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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The year 1951 has been called the veer of confusioen,
Many pecple attacking both the entire recent forelgn policy of
the United States and the United Nations! methods in Korea have
branded each with the stigms of CONFUSION., The Truman«&aeﬁrthur
controversy hes only verplexed people more., The Kefauver inves-
tigatlion of orgenized Rambling within the borders of America has
so arcused nublic opinion that the whole nation is wondering what]
the complete story is. #ore recently crime investigetions of
large-scale dope peddling, million~doller narcotic rings, sand
scandals among »ublic offlcers have left the man on the street
bewildered, DEven as thie chapter 1s being written, truce talks
are being inaugursted in Korea. The aversge citizen 18 still
confused about the issues st steke, wondering vhat the common
ground might be for e lasting negotiasted pesce in Korez retween
the Camﬁamists end ourselves. There are so meny opinicns, seo
many reports, so much conjeecture snd uncertainty, is it eny wone
der that we sre confused? We seem to heve lost zight of snythin&

absolute or ultimete on which to base our judgements,

If we look &% scme of the modern views of God, we cane-

1
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not help getting the impression of confusion here too. God is
everything from & wniversal world spirit to & poor suffering he-
ing whe needs our help as well as our pity., Atheism, pantheism,
deism, personalism, finitism, and a host of other "ismsMw.all
with different viewpoints of God, all with their staunch defenw
ders! As we consider these two types of confusion, akbout God and
about presnet-day world situstions, the thought strikes us that
they seem like two manifestations of the seme root, two effects
of tﬁa same causes, This is not surprising., Our confusion abouy
what man i3 and what our relation to our fellow man 1s, reflects

our confusion sbout what God is and what our relation to Him is,

One of the ﬁar@ popular bellefs in modern times, the
one to whiech our nresent study 1is devoted, 1s theistic finitism,
This is simnly the bellief that God is finite, 8, 8, Laurie in
his two volume work, Synthetica, has left us & modern vhilosophen
faced with an ancient problem. Laurie enccunters the problem of
the meaning of evil, and he asks an old questiont "How 1is Evil
possible if God be One, All-powerful, and Good?"l Laurie defines
evil as "the failure of God-creative to realize the idesl of the
individual and of the whole on the plane of Being which man oc-

cuniés‘“z Because there 1ls evil in the world, because there are

i i 8. 8, Lsurle,- thetica, II, New York, 1906, 283,
2 Ibid., 286,
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flews in the universe, Laurie concludes that God ecannot Ge all-
powerfuls He must be finite. God has a lot of good will, tries
hard, but often fails,

| Does God truly fail? Our answer must be, Assuredly: and
the fallure is more consnicuous, the higher the grade of
finite being, I think it is Eplctetus who says that God
does not ®take aim for the purpose of missing the mark")
but witgaut doubt, here &nd now, the mark is constantly
missed.,

John MeT. Fllis MeTaggart is snother Twentieth Century
repregentative of the theory of & limited God, With him the
theory grows out of the problem of time., He claims there can be
no causal relation betwaen two substances, one or both of which
is out ef time., He illustrates the point by imagining there ex-
ists a timeless God. Such a God, however, cannot be the cause of
the world. In fect, between such & God and the world there can
be no causal relation at all.4 McTaggart treats of the problem
of a finite God 1is some detall in his book The Nature of Existence
esvecially in a chapter of the second volume entitled MGod and
Immortslity." There McTeggsrt gives us his definition of God:

I take the word God to mean & baing who 1s onersonel,
sunpreme, and good, Personality is the quality of being
& self...sIn including supremacy in the definition of the

quality of deity, I do not mean that & being should not
be eslled a God unless he is omnipotent, but that he must

3 Ibid., 287,

| 4 John McT. Ellis McTaggart, Philosophical Studies
London, 1934, 170, ’

!
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be, at the least, much more powerful than any other self,
and so powerful that his volition can affeet profoundly all
else that existd, In including goodness, I do not mean
that a being should not be called a God unless he is morally
peigegvt, but that he must be, at the least, more good than
evil,

MeTaggart is not unaware that most of the theists believe that
God 1is omnipatent; the creator of all else that exlsts, snd abe
solutely verfect.® Even so, MeTaggart sticks to his position

and does not hedge even when he says thgt he is doubtful that

his God is of much religious value.7 This 1s what McTaggart une
derstands by God, but'doea he actually hold that such & God ex~
ist2? He c¢laims there seems no rsesson ﬁhy there should not de
such & person as his God. On the other hand, there seems no rea«
scn why there should be such a perscn. 8o McTaggert concludes:’
"Our conclusions invalidate the usuel, and the strongest argu-
ments for the existence of sueh a being. 8 There cannot be much
doubt, then, as to Ec?aggart’s real nosition. God for him means
a finite Gody but when it comes to the actual existence of this
finite God, MeTaggart is really &n atheist, or at least an agnosew
tie.?

