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Szr James Jeans’ “Mathematlcal

A Debate-Analysis by E. Haldeman-Julms o

_ Of the makmg of images of a God there is no end ‘Now we are introduced to another
image, fashioned in the mental likeness of Sir James Jeans, celebrated British mathematician. This
latest God is a mathematical God, and of course, according to Jeans it is the God. In the beginning
of his dissertation on his theism of l'ugher mathematics, Jeans. says that his God is pretty certainly,
almost undebatably, the God; and then in conclusion, he says that he is probably all wrong and is
only guessing anyway.

Like his fellow scientists, Eddington and Millikan, Jeans dives abruptly from the subject of
scientific physics into the theme of the Unknown God (which, although they profess not to know,
they waste many words in presuming to por tray and elucidate). The first four chapters of his most
recent book, The Mysterious Universe, outline new developments in physu,'s, the fifth and concluding
chapter consists of speculation concermng God and Jeans’ solemn announcement that he has discov-
ered God to be “a pure mathematician”; and this last chapter is most fittingly called “Into the Deep
Waters.”” My verdict is that he is neither a good swimmer nor- a good diver. He should stay on dry
land. He should pick out a firm spot and use that as a post of observation. It is not' safe, princi-
pally for the reason that the man quite evrdently has no idea where he is going. His intellectual

journey in search of a God is dlstlngmshed by its erratic nebulosity.
Jeans boldly in spirit but poorly in the actual .result combines

mathematics and mysticism,

It would seem that mathematical think-
ing deals, on different levels, with a real and an ideal world.

Ideal

words have the characteristic, more than all else, of being inchoate,

They depend so much on the idealist.

And when a mathematician,

like Jeans, goes so far with his abstract symbolism and his highly

refined and theoretical calculations,
airless—nothingness of the -metaphysician,

he winds up in the airy—no, the
Jeans’ last chapter is

obviously an exercise in metaphysics; the stuff of this metaphysics

is, however, not obvious but obscure.

He isn’t sure himself,

What is the man driving at?

He is deft enough in constructing a chain

of words that seem to link themselves into the simulacrum of an

idea.

But this idea is, to use Jeans’ own simile, a soap bubble  which

evaporates and- disappears the moment one gets close enough to exam-

ine it fairly. The idea lacks substance.

And we are justified, Jeans

admits, in speaking of substance; there are substantial things in our

world, he says, although he says,

queerly enough, at the same time

that the whole universe is but the colossal thought of a God who does

his thinking in terms that are magnificently mathematical.

Gods for Every Fancy

The savage, whose mind reflects primitive caprice and feroc-

ity, imagines for himself a God in his own turbulent 1~ma.ge

Theo-

logians xmagme a God who stands back of their dogmas. . Liberal
theists 1magme 'a God who is a somewhat genteel figure of flimsy

remoteness.
who.is also a mathematician.

Slr‘Jemes Jeans, bemg a mathematician, imaginés a. God
If he were a musician (the comparison,

by the way, is suggested by himself), his imaginary God would be a

great. composer.

If he were an orator, his God would be the same

and the universe would be represented’ as the masterly orationbf God.
God would resemble him and the
umverse would be described as an exgmple of God’s cosmic strategy._

If he were a football coach, his

in the ‘game of football

From the simple believers in primitive

religions - to the eminent Sir James Jeans, the general principle .re-
mains invariably true that all men fashion Gods in their own images.

Their view ‘is: highly personal.

And it will not be denied, surely,

that even a mathematician can look at things in a very personal way.
If Jeans fancies that he is engaging in tremendously impersonal meta-
physics, he is the victim of a common delusion which afflicts lesser

mortals' as well as he.
his mind. )

As is usually the case with this
tribe, it -is hard to deal with the
mystical Jeans because he gives
one so little material to work on.
His' idea can be stated in a sen-
tence ‘or two and, after all, it is
so'vague and-so couched in circum-
locution and so. wrapped ‘in elu-
sive 'similes—or pointless similes
—-that ‘the easiest thing to do and
the entirely adequate thing would
be. to.e;:ontentr myself with' saying,
#This . is . nonsense and  Jeans
doesn’t. know ‘himself *what he 'is
talking about.” Such a dismissal

would:be adequate -for me and Jforv
others”wheo are thoroughly fami-j.

liar with the futility of mysticism|.
and metaphysics; but many will
be- impressed—and, even S0, con-
fused—by * the final chapter of
The Mysterious: Universe, where-

fore it becomes a duty of ration-

alistie. “enlightenment to expound
patiently the fallac;es in the_“tre-
mendous trifles” which Jeans un-
loads upon the readers of his
book. " T trust T shall be pardoned
for r‘addmg that these trifles ex-
ceed in popularity the more solid,
scientific portion of the book. As
a purely scientific book, The Mys-
terious ‘Universe -would have been
little noticed .and- would- have had |-
{small circulation. The -chapter,
“Into ‘the: Deep Waters,” gets the|
book such flattering and: sale-stim-
ulating notice as a page and a half
rev1c;w in the x:ehglous section of
The themry ngest and countless
g%er “reviews ' and. . discussions.
his is not:to say that the man
was_insincere in writing this final
gha.pter But it ‘will be profitable
and it-will mcréase the prestige of
Jeans among cerfain classes, . al-
though it certainly will not in-
crease the prestige mor the: posi-
tiveness -of God among the multi-
tude.’ ' For the masses will not
care- for- this- mathematical God.

Y

P i a to please .
His abftract ons are toys shaped P that The Digest, while it misrep-

| coterie of- -phyeiciets;

They want a high, wide and hand-
some anthropomorphlc God or none
at all..

There are, however, a consid-
erable number of liberals who
want to combine theism with ra-
tionalism; and these seem always
cheerfully eager to entertain any

| conception of a God which is put

forward by a scientist. They be-,

of ‘intense, personal “soul”.coms<
munion which”is asserted by Prof.
Eddington; in the God of won-
derful goodness and power which
is asserted by Prof. Millikan; and

lieve at the same time in the God

in the God .of pure mathematlcs'

which is asserted by Sir James
Jeans. Any God will do: if a
scientist affirms a ‘God all .thelib-
eral theists cry, “Yes, yes,” and
are glad to accept whatever odd
decorations go with this latest
“scientific”’ God. They hasten also
to proclaim anew that scierce ‘has
discovered this God; when,"as a
matter of fact, only o single
scientist is talking and-he  is not
dealing . with  science at all “but

‘with -theistic speculation -composed

out of pure moonshine rather than
pure mathematlcs

Garbled Tlmstu: Propag«md

Thus The Literary Digest ;de-
clares (italics mine) that * dem
science. sees a mind working out-
side of time and spage, fashion-
ing the universe on the Trim- of

 ties

nothing and making of this" tiny!

world a fit place for man’s *habi-
tation.” But nothing is- clearer
than that Jeans’
God” is not the vision nor: the
belief nor the assertion of mod-
ern science; it  is peculiar to
Jeans and, with varlatlons (for

“mathematical |

no two minds can’ agree in" their

plct‘ures of a God), a very ,small
and Jean:.

himself is honest enough to say
that his idea has, after all, no
scientific authority but is “frankly
uncertain and speculative.” The
fact is that modern science has
nothing directly to say about God;
it concerns itself with the prac-

tical study of godless realities;
it is atheistic, not in positive
propaganda, but in its interests

and conclusions. It is only in
their private and peculiar role of
mystics- that the Eddlngtons and
the Jeanses are interested in the
idea of a God.

Another blunder in The Digesls
‘review “is its statement that, ac-
cording to. Jeans (who is magni-

" | fied _ and - multiplied into modern

sciénce), a God has made ‘“this
tiny world a fit -place for ‘man’s
habitation.” But Jeans expresses
very strongly the opposite thought,
namely that 11§ “mathematical”
God is.indifferent to man or that,
-at any rate, he didn’t intentionally
create men.. He says- that. “we,.
the'. only thmkmg beings, so far
as we know, in the whole of space,
are to all appearances so acci-
dental, so far removed from the
main scheme of the universe; that
it is @ priori all too probable that
any meaning:that the universe as
a whole may have would entirely
transcend our terrestrial experi-
ence, and so be totally ‘unintelli-
gible to us.” A glance will show
a world of difference between
these two viewpoints.

At the same time I must say

resents Jeans,
than he. If Jeans’ “mathematical
God” functions at all, he ought
to. work perfectly and with the
most severe mathematical logic;
and therefore man could not, on
this theory, be an accident; but
in : blowing soap bubbles (which
is Jeans’ amusing pastime in the
last. chapter of his book) one
doesn’t have to be logical and
indeed, sendmg forth Jeans’ style
of bubbles, one cannot be limited
by loglc The mathematician who
ex'patrates emptily upon a “mathe-
matical God” must, to step a bit
aside for a figure of _speech, have
plenty of trope.

Pure thought—that says- Jeans,
is' what the universe is. It is only
an idea. God wrinkled his brow
and Jerked his gray matter into
a reflective jiggle; and behold,
the cosmos resulted. Thus our
celebrated physicist, abandoning
sclence, goes back to Emersoman
transcendentahsm, he goes even
farther back, -to the .metaphysics
of the, eighteenth- century Bishop
Berkeley, whom' he 'quotes with
approva,l, and he goes still far-
ther: back to Plato, that pattern
of . a- prettily word- spmmng mys-
. This quotation is given from
Blshop Berkeley, who had the fa-
ous' agument - with . the realistic
philosopher, John Locke: “All the
choir of heaven and furniture of
earth, in a word all those bodies-

is more logical

whlch compose the mighty frame| ;sclence 4nd int: i 'CJI

_goes, the m(u;e & bome lie seema
s pgain.is a quite|

of ‘the world, ‘have not any: su‘b—
gtance without the mind. |

So Iong as they are ‘not actually
rpercelved by me, or do not exist
in my mind, or that of any other
created- splpt they must either
have no existence at. all, ‘or else
subsist in the mind of some Eter-
mal Spn'xt ?

“Pure Tlumght” What?

1

that is to say, /
As a matter of fiact, such a pic-

‘| would not be poasnble for Jeans

‘about it and: i

‘parison ‘meant to..show that life
‘was designed as an intejligent and

, 'I‘hey must
" After gettmg th:s far mto the Vi

s

deep waters thif Jeans, we are
not surprlsed t&at he remarks:
“Modern science geems {o me te
lead, by a very ﬁ'erent road, to
a not altogether dissimilar con-
clusion.” And he lays the em-
phasis not upon his own mind nor
upon the' mind of any human
being  “or that of any other
created spirit” but upon the mind
of a God: “their [objects’] objec-1.
t1v1ty arises from their subsisting
in the mind of some Eternal
Spirit.”” In taking this position
of Berkeleyan transcendentalism,
Jeans is simply throwing over-
board the modern scientific view-
point and counseMrig the mind of
the race to slide back into the
foggy, fustian nonsense of pre-
scientific metaphysics.” This sort
of verbiage (s as “old as the first
mystic; and it has no better, sol’
ider meaning when used by ar
eminent physicist of the modern
age. It has no superior meanin
coming from this source, because
Jeans is mnot discussing strietl
his own specialized branch o
knowledge (physics) but is usin:
physics, quite ufscientifically, a.
a springboard into the sea of
speculative spiritualism. The read-
er should bear in mind that in
his :last chapter .the physicist is
not a bit more authentic than a
tabernacle evangelist affirming, - in
language more crude, ideas fully
as ‘unrealistic and not ‘so much
more grotesque at. that. The phy-{.
sicist’s mathemag;lcal 'God”. is no
more than a, rhetorical-idealistic
whim. If he tued to make us be-
lieve that the moon was made of
green cheese and, that the moon-
cheese was - the aoneﬁquence of af
curdling motjon m
God ‘who' was a° dlvi
his words would have
much authorityi - ¥
Jeans pictures
consxstmg of
¢ pvetends tha*,
he has so- picturéd the universe.

ture would be ‘-impossible. It
or any man to h,ave the faintest
conception of such a- thing (or
not-thmg) as ‘“‘pure thought A £
is a solid world, we live in, even
though the mathematician may in
fancy soar beyond ‘it with his
soap-bubble abstractions. One
simple and sufficient proof that
Jeans cannot imagine, much less
plcture, a world of “pure thought”
is the fact that throughout his
deep-water discussion he is forced
to‘ use decidedly material similes.
His comparison of the world with
a soap bubble is, for that matter,
quite 1r1econe11a’ble with his spir-
itual rphllosophy Thin and ‘evan-
escent .as it is, 3 seap bubble. is
nevertheless very. haaterial. There
is nothing in- the. s; spiritual
i\a faz- _removed
from :Jeans’ “pu tgong;ﬁt.”,_» :

Then, . again, . Jeans - compares
life . to a game - tf .chess—a com-

mathematical procedure. - But cer-
tainly ‘in a game of chess the
chessmen are necessarily -material ;
and the players Of the game—
must they not have ‘material brains
and ‘material hanfls wherewith to
make their plays? I do not know,
by . the  way, of anything .less
illuminating than: sgch ~ compari-

sons; obviously;- ?tio say that . life | ¥

is like  a ghme o
us really nofﬁhj
we - perceive ¢n .;‘ a»_ rather .poor
effort to import® sfyle and ges-
ture -of i gess - into - the
writer’s lack of.
where . Jeans: liji
ena and actions'g|
cast ‘on & f__all
he *borrows\ tig
Plato (th *‘%fa'er -away . from
e past. Jéans

ess. is -to. tell

hs the phenom-

<

6o Hedl).
u‘m}lummatm . pleture; and it does
not, any ‘bett
picture, “bear ; o4

a spiritual mekniyy in life. “Shad- &
ows must be ¢ »b,y material ob- |5
jects. ' They “be. seen by |H
spectators w ,_‘terxal “pyes.| B

way to sanity, civilization and collective happiness.

