lives in

the very dirt of private faot « if that should

veeit & 1ikely plase to £ind him. Fer only test

o¥ pmobable truth is what works beat in the

way of lLoading us, vhat £its every part of life

best and combines with Zhe collectivity of exe

perience's demands, nothiag boing omitted, IF

theologioal idean should do thisy Af the notion

af God, in particular, should prove %o do it,

how sould, pragaatiss poasibly deny God's exe

istenna? .

Though overy pragmatist believes .in some sort of

God, pragmatiats as a vhole do not beliew in the God of
the Bible. God, as defined in Shristian theology, is "the
ene indivisible, immutable, iufintts spirit, who is 1life,
intelligence, wiasdom, will, holiness, justice, truth, goode
ness, and power, one God in three persocns, Father, Son, and
Holy Ghoat, ae

Pragoatists brand such a definition as this a
“pretentious sham." “*'Deus est Ens, & se, extra et supra
ome genus, necessarium, umm, infinite perfectum, sim=~
Plex, immutabile, immensum, setermum, intelligens,® etg@.= -
wherein,” agks James, "is such a definition really instrue-
tive? It means less than nothing in its pompous rodbe of

adjectivea, *°°

1. James, e, ,  Pragmel Lan
ao Gmm. AQ L.. O
5. ;m. 09. cit'. P. | #o
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Juemeg, threogh his mentel coloretionz of penpsyckice
iam, eenmot see Cod es “he Abuoclute Ome which the Mble dee
seibes [l as belag. He, together with his diseiples of toe
dgy, demomds a God who cun be cnalyzed hy psychologiesl,
pethologicnl, urkl psyshienl rescareh nmethods, who can bo
experienced, Omly by the investigation of dats determinalle
by the genses aan szientific knovledge be obtained, But the
God of the Bible nammot he put into a test tude. Ho carmot
b analyzed by the mezns of scientific research which are
appligable only to %mchweal and and paycho-physi

' Phenomena, "God is not the datum of seoientifiec research."

"God 48 o spirit: and they that worship Him must worship
Him 4n gpirit and in truth."'r“ ‘Only believers, who by fatth
gf:vwmzed mth chriat. have the spirit by which one can
fully‘know God.f::.ven if 1% were possible Dy pragaatie
mothods to derive 2 full knowladge of God, "a deity sclem=
tifienlly discoverable, anslyezable, and fiable would
Dot be the objest of religious vemsration."® That God is
transcendant to our experiences ard lives se sn ebsolute
Being in the reelm of the suprasensidle is the point which
pragmatists carmet consistently concede. Here pragmatism
must choose & path which {e directly the opposite to that
of Christian theslogy. It must msintein with James that
"the only wey to eseape from the parsdoxes end perplexities

that a «m-tmtiy thought-out monistie universe suffers

1. stols,
“u John 4

Je Stelan, Op. €ite, po 70
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from...18 to be frankly pluralistic and assume that the
Superhuman consciousness, however vast it may be, has ite
®0)f an external environment, and comssquently is finite.*:®
It is forced to regard God as an unknown someons Very mueh
similer to the unknown quantity X in mathematics, which dee
rives its roulity only from its effects but otherwise does
not exist. It is compelled to restrict itself to a purely
utilitarian view of Cod, to regard God simply as something
to be used, "sometimes as meat purvefyor, sometimes as moral
support, sometimes as friend, sometimes as an object of
2+ ut never as Him who before the mountains werse
brought forth, or the earth and the world were formed, evem
» 3¢ Hie refusal to
accept God as o reul essence necessitates the pragmatist's
rejection also of the attributes of God.

Sceriptuwre describes God as being "immutable, inase

love,*

from everlasting to everlasting, is God.

much ae in His essence there never has been, nor ever will
be, nor ever can be, any increase or decrease, any develop=
ment or evolution, any improvement or deterioration, or any
ohange of whatever kind."? Such a changeless God is somes
thing quite inconceivable to the pragmatist. James and H. G.
Wells here unite in advoonting the conception of God as
“finite, developing, struggling, suffering, sharing with