5 Jomn McT, Ellis McTaggart, The Nature of Existence
II, Cembridge, 1927, iv6. ’ '

6 Ibid., 177.
7 Ibid., 183,
8 Ibid., 184,
9 Ibid.
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Hastings Rashdall in his book The Theory of Godd and

Evil also considers the finiteness of God. He meets the same
diffieulty occasioned by the existence of evil, It is his be-
lief that'evil must be supposed to exist as the necessary means
to goe&%o‘This fact, Rashdall is forced to admit, implies & limiw
tation to divine émnigetenae.ll He thus explaing that evil is
due to 8 limitation of God's power rather than to a limitation
of His goodnesga, Again we see, and we shail see it in even graati
er detail later in this thesis, that the whole question of good
and evil 1s intimately bound up with the theory of God's finitee
ness, Lewis R, Farnell in the following pessage has summarized
well the position of Rashdalls

God created souls, even the bad soul, and the bdst world

he could, because he is finite and could create only what

was in hia nature to create, and he has often to do evil

- g8 a means to goodt there is in the ultimate nature of

things, that is to say, the ultimate nature of God-~ an 12

inherent reason why greater good should not be obteinable, ~

The idea that God is both one and finite apvears rather

late in histary &8s a popular belief, It is true that the aneclent

Greeks snd Romans as well as all the gentiles had & sort of hier

10 Hastinga Rashdall, The Theory of Good : il,
Oxford, 1907, 235, » dhe SL faed and Erldy

11 Ibid., 237.

‘ 12 Lewils Richard Farnell, The Attributes
oxford, 1925, 276, » dbe oL Sod,
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archy of gods. All these gods, indeed, would have to be consid-
ered finite, BSome commentators would hold that Plato helieved
in & finite God.?? The notion of God, however, which was in-
herited from the Jewish race and preserved and expounded throughe
out the Christian centuries had always been the ene,l4 simple,l5
eternal,t® infinite,l” persect,1® goodl? God of St. Thomas snd
the other scholasties, To meke God finite or anything less than
omninotent was to destroy the whole notion of God. For long cene
turies Christisn Western e¢lvilization zdored a God hoth infinite
in power and infinite 1n goodness. In recent centuries, however,
there has arisen this belief in a finite Gods In viewing briefl
this ehaﬁge from the notion of an infinite God to that of & fi-
nite God, it will be well to consider three influences, David
Hume, Jo¥m Stuart ¥ill, and Willism James,.

In his work, Dislogues Concerning Natursl Religion,

published after his death, David Hume makes mention in passing

13 Bdgsr Sheffield Brightman, A Philosonhy of Relizion,
New York, 1945, 289,

14 C. GupI, 42,
15 8. T., I, 3, 7.
16 C. G., I, 15.

17 Ibid., 43.

18 §_Q El,‘ I! A, 10
19 £. Eﬁ'! i, 38,
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of the theory that God is finite. The Dilslogues is one of the
first treatises to appear in Fnglish where this theory is even
mentioned., The Dlalogues take place between Philo, Cleanthes,
and Demeaj however, it 1is never entirely clear which of these 1is
gpeaking Hume's trues mind. Norman Kemp Smith in hiszs edition of
the Q;g;ggggg?0 identifies Hume with Philo. Host of the previe
ous commentators had taken Cleanthes for the real Hume,?l Be
this as it may, both seem to subscribe at times to the idez of
God's finiteness, It 13 Cleanthes in Part XI of the Dialogues
vho makes the suggestiont

But supposing the Author of nsture to be finitely perfect

though far exceeding mankind; a satisfactory account may

then be given of natural and moral evils, and every untovard

phenomenon be exnlained and adjusted., A less evil may then

be chosen, in order to reach & desirsble endt And in 2

word, benevolence, regulated by wisdom, and limited by
necessity, mzy produce just such g world as the present.

22
Hume's characters themselves mske it sufficlently clear that

their author reslized the novelty of this ides of a finite God,
Speaking to Philc, Cleanthes says that "he would gladly hear,at

length, without interruption, vour opinion of this new theery,ﬂzx

20 Normsn Kemn Bmith, Bume's Dislogues Concerning
Natural Religion, Oxford, 1947: 2%.

21 Brightmen, A& Philosophy of Religion, 293,

22 ©Smith, Hume's Dislogues Concerning Naturel Belig;og%
203, .
0

23 1Ibid. Emphasis is mine,
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Philo answers that there are four clrcumstanees on

which the greater pert of the ills that beset sensible creatures
dapend., Becsuse of these assorted evils that are present in the
universe, Philo cannot ses a ground for inferring thers exlsts s
divine goodness, He claims that 1f infinity is secluded from the
divine asttributes, we may be sble to show a consistence nointing
to the goodness of God. However, these conjescturss zhout Godls
gondness esn never be foundations for any inference that God
actuslly 1s gaad;zA Although Philo's resl position seems to be
thaet of & skeptic,25 he tries at times to champion the cause of
Godts finiteness, Thus in Chanter V he argues szgeinst Cleanthes
with saﬁewhat cuestionabtle logie., The csuse, he says, ought to
be proportioned to the effeect. The effect, however, as far as
ve know 1t, is not infinite. How, then, can we ascribe infinity
to the Divine Being which is the cau&e?zé Yet in almost the next
1ine Philo is favoring the csuse of an infinite God, Proof for
such & God must be g nrioris