241 issue
}'a very - thomlgh and inspiring representahon of the ideas of Joseph  McCabe.
this Special Edition will be freshly written in The Freeman offices, but it will all be based upon the

ut life; here|

Else- ’: .

f life to shadows
or rather|§ -
8 . notion frorn 8

; on a ma-
ﬁ‘tw‘rﬁto page. two ig

cCabe in a Special Edition!

Here is an interesting surprise for our readers—on February 7 we will issue The Josepi,
McCabe Special Edition of The American Freeman. This Special Edition of February 7 will be de-
voted entirely to the ideas and the great popular educational work of Joseph McCabe—a work which,
as our readers know, has been planned and sponsored on a large scale in America by the Halde-
man-Julius Publications, - McCabe will be the star of this Special Edmon-or rather McCabe s uleas
'wnﬂ be the galaxy of stars.'

It is a tribute which the man himself deserves in full measure. No man is better entltled
to the name of The Modern Enlightener. Joseph McCabe undoubtedly represents and expresses with
complete, brave, hopeful interpretation the progressive, humanistic spirit of the modern age. He
has the emancipated—the scientific—viewpoint on every subject: on religion, on government, on mor-,
als, on history, on the larger problems of the universe. which concern man and his future, There
are, in McCabe’s great works of rationalism, no holdovers of muddled sentiment and prejudice
from a past age. He knows the past thoroughly—none better—and he is intelligent in takirsy what
is demonstrably best in the past and fitting it inte the expanding picture of the modern age. Prog-
ress is not an abstraction to McCabe, but it means something real through which mankind can win its
As_a leader of the thought of mankind, Joseph

McCabe merits the very largest following. All men should know his works and be enhghtened by

{the_immense range of bumanized knowledge which he offers.

It is the purpose of The Joseph McCabe Special Edition to emphasxze in a new ‘and lmpres-
sive way the importance of this man who is called the world’s greatest scholar—to ‘stimalate our
-eaders to a reawakemed and more determined interest in the works of McCabe—and to enlarge
‘he influence of McCabe by introducing him to new readers who have not yet Jiad the opportunity of
‘ully contemplating his significant, modernizing work. It is deeply deplorable that there is not in
\merica a wider appreciation of this great popularizing scholar—of Joseph McCabe the Modern
“nlightener. We feel the greatest appreciation and admiration for the alert, sensitive minority who
‘ave responded to the work of McCabe and have been steady readers of McCabe. They have made
t possible for the Haldeman-Julius Publications to promote the educational campaign—a campaign
ithout parallel in its progressive, daring scope—which Joseph McCabe and E. Haldeman-Julius to-
ether have outlined. But this support has been inadequate and far from the extent of recognition
nd response which McCabe deserves; and the economic depression has affected rather badly, has
indeed threatened, our socially valuable McCabe educational program.

Of recent months McCabe has been relatively neglected by our readers—it has been more
difficult to keep this educational work going—and yet McCabe has been during these recent months
engaged in turning out the greatest work of his lifetime. He has been writing in The Joseph Mc-
Cabe Magazine the most thrilling and thoughtful series of popular cultural works, such as The
Story of ‘Human Morals and The Rise and Fall of the Gods and One Handred Men Who Moved the.
World. Unless our plans fail, this program of enlightenment will continue in a future series of works
in which the broadest and rlchest scholarship will be made accessible on plain, understandable, use-
ful terms to the masses who are readers or potential readers of McCabe.

And, frankly, The Joseph McCabe Special Edition of February 7 is a big effort which we
are earnestly mekmg to keep our plans for McCabe educatlonal work from failing. We strongly

- od ans for McCabe’s -work - wxll be. a*ble 10 g0 Ti f
;cﬂtﬁul opportunity ‘of the masses wnll he mamtamed at the
eman-Julius. Publications. - . .. -~

assure- you. that The Joseph McCahe Speclal Edlﬁon wxll Be a Vvéry. iter
e Amencan Freeman How could it lielp being? We will; in: this Special E
The maferlal for

of ’Th

works- and the leadlng uleas of ‘McCabe. . We shall tell in our own language and necessarily " (as
compared with the: immensity of McCabe’s work). in brief ‘what are the thoughts. and policies .and
the nature of knowledge for which Joseph McCabe stands as the Modern Enlightener. McCabe

the man will also be made the subject of a brief biographical and personal , study and there will

be a short account of the unique educational venture in which Joseph: McCabe and E. Haldeman-
Jullus bave cooperated during the past five years. The Special Edition will also contain a personal
message from Joseph McCabe to his readers in Amenca—especlally, that is, to the Haldeman-Julius
readers who have so intelligently given McCabe his audience in this country.

You will know that The Joseph McCabe Special Edition must contain a brilliant and vital
range of ideas, since it will reflect the intellectual activities of the world’s greatest scholar and the
world’s freest and boldest thinker. This Special Edition will represent in vivid style all of the
subjects upon which McCabe has written with such bold enlightenment: religion, government, morals,
history, the thoughtful meaning of science, the problems of man and the universe—all of McCabe’s
leading ideas will be expressed in this Special Edition. It will be an intellectual stimulant without
equal. And for the new readers whom we urge you to get for The Joseph McCabe Special Edition
new worlds of thought will be opened. This will be emancipatory propaganda fhat goes right down
to fundamentals and that embraces. the broadest scope of humanism.

We have never asked our readers to do a more important work than that of spreading in
large numbers The Joseph McCabe Special Edition by-the well-known three special methods which
have been so successful in the past. Use Method. No. 1, which means that you order a bundle of 50
or more copies of this Special Edition; at the rate of 2c a copy, for your own distribution. Or use

Method No. 2, which means that you send us a list of 50 or more names to whom we are to send

this Special Edition at the rate of 2c a copy. Or .use Method No. 3, which means that you will or-
der us to send this Special Edition, at the rate of 2c a copy, to 50 or more good names in our pos-
session. This is a great work. Widen Joseph McCabe’s audience. Help the spread of enlightenment
in America. Circulate The Joseph McCabe Special Edition by using the order blank below.

ng%v&mﬂﬁﬁm&kh&ﬁﬁdﬁkﬂ%bﬂQ.WV&QQ.WQE»QW&@$§¢9 0“00’&60&0‘2%&00&6’0 QOQQOQQQ’%bQQPb

§0rder Blank for Joseph McCabe Speaal Edition |

The Amerlcan Freeman ‘Girard, Kansas

I-want to help in the enhghtenment of Amernca by\spreadmg the influence of Joseph

' Mccobe s work. [ am helping to clrculate The Joseph McCabe Speclal Edition. by using the
3 method marked below

. coples of The Joseph McCahe Specnal Edi

-------

Method No. 2. Send ' eoples of The Joseph McCabe Special Edition to the en-
§ closed names and addresses, for which I am enclosing $ , whlch pays for the papers
and the malhng at the rate of 2c a copy.

Method No. 3. I am enclosing $

R N )

%
|
|
%

) which is to pay for your mallmg copies of

..........
N

, § The Josepll McCabe Specul Edition to good names in your possesslon, said coples being peuf ¥
i tlxan the chess l
ﬂ'le theory of | ®
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utﬁce The "handlcap from
‘Jeans suffers. in his mys-
. fforts’ is that, in affirming
“of “pure thought,” he
£ “use objective similes’ and
parisons. In other words, he
Hhids 16 péy wpon which to hang]
$is assumptitn -of “Pure thought”
ané 8 “mathemstical God” Wwhich
is Pot, unescxpably. a matermhstlc

’Deﬁ

Tlae ARedlity. of Matter

Anﬂ Jexn,s. althéugh  he says
mat ihe ‘universe “can best be pic-
“tired a8 eomiiti‘ng of - pure
thought,” does mot preés this meta-
phypeal reaponing to the hmrt by
denying the substantial reality of
matter. - “Objective realities ex-
‘ist,” he says, “because certain
things -affect your oonsciousness
-and mine in the same way.” He
adds that we have mo right to
assume that these objective re-
alities are either real or ideal—
the lines between real and ideal,
he says. are blurred. Jeans is
?pmtty vague in this attempt at a
semi- dl»stmctxon, what he seems
to say is that material things are
ive bmt they may not be en-
3 al oF that Wweé:<an't tell]
-when they cease being regl and be-
come ideal; and that, £ I may
be pardoned for such a blunt dis-
m:ssa‘l of the thought of a subtle
ghathematician, doesn't make sense.
It would seem that Jegs wants to
have his econception of pure
thought and his conception of
materialism together; but he
doesn’t try to reconcile them—he
simply makes an assumption far
more temérarious than the oune
which he says we have o right
to make.

“The label we have. selected,”
continues Jeans, “does not of
course relegate “matter into the
category, of thallucination or
dmms The material universe re-
,maxns as substantial as ever it:
VRS, and t,hzs statement must, I
Ahink, - remain true through -all
changes of scientific or philosoph-
el thought.” This is a réassur-
ance to realists, even thousth it
does not jibe perceptibly well with
the Berkeleyan spiritism which, in
another mood of mathemat:cal fan-
Yasy, Jeans unfurlé as virtually the
bainer of his faith. ‘He hastens.
%o -add, ‘howsver, that “substan-
tiality is.a purely mental concept
me&sunng the dirgct effect of cb-
jects on oyr sense of touch.” Thus,
to iilxwtm e: “We say that a stone
o a mbtor car is. substantial,
while an acho or a rainbaw i mot.
This . i8 the ordmary definition of
the word, and it is a. mere absur-
y A& ‘contradiction in terms, to
#ay that etohes and motor cars
ca# in any way become wunsub-
mtantial, or even Jess sitbstantial,
beca-uao we now associate them
with matherhatical formulae and
thoughts, or kitiks in empty space,
rather than with crowds of hard
Pmlcm (13

- This Ls_o,not quite clear. Does
thé. man intend to say that stones
aRd motor ears are no longer as-
soaiated with “crowds of hard
particles”? * The: fact. that phy-

picists have réfined and subtilized
their investigations fnto the world
of mathér to. thé point where,

7.

their -knowledge bemg yet so un-
ghrigin m&teuaou. ‘they must re-
hens

ately v pére
$dides as well ag %y scientific ex-
sminstion. thit stomes and motor
eME- awo andeed “crowds -of hard
particles.” Certainly sych material
dbsects ~or. as Jeans conceqles. ob-
jective. reahtlos .are not merely the-
eretical exm'essmns in mathemat-
feal reasoning or pure thought.
He seems (T use the word “seems”
fg:remﬁenﬂy because Jeans' thought
i# often vague and I am not sure
what he means) to deny in one
breath and to assert in the next
Breath the matemahty of ob)ec-
twe reahtaes Y

CTIE I may oﬁ'er a humb'le sug-
g‘,‘l‘sh’)n I "should point out that
this mathematical mysticism is a
produrt of the’ eonfusion of mat-
ter. in different ‘stages of devel
t _j:m(’l‘l or in dlfferent forms. An
egepaaﬂt, for oxamnle is a far
more. om:oos and golid-+or, that
ia 1088y, a far Iarger—-—-’pody than
a2 miciobie. - Yet .both are material
aznoqg’h It wonld be  foolish to
t.d';, after discovéring mii-
‘we. must- think of elephants
robian . formylae.  Equally
l’n is it to imtimate that the. re-
gHstic  psreeption - of matter in
f&iowds of  havd - pagtieles” - is!

lﬂ "n.

scauge  science  -has discovered
at ter in fole refinéd, subtle and

Thave.”

._Joans. “is clearly less snhstantml”

Fof .place in that mystical sentence.

swmeliow. less important or sure!

Bupive forms. It is all real (ma-|

“K athematwal God”']2. Mw

terial) ‘and-we can “deal “with” it]
only on the terms of ma.tenal re-
ality.