2, Leuba, Studies in the Faycholom
Am, no 0. [ ychc ow. A ® pc
3. P‘. 90. 2

‘. ar“nr. Ao Ln' OD‘ “t.' p. 2‘
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man his defeats and victories, identified zith the ideal
tendencies of the world, having a history, end aims mot -
1ees real than those of man.®" James ventures to say -
that "whatever sort of a being God may be, we know today
that He 1s nevermore that mere external inventor of “con~-
trivances’ intended to make manifest his "glory® in whish
our great graundfathers took such satisfaction.® *Today,®
bs furthermore avers, “a deity who should require dloedy
sacrifices to placate him would de too sanguinary to de
taken seriously.” The pragmatist imagines that sceciety's
and the individusl®s needs and uses of a god are constants
1y changing from sge to age and that whatever god ome may
have must change with them. Jemes would have us believe
that the reason why the "primitive” 014 Testanment relie
glon wis acceptatle at "the time when it flourished®, and
the only reason, is that "the deity to whom the prophets,
8eers, and devotees who founded the partioular cult bore
witness was worth something to them personally. They could
use him, "2+ Because he opines that our hopes, our ideals,
our problems, and our needs are so vitally different fron

those of the people who long ago bdelieved in such a Ged,
Jumes alleges that such a deity must be incredidle to us. 1
Dr. Ames devotes a large portion of his essoy on Theplogy |

rom the Standpoint of Funetional Paychelogy to a demsn~
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' "developed” turough o number of stages to Ghe status which
Pragmatisn assigns to it now. The follouing is an exserpt
from this essay: |

"The growth of the idea of God refleots
also the developmert of the social organisas
tion. Zach tribe or socisl group had its owmn
gods, expressing, and in turn strengthening,
certuin characteristic phases of its 1life. As
the tribes enlarged and took on new astivities,
the deities evidenced carresponding growth. Onf.
the other hand, if a tribe was exterminated, or
lont its identity, its god reverted to the low=
er condition of demons, whose chief charastere
istic was that they were without worshippers.
The success of a particular group in conquest
meant the subjugation of the conquered gods,
and finally their extinotion. Yahweh was origie
nally the god of a single semitio tride. He 2
gined power and significance with the leader-
ship axd conguest which his subjeots were abla
to accomplish, oo that in the end, with tls ore
gonization of the mation, the ancient name of the
deity was retained for the God of the whole
people. This correspondence between the stage
of social development and the nature of the
gods is still {further ifllustrated by the sig-.
nifiocunt fact that, vhen the mother was the head
of the family, the deities wore goddesses.
Lager, when the father became the recognised
head of the family, the deity became masculine,
and took on the attributes and characteristice
of paternal suthority. Among the Helw'ews, th
vhom has been asoribed anf ethical monotheism
derived in a unique, supernatwral way, the dee
velopment of monotheiam was coincident with amd
apparently dependent upon, the rige of the mon=
archy. The coalescence of mmaller social groups
into larger unities was reflected in the fuasiom .
of the gpds themselves, until, in the attaine
ment of the kingdom, centering in the person of
the king, the basis was laid for the idea of
one God, whioch obvio was closely fashioned,
though in heroic pr ions, upon the model af=-
forded by the esarthly monareh. The heavenly king,
like the earthly, graduslly developed a court
with angelic messengera and mumercus cohorts
ready at coumand tc executs the sowereign will.
Another stage was reached for the Hebrews dure
ing the exile, That great strain upon their
social institutions and the enforced removal of
many peocple from Jehovah's land magnified their
sense of his distance from them and emphasized
the idea of his transcendance. To the sensitive
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minds of the great rophets the contast with
other peoples gave rise also to the conception
of Jehovabh ag the God of all nations, though
this idea was evidently born of patriotism and
hope rather than of actual political supremasy.
This feeling of the greatnsas and the trans-
cendence of Jehovah, in comnection with their
national distress, resulted with the Hebrews,
a8 it has with other peoples, in the nsed of
mediation ond in the hope of a savior. Their
Hessiah, under the stress of national humilie
ation, took the form of a suffering servant.

It is an impressive fact that the two typioal
Jewigh conceptionn of the redemptive work of
Jehovali were counterperts of the two contraste .
ed periods of the national 1ife. One was pro=
Jected from the bLackground of the goldem age

of the monarchy under King David. As he put te
@ilence nis cnemics snd esteblished a glorious
kingdom, so God would mome day, by another
mighty one, deliver his people and make them
Buprene, The other view of divine deliverance
was an expression of the humbled and chastened
national spirit im the period of oppression and
exile. HFumility and suifering innogence were its
central elemente. In the end, when his life was
gompleted, the character and work of Jesus cone
formed bust to the latter type, while his owmn
experience amd powerful personality added vivide
ness and strength to the ethiecsl, social con=
caption of God as a loving Father...