There are many inexplicable difficulties in the works of

nature, which, if we sllow a perfect Author to be nroved

& priorl, are easily solved, and become only seemingly
difficulties, from the nerrow capsclty of man, who cannot

24 Ibid., 205.
25 Ibid., 213.
¢ 26 Ibid., 166.




trace infinite relaticns.27 ‘

Fume's position, then, with regard to the theory of a
finite God, was thet of the first Fnglish draftsman. Certainly
he was one of the first men to sketch in the English langusge the
outlines of thié doctrine, As we heve already mentioned, Hume's
Dislogues was & posthumous work ovublished in 1779, HMuch of
Humet!s thought was already suspect among the English reaaars of
nig day, and it mey be thet he thought mentioning this new the@rﬁ
of & finite God during his lifetime would only antagonize them,
Ve can agree essentislly with Julius 8, Bixler's comment on

Hume's contribution to the finite God theorys

Hume in his essay on The Hatural History of Eg;%g;ga obw
serves thet theism developed out of polytheism by increasing

"aduletion”, That is to sey, men vied with each other in
agceribing gresatness to the Deity until he finally became as
greaet &s their words could mske him. And in the Dialogues
Concerning Natural Religion, he hints that absolutism may
have come about in much the’same way, and thaet both philo=
sophy and religlon would be betiter off if the conceptlon
of an infinite ggd were superseded by %"z more accurate and
nmoderate® ides.

The first man of really great significance to developn
thalt rough, sketchy ocutline of Hume's wes John Stuart Mill, It

was nearly one hundred years after the appearance of the Dige

27 Ibid., 166,

i 28 Julius Seelye Bixler, Religion in the Philosophy
.i Mﬁ James, Boston, 1926, 140.
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1ogues of Hume (1779) that Mill's Three Essevs on Religion (1874)
weos published, Ve might remark in passing thet this, too, was
a posthumous work. Mill rejects the argument for the existence
of God from the necessity of a first e&use,zg also the one from

0
3 as well &s all a priori »roofs,
31 '

the general consent of menkind,
whatever particular form they take. About the proof for God's
existence from the marks of design in the universe, Mill cautiousk
ly admits:s

It must be allowed that in the present state of our kncowe

ledge, the adantations in Nature afford a large balance

of »robeblility in fevor of creation by intelligence., It 2

is equally certain that this is no more than prob&bilitycB
Talking about this same proof from design, Mill states in anothey
place that & very little considerstion is enough to show thatBB

"though it has some force, its force is very generally overrated !

It is necessary, first of £11, to understand what Mill
says about nature if we are to try to understand his thinking on
the problem of God., In the first of his Three Esseys on Reli~
glon M1ill tekes for his subject "Nature.® He concludes thet the

29 John Stuart M1ll, Three Hssays on Religion, New
York, 1874, 153. -

30 Ibid., 160,
31 Ibid., 163,
U 32 Ipdd., 174.

33 Ibid., 168.
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vord nature denotes two things, either Wihe entire system of
things"® or "things &s they would be, apart from human intervenw
tion,"34 1In the first sense, the doctrine thet men ought to fol-
low neture is unmeaning, since man cannot éo anythiﬂg else then
follow nature, In the second sense of the term, the doctrine
that man ought to follow nature is irrstionsl snd immoral, If
man followed nature, for example, if he lived like the animsls,
he would wound, kill, and devour other meﬁ a3 well &s other ani-
mals, This 1s what seems to be in the back of Mill's mind when
he says that to follow nature is irrstionel and immoral.s> In
this section of his essay there seems to be no indication th&%
there might be an essentisl distinetion between man and brute,
animal and rational animal.36 If such a distinction were made,
then man could follow natﬁre, his nature, and thus not gét like

& brute beast,

For Mill, the evils of nature are & tremendous 4iffi-
eulty, The terror of & hurricane, the destruction of & flight
of locustg or a flced,37 the fact that "a large provoriion of

all animals should pass their existence in tormenting and devoure

34 Ibid., 644
35 Ibid., 65.
36 Ibid., 55-65.
37 Ibid., 30.
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ing other animals,"38 that these animals "have been lavishly
fitted out with the instruments neceséary for that purpoge; their
atrongest instincts impel them to it, and many of them seem to
nave been constructed incapable of supporting themselves by any
other food,"3%--all these nhenomena bewilder 4ill, The only
answer to these difficulties he sees in the fact that God must
be finite, "If we are not obliged to believe the animal creatlon
to be the work of a demon, it 1s because ve need not Quppose it
to have been made by & Being of infinite pawar.”4° This, then,
18 where Mill's consideration of nature has led him, namely, to
a finite Godt '
The only admissible moral theory of Creation 18 that the
Principle of Good gannot at once and altogether subdue the
powers of evil, either nhysical or moralj could not place
mankind in & world free from the necessity of an incesgsant
struggle with the maleficént powers, or make them always
victorious in that struggle, but could end did make them
capable of carrying on the figh{ with vigour and with »ro-
gressively increasing success.4
¥111 belleves that of &ll the religious exnlanations
of the order of nature only one, the theory that God is finite,
escapes heing contradictory in itself and to the facts it at-