Redlity, “Ultimate” and len
"Quite in' the lofty tradition of
metaphysxcs, Jeans says that the
label of mathematics or.the label
of pure thought which™ he applies]
te the universe ‘““does not imply
anything as to what things are if
their ultimate es§ence, but, _merely
someﬁ‘hmg as to “how they be-
Metaphysicians have -al-
widys been luréd by the. faney of
‘the thing-in-itself;.they have not
been satisfied with the sensory
knowledge, either present or pog-
sible, which man might have eon-
cerning the phénomena of life;
back of all that we can possibly
know about things, according to
the metaphysical «view, there is a
secret, ultimate reality of things-
in-themselves, meamng presumably
a reality that is independent of
actual characteristics which can be
apprehended by material methods
of scrutiny. " This is a fhetaphys-
ical problem which we can well
dismiss and which has never been
clarified by all the discussion given
to it in phllosophy. it is more 8

mental exercige, a pastime of phil- itself i
osophical dialectics, than a genuine |t
Practically{

search - ‘for . reahty. :
speaking, one may say that the
term “ultimate reality” conveys ne
significance excepting that of
knowledge yet to be gained—in
the same way, too, that our pres-
ent knowledge has been gained.
Plain reality, as we know it, is
the field of investigation of science
to date; “ultimate reality” is the
field of investigation which science
will cover in the future. It is no
better than a trick of language to

suggest a distinction between
downright, ordinary reality and

what Sir James, parroting a long
line of metaphysicians, calls “ulti-
mate reality.”

In dealing with simple reality,
Jeans has.a way of dropping into
a vein of analogy which at times
seems to imply that nothing is
real but that “two thmgs may
have the same degree, or different
degrees, of substantxahty.’j “Thus |
real and imaginary contacts, wak-
ing and dreaming experiences, are,
he suggests, different only in their
degrees of reality. He illustrates:
“If I dash my foot .against a
stou¢ in my dreams, I: shall prob-
ably waken up with .a pain in my
foot, to discover. that the stone
of my dreams. was literally. a

creation of my mind and. of mme
alone, prompted by ‘a mnerve im-|¢!

pulse .originating in my foot.” I}
don’t remember that any dream}
of mine left such a real evidence
upon my awakenulg, ‘but in any
case, Jeans is wrong. in -saying
that the stone was real or that it
was “literally a creation”; what
was real, evidently, was the nerve
impulse and the foot itself and,
let us say, asubconscious mem-
ory of real stones encountered in
waking moments. No amount of
anglogies from dreamland or from
the land of waking fantasy or illu-
sion cap win logical emancipation
from the fact- that, whatever the
dream or the illusion or the idea or
the mathematical formula, it must
have a material origin and basis.
“Pure thought” is an expression
of the inconceivable which is, for
all practical purposes, the impos-
si’ble '

“The "stone in a dream, adunts

than a real ‘stone which one' ‘might,
k!ck when awake: I should. say]
1 8o+yet this is a rather handsome
concession for a metaphysxcun (in
the odd moments when he is not
& physicist) to make. From the
dream stone, however, Jeans leaps.
far into the cloudy realm of ab-
straction; at least that is what he
appears to do, although really I
should say that he merely writes
a septence which is shimmeringly
meamngless. He says: “Creations
of an individual mind may rea-
sonably be called less substantial
than creations of a univergal
mmd " Reasonably? I am sure
the word “reasonably” is quite qut

I have mno conception of individual
iminds creating anything except in
an artistic sense; and a universal
mind doesn’t suggest a tlung to
me—and doés it truly ‘suggest any-

thing more than a ‘couple of high-|,

sounding words' to Jeang?

Mys-

ticism a8 mirror-like #% mud is all} ‘

that I find in the accompanying
references to “the gspace of the
uiiiversal mind” and “the timge of :
the universal mind” and “the laws ;
of thought of a universa] mind.”
This is assumption gone wild. It is
a reckless ﬂmgmg about of words
which "convey no" concrete. picture
and .which have no relation to any-
thing that we know.

“Universal Mind” and Moonshine.
Deep waters? Jeans is net deoi«l

: substmt:;) thxats Ea

"hmanmmd‘*audtomtw

Self. He admits: that “everythin

fiec
metaphyswal ﬁn:pose)»

‘ages, “Phug 1o sgka&- 'éf
vérsal mind he mast

hith the éxatiple of

human mind he must ~k’ﬂow t
it is physically -Expre
humap bath; and 4o the
brain he. mﬁst add 51l e physt
logical equmpment ‘which makes up
the mﬂgaais
add

tion. Tni Bh6FE, |
tical and 'me
words; aotn;}ly
by the natape of-t 'ngs ,to draw
all his ideas. and images, howevei'
fantastically he may twist thend.
shout, from the .materidl world,
Even his soap bubbld, as 1 have
pointed out, must “bhe real and.
material although it is not as
heavy. not as solid, not as last-
ing as a bar of soap.

It is important that Jeans does
not suggeést how a mind ¢an op-
erate. or ean -exist at all mthout
a matena.l ‘bram, Jnﬂeed “mmd”

hl

vsupewrrresmy ‘dtinet from,
the %rain; .or, if linked with the}”
brain, having 8 character that is
not material. - But the tendency
of psychological, combined - with
physiological, reseatch iz to iden-
tify the mind with the brain—the}
brain being the mechanism and
the mind being the functioning
of that mechanism. If, then,
Jeans assumes the existence of a
God who is a pure mathematician
and of whose mind the universe is
but the created thought, we nat-
urally inquire about the brain of
this God. Pure mind is as fan-
tastic a notion as pure thought—
they amount, indeed, to the same
nothingness of metaphysxcs And
if the universe is “pure thought,”
is Jedns’ God also “pure thought?”
Following ‘him deeper into the
waters of - specula.tmn, we find:
Jeans saying, with a defiance of
lucidity “which” is almost’ admir-
able, that: f thé ubiverse is a
universe of thought, then its crea-
tion must have” en an act of:
thought.” Wé are almost com-
pelled, he, B‘a}' 1 “to pictyre the
creation 88 an act of thought.”]
And he’goesion to _this flabber-
ing and flagrantly unjistified)

1 “Mogl_ern s%:‘xeptxﬁc’the-

and space, which are part of hls
creatlon, Just as the artist i out-]
side his canvas.” -

us agam of hqw far beyond his]
depth is Jeans in his floundering
endeavor to construct an image
of a “mathematlcal God.” He
shows in every line that such an
image is qulte as inconceivable ®
him as it is to the rest of us, for
he relies again and again on very
much simpler and moré concrete
images. He is forced to fabri-
cate his mysticism out of the
humblest of materials. Can his
mysticism rise higher than its
source in materialism? The only
reality in Jeans’ idea of a “mathe-
matical God” is the reahty con-
tained in the familiar images and
illustrations wupon which he de-
pends; certainly there is no re-
ality in the meaning which le|
geeks :to jmport or. ;aretgnds 6
import, mto these - 1moges._ ‘He,
tells ‘us predisely nothmg about
his. ‘ﬁn&themwtleil ‘God”—gnd wé
conclude that he knows nothmg
about this God, -

- Jeans Contrdacts Himself

There is also a lack of con-
sistency or candor in Jeans’ as-
sertion that “modern .scwuttﬁc thes
ory compels” us to believe in this
“mathematical God” working (that
is to may, thml;ang) outside of
space and’ time. I have Woth
quoted and talicized. that state-|
ment in order ‘that' its boldness
may be fully .apprecigted. The
statement ig demed .3 Tew .para-
graphis fartBer on, by Jeans him-
that ‘has ‘been sdid Iby him] and
every -conelusion’ that has been

¥ m

Famount’ 8¢
e to be anhutterly”

The simile of |-
the artist and the canvas reminds

to Jeans’

ng|of Tush dhd %Tme

g on

i“ He s in-
uncettainﬂ
an;d mating . coh-'

e a.d-
" seientific  views]
jch” aunﬂiﬂ'ato' all of the ‘myg-

about the unfvﬂrse “and’*

to man b to h.fe itgelf, "I‘his
;s shown by*1 P

“L;fe can “onl exl,st > ﬁfa are tokL
“inside "8 na. ow tgzmperate zone
which - sutmunds each of’ these
fires [stars or. suns] a.t a very

deﬁmte ‘distance,” Outside these
zones, life would he frozen* inside
it woyld “be shnve]led up. At a
rough computaflon. these ~zones
within which “life - ‘is possible, all
added  together, ' constitute less
than s “‘thousdnd mnlhonvmzﬂxonth

£he whole “of ~And

. “mcg,:for it s g0
unusial an atcident for suns to
throw -off planets as our own sun
has dons, that probably only about
one star in 100,000 has a planet
revolvmg around ‘it in the small
zone in“which life is possible.”
This - doesn’t “have the ‘appear-
ance of 'a universe designed for
the promotlon of life, does it?
Life is a lucky acudent—ol an
unlucky one, if you happen {o
feel that way. It follows that the
egoistic theories of theism and
immortality and the like, which
man has evolved for his own sat-
isfaction, = aré ‘sheer- “delusions.
There i8 no miracle ‘of eternal |
life to consecrate the outcome of
an accident. - If “man is .an acci-
dent (life rtseff ibeing an’ acci-
dent), there is 1o God-eonceived
design of immortal’ purpose and
supernatiiral trmmph for _ acci-,
dental - man.’ Jem _points  out
that- “it seems incredlble that the
universe cay havé been designed.
primarily ‘té produce life like, our
own; had it been 8o, surely we,
mnght have oxpeeted to ﬁnd a bg.t-
{ter proportion ‘between the mag-
nitude of % meoh mm g

“At B Blanch

e Rdda;
at Ieast_ life geems

important. by-
product; wer | m’m%un gs. are
somehow off” the ngain "lme g

Smabug His Oun. Jmagb

We - at ome ‘ask’ what this’ does’
“mathematical God.”
And it is: ‘cleat that Jedns smashes|
his - image ~even - before he has|
.shaped it and set-it up. He lays
down. stern, relentless conclusions
of science "in his first chapter
which entirvely destroy the meta-|
physical ‘theorizings with which he
‘diverts himself in his last chapter.
In the first ‘place—and this com-
ment should be enough—a “mathe-
matical God” designing a universe
on the lines of pure mathematical
thought would not stumble into
accidents. Such a. God would “be
precise and: thorough. He would
know . exactly” what' hé was about
and the word “accident” ' would
not be’ found in his vocabulary
|The paradox is stil] more gro-
tesqire: when twe obse‘i-\'e that man,
the decident, alone 98 capable of
thmkmg “in “bermis of " mathematics
and perceiving or f?ique“lf ‘a:r ang-
ing the mathematical explanations

- | which, mistaking - his. . own -jdeas

 for the ideas of God, Jeans in-
terprets as yomtxng ‘to a’ “pure
mathematician” 'ds, the God-de-
signer of ‘the universe, 1. repeat
stronigly that a Univerge of acci-
dents and'a “universe _of _pure
mathematics 4re irreooncirable as-
sumptmns

And Jeans upholdg the acmdent "

view “with’ 8 the - skeptieal . con-
viction of a smentlgt who i,s 8o+
berly “tir {gﬁue. writing |
his first: chaptet)

ﬁgnetaphmm

E‘venv our

tentatively put forv ard is. quitelo 2

fralikly spéailative and unicer

Sciemaﬂéi mm'm 4 Proh

ment- to make, perhaps it - oug : an

rather to be tiuzt -8cience - shoal

léave’ off " miaking pronouncemeritk plan.

!’
o

It is :mpogslble fo;-
myst).c 10 mrite: clearly. or"
slstently, an‘d‘the task _ls

,:v

reuien- 3

be-|much of whlcali is_
M @; qr mn

il play of chance.
I millions of millions of stars wan-.
{dering blindly through space for:

the luze
relatmly m?

0 att ;suppli' é

tis ""“'W ?gm we-ought- o 8ay|

t Tthe rge] appears to: be

l‘ctwelsr “hoptile to fife like our

own. For the most part empty

would e fmzoxf “most of the
matter m _space ls 8o hot as. to

1s traVerse-d,, and astronomxcal.
At ‘aliv ‘bombarded, by

iTradiation of a

tmctiire - of;
lfg.”

in which thmgs, without - -design
ordésm:y behave in cértain '‘ways
which ‘'we are able- to “learn’ and

us| which ‘we conveniently represent |p
o r+{in the form of laws; bit laws

3 | ates, fOt 1Instn.nce. the idea that

d|the upiverge:is ostile mot. merely

of nature are’ merely our descnp-
tions of the way that pature op-
erates.
(and no other view is réasonable|
jundef’ the : circumsbances), then
it is certain that God and im-
morality and all the rest are
merely dreams and that- as man
came into the world without pur-'
pose so the huyman race will go
out of the world without purpose,
save as it develops its own schemes
of purpose for the better man-
agement of this limited life. “Into
such a2 universe we have stum-
‘bled,” says Jeans, “if not exactly
by mistake, at Jeast #s the fesult

{6 what may properly ﬁvd&&ﬁaod
The aceident of

188 an- sctident.”-
the earth’s formatien and .devel-
opment need not oceasion surprise,
bécause, says Jeans, “accidents
will happen, and if the universe
goes on for long “enough, every
conceivable accident is - likely ‘ to
happen in- time.”