"In a demoeracy the chief concorn with re=
ference to the lesder or ruler is not his line
eage or inheritance but his owm personality amd
afficiency. His will is not arbitrary, but Jjust-
ifies iteelf in experience, and is held to the
standnrd of law and consistency. The eitizens
feel themaelves one with their lesder. They
share in the exercise of sovereignty, and in
its responsibilities and dignity. The inmoot re=
&lity end significance of the atate is found in
the individual citizens. They are mutually de=
pendent, interrelated, and conditioned. In such
& society the old concepiion of a transcendent
God is out of place, just as much as the idea
of an autoeratic, arbitrary monsrch. The great
awakening of the masses of men in all nations
1o mselfegovernment through the exercise of ine
telligontaclf-control; the emaneipationosf
aslaves; the slevation of womeny the humgne care
of the dependent, defective, and criminal members
of society; the great constructive orgunisations
of labor; efforts toward tie pruification of
politics; popular edusation; various world‘'s
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a growving social consciousness, stronger, more

has ovor bofore epeslanced, and they are 8180

ception of the immsence ¢f Gotede

In his refusal to attribute immutabllity to God the

Praguatist postulates that God is not infinite. If God
must change, as praguetism would have Him , together with
the other changes in the universe, then He is finite at
least in this sense thai He is under compulsion. Praguatists
are conscious of the fact that their philosophy denands &
finite God. Thoy take their theory of evolution and their
theory of the mature of hwaan eom:lml as the bases
for their concepiion of God as finite. "Our whole experience;
- #ays Erightuann, °is that of a world changing and evolve
ing in time... ny view of God which elevates liim emtirely
above time and proceas reduces Iinm to an stermsl g
8tang - « standing present - pays tribute to His excellence
without relating His being to the agtual facts. The only
God worth believing in, however, in the light of the evie
dence, ie a God in living relation to the facta of com=
nic and human history.*S® Prognatists demand that “God’s
actions must be limited.">* “e need a temparalistic rather
then & purely eternalistic view of God," * they say. Their

God must be "one who werke, one to whom the passage of time
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nesaneg sonmething; to whom the events of & progressive ore=
ative evolution are significant; fo* whom change is pro=
foundly important - such changes as ocour in humn chay-
acter, as well as those more sublime changes in his revels~
thon of himself to xmn in the course of history." " Beckwith
attompta to show that there are "necessities to which even
God must submit...He bas, for example, nmo arbitrary power
in respeot to evil and pain, to change the past, or to be
unjust, e

Pregmatisn asoribes to God limitations which have
their origin in the world an well as those which are in=.
ternel. Thie is evinced by its opinion that “God strives
end suffers; it may be that even if he is ultimately sue-
cessful he is for the time being and in part defeated, share
ing with us in owr sorrow and struggle, our repentaice and
victory, s James and Bergson agree that if this is a pro=
gressive universe, and if theology in particulsr is evoe
lutionistic, then God is limited Ly the temporal atruoce
ture of His experience and is finite. Though James is not
quite as fervent in attempting to rhb Cod of Eis infinity
a8 some of his later edberents are, he can find nothing im
his pregmatieally derived theologieal date which ean Jjuste
ify the conviction that God is infinite. He says:®in the
interests qt’ intellectunl clearness, I fell dound to say

l. m@m; Op « Cit, o Pe 129
2. &mth. 0’- eit, ¢ Pe 216
3. Ibid. s Po 207 = 228
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that religious experience...cannot be cited as unequivocal=-
1y supporting the infinitist belief," " Ultimately, hwwever,
this statement is tantamount to a flat denial of the at=
tribute in question, because pragmatism, as we have already
seen in many instances, regards that which experience can=
not verify as non-existent, :

If God is finite in the sense in which pragmatists
conceive Him to be, if He is limited by His own oreation,
then He most assuredly could not be regarded by them as
omnipotent. The pragmatist reasons thus: God's will must
be hindered by obstacles such as "space and time, the in-
ertia and intractableness of matter, the f£Bailty and resisd
tance of human and perhaps of infra=human '1113."2' If it -
were not so, then God would not be loving and kind, but a .
sort of sadist; because He would them become responsible
for the pains and cruelties of life which we all experience.
If He were almighty, then He would have the ability to
make life completely happy, and His failure to exerecise His
power to that end would cost Him His attributes of love,
mercy, goodness, and benevolence. Hence pragmatists are
very intollerant toward the oxmipotence which Christian
theologians ascribe to God and protest that "the metaphys=
ical monuter which they offer to our worship is an absolute=

1y worthless invention of the soholerly mind.? 5
Slmilarly. the pragmatist’s unhappy experiences in