tempts to explain., Mants duty, Mill suggests, consists "in

38 Ml’ 58‘
39 1bid.

40 Ibid.
41 Ibid., 38, The emphssis is Mill's,
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gt=nding forward a not ineffectusl suxilliary to & Being of* ner-
fect banafic:ence."42 In other words, Mill's God needs our help;
Feith in such a God Mill considers much better adapted for nerve
ing man to exertion "than a vague reliance on an Author of Good
who is supposed to be also the author of evil,"™ In fact, Mill
thinks that men who have been strengthened and supported by s
trust in & superintending Providence have really believed in a

finite God,43 In some cases they do not state this belief openly;

in others they do not themselves realize that they go believe,

It would be far beyond the scope of this present paper;
in some way or other, to attemnt to enswer .the difficulties which
John Stuart ¥ill has seen, However, we might indicate one nos-
sible solutlion to the problem he raises of suffering in snimsls,
First of all, let us remember that the advantages and benefits
which animals, as é vhole, enjoy because they are endowed with
sensation seem to surpass by far the pain that this or that ani-
mal occasionally feels, Again, the very nature of sensstion
wc@ld seem to necegsitate the possibllity of pain., An excess of

nleasurable sensation is frequently the eause'of pain. It would

42 Ibid., 39.

43 Ibid., 39, 40. There we find this: "Those who have
been strengthened in goodness by relying on the sympathizing
suppbrt of & powerful and good Governor of the world, have, I am
satisfled, never really belleved that Governor to be,..omnipotent
They have always saved his goodness at the expense of his power,®

- o
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require 2 cantinual miracle on the part of God to give animals

s sense nature which, on the one hand, céuld enjoy pleasures, and
on the other, could naver suffer nain in that sense nature. Anie
mals have no right to such & miratle, sinees, as & matter’cf fact,
they have no fight to their very existence. Thelr existence is

g free gift from God. Lastly, we do not know how much pain
animals suffer, but it would seém to be lesgs than that of human
beings, Animals which lack an intellect would seem to be unable
to collect the pain that hes passed, or to forésae the pein of
the future., We know from our own experience that the anticipa-
tion of pain i3 frequently harder to bear than the sctual pain n

itself,

In his third essay on religion, entitled "Theism®, Mill
rejects several proofs for God's existence, finally sdmitting the
probability of the proof from the design shown in the universe,
But Mill argues that design means contrivence or mesns to attain
an end, and this, he says, proves the finlteness of God, At
first glance Mill's argument 18 appeslings

It is not too much to say that every indicatlon of Design
in the Kosmos 1s so much evidence against the Omnipotence
of the Designer., For what 1s meant by Design? Contrivances
the adaptation of means to an end. But the necessity for
contrivance-~the need of employing means--isz a consequence
of the limitation of nower, Who would have recourse to
means 1f to attain his end his mere word was sufficient?...
Wisdom and contrivance are shown in oversoming difficulties,
and there is not room for them in a Being for whom no dif-
ficulties exist, The evidences, therefore, of Natural The-
ology distinetly imply that the author of %he Kosmos worked
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under limitationg; that he was obliged to adapt himself to
eonditions independent of his will, and to attain his znds
by such arrengements &s those conditions admitted of JA4&

From this lalst argument and from what has gone before,
there is not much danger in mistaking M1llts position., That he
held that God is finite can be stated with certainty. It would
seem worthwhile to say something about the discussion of contris
vance and design quoted above, In one short paragraph we cannot
hope to solve Mill's objections completely, but perhaps we can,
at 1éaat, indicate one approach to solving it. Mill's position
boils down to this: God is not omnipotent becsuse He has to use
contrivance or design, meens to attein His end. However, we may
well inquire whet is the end of creation from God's viewpoint,
Is it something already stteined by God, or is it something yet
to be attelned? If we hold that God!s goodness is the end in
ereation, Millts difficulty seems less of a difficulty, For
thus on God's nart He has perfectly attained this end since He
a’lways possesses entirely His own divine Goodness. On%ihe nart
of creatures, hovever, this end, the participation of God's
géodness, is yet to be attained. On their side, then, there can
be and 1s contrivance, means to sttain their end. If we recog-
nize that all contrivence is on the vart of creatures striving
to attein their end, and that Ged, so to spesk, has forever perw

Feot l)/
.