Accident Rules Out God

So firmly is Jeans convinced of
the accident theory of life (and
thig is the same man, remember,
‘who argues for a “mathematical
God” at the end of his book) that
he expresses it in the strongest
‘possible way as follows: “It was,
‘I think, Huxley who said that six
monkeys, set to strum uninteli-
gently on typewrltel:s for millions

of millions of ars, would be
Pound in timeé g iée all the
books in the B:?tmi m If
we examined the age‘,whu:h

a particular mohk €y “had typed,
and found that jijokad¥ichanead, in
its blind strummmg‘. to.. type a
‘Shakespeare. wonnet, we. simuld»
tightly regard,ihe pecurrence as
a remarkable accident, but.if we
looked through. all the millions of
pages the monkeys had turned: off

Tin, untold milliong -of .4ears, we/

mght be sure of. finding ‘& Shake-
In the same way,

millions ‘of millions eof years are
bound to meet with every sort
of accident, and so are bound to

the number of these [planetary
systems] must be very small in

of stars in the sky.”

I cannot imagine a more devas-
tating statement of the accidental
character of all theistic theories
whether of a “mathematical God”
or of a God fashioned in the
image of any other type of human
mind.  What happened to Jeans
between the writing of his first
and his last chapter? 'Or is this
merely another queer case—queer
and yét so commonp]ace——of one
patt of a man’s mind contradict-
|ing “another part? No sort. of
G has any place ’Whabevgez‘ in
the ‘aniversal *schemie” which {3
sutlined, with seiéntific skepticism,
by Jeans in thé begmnmg of a
book which ends with a fog of
mysticism.’ If the world and man
and life are accidents, that” alone
is tremendously enough to rule
out the possibility of a God. This
is  especially a' ‘severe contradxc-

“mathematical God.” '

And the hmnan race is doomed
not_soon enough for the present
generation to “be alarmed but in

ha ",lt is . the traxetiy of

“The sun, ha

vanety “of “Kinds..
ohably inim-

Tt s & universe of blmd chance'

- If “man i& an. accident’

speare sonngt.somewhgre amongst
them, the . product of . the blind.

‘produce a certain limited number)|.
of planetary systems in time. Yet.

ltor,

comparlson with the total number.

tion: of Jeans’ own notmn of. a | gy

millions of years. According tolg
physical laws (or the ifiexorable |2
vior - of nature) known to{E.
, the earth _cannot support *

f 4 mathematr 1 God ” Hle :

-89, the tempurate zone of. spa«,?e,
‘within which ‘alone life can exist,
must ¢lose in around it. Te re-
main. a possible abode. of life; our
t| earth would need to move in ever
nearer and nearer to the dying|i
sun. . Yet science tejllaius that,
1so far. from its moving inwards.|.
mexora‘ole dynamical laws are even
now drlvmg 1t ever further away.
from the sun’into the outer cojd
and &arkn And, so far as we
cén _gee,
do go . until life is frozen off the
‘earth, ﬁmless indeéd Somé celestial
cofhswn or cataclysm intervenes
to-destroy life even ‘éarlier by &
more  speedy death, This pros-
ve fite is ‘not .peeuliar to.
our earth; other sung must die
like our own, and any life there
may be on other planets must,
meet the same inglorious end.”
How can a “mathematical God”
be fitted into that pxctute" .

Jeans Versus Jeans

A complete basis for atheism is
laid by Jeans in the first chapter
of his book. He knock§ out the
creat;on idea, the idea that the
universe was designetl for the pro-
motion of life, the idea of man’s
peculiar lmportanee (in a theisgtic
view) . and 1mmorta111:y, the idea
of a “far-off divine event towgrd
which the whole ¢reation moves”
wuand he dismisses -the idéa of
“goul”. or “vital spifit” gquite as
positively. He says: “Today one
phenomenon after another Whlch
was al one time attributed to
‘vital force’ is being traced to the
action of the ordinary processes
of physxcs and chemlstry Al-
though the problem is still far
from solution, it is becoming in-
creasingly likely that what spe-|;
cially distinguishes the matter of
living ‘bodies is the presence not

of a ‘vital force,” but of the quite |

commonplace element, carbon, al-
ways in conjunction’ with other
atoms - with which it forms excep-
tlonally large molecules. ”

A]though Jeans - in _his™ last
chapter speaks of the mechanistic
view as having been abandoned,
he sets forth in his first chapter
the very strongest reasons for
accepting the mechanistic view as
true. - And when we say “mech-
anistic” we do not mean crudely or
narrowly that everything. is con-
structed and behaves exactly like
‘an-ordinary machine that man has
made;” what . we ‘mean,  moére
broadly, is that .rgal material
agencies * account. for all .phepom-,
ona s wg . moan, in .a 'wpra the op.
posité of spiritism or = vitalism.
And ‘mathematics, which Jeans
tries to interpret mystically, desls.
with- material and not . with .gpir-
1tual questxons There. 15 ne.
mathematics of “spirit.”- There
is no mathematics of a God. ¢

In ‘another place (algo in his
first .chapter) Jeans aims .this
other annihilating blow at his
image of a “mathematical God,”|
as follows: “An omnipotent crea-
subject to mno Iimitations
whatever, would not have been re-
stricted to the laws which prevail
in the present universe; he might
‘have elected to -build the universe
to conform to any one of innu-
merable other sets of laws.” Good
material for a debate could be
arranged under the heading of
Jeans versus Jeans.
himself brings forward the most
destructive objections to his own
theory of a “mathematical God.”
If the first chapter and the last
chapter of Jeans’ The Mysterzous
Universe were printed. in parallel
[colymns, one- would completely
cancel the other; and for his. at-
titude of - skeptical .realism Jeans'
has the convincing evidence of
science, while for his later-. atti-
tude of mathematical mysticism
he has no evidence whatever mor

'Verhiage’ and ;mage

?fey myst continug “to 3¢t

lany real “basxs of ev

The man,

even a- reasonable f
is . drlvmg a.ts--hé

The “Tlteb!ngy {

What seems bo
with Jeafrs‘

pey:
present. sﬂeﬁtl’ﬁc_ io%
cussing” scientific Féil

turns ‘his Wk'
and hegins to" ‘specu

the shadows of myst;clsm.
so many ofhér thewts,_i :

his - “mathematmal
contrast that’ he su
mathematics ‘gnd" n
evxéeutly mspn'ed by
rather ‘than ¥ apy glea
Hig ignoragee is, of G oy
ignorance; wy are” alf Imiﬁ-;d};.f
the boundaries of' Huinan ki

edye and *We _edn

le&ds the waf

- Jeans points 'vo'éﬁe ]
whwh science has _pot fully
duced to terms. of _CORCTE
derstandmg and he say
is God.” ~And as
speculatlon m mai;

say that “our eﬂ:'o‘ts to';n )
nature in terms 'of thée co
pure mathematxcs have,

would now seem to ]pe b@yo
pute that in some way na
more closely allied to. the. _co

of biology ox: englne

evén if the mathematical
tation “is only a third man
mold, it at least- fits nature in-
comparably better “than the twe
previously tried.” ’Bnt the fact
séems more significantly .fo. be
that, whereas biolegy and- m&hﬂk—
ics have worke@ out  ag:
explanations in the ﬁe
cdge thot have. gbcan -
vérsed by science,. i
symbols have had to be%uée& w'hm
the knowledge _of .science. u :M:
vague. - R T
Jeans hm:salf admlts ;
indefinite réalm of specul ion in
which he dlsports himseélf - mys-
tically and in which he. piits his
symbolic mathematics is’ &till to
be investigateéd and, in discuss-
-ing what he calls “the law of
probabilities”  as verbally distin-
guished from the old lavw-of ‘dhuse
and effect, he suggests that thése
images and reflections are prob-
ably or at any rate possibly due
to an incompleteness of knowledge.
He says: “When we speak 'in
terms of probabilities in ordinary
life, we merely show that our
knowledge is incomplete; we may
say it appears probable that it
will rain tomorrow, while -the
meteorological expert knowing that
a deep depression is coming east-
ward from the ‘Atlantic, ean say
with- confidence that it -will be
.wet. “We may sp#ak of - 'che»'odds
on- a. horse, while the: owner T
it ‘has: broken = #s
same way, the: appeal of “th
physics to probabilities: may'm%reiy
cloak its ignorance of ‘the ‘true
mechanism of - nature.” Thls is
[Please turn. to pwge four
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Page Three

.Kuxley is - 'a distine
gist--and gr&ndson of
‘Huxley, the famous Victo-
olutiionist - -and defendér of
_o Darwin.] = -

B had ‘oeedsion recently to Te-
mark in a_ public addréss that to
Many. people -whom: orthodox Ye-
hziou does not satigfy, a religion
: ‘God might, . T thonght,

the a:ouse or the 1mputatlo:ns that
I.was not quite right in the hexd,
but the almoet umversal mmcon—
what I was after—-mdeed of the
essence of the problem I had tried
to:state. .

First of all, I. believe that re-
‘hgmn is a ‘function " of human
nature.

By this I mean tooassert simply
that, during the development of
life on earth, religion did net ap-
pear before the evolution of human
beings; but that, once they had
appeared, religion of some sort
was the: inevitable result of their
natute mtemctmg with their ex-
o8 of the world ‘around

" The corollary of thl§ is that the
idea of revelation, in the sense
of verbal ingpiration or revelation
of complete truth, is false . (and,
if false, therefore immoral).

Religious . inspiration exists, but
is not different in kind from poet-
ical or mathematical inspiration; it
is natural, in fact, not supernat-
ural. With this most liberal di-
vines would, T fancy, be in agree-
ment.

Next pomt the essence of all
true religion is the feeling of
what, - for want of 'a better word,
I will ‘call sacredness. The only
alternative is to use the word
Numinous (from the Latin numen,
a divinity) coined by Dr. Otto, the
German theologian, to denote the
speciﬁc religious emotion.

Sir- Arthur Thomson, in a broad-
cast® talk on Science and Religion,
said - that - man became religious
when he“had stretched his téther
—his" -intellectual, - . prdctical, . or
emotional tether—-to the limit.

There is a great deal in this;
but it is not ‘enough. Some men,
when they are at the end of their
tether; w1sh only as ~did Job to
curse” God “ai

Gﬂaers a¥eé “so’ frlghtened of the
immensities=—not merely of fate
and”the + unkhown outside them,
Butiof theimmensities within their
own - beings, the surging violent
capacities "fot - suﬁermg or joy or
othér- ‘depth “of - feeling- which, re-
pressed “under convention,
sionally” “revéal. themselves—that
that they back off, to forget about

1mmensnty in dlss1patlon or rou-
tme

Tbe End of the. Tether

Ig is only when, having reached
the end of: his tether; man faces
the imimensity beyond and faces
it with the aid of this feeling of
sacredness- that he becomes re-
hglous B

It is then that he can convert
wolept despair, not into. blasphemy
or:revolt, bat into religions sor-
row. or -resignation; can make of
the. seerets-of the univérse, where

our knowledge confronts onr igno-|:

ance, . & spcred: mystery; can fe-
deem hla -excess 'of joy from sink-
ing. mto Mmere plegauré by tinging
it with, 4We; can convert his baf-
fled . .pedestrign  morality, - which
seeek well-mpant, efforts come to
nothing-or .turn accursed; or finds
good. sp@ngmg out of evil or out
of -pain,. into a wmged and aspir-
ing quest,.pursued with the aid of
a religious- faith.

This it. is to be xehgmue* and I
am memiy skatmg a; fact of ex-
penence 0 aserting  that man
can -
terms of, 3 God or. geds.

But we -westérners have been
used . to thinking in terms of a
Go&-theology for sa :long that it
teeds -a- great intellectual effort to
see.thow one could possibly think
abogt rel:glon in other terms, and
this is: whera the difficulties begin;

Eor -We:. cinnet. help thinking
dbollt our- rehgmus expariencés,
tlymg to it ‘them info some gén-
eral eih me, of things, some idea
of the'n iverse and ity workings;
md the result of - that thinkiny,
whep organized so as to redch
abeve the level of mere religions
ta;b[e ar ‘myth, wé call theology.

U‘pfmtunatelv ~gs-history abund.:

antly dhews, the intélisctual inter-
pregataons of & theolegy tos dften
Iye¢oHI2 “nmiistaken _for the . vital
nssg;eeof 8 relxgmn zhe théolagy
becemes itsalf s&trasanct refuses
to ‘grow, and so in the’ long run
either ~ kills - the living spirit of
re'igion - within, or has to be shat-
te‘ad ‘a8 that hvm,g spmt grows

Then, of eouree, fol- _

occa-{

do..this  withent thinking in]

and bursts the house that hbd be- f

come a ‘prigon.

And when s theology hiag Pécore|  Evelyn

sacrésanct, it néeds a moral asl
well ag an intellectual éffort to
subject it to dispassiohate ‘analy-1
gis. Dlspassmnate analysis, how-
éver, is the business of science,
and just insofsr as theologrsts éem-|

body truth, they have nothing to)as . direct a

fear from science.