1. James, ‘.Ta.rmtiea of Religious Expor;ggg, p. 826
2+ Beckwith, Op. oit., p. 217

3. James, Op. cit., p. 447
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life gompel him to believe that God's kmoviedge must Mo
limited or that ile must unot be as good and kind as the

~ Elble deseribes lim. ¢ belizves that Ood must be ignors

ant of the miefortunes which 1ie in wuit for us around the
eorner of the future; otheruige He would prevent them frem
besetting us. Underlying his philosophy is also the idea
that man has a free will, and he coneludea that this free=
don is an actusl limitation of the fareknowledge of God 2
H. G. Vells and GSamuel Butler "boih alike subject him (God)
to definite limitations in knowleige and power and perhaps
in goodnesa." " The only way im which progmtists can speak
of God as being amniseient, omnipotent, ete. is by asoride
ing to Him all the knowledge,ppwer, etc. that there is im
the pysicel universe. |
In general, pragmatiem rules out practically alil
of the sttributes which Christian theology aserides te God.

~ Praguatists object that these attributes put God on too

high a level, on a level so high thet they cemnct even have
& real conception of Him. OSuch a Ged, they bclieve, would
have no cash value for everyday life. They want a God who
1ives in the very dirft of common 1ife and who is not trunse
cendent to their experiences, The God of the Bidle, they be-
lieve in effect, commot uuﬁ!'y their need for a deity.
"Take God*s asolity, for example,” says James, "or his neg=
cesgariness; his 1mtor1mtj: his "simplicity’ or superi-

ority to the kind of inner variety and succession which wo

ll mm' 0?.-'1‘.. n. 132 - 133
2. mth. Op. cit., p. 218
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Sind in finite Beings, his indivisibility, and lack of the
dmner distinctions of being end aeti7ity. substance and ao=
oldent, potentislity and actuality, and the rest; his ro=
Pudiation of inclupion in o genus; his actunlized infinity;
his ‘personality’, apart from the morel qualities whiel 1t
may comport; his relations to evil being permissive and

ot positive; his sell-gufficisney, self love, and absolute
fellieity in himseclf i~ cundidly speaking, how do such quale
1ties as thess make any definite conmection with owr 1ife?"d
This view, as we shall sec, gives impetus to the ever widen=
ing bresch between progmatic philosophy and Christian theole
oY, ;

‘he "vexed question” zs to the place and authority
of the Seripturel doctrine of the Holy Trinity has alse
been “solved® by pregmatism. Scripture teaches thet "in the
one Codhewd there arc three distinet persoans, thc Father,.
the Son, and the Holy Ghoot, indissolubly ome, in the same
divine ensence, and egual in power and divine glory and
majesty.*”* Fragmatists ack the question: "Poes the dogna
of the Irinity...have any claim from this poilnt of view
(modern religious consciousness) to be a valid satement ef .
the being of God?" " “The dootrine of the Trinity,® says .
Irving King, "does not appear as a dogma in the New Tegtas
ment, for primitive Chrietiauity was concerned with the .
conerete problems of life...It is trues the idea of ths

\
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Irinity was prosent, but purely us w preciicsl concept. It
tad devoloped in the conturies immediatedly preceeding the -
Christian ers under the influence of Gresk thought. It grew
out af the notion that Cod gould not act direetly upon the:
world, but only tlrough certain intormediaries, as angels,
his word, his spirit, etc. oo Lvery thinker,” he states om
another occasion,“must fecl that the reality of God 1s far
greater than can be crystalized in any such relation of som,
Spirit, and father. Guch concepts are simply ways of making
his infinitude come into working contact with our 111‘0.'2'
To praguatiste the concept of the Trinity appears purely
&8 an anthropomorphic device c¢onstructed for the purpose
of attempting to make the Supreme Being more intelligible.
That the praguetist in theology rules out the possibility
of three distinet persons existing in one divine esscucs is
not surprizing to one who understends thy grocesses of prage
matic thinking,

Progmatists do not even regard the perpons of the
Trinity as representing u real esseucs, dut as existing
only im the minda of those who choose to bellew that they
exist. The Holy Spirit is loocked upon &s simply a sorking
concept in harmony with the curreat notion of God. Frage
matists try to demonstrate this by pointing out that
“wherever the Spirit ie mentioned it is with yeference to
Just such practical problems or crises within experience,

1. Ib‘d.' p. 254
2, Ibid'. Pe 253




prodlems that demand some sort of explanation.” The Vire
gin Mary's immaculate conception, for example, is out of
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