44 Ibid., 176, 177.
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atteined His end, then we can sgree to Mill's meaning of design,

16

pur conclusion, however, does not lead to a finite God but rether
to a God who 1s omnipotent. This, in brief, would seem to be the

parest outline of one possible solution to the objection,

In the latter part of his essay on "Theism®™ Mill again
reverts to the difficulty about the evils in the world., Again
his solution is that God pust be finite, the Creator "less than
Almighty.® In making his Deity imperfect, Mill escapes ﬁh&t
gseems to him an insocluble problem, or rather, & downright contra-
diction, It is the impossidle problem of reconciling infinite
benevolence and Jjustlce wlth infinite power in the Creator of
such a world as Mill daily saw about him.4” Although this limited
God of Millts sidestens certein difflculties, it is not entirely
free from inconsistencies, The faect of limitation in God implies
some limiting agent. In one plac@46 Mill suggests that this
limitation is due either to the material wilith which God has to
work or to His limited knowledge and ebility. Both of these rew
plies, however, would imply that there is something more ultimate
than God, They thus railse more difficulties than thev solve. Ve
csen gsee from the following conclusions of Mill thet his answer

is not entiresly satisfying:

; 15.5 lm' F lgét
46 Ibid., 174.
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These, then are the net results of Natural Theology on the
guestion of the divine attributes. &4 Being of great but
limited power, how or by what limited we cannot even conjece
ture; of great, and verhaps mnlimited intelligence, but
perhaps also more narrowly limited than his power: who de-
sires and pays some regard to the happiness of his crea-
tures, but who seems to have other motives of action which
he cares more for, and who can hardly be sungsad to have
created the universe for that purpose slcne,

¥hereas Hume might be called the first draftsmen of the

modern theory of a finlte God, and Mill, its first grest develop~
er, the &mérican, William James, was one of its best popularizers}
Acccrding to James, God in the religiocus life of the common run
of men 18 ®a superhuman person who calls us to co-operate in his
purposes, and who furthers ours if they are worthy. He works in

an external environment, has limits, and has enemies,"48

James's theory of a finite God wes but & logical out~
come from Mill's theory. In fact, James dedicates his work,
Pragmatism, to Mill with tHe following words: "To the memory of
John Stuart ¥ill from whom I first learned the pragmztic opene
nesg of mind and whom my fancy likes to picture as our leasder

were he alive today."49 In & Plurelistic Universe Jemes states
his position for & finite God in unmistakable terms, thus showe

47 Ibid., 194.

N 48 Willlem Jemes, A Plurslistic Universe, New York
1909}, 124. ’ ’ '

tion. 49 Willism Jemes, Pragmatism, New York, 1947, Dedice-
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ing himself to be & loyal follower of Mill:
When John ¥ill said that the notion of God's omnipotence
must be given up, if God is to be kept as a religious ob-
icat “he was surely accurately right; yet so prevalent 1ias
he iuy monism that i1dly haunts the reglon of God's name
that 80 simple and truthful a say: was generally tmﬁa&
as a parsgox: God, it was ssid, not be finite, I b’g"f@
lieve that the aniy God worthy of the name pust be finite.
One of the ressons for Jemes's belief in the finite God
theory 1is that it seves one from "the irrationslities incidental
to absolutism,.” The absolutism James is opposed to, however, is
the absolutism of Hegel. This &bsolute has nothing outside it-
gelf to mecount for the irrationalities in the universe. The
finlte God of Jemes may concelivably have almost nothing outside
himself but the minutest fraction of the universe. Neverthsless,|
that fraction would save God from being responsible for evil and
other “irrationalities.” James's God is responsible only for
such things in the universe as He knows enough and has power
enough to have accomplished., An omnipotent God James regards as

a disease of the philosophy-shop.5l

James has some rather harsh words to say ebout the
scholastic descriptions of God. One such description he calls
"a pretentious sham.” And he further declares: "It means less

50 James, 4 Elurallstic Universe, 124.
51 William James %}&gﬁ %},&g James, edited
his son, Benry James, II, Bos on, a% . o R4
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knan nothing, in its pompous robe of adjectives, "0 Jan; offers
Pragmtlan &8 & substitute for the pretentious sham of the scho-

1astics., He turns his back on "the intellectualist point of view
together.” To what does he turn? "'God's in his heaven; all's
1ght with the world!'--That's the real heart of your theology,

d for that you need no rationalist definitions."Sd

In his book The Yaristles of Beligious Exverlence

ames recognizes the practicel needs and sxperience of religion.
Belief in God had been the answer to those neads., But an infi-
jnite and ommipotent God is not necessary. Bellief in a power both
other than and larger than ourselves is all that is necessary.
This power must, of course, be friendly to ourselves and to our
ideals 54

- James dcnoméu evil almost as harshly as he does the
scholasties. Evil is semphaticelly irrational., *Evil is & pure
abomination to thc Lord, an slien unreality, a waste element, to
be sloughed off and negated, and the very memory of it, if pos-