I take it everyone would agr':e

see how men have 'embodfed in]sé
their godg

from themselves and tHe world]

around them.

Sir James Frazer’s eéxhaustive
book on Myth and Folldore in
the Old ~Testament shows how
our own religion has its.roots in
such ideas.

Four ldeas of God

If we apply the. same methods
to our own theology I believe that
we shall find that we have com-
pounded in our current views of
God a number of ideas that are
as definitely drawn from ourselves
and the world around us as those
of primitive religions.

There is, for instance, first the
idea of power, drawn from the im-
personal forces-of mnatire. =~ -

Secondly, the idea of a creéator;
reposing on the fact that we want
to account for the existence of the
world. _

Thirdly, the idea of personality
(or something akin to it, though
superior), drawn from our experi-
ence of human personalities; this
includes our attribution to God of
love and wisdom, and of the capac-
ity to respond to our personalities
when they aspire to Him.

Fourthly, the idea of absolute
and eternal qualities, drawn from
our method of thinking in terms of
abstract ideas such as goodness,
truth, justice, beauty, and so férth.

The theologian would, I suppose,
say that this is quite natural, since,

|being. imperfect creatures, we can

only think of God in inferior
terms, drawn from the temporal
world. But this geems to beg the
‘question; to my mmd the' issue}
-i8 as follows:

Is there a God of -personal or
spiritual nature of whom we can
have real and direct though imper-
feet knowleﬂge, with whom we can
‘have real and direct though im-
perfect contact?

Or is there a’' God behind phe-|

nomeéra whem we can nevéer know |
directly, but of whom we glean
indirect knowledge from our
knowledge of the world, whom we
can néver reach, but toward whom
Wwé can dlmly grope" )

Or, finally, is our :rehgmus
knowledge and experience as di-
rect and vital as it seems and
as Christian orthodoxy asserts, but
is our interpretation of it, in terms

jof a spiritual being outside of us,

at fault?

Is, in fact, the idea of God which
man has constructed the only God
that matters, and if so, is not the.
term God misplaced?

The " first is the ordinary theo-
logical view. The second is what
I may call the philosophical view.
Whether- it be true or not, I must
confess that it seems to me to
have little vital importance for
religion.

A God who is only a Creator
and then leaves the world to run:
#self; a God whem you déduce in-|
tellectuaily but with . whom youy!
can makeé no direét contact: a God |
who: may be a phllosoplucal neces-
sity But who remains slways hid-
den * behind phenomena—such a
God has ‘no teal connection with
the God whom the rehglous man]
worships, to whom he prays, w1th
whom he entérs into eommunion.

To. apply the term- God to' both
is to use the word in two whally
different meanings.

The Mystic Experience
It is the third alternative which
to me personally seems the correct
one.
_ In this view thevrealxtles of re-
ligious expérience remain: real, re-
main valid; bit they nved net be
interpreted in - theistic terms.

- The sense of depéndeiice upon e

power greater than self; the Feel-
ing of mystic union wrhh ‘the Qriv:
ing forces of reality; couvers 3
grace; the sense of sm, 'ih 3
forgiveness for sin; .
direct . and viearious; prsyer,
in:- the sem of petltlon ﬁii

mtxatmg a divine being But of
celbbrating the mystery of “éxid- |2
tence in the beauty of Bolindss:
all these are spiritual realities]|.
which panuot: be denisd, sad ave
demonstrably - of the grsatest im-

portanes in the sSpiritusl prégress |

pf conereté humaw beings.

"But they will continue te .exist].

various ideas drawnpof ‘complexity

ems on a Teren v
md;.'eotnesa. o
‘What we know of Y 88e
‘sures us that, if the ulea of .an
exterﬁal personaehty is already con-
usly or unconscionsly at the
bec of our minds, we. shall. almost
inev1ta_bly mold our experience in
accordance with that idea. If so;
then our thoughts on the power
and mystery of nature; our dis-
covery of unexpected heights and
depths in our own being (you re-
member Wordworth’s

“High metmcts before: 'whzck oury

mortal- nature -
Did ‘tremble like: o gmlty thing |
surprised”) ;

our aspirations; .our capnclty,
through: spiritual-effort, for récon-
ciling appérent contradictions in}
‘peace or love--all these and other!.
-motions of our spirit, becoming
blended in complex unity, can take
shape (as our sleeping thoughts
take shape in dreams) in the or-
ganization provided by our idea
of an external divine personality.

Do not let us forget that the
same’ thoughts <can take ether
shapes under the influence of other
ideas.

A nature-mystic like Richard
Jefferies experienced them in the
woods and fields, and could only
say that to him the reality they
apprehended was above God. -

The_ Buddhist mystic has a
'wholly different interpretation from
'the Christian’s. -

Through poetry and musie, or
through love,” some people can ap-
rive at ‘essentially. the same kind
of experience, Jeading to results|
of equal spmtual value for them.

Religion th&m Theology

My point is that even w1thout
the idea of an- mdependent uni-
tary God the relig idns mystic co‘uld
still attain hig" efﬁ'ér’lence of com-
munion ‘with 3 - reality gleater
ﬁran hlmeelf dlthough

itdelf woyld bé somes at different.

-And 80 with ‘all ‘other rehglous
expetiencé and practlce, it, too,
can ‘persist, Whatever your theo-
Togical mold.

¥ is an mterestmg and, I
think, a profitable spiritual ex-
‘ercise to take current religious
activities and try to see with what
trangposition of key, so to speak,
but what continuity of real value,
jthéy could persist in a theolog=
ical schéme which set out from
the assumption that the oxdmaly
idea of God was derived from a
number of separate aspects of ex-
perience, . each ®eal and true in
itgelf, but irreconcilable in com-
bination.

‘Nothing could be further from
‘the truth than that I am making
a dehberate attack upon religion.

On the purely personal side I
happen to have found that,.
‘whereas the ordxnary theolog;cal
ideas thad all through my _early|
}lfe stiffed and stood in the. way.
of" my “tiatural rehglous 1mpulees,
these othier ideds’ at which I grag-;
ually arrived for myself  allowed
me - to satisfy them much more
freely and fully. -

But, quite apart from any. sueh
individual considerations, it seems
to me that if religion s'bxcks to the
ordinary "theistic interpretation it
may find trouble ahead.

The trouble is one that has
been getting more and moré im-
wihént- for some centunes, it s
the danger that God will grow so
“rémote that, if rehgxon ‘means
thinking in térms of God, peOple

lxgmn

controls or ptnl:icxpatés m t '
l’axrs of the um" :

il; equ‘iilly supegil’u :s ami .

will cease .to  trouble about Ye-| !
to Professor Buxley for stating

ral | Purpoie:

- Durwin; #nd kéter bislogy, makes |

E 13 wsiw.le:‘mﬂ lio- xﬂm&m hat it

ginal Greator, bt a
y simply sets the whole
’ then _does no

ime of tr 2
) l}‘ers is. ' spir-
eligious experience,
cofnmon hfe can

to e that by
3 fects of spiritual

ng - thein .:as
- and imme-
diate rea "ty—ep;& npt trying to
f_o" theny

in their time, are now more and
more difficult to reconcile with
the rest of .our outlook, we shall

1be doing mnot a disservice but a

sérvice to religion. .

We shall have to admlt a greater
ignorance; a lesser certitude; but,
in ‘return, we ghall get back from
hunting a God who .seems to re-
tire further and further from us
into a philosophical existence be-
hind phenomena, to the rich and
living play of spiritual reality en-
gendered by the contact of the
‘human spirit - with the concrete
world around us.

xnto “th ;olozlcal con-

By ﬂaan Jnge

' “Rehglon ‘Wlthoul: God ”--Sueh
‘'was§ the title the ‘hewspapers made
of 4 lecturé by Préfessor Julian
Huxley at Conway Hall. His own
title was ~“Science, Religion,” and
Human Nature.” Far be it from
me to judge anybody by these pic-
turesque headlines.”

T ‘have suffered toa much from
‘them myself. The other day a
‘mtember of Parllament Horrified
‘e by ‘expressing regret ‘that I
‘ami in favor of ‘tompanionate
marrisge. I have. to thank a daily
paper for this. =

‘What T had realfy sald was that
1f people do not ac"ept the Chris-
tian view of marnage, they ought
not to be married .in church.

The professor now protests that
he did not intend an attack on
religion, and obviously he did not.
‘He ‘points out that some religions,
like Buddhism, have no personal
God.

But he did speak of ‘“disman-
tling the theistic edifice, which will
no longer bear the weight of the
universe, and attempting to find
other outlets for the religious|
spirit,” and of ‘“sbandoning the
idea of God as a single independ-
ent power with a nature akin to
personality.”

He does not belxeve in a Being

“who can survey from outside the
world He has made, who can be
pleased or wrat:hful who can pur-
pose or plan, who sent- His Son
'into the wopld to save sinners.”

In place of all this,. he would
liké to see a religion “with a
scientific basis and outlook.”

1t is quite useless to. dlscuss be-
Tief in God until we have explained
what we mean by God.

Dogmatie at

lieve in
Him"”--is an unusnak attitude ex-
¢ept in ‘Bolshevist :Russia.

But both philosophers and scien-
tists, with the most praiseworthy
|inténtions, are rathet toé fond of
usmg the word in senses of their
own. .

F. H. Bradley
ford thinker, -8aid that - philoso-
phers call the ‘apex of their dia-
lectical pyramid God, , “because
they don't know what the "devil else
to call it.” (I seem to hear some
pluralist, like my friend, Dr.
Schiller, saying, - “Yes Dean, and
when'you Platonists come to some-
thing which is obviously too many
for you, you call it the One.” But
we will let that pass.)

Scientific writers sometimes do
the same. The famous Gifford
Lectureshlps in Scotland. were
founded for the disgussion of. nat-
ural ot rational religiom. -

‘But one or two courses that I

Have read have been pure natural]
scxenee-—-—very goOd natural science,.

48 far as Y can Judgeband then
in the Iast letture out, comes: ‘the

Deity unexpectedly, dxke a rabbit.

Out “of ‘a hat

What Dees: “God” Me«m’
We waiit to know ‘wherher “God”
means the intelligént creator and
ruler of the world, or a spirit
among other spirits, or the slowly
developing self-reahzatmn of the

Absolute, or the ldeal standard of |

moral éffort.

To. use the same word ;for a.ll
these very dl&erent uieas is Yather
eonfumng
We mnay therefore he grateful

8o cl&arly that’#ﬁenihe saysGod” |
| he miegns an imﬂllgent and con-

;| seiois “Spirit;’ dietjnct from the

ereation, :md puble of will and

Of cdurse, hé ' ot correct i
saying thit & ‘Goa .Who “‘created

in. | the - World . and le“h“Ves- it to runi
ohi | itaelE”

k. “tlié ' God ]of phLloso-

losopmcal ’bﬁclﬂmg
- The questicn

“of. Chrtenan-

i laet; Len-

lnghi———ilge bosu‘,xon :
“" of a man whé sayy, “Whatever you
mean by God, T."don’t. be

the gxeal: Ox-1.

-fessor Huxley fmds
» | The astronomers,
!ntelhgent »

A Rej “f;y to Professor Huxley

Thése men did mnot call them-
selves materialists; they disliked
the name.  But they did. all their
serious thmkmg in terms of mech-
anism.

That is_ reality which can be
weighed or counted.

The world of mind, or, as mod-
ern philosophy more often calls it,
the world of values—art, philoso-
phy, religion, and I think we may
add, of science itself—floats like
a luminous haze over the “real”
world of measurable and pondera-
ble things, not affécting it at all.

The theologians, such as Glad-
stone “in "his controversy with
Thomag Huxley, defended their
position 80 clumsily that the vic-
tory seemed to be with mechanical
science all along the line.

But the pundits of science did
not treat their opponents fairly.

Their attitude towards such
acute objectors as the Roman Cath-
olic Mivart and that brilliant free
lance, Samuel Butler, was like the
attitude of an old-fashioned bishop
to an obscure layman. They
brushed aside their arguments as
the objections of impudent and
ignorant amateurs.

Still less did they meet the phi-
losophma] objection that mechan-
ism, an abstract theory valid for
ceértain purposes, leaves out half
the things which, if it asgpires - to
be scientific and phllosophxcal, it
is bound to explam_,,‘

The Higher Interests of the Muul

‘It cannot explain any of what
men have agreed to call the higher
interests of the mind, except by

-lexplaining them away.

And theré is one erson whom
this theory can nelther explain nor.
explain away—the thinker himself.
The “sacerdotalists of scientific
orthodoxy did not feel these diffi-
culties; because they illegitimately
imported into their lay .sermons
traditional morality and pantheis-
tic poetry, and even pliyed with
the idealism’ o? Berkeley when they
were driven into a corner.

This was creditable to them as
men, but hardly as thinkers.

But the progress of science it-
self has made mechanism more
difficult to hold. More and more
physics seems to be resolved into
mathematical symbols, which are
valid whether there is .anything

corresponding to them in the na-l

ture of things or not.
“Force” has dlcappemed from
the Ianguage of science, and “mat-

ter,” the other Victorian ultimate,
is vanishing into electrical
charges.

To say that Newton and Dar-
win have disproved purpose in

nature seems to me a relic of the:

old idea that God can only assert
himself by breaking his own laws,

There is  no contradiction be-
tween purpose and: orderly work-
ing.. What ~we call “mechanism
may . be. the teleology of the- mor—
ganic.

I have not space to. say half

{what I would like to say.

Bat it is'the fact that' some of
our greatest-scientists are return-
ing. 1o ‘the belief in God which
Professor Julian Huxley reJects

{with.so little respect.

‘There is -no astronomer in the
world with a higher reputation
than the two Englishmen, Eddmg—
ton and Jeans. Eddington iz a
Christian, a member " of the So-

‘|ciety of Friends; and this is how

Sir. James. .Jeans speaks in his
new: book,: The Mysterwus Unii-
‘verse: :

Mird no longer appears as an ae-
cidental intruder into the réalm of
‘matter; we are beginning to sus-

-| pect that we ought rather to hail it

as thecreator and governor of the
realm of matter. The uhiverse shows
evidence of -a designing and con-
Ltroling - power . that has something
in . eommon . ‘with -our - individual
mmds

S 1t s preusely thls designing | s
and oontrolhng power which Pro-
incredible.
.on -the other
hand see great difficulties in re-
garding the realm of mechanism

~{as a closed system

A “Personal” God
Espeexally, there is a Mat con-
l:ra:dlctxon between thé Sééond Law

Reproduced 2008 by Bank of Wlsdom LLC

Cépﬁoﬁs whlch -horwev'er ﬂessentlallof Thermollynamles, accordmg to

which the whole universe is run-
ing down like a clock, and the dog-
matic. denial of creation in time.
Someone or something must have
wound the clock up. '

Physiologists, like Professor
Haldane, have their own quarrel
with the mechanists. Scientific
dogmatism is in no better case
than theological.

Roman Catholic philogsophers
hold that the existence of God
may be demonstrated, not as a
self-evident proposition but as a
valid inference. -

Wxthout going quite so far as
this, I think we may say that the
hypothesis of theism is ‘open to
fewer objéctions than any other,
and that the latest science has
removed most of the difficulties
which the dogmatic materialism of
the last century created.

The proof of religion must lbe
experimental.

Faith, as I have said in my
books, begins ds an experiment
and ends as an experience.

We begin by “walking by faith,
not by snght”, we end by “seeing
Him who is invisible.”

And those who have earned the
right to speak are unanimoug that
the God whom they have found is
a Being who, for want of a more
adequate wor(f may be called per-
sonal.

A Priest’s Reply
By Father Woodlock

[Father Woodlock Jesu&f 5 @
prominent priest in England]

“That man is the product of causes
which had no prevision of the end
they were achieving; that his origin,
his growth, his hopes, his fears, his

loves and his beliefs are but the out-

come of accidental collocations of
atoms; that no fire, no heroism, no
mtenmty of thought and feeling, can
preserve an individual beyond the
grave; that all the labors of the
ages, all devotion, all inspiration,
all the noonday brightness of human
genius, are destined to extinction in
the vast death of the solar sys’oem,
and that the whole.temple of man’s
achievement must inevitably be
buried beneath the debris of a uni-
verse in ruins—all these things, if
not quite beyond dispite, are yet so
nearly certain that no philosophy
which rejects them can hope to

.stand.

“Only within the scaﬁoldmg of
these truths, only on the firm foun-
dation of wunyielding despair, can
the soul’s habitation henceforth be
safely built.”——Bertrand Ru:ssell A
Free Maw's Worship.

"I believe that P.rofessor Julian

Huxley would .subscribe to all the
‘articles of the ahove. Creed of

Naturalism, with the exception of
the italicized parenthesis—*“the
firm foundation of despair.” His
“feligion without God” seems an
attempt to get rid of this logical
conclusion to the materialistic or
atheistic interpretation of the uni-
verse. Posstbly he is tempera-
mentally an optimist.

Mr. Huxley has invented a “re-
ligion without God,” because he
believes that the present and fu-
ture generations have been de-
prived of belief in God by the ad-
vance of scientific knowledge.

The main question then is—Can
a scientist today be a sincere
theist? If he can, there is no
need to produce the caricature of
religion offered u.g by Professor
Huxley.

The God of theism is a God
Creator. Professor Huxley’s dis-l¢
tinguished grandfather, speaking
of “creation” in his Lay Ser-
mons (p. 248) was very emphatic
in his contempt for the mentality
of any scientist who included the
idéa of creation in his éxplariation
of the univérse. ,

“That such a verbal ‘hocus-
pocus” should be received as
science will one day be regarded
as evidénce of the low state of
intelligence in the nineteenth cen-
tury,” was his view.

Yet elsewhere this eminent Vie-
torian admits “Creation is per-
fectly conceivable, and therefore
no one can deny that it smay have
happened.”.

The general position of post-
Darwinjan science was that every
known reality, living or lifeless,
was due to the internal evolution
of pre-existing matter; but, as
Professor Tyndall and others warn
us, “If you ask the materialist
whence is this matter . . . he has
no answer. Science is mute in
regard to.such questions.”

Yet one of the greatest scien-
tists of that age, Lord Kelvin,
refused to be mute on the question.
~ “Do not be afraid of being free-
thinkers,” he.said.. “If you think

strongly enough you will be forced

by science to the belief. in God,
whick is the foundation of all re-
ligion. You will find -science not
antagomsm but helpful to reli-
gion.”

A Few Devout Scientists

The verbal _"hocus‘-ponus of
création has récertly recurréd, as

% &ciéntific coficlusion reached by

by the lowest animals,

Bir James Jeans It Would seem
that the science of today-Kas had
to resurrect the God Creator whom
Victorian materialism was alleged
to have. slain. ‘ LT

It is not a question of scxence
merely leaving room for a Creator
The explanation of the universe
is admittedly incomplete -till - He
has been posited, and science. itself
echoes the opening words of the
Bible:  “In the beg‘mnmg -God
created.” :

In' this Myste'» 10US -
Sir J. Jeans tells us:

Modern scientific theory . compels
ug to think of the Créator as work-
ing outside time and space, which
are part of His . creation, just as
the artist s outside his canvas. . .- .
The ereation - must have beerf an
act of thought.

- In Eos (p. 56) he says CRya
erything points with overwhehmng
force to a definite évent or series
of events of creation” at some time

Qnioersa

lor times not infinitely ‘remote.”

‘Some twenty years ago,’ “from
another scientific ‘angle, the great
Lister _went lbeyond the pos:tlon
of the hhelst in affirming: “Ihave
no -hesitation in saymg that in
my opinion, there is no antagon-
ism between the rehglon of Jesus
Christ and any fact mlentxﬁcally
known.” ;

A more general testlmohy m
recorded when four years ago the
Paris Figaro addressed to ~all
the members of thé’ Academy of
Sciences the query: = “La sciénce,
est elle opposee. au sentxment re—
ligieux ?”

Not a single veice was. ralsed
in recognition of any true oppo-
sition between science and_ reli-
gion. The great majority of these
learned men went further and af-
firmed “une compatibilite positive,
voire a une entente cordiale.” -

It would be easy to-fill literally
pages with the testimonies of
scientists that their scientific be-
liefs were not. incompatible: with
belief in a God  Creator. - -

Christianity, by K. A. Kneller
(Herder), gathers into 400 pages
some of these testimonies.

No advance ‘in knowledge dug-
ing the present century has™ pro-
duced any new . fact or well-
lief more difficult today '!than it
was in the last century. .

Rather has the pendulum of
science swung from the dull, dead
grounded theory which makes be-
materialism of the- VJctorxans to
a greater recogmtlon of - spirit
and ‘' spiritual value-judgments.

The God _of ’Aquinus‘

It is, in a -trué’ sense eas1e1 to
be a theist today. S

Paradoxically, it is the 'scien-
tists who seem often afraid to use
their redson and to rely on the
capacity of -the ‘human mind to
reach -valid conclusions about the
invisible from the facts ‘they ob-
serve with their senses.’ )

There is something pathetic in
Charles - Darwin’s confession of his
distrust of his' reasoned convic-
tions, and it is piteous to see the
illogical motive - for- his lack of
confidence. - He speaks " in This
Autobiography of the
extreme dlfﬁculty—m rother, ni.
possibility-—of conceiving tlﬂb -
mense and wonderful universe;, in-
cluding man . as a result of
blind chance or necessity. When
thus reflecting I feel compelled to
look to a First Cause, having an in-
telligent mind in some degree analo-
gous to that of man; and I deserve
to be called a  Theist. But :then
arises the doubt—Can the .mind of
man, developed, I fully’ bel‘eve, from
a mind B8s low as that ~possessed

‘be trusted
when it draws such grand conclu-

{sions?

And in the szs a,nd Letters Qd,
p. 316) we are told: Darwin
speaks of a horrid doubt whether
the convictions: of -man’s mind,
which has been developed from
the mind of lower animals, are of
any value or at all trustWoi'tby

Would anyone trust the convice
tions of monkeys mind? < -

Poor Darwin forgot that he had
developed. He might as well have
distrusted his mind because he
remembered that he, was once an
irrational child! -

I quote the above because.I ean-
not but feel that Professor Hux-
ley falls into the same fallacy.
It is useless to discuss the hy-
pothetical origins and childish
fancies of primitive religion. Let
him face and deal . with the the-
ism of, e.g., St. Thomas Aquinas.

It would be as fair to condemn
Christianity as .a result of criti-
cizing the presentation of the -be-
liefs of the colored folk in . The
Green Pastures.. .

He seéms unacquainted with the
difference between the -true the-
ories of analogy and a merye meta-
phoric4l predication’in his analysxs
of the theistic theology \ ‘

His atcusation of" antm‘opomo‘-
phism would avail did Aqmnaé
présent God as a btped m tﬂﬁl

(Please turn to pago rom-’
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If I were to sum up the mean-
mg common to all three of the
foregomg -statements of faith and

ulation and confusion, I-should
say that they unite in giving a
mthc color and the name of
rehgmn to the.something in life
whi they do mnot understand.
kgg‘uld add immediately that they
do not, by this attltude, advance
ome step nearer to an understand-
ing of the field of mystery (no?
mysticism) which yet lies beyond
the ‘boundaries of present knowl-
edge. They.are satisfying .a tem-
peramental inclination -or, as in
the case of Father Woodlock, ,also
expressing an orthodox v1ewpomt
Dean Inge is not so orthodox—
he is known as a liberal in re-
ligion—but he too is profession-
ally as well as temperamentally on
the side of religion.

Professor Huxley is in a differ-
ent situation, being specialized in
pursuits that would ordinarily
make him indifferent to religion
and which have made it impossi-
ble . for him. to accept a. definite
religious creed and even to admit
that idea which,~with few excep-
tions, is at the base of all that
calls itself religion—the idea of
God. In Professor Huxley’s make-
up there is clearly a strong strain
of poetry and an abounding, ab-
sorbing sense of wonder: so far
all sensitive men may be said to
share his feelings: but in calling
this a mood of sacredness and
defining it as religion, he is in-
dulging in an arbitrary use of
words which convey no meaning
and which do not add one trace of
nobility nor inspiration to his
poetic state of mind. In- fact, to
call .poetry by the name of reli-
gion is- to reduce, not exalt, the
quahty of poetry.

The Collapse of Theology

_Here it would be useful to draw
‘a_brief comparison between Pro-
fessor . Julian Huxley and. his fa-
mous grandfather, Thomas Henry
Huxley, ‘who. led the eause. of
scientific rationalism. in the mid-
dle ninetéenth century. The elder
Huxley also had a vivid poetic
temperament, it found expression
all through his lectures and writ-
ings on scientific subjects; he too.
felt the limitations

that challenged man to intellectual
inqujries ' in the ‘future. But it
did not occur. to the elder Huxley
to_call this sensitivity by the ob-
scure and distorted name of re-
ligion. " He needed no such name,
no such traditional begging of a
mantle of mystic. sacredness, to
fill his- attitude ‘of poetic-scientific
rationalism with intense -meaning.
Life to the elder Huxley was some-
thing to be known, somethmg to
inspire 1n31stent inquiry where it
was not yet known; something to

be felt and obsérved and lived in}

human, rational terms.