52 James, Pragmatigm, 1£1.
53 Ikgd.

: 54 Willlam James, The : g.g o]
ence, New York, 1936, B515. "Anyt! han oursolvos w 11
do, only it be llrga snough to trust tar tho next stop. It
need not be infinite, it nocd not be solitary.”
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sitle, wiped out and forgotten.“SE For Jsmes, as for 21l the
other finite God theorists, the moral and physiczl evils present
in the world are the real stumbling block, We will see more of
this in Chapter IV. For the oresent, let us be content to see
the conclusion which James resches in his work, A Pluralistie
Universe., It 1s in this book that much of his thought sabout a

finite God is contained.
The line of least resistance, then, as it seems to me, both
in theology and in philosophy, is to accept, along with the
sunerhuman consclousness, the notion that i% is not all-
embracing, the notion, in other words, that there is a God,
but that he is f%gite, either in power or in knowledge, or
in both at once, _

Sueh, in brief, 1s & partial history of this theory of
a2 finite God in Fnglish-speaking countries, It was suggested by
Hume, developed by Mill, and popularized by James., Laurie, McTeags
gart, and Rashdall are some of the modern philosochers who have
carried on the theory. Many of the same theories, problems, and
solutions that have been considered in this chapter will come

L,

up again in & study of another modern vhilosorher, Bdgar Shefw

field Brightman.

55 Ibid., 130.
56 James, A Pluralistic Universe, 311.




CHAPTER 1II

PROOFS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

Edgar Sheffield Brightmsn was born September 20, 1884,
in & Methodist parsonage in Holbrook, Massachuﬁetts,l At Brown
University he received the A,B. and A,M, degrees, He continued
his studies at Boston University, where he received & theological]
degree in 1910 and the doctorate in 1912. He was a follower of
the absolutism of Royce for a while but was later converted to
James! pragmatism. It was while at Boston University that he
came under the influence of Borden Parker Bowne, one of the fore-
most American ohilosophers of his day. Soon he.turned to Bowne'q
nersonallism although he took & more empirical approach than Bown%
did. Brightm&n wes very emphatic about seeking a coherent & ¢~
count of experience. "In his criticism of other philosophies
the emphasis 1s on their failure to tske all aspects of exverim
ence ecoherently into account. Personality is affirmed to be the

key to reality,“z

i 1 Edgar 8, Prightmen, "Rellgion as Truth," Contempo-
rgrx Theology. This article gives de*ails of the autho
and his e&r Ly 1ife.

1 p 2 VWalter G. Mueller and Laurence Sears, The Developw-
mené'af American Philosophy, Boston, 1940, 510.
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Professor Brightman has written much sbout God., A mere

disconnected survey of his hooks vill impress one with the imnor-
tence he places on theism: The Problem of God, The Finding of God],

Is God & Person?, Religious Values, Personszlity snd Religion,
Morsel Laws, and his most recent book, 4 Philosophy of Religion.
In reeding these bocks one 1ls struck by the earnestness snd sine-
cerity of this man in his quest for truth znd for a solution to
some of the problems cf life, His treatment of God is alw&yg
reverent, and his "approach to the problems of human exnerience
hag always been philosophieal rather than theological¢"3 Reason,
then, is his method of approach.
The @ractiéal reason 1s reasonj and no amount of respect
for conscience or mystical exverience or experimental
method or strong nerscnalities can Justify the thinker
in being satisfied with what he knows to be irrationale-
that is, contradictory or incoherent.
@rofessar,ﬁrightman gees no contradietion between faith and
reason. He relles on bothy the two are necessary,
If faith 1s not to contradiet itself or known faet, it
must be reasonalbe, A faith Meontrary to reason® (to use

- Locke's expression) 1is a faith in the sglf» contradictory,
that 1s, the impossible and the unresl,

'3 Brightman, "Religion as Truth,® 53,

4 Ibidey 54

o 5 T¥dgar 8, Brightman, An Introduction to Philosovhy,
[New York, 1925, 324.
, i
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Fnder the guldance of reason and in the footstens of the great

tninkers of the ages, Professor Brightman begins his search for

160(306

In Chapter V of his boolk, The Problem of God, entitled
nThe Resultant Idea of God," Professor Brightman investigates the
nature of God., He gives & lengthy definition af God and then
elaborates on this definition, The following chapter is ealled
#The Evidence for God." Here he considers and »nroposes several
arguments for the existence of God, It is true that it is often
convenient to use some workable definition of God before ametuslly
nroving His exlstence. However, to consider in detail the nature
of God and to give & full definitlon of Him before considering
whether or not He actually exists, seems very much of a case of
putting the cart before the horse. If God does not really exist,
or if wébdo not know He exists, how can we explain His nature?

That need reelly is there to bother about the question of what

6 Whether Professor Brightman realized it or not, ane
other philoscopher centurles before him had mapped out resson as

Thomas wrote in his Summe Contra Gentilest "It is necessary to
have recourse to natural reason to which all are compelled to as-

fieally the »roblem thet Professor Brightman has considered above
namely, the relation bhetween falth and reason, It is interesting
to note that thelir conelusions &re the ssme, Truth 1s one and can
neve/ be self-contradictory. Or as 8t. Thomas puts it, "Since
therefore falsehood alone is contrary to truth, it is impossible
for the truth of faith to be contrary to vrincinles known by

na tural reason,®

the foundation and groundwork of his philosophy. Back in 1264 StJ

sent.® (C.G., Iglz) In snother vplace (C.G., I, 7) he treats sneci-

Sk
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God 1s unless we know that He 18? We think it more lcgi&al, then
to consider first Professor Brightman's treatment of the exis-
tence of God and then the nature of Professor Brightman's God,

a8 seen from his definitions of Him.