‘Before I- consider these ad-
dresses .separafely, let me ‘also
point out another feature which all
three have in common. This fea-
ture is an appeal to the modern
prestige and authority of science.
Not  even the Catholic. priest,

Father Woodlock, rests his case]

purely;, on- grounds of dogmatic
;theolpgy . Taking the most ex-
1€ and! theelogical posltlon of
three, *he . nevertheless ' calls
e (or“a few scientists) to
rescue, thus reminding us how
‘utterly discredited have been the
old ‘ appeals and’ alleged authori-
ties. -of . theeiogy Not even phi-
losophy is felt to be ‘a strong
enough - support’ in this modern
day; no—religion makes its last
stand’ by trying to bring science
to its Justlﬁcatlon

- This means that theology is no
Ionger recognized as authoritative
‘even’. by theologians. _A'n.d in ap-
pesling to science they are hasten-
ing their own final defeat, be-
cduse seience affords them scarcely
the shadow of a real basis for
their theistic assumptions These
.theologians can ' only appeal to
stience or ‘use supposed arguments
‘drawn from science by denaturing
‘sefence - and treating it theolog-
ically. :Unablé' and - indeed unwil-
ling 'ﬁo take a’ scientific view - of

‘the-question, they are .thus for-

‘ever “excluded .by the very char-
‘acter of their - theistic * position
from’ the -help' which they vainly
imagine they ‘can find in science.
.And how - loftily  (and = withal
veguely) they speak of the sup-
.port ‘which science affords to the-
‘ism, when all the while they have
n mmd and ‘are:able to' mention
2 _w ‘eccentric  scientists
«ﬂw n' their’ odd. discussions of
el on, are’ departing. from their
: tific fields and training. The
enée preponderance of scien-

of. man’s]
knawledge and the mysteriousness

."fntlasm of Th ree Mystlcs

scientific “thought
interest is. heavily

tific evxdence,_
and scientific
against thelsm

Religion and Human Nattre

Now for Professor Huxley—a
scientist who, relaxing from his
labors, enjoys an intellectual ‘vaca-
tion in a burst of poetic rapture.
His first statement, however, can-
not be gracefully dignified by call-
ing it poetry: it is simply an ex-
ample of very poor thinking and
very inadequate science—surpris-
ingly inadequate in such a -cele-
brated biologist as Professor Hux-
ley. He says: - “First of all, I
believe that religion is a function
of human nature.” - He goes on
to elaborate this amazing propo-
sitioh by saying:

By this I. mean simply to assert
that, during the development of life
on earth, religion did not appear
before the evolution of human be-
ings; but that, once they had ap-
peared, religion - of some sort was
the inevitable result of their nature
interacting with their experiences
of the world around them.

It is not entirely clear whether
Professor Huxley meant to assert
that there is a religious instinct
in man and that rgligion and hu-
man nature, so to speak, appeared
simultaneously and as inevitable
corollaries. Yet if this is not his
meaning, then he is but stating
a pointless platitude. We know
very well that man did become re-
ligious; that he invented theolo-
gies; that he began in time to
slosh queer myths and supersti-
tions around in the corners of his
uninformed and groping and won-
dering mind. But this is no more
significant to the present argu-
ment than is the fact that man
evolved the system of polygamy;
or that he developed various kinds
of governments and political sys-
tems; or that he grew to use all
the arts and confusions of lan-
guage; or that he learned how to
brew and distil intoxicating
drinks; or that he became mighty
in war and cunning in theft and

skillful in lying.

As for the contrast between
man and the lower animals, it is
ludicrous in this instance and too,
too ‘unworthy of Professor Hux-
ley. It is true that, so far as we
know, the lower animals have no
religion. But it is equally - perti-
nent  to remark that.the lower
animals.do not have the science of
astronomy. nor ' political economy
nor cocktails nor sonnets nor sym-
phony  orchestras nor- daily news-
papers—but why go on? Reduced

to comparisons, Professor Huxley’s;

argument is so foolish ' that it
makes me ashamed for such a dis-
tinguished man. It only shows
how. even "a little touch of reli-
gious feeling—or of mysticism,
since Professor. Huxley’s attitude
is not properly nor definitely to
be called religion—weakens the
mind of even the best man.

Evidence of Primitive Man

More seriously, it is surprising
that Professor Huxley should
bring .in this “plea that “religion
is a mnatural . function, of man,”
when he shoul‘ikno-w that anthro-
pology has entely .destroyed this
plea by showmg that at primitive
levels man  has no conception of
religion nor of - Jeligiosity ; that
he has no’ feeling of sacredness
nor reverential awe nor sublimity
such as Proessor Huxley so loosely
identifies as religion; man’g first
feelings about nature are 'mainly
objective and then there follows a
superstitious, animal fear which
cannot by _the wildest stretch. be
called religlous
appeared when man appeared, and
if man had always been religious,
and if man had become more re-
ligious as he became more civil-
ized, there might be something in
Professor Huxley’s assertion; as
the facts are, however, his asser-
tion is. merely not true and is not
even fairly intelligent sophistry.

And as his fundamental propo-
sition is not true, his whole case
falls to pieces, All the long, per-
férvid chant of poetic mysticism
which follows is predicated ‘upon
this ‘first’ statement that “religion
is & function of man.” On the
contrary, ‘primitive . man, at the
lowest levels, had no-religion; then
at a considerably higher leve], but

still a savage level, man’s igno-|

rant speculatlons( and thesense of

wonder which his more active mind
stimulated Vled him into religious

‘notions which of course Professor

Huxley would not regard as very
poetic or dignified; with the be-
ginnings of civilization, man de-
veloped weird - and = eomplicated
theologies ‘and for centuries re-
ligion was an absorbing interest;
then: when ~man began to ha\e
scientific  illumination upon the
processes of life, when he became
more.. civﬂxzed when free: thougnt

If religion hadf

and realism were brought into
man’s life, religion . began-signifi-
cantly to shrink and to reduce its
claims and to retreat from first
one argument to -another until
finally all that is left is a flow of
rhetoric which is not even good
poetry and, of course, the rem-
nants of orthodoxy which face the
irrevocable doom of extinction.
This history of the evolution ‘of
religion and its modern decline
in the face of realistic culture
constitutes the best refutation' of
Professor Huxley’s intellectually
feeble and ‘evanescent appeal and
equally the vain, floundering ar-
guments of the two clerical God-
defenders.

While - Professor Huxley reJects
the idea of God and indeed dis-
misses every shred of what is
properly to be called religion, ex-
pressing only a vague .and mys-
tical .feeling about nature - or
rather about that part of nature
which is not yet perfectly known
to man, the other two figures in
this symposium are theists, each
after his different fashion. They
are—and I do not say this as a
reflection upon their sincerity—
professional believers in_a God.

Science Remains Realistic
" Dean Inge, the celebrated Dean
of St. Paul’s Cathedral in London,
has acquired a wide wreputation
as a liberal theologian and it has
been said that he is more a fol-
lower of the metaphysics of Plato
than the theological metaphysics
of any school of Christianity.
Like all metaphysicians, the Dean
is inclined to love rhetoric more
than realism. Reason, as he views
it, is a vast making sport with

abstractions; it is of course a
sport taken very seriously; but
where does it lead? Dean Inge

(and the same objection applies
to Father Woodlock) does not
offer the faintest vestige of proof
that a God exists.

The Dean is  handicapped, in

that he does‘ not believe in most|"

of ‘the old: grguments. A fair
summary..:of ' his position-is that

he . rests his belief in a God on

a sort -of inner conviction: he
enjoys believing in the idea, and
S0 he does believe. . His address
is_largely taken up with the claim
that mechdwieal or material ex-

‘planations cannot account for the

phenomena - of  life. Thus hel

-adopts the ~well-known * “theology |,

of gaps”: 4. e., where there -are
gaps .in. man’s = scientific knowl-
edge, Dean Inge tucks away Mis|
idea of God to. explain: the gaps;
and of course it ddesn’t explain a
thing.

If the Dean means to imply that
science has abandoned mechanistic
or materialistic explanations, or
the further search for such ex-
planations, he ought to know that
he is egregiously misrepresenting
the situation. Science has ex-
plained a great deal of hfe, it
faces a great deal ahead to be
explained; but it is proceeding
along its further explanations by
precisely the same means that it
has always used—namely, mechan-
istic and. materialistic means. If
Dean Inge’s main argument were
true (that science has abandoned
materialism) it would follow that
science has turned to mysticism
for the explanation of life; -in a
word, that science has ceased to
be scientific.: Nothing could be
farther from thé truth, as even a
slight knowledge of ‘the ' present
and persxstent, physical researches
of science will testify.

Do Not Represent Science

It is also important to remem-
ber that the religious discussions
of such scientists-on-a- holiday as

\Eddington/ Jeans and a few others

are not in the least scientific and
have nothing whatever to do with
the real investigations and theo-|*
rizings ~ of science; these are
merely personal, temperamental ex-
pressions “of these few scientists.
And Dean Inge is unfair ‘when he
says: “But it “is the fact‘ that
some -of our greatest. scientists
are returmng to the belief in God
which Professor Julian Huxley. re-
jects with se little respect.” - The
great scientists to whom_he refers
(Eddington, Jeans and others)
are rot.réturning to -a'belief in
God: they -have -always held this.
belief—this - has been simply . &}
congenital expressmn of their tem-

perament which has ‘been at war|

with their activities 'as scientists.
—and their belief has no more
value as proof than Dean Inge’s
belief and certainly it has no more
bearing upon what is the modern
trend of science as a whole.

Prof. Eddmgton, for. example,
likes to. believe in a God (in. much
the same way that Dean Inge likes
to believe in a. God);. he. ‘has

always been a :re!igmus man; he
“thas kept, his feelings aboitt. re-
|ligion and his ideas about science
in ‘separate,: close compartments—
and this , compartmentation re-
mains - true even : though he tries
to bring the two -togeéther;
to say that this eccentricity. of a
single scientist means. a change
of front by science as a whole is
obviously a most extravagant, ir-

rational claim. It would be quite|

as much. to_ the point if ‘one’ were
to say that Dean Inge is. return-
ing to & belief.in God.

The. Dean says that . “the hy-
pothesis of theism is open to fewer
objections than. any ether:” Why!
it is open to all the objections
conceivable! It -has - never ex-

-plained a: thing; on ‘the contrary,’

every one of its atfempted expla-
nations has: been discredited, in
an - inexorable succession, as fast
as science has extended.its domain
of knowledge. \Theism is incapa-
ble of being proved. It has“al-
ways been incapable of proof—
and it is mnoteworthy that Dean
Inge does not even attempt to
prove it. This, I think, is a verv
serious - and immense objection.
How inconsistent, how lacking
in- logic, these theologians are
driven to be in their lame twist-
ings of intellectual futility! Dean
Inge -objects fto»\.the mechanical
view- of life (which: might, even

. .|so, better .be called ‘the realistic

view) because it has not yet ex-

plained everything -in final, con-
crete, entirely comprehensible
terms. Then he says that the

view of theism ‘“has fewer objec-
tions than any other,” although

Ptheism has mnever explained any-

thing. If the positions were re-
versed—if theism had explained a
great deal but not all of life and
the mechanical view had explained
nothing at all—how these theistic
theologians would boast and blow
their trumpets of triumph! As
it is, they vociferate arrogantly
over their own emptiness and, hav-
ing nothing to explain, object to
scientific realism because it has
still, something to explain.

Not a Shadow of Proof
“The proof -of: religion,” says
Dean Inge, “must be experimen-
tal.” - Exactly—it must be proved
by realistic’ contact: wtih the facts
of life, it must be proved con-
cretely, it must be proved by the
tests of  solidly . experimental
science. Apd {his proof is want-
ing: there is pot-.a line of it:
there is: not a ‘touch of 'it: there
is not a ghadow of. it. * Look agam
jearéfully’ - at* the! Démny  #b6w of
rhetoric and strive—you will strive
quite in.vain-—to detect one ‘sylla-
ble -of ev/en pretended proof of the
existence’of a God. ‘No, the best
he can do, is to swing wide such

; theological mouthfuls of patter as

the following: “Faith, ‘as I have
said in my books, begins as an
experiment and ends as an ex-
perience. We begin by ‘walking
by faith, mot. by sight; we-end
by ‘seeing Him who is invisible.””
If Dean Inge can see'that which
is invisible; he has a secret magic
which 'is far beyond my humble
range of realistic observation; and
his little epigram about faith is—
simply a pulpit epigram and noth-
ing more.

Finally, what could be weaker

than the Dean’s concluding para-
graph?  He says: “And those
who have earned the right to
speak are unanimous that the God
whom they have found is a Being
who, for want of a more adequate
word, -may. be: ‘called person‘m—l 2
Behold - how" ﬁebulous
Inge’s God!l

say it is a personal God.: This

1God is “a Being who, for want of
|@ more adequate word, may be|

calied personal.” The italics are
mine; they are an eloquent com-
mentary on the vague vacuity of
verbiage which ‘constitutes the
Dean’s “idea” of God. And what |3
does ‘he.:mean by those who have
‘earned the right to speak”? Does
he mean that only these who have
persuaded themselvés, . -in-the face
of aH the -atheistic. ev1dence, to
beheve sin aGod jmve “earned the
right” ‘to - speak swith*'authority
on -this subject. of ‘theism? Does

he mean -that - there -can be only|

one side to .the discussion? - That
seems . to be hlss suggestion; - and
it accords well @nth what I ‘have
pbserved ‘comncerming the - ‘queerly { i
arbitrary opergtions of ;' theistie
mmds—even the: minds ‘of: liberal
,(but - not!* therefore Teagbnable)
theiéts such -a8 Dean Inge.’