We should mention in the beginning that Professor
Brightmsn has & criterion by which he wishes to test all proofs
for God's existence. It ist "the standard of whether they are
| based on & econsideration of all the facta‘”7 The zuthor gives
six evidences which he considers proofs for Godls existence, Bew
cause of the limits of this paper we will not be able to considend
them in the deteill in which we would like to trest them. Since
they do directly affect Brightman's concept of God Himself and
indiecate the way to a finite God, we must give them some atten-
tion in thig study of God's finiteness. Our author summarizes
them thust

The chief evidence for God, as I see 1t, may well he sume
marized under six headst the evidence of the ratipnality
of the universe, the evidence of the emergence of novel-
ties, the evidence of the nature of personality, the evi~
dence of values, the evidence of religious experisence,
and the evidence of systematic coherence, To some extent
these fields overlap; indeed, they must 1f they all take
in the whole of experience from differing points of view,

I do not present them &s finalities but sigmly g8 the
, best conceptions I have been able to find,

7 FEdgar 8. Brightman, The Problem of God, New York,

g8 Ibid.




Vo

25
Looking at Brightmen's proofs for the existence of God,

we will see that all of them lead to his position of & finlte God}
The first of our suthor's Mevidences® for God is the rationality
of the universe., Concerning this proof, he says: "Whatever shows
the universe to be rational, shows it to be what one would expeet
from the handiwork of a supreme mind, "9 Brightman admits that
rationslity is & very general term and declares that a rational
order in the universe does not necessarily imply such a God as
religion worships, However, he claims that an irrationsl uni-
verse would execlude the possibility of a God, that we must show
the universe to be rational if there is to be s Gods What Pro-
fessor Brightman means by rational universe is not, of eourse,
that the universe as a whole is capable of ressoning, Rather,
he means that it is a universe which gives signs of order and
that this order, in turn, must heve come from a mind,10 One of
hig proofs that the universe 1z rationzl is the followings

The fact of interaction emong things implies & unitary

end rational ground of interaction. All sclence assumes

that the universe is such g system of activity that any

change anywheres implies changes elsewhff@; and these
changes oceur in accordance with laws,

9 Ibid., 148.
10 1Ibid., 150, Thus he says, "Despite the problems

raised by Helsenberg and others our cosmos remains an ordered
whole, And itz rational order must be everlssting.”

11 Ibid., 149.
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Brightmants conclusion i3 that the universe must be thought of a8

one rational and eternal system. Thus he is led tc God, but stil}

nthis does not yet give us a complete God, but it mekes God in-
tellectually ncssibla.”lz There 1s no indication that this God
is infinite, In fect, "imperfections® in the order of the uni«
verse, for example, earthquakes, tornadoes etec., as we will see

la_ter, convince Professor Brightman that this God must be finite

His second proof for God's existence is the emergence

of novelties, The author explains whet he means by this evidence}

To say that novelties emerge 1s to say that new »ronerties
appear now and then In the universe which casnnot be re-
garded as mere recombinations of what nreceded them in time.
Many believe that 1life haz provertiss so utterly different
from those of inorganic matter that no mere combination
of inorganic substances could »roduge living substagges
unless there were & creative power in the universe,”-
He regards it as certain that consciocusness is a novelity with
nroperties totally different from those of unfeeling and unthinke
ing matter. In spite of the apvarent wastefulness of life and
] the vast amount of seemingly unnecessary inorganic matter in the
universe, Professor Brightmsn sees that "there is far more con-

tinuity end plan in the novelties that arise than could possibly

12 Ibid., 150,
13 Ibid., 151,
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be secounted for by mere blind chance,"i4 Ha claims that faith
in & personzl God 1s & far nmere intelligent and less blind faith
then "feith thet chance could »roduce life and mind and soci-
ety and genius and art and religion without any guidance by pure
pose,ns The appeal to mere chance is zn unpardongble philoso-
phical sin. Brightman explains whyt "It assumes g rational efw
faet with no cause but chance.® The emergence of novelties not
only noints the way to & personal God, hut to a finite God &lso.