‘The Jesuit priest; Father ‘Wood-
lock adds nothing to.the eage ‘for
theism, but in: the main. he- re-
peats the" misljep‘resentations ~of
the attitude of ;i‘SCience upon - which
Dean - Inge relies. s This is even

more significant as coming from the

priest. One.would think that a
Catholic theolqglan ‘would consxder
the degmas ¢ i ehumh, quite

sufficient as a sisa ement: in“behalf

and

‘curate,

‘which Father

is Dean}
‘He isn’t even confi-
dent enough to come mght out and’

of - theism. . “But: no; the prlest

sc&rcely .enters Iiito the field of

theology.. He is most anxious to
bring science to his rescue; ‘and

his chief witnesses are not modern
but scientists of - the,

scientists,

Victorian age, the age

_when

science was just clearing the con-|

fused boundaries between. realistic
knowledge and traditional reli-
gion. '

Jumping to Medievalism.

His quotation from Professor
Tyndall is, by the way, singularly
unfortunate. He quotes Tyndall
as saying: “If you ask the mate-
rialist whence is this matter .
he has no answer. Science ig
mute in regard to such questions.”
And of course when you turn to
the theists, they have an “an-
swer”! Oh, yes! They are not
mute.” -They: look, oh, so awfully
solemn and ‘profound and make
their 'little bow and say: “It
came from God.” Isn't that a
wonderful “answer”? And when
the atheist counters by asking
where this Gad came from, the
theists cty that he is being im-
pertinent or superficial or some-
thing that is very mean and of
course unpleasant to the baffled
theologians. It came from God.
God did this. God did that. God
explains what is not explained.
God: is' this, that and other—in
other words, nothing but a word.
And yet -Dean ‘Inge has the ef-
frontery to declare that “the hy-
pothesis of theism is open to
fewer objections than any other”!

Father Woodlock also quotes
“the great Lister,”, who was very
narrowly though ably a scientific
specialist but who was childish
as a thinker about religion: who,
in fact, was merely an orthodox,
devout Catholic. Listei is quoted

as saying: “I have no hesitation
in saying that,’ in my opinion,
there is no antagonism between

the religion of Jesus Christ and
any fact scientifically known.”
Lister, you see, went even far-
ther than the assertion of ~the
God idea: he -affirmed the com-
patibility of the whole weird struc-

ture of Christian Catholic . theol-

ogy with scientific knowledge.
This only shows us that the great
Lister, when he “stepped ' aside
from his specialty, closed his mind
in darkness’ and:-conjured up what-

"ever fanciful beliefs were pleas-

ing to him:* or, to be more ac-
acc&yﬁed ‘the traditional
beliefs Whlch were handed to him.

It is, again, an amusing con-

trast—what-a- jump - indeed across’

a well-nigh immeasurable abyss—
’ Woodlock  offers
when “he turns from a few :re-
ligious-minded "and - past-century
scientists to that mole-like - bur-
rower in the darkness of medieval
spookologv St. Thomas Aquinas.
It is pretty ‘plain, too, that Father
Woodlock has more. veneration for
St. Thomas than he has for .mod-
ern scientists. I do not for a
moment believe that Father Wood-
lock believes that science and re-
ligion are reconcilable: what he
believes, 1 daresay, is that science
should surrender to religion,

These three inds span cen-
turies. Father Woodlock’s is the
mind of a medieval theologian.
Dean Inge’s is the mind of a nine-
teenth century liberal. Professor
Huxley’s is the mind of a modern
mystic which, scientifically unable
to accept the idea of God or the
ideas of any definite religion, loves
the traditional name and attitude
which it calls sacredness.. None
of the three gives.any proof for a:
Got nor. any reahstie meamng to
1ehgion

“Matheniaticai God”

Concluded from page twol

plainly (and by his own admis-
sion in other paragraphs) the
dilemmga in which Jeans finds him-
self; and instead of accepting the
dilemma. and waiting patiently for
the researches of science.to solve
these remaining problems, he plays
around with notions .that are
“frankly speculatwe and , uncer-
tain.”

No Clanty in Metaphy.stcs

It is .no-doubt true, as Jeanms
says, that *science is not yet in
contact with  ultimate reality.”
And no scientist pretends that it
is; but most scientists- recognize
that. this. ultimate reality will be

| discovered by the well-tried prin-
'ciples of ° investigation which have

won -man’s knowledge so far and
not by mystlcal, chantmg about a
“mathematical -God”  and similar
images ,of ignorance. But isn’t
Jeans misleading when he says
that “the. outstanding achievement
of twentieth century physics . .
is the general recognition that we
are not yet in contact with ulti-
mate reality”?:. Science (and I am

‘speaking of the period of rnodern

stience) - has never yet: ‘claimed: to
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 pattern of precise sense);

[ then,
{ further

be ommscient and to understand
life completely Jeans is rot so im-
'pressive when he gravely refuses

a claim which modern science has:

never made. And science has been
saved -from making such a reckless|:

claim by its scrupulous method;

of sticking to observable, ponder-
able facts of reality.
when an individual scientist; now
and then,.
mood, like Jeans, that he vies
with “theologians in sweeping as-
sertions about: “ultimate reality.”
Thus Jeans himself presumes to
cal] “ultimate reality” by the name
of a “mathematical God” and de-

- |clares, not only without evidence

but without meaning, - that  the
universe .consists of “pure
thought.” He could ynot make

such  assertions ‘as 4 scientist;
they -arise simply from his for-
getfulness of science and his tem-
porary surrender to metaphysics.

And what does Jeans get out of
his metaphysics? Not clarity—
not even for himself, for assuredly
if by this mystical flight of fancy
he had obtained a clearer view of
life he should be able to commu-
nicate such clarity to others and
show us a more lucid picture of
things. On the -contrary, his
words explain nothing (not even
the words themselves, - which re-
quire their own explanation)  and
the mystery of life remains what
it was  before -Jeans embarked
upon- that vaguely venturesome
last chapter of The Muysterious
Universe. -It is obvious -enough
that the man himself is immersed
in the ‘“deep waters” and has
found mno tangible, sure vantage
point from which he can ebserve
life in different and . superior
terms. When he turns away from
science, he leaves all reason and
all substantiality behind him (ex-
cepting insofar as he is compelled
to depend upon similes of substan-
tiality in order to express any
meaning at all).

The idea of a God, mathematical
or otherwise, is superfluous unless
it definitely explains something
about life or unléss no other ex-
planation is possible but the con-
ception of theism. . But what is
true of other God images is«true
of Jeans’ God image: it explains
nothing but involves its author in
logical and philosophical contra-
dictions which are insusperable

‘and which indeed he does not even

attempt to surmount with a bold,
clear vision. of truth. To ‘im-

‘agine a _*‘mathematical : God,” -as.

Jeans pretends to-have done (act-
ually- such .a :feat: of 1magmatlon
is beyond him ‘and he is dealing
only -with words . that - trace mno
‘is. not
to kring order or. enhghtenment
into the universal picture, so much
of which remains hidden from us.
And it has never ‘been shown that
the God idea is needéd as an ex-
planation. In a brilliant course
of investigation and = realistic
thinking, science has solved a re-
markable succession” of problems
by purely mnatural means. Its
method has been and still is that
of definite research, not indefi-
nite and ‘“infinite’” metaphysics.

Now Jeans himself would be

the first to concede that science
has not abandoned its realistic
method of investigation. It is

proceeding today along the well-
known lines of observation and ex-
periment; it is still at the busi-
ness of elucidating the secrets of
nature; it -is, in its methods and
aims, the same science which has
triumphed so grandly, yet so
patiently. and realistically, - in 80,
many fields.. The reasonable view,

problems in much the
same way that it has solved a

long sucéession of problems, which

at the time seemed no less intri-
cate and  baffling than the prob-
lems which lie before.

“Speculative and Uncertain”

The explanation for which we
look, in this feature or that fea-
ture of life, is a realistic expla-
nation—a materialistic explanation
-——in the broad seénse of the word,
a’ mechanistic explanation. - Our
knowledge - is -not. complete—very |

. _we]l it is idle to go through the

hocus-pocus of filling these gaps
with images of a God. Jeans’ im-
age of:a ‘“mathematical God” is
no .more pertinent to the mystery
of life- and it -explains no more
than does the crude anthropomor-
phic. God of the savage or- the
dogmatie, theological God of the

Christian - or “the God. of beatific;
'i:magined by other,

vaporousness
mystlcs
This fancqul de1ty of Jeans
does not® bear out the notion of
purpose - in' the universe. It has
no- relation ' (Jeans himself claims|’

.1 for it mo rebation) to man’s life
human life,|

or- man’s . problems:
says Jeans, is -apparently an ac-
cident - outside the -calculations. of}
his.. “mathematical ~God’t=~or, as 1
should-. put - it, an accident with},

It is only;

falls into a  mystical|

‘fashioning

is. that science will' solve|

no kind of God nor any’ e#pscious
punpoee behind it. . The dream of
immortality, the notion of ‘a divine
moral law, the illusion of a celes-
tial, spiritpal destiny. for the hu-
‘man race, the problem of good and
evil (its recanciliation ~with ‘the
view of theism)—none of these
confusing corollaries of ‘the God
idea are clarified by -“the ~mere
verbal novelty of Jeans’ “mathe-
matical -God.” © It is notable, im-
deed, that Jeans himself does net
attempt -to ligk this imagined God
with the real problems of life nor
to give it an.intelligible place in
the universal “s:heme.”* He fash-
ions this “mathematical God” (a
in - words" only): and
evidently ‘supposes-nothing for him
to -do—unless it. be -to send. forth
streams  of “ “pure . thought” (but
does “pure thought”.” igo in
streams?) somewhere:'and some-
how * (or nowhere ‘and nohow). .
“And I repeat that Jeéamns denies
the importance or the reality of
his own metaphysics:” His final
words are an -admission of doubt
and futility -+ and - meaningless
rhetoric.- - He . says:*' " “We may
well conclude by -adding, ‘what
might well' have ‘been: ‘interlined
into every paragraph; that every-
thing' that has ‘been 'said, ~and
every ‘comclusion ‘that ‘has been
tentatively put forward,: is “quite.
frankly speculative and’ uncertain.
We- have tried to ‘discuss “whether
present-day science rhas ‘anything
to say on- certain difficult .quas-
tions, which are perhaps. set’ fo:-
ever beyond the reach of human
understanding. We cannot claim
to. have - discerned more than a
very faint glimmer of light at
the best; perhaps it was: wholly
illusory, for certainly we had to
strain our eyes very hard to sse
anything at all. So that 6ur main
contention  can hardly be that the
science of today has’ a pronounce-
ment to make, perha.ps it ought
rather to be that- science should
leave off making pronouncements:
the river of knowledge has - too
often turned back on itself.”"

Certainly individual ‘scientists,
intellectually -on an ‘idle holiday,
should leave off making mystical
pronouncements. :

Jeans the skeptical realist per-
forms - the -appropriate  funeral
rites over Jeans the mystic.

i

A Pnest’s Reply (

“Concluded from puge thrce]

sers - and a “frock" coat
down-on the wdrld
of heaven.

’ “Eternal Vdues

It 1s widely astray “whey. it
refuses to .accept ‘the validity of
such affirmations as “‘God is Good,
Powerful, Intelligent, Lovmg,” the
result of reason’s assurance that

iéokmg'
?ver the wali

the Creator must possess in an

unlimited degree all positive per-
fections - whose abstract econcept
does not involve limit or imper-
fection.

‘Christians are not held to a
fundamentalist and over-anthro-
pomorphic interpretation of the
Bible, and it is only such inter-
pretation that makes Christianity

stand in contradiction to true
science.
Christ’s revelation gave mnew

force and "authentication to the
conclusions of philosophic theism.

When He taught us the “Our
Father,” He affirmed, what the-
ism concluded, that some true an-
alogy is to be found between the
human perfection of mother-love
and-- the Creator’s attitude to-
wards men, and that God is Love.

To fall back on Freud and the
New:Psychologists -with: their sub-
jective “father-complex” - solution
of the philosophy of -theism is to
dethrone reason, man’s  highest
faculty. ’ ‘

The Summa of St. Thomas is not
based on such :an insecure founda-
tion, nor can psycho-analysis in-
terpret it in terms of a. complex.

One . final" word. ~ Mr.  ‘Huxley
avoids the all-important matter of

| personal immortality. Theism can-

not be indifferent to ‘the. solution
of that question. _

-If man .be not lmmortal and if
all human life and asplratmn is to
end in the scrap- -heap of- the uni-
verse which science prophesies ‘to
be its destiny, then the experiment
of creation would have-been the
grim sardonic. jest: of “a fiend.

If “eternal values” -weigh for
anything, the human mind cannot
face_ that hypothesm .

Till it is proved.to be. true we
have no, need:of ‘Mr. Huxleys “re-
ligion without" God.? . -

WHAT a man- ibeheves is no: rbet-
ter: than why . he beheves 1t
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