It is also to be noted that the view of a finite God

develovped in the previous chaptzr is far more compeitible

with this combination of waste prodigality with purvosive

advance than is the treditional view of zn omnipotent and

benevolent ersator.l

The entire study of emergent novelties has led in each

of 1ts &svnects to God ss the most reasonable exnlanation

of the facts of_ experience, and, I may add, to & creative

put finite God,L7

o The third main type of evidence for God, according to

Professor Brightman, is that of the nature of personality. In
his discussion of novelty this proof has been anticipated to &
certain extent, "for conscious »erscnality is & most striking

novelty in & world of impersonsl atcms and ferce.ﬁlg However,

14 Ibid., 151.
15 Ibid., 153.
16 Ibid., 154
17 Ibid.
18 Ibid.
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pur author Judges that the unicueness of the problem of éérsanal—
ity requires & specisl discussion., He sees that "in various
ways the existence of personality mekes the existence of & per-
sonal God reasonable." One proof of this Professor Brightman
gives as followss

Personality 1s -~rganic to the universe...Since mind end
things are in one consgtant process of interactlon and intere
change, it is reszsonable to suppose that the whole world is
one kind, and that, the kind that we experience directly in
consciousness.,.«Thus the fact of personslity points to a
world beyond our nersonalities, but essentially of the same
kind, that is of thought and sction and exnerience, yet on
a cosmic geale, To this cosmic experience...we give the
name God,l
- Brightman sees another proof of God's existence in the
cause of c¢onsciousness., This cause of consciocusness, he says,
"surely cannot be & reduced and stupid seventh cousin of con-
sciousness; it must be a closer relative, more like a father
then & cousin.?0 In other words, consciousness must emerge &nd
be produced from a& source that can really explain it, For Pro-~
fessor Brightman, %a cosmic conscliousness is the only conceivablel
source of evolution which can be clearly seen to be adeguste to

the facta.“zl God is but another name for this Mcosmiec conscious

k 4

ness® of which our author speaks. In this way, the nslture of

19 Ibid., 155, 156.
¢ 20 Ibid., 157.
21 1bid.
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personelity takes Brightman to Godj but since God's personslity
is "essentially of the same kind, that 1s, of thought and a ction‘
and experlence" as ours, He can hardly be sald to be infinite

any more than we are infinite,

The fourth type of evidence for God 1s thet from value,
Professor Brightman stsetes: "In men's experlence we find not
merely fects of sense and of self-consciousness, but we glso fin&
R2

values,® The existence of values among men, like the existence
of personality, i1s & feset to be explained, Mcrerer, men 1z not
slone in experiencing values.

The world of nature behaves like human nature in this re-

speets it acts as though 1t, too, were living for scme

purpose, Han strives towards ends which he valuesi nature

strives towards ends, such as the development of law and

order, life and mind, which it seems to wiiue, Thus we

may consider values 13 nature in conneftion with vaslues

in humen personality.<3
Professor Brightman recognizes the many facts in nature which
evidently show signs of purpose. They %all point to the prasencé
of a purposive power in the universe,® This purposive power is
none other than God. However, & difficulty arises, It is the
difficulty of explalning the presnece of evil in the world, Evil
seéma the strongest argument and most conerete evidence against

théyeiistence of God., As we shall see in greater detail in Chap«

b 22 Ibigd.
23 Ibid., 158,
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ter IV, this diffieculty is for the present author surmountable,
Professor Brightman himself offers at least three welighty solu-
tions to this problem in his work, The Problem of QQQ;24 He
holds, too, that his theory of a finite God sccounts for much of
the evil in the world., There are simply certain things and events
over which God does not have complete méwer. Evil is one of
these things., Thus Brightman concludes that "theism gives the
most rational explanation of the facts of.our value experience,

both of its evils and of its goods¢“25

Concerning the fifth main type of evidence, that from

religious experience, Brightman declarest

It is true that & religlous experience, taken by itself,

cannot well be used as evidence for the existence of the

divine object toward which it is directed; but te ken in

connection with the rest of experience and with our total

world view, it may be ragarggd &8s strong empiricsal con-

firmation of belief in GCod.
This fifth evidence for God i1s a supplament and confirmation of
the other evidences. The author we are treating seems to imply
that this proof from religious exnerlience led ds to a finite God,
He does not expressly state this in The Problem of Godi but aincL
his four previous proofs of that book brought Brightmen to a
finite God, this strong "empirical confirmation® would seem to

lead to the same conclusion, In The Finding of God Brightman

24 Ibid., 160,
25 Ipig,
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explicitly states that religious experience leads to & rinite
God. .

Wha>t sort of God, then, is the God to whom religious

experience leads? In the nature of the case it must be

& finite God., No possible axperiancgvcould possibly

reveal unlimited and absolute pover,
Certainly some will dissgree with the line of reasoning in the
a_bove statement. They might ask whether Professor Brightman
is not confusing the experience with its object, Cod, Does it
necegsarily follow that the object of our experlence, God, heas
to be finite because ocur experience is finite? 1Is it not pos-
sible to have a finite experience of an infinite God? To say
that God is finite because our experience of Him is finite,seems

like saying that the ocean contains just one cuart of water

because we only have a gquart-size dipper to measure it,

- The importance our author attaches to his sixth and
lagt proof for God is evidenced by his following statement: "All
of the other types of evidence reduce to and must be jJjudged by

the standard of the evidence from aystemstic coherence, which is

26 Ibid., 161.

. 27 Edgar 8, Brightmsn, Th g;n&;ng of CGod, New York
1931, 131. The text contgnuesz "The Cod revé&%éﬁg%a exmereinée,
then, is powerful enough to lead the world toward higher levels,
vet 1f we are to bhelleve the evidence of experience, not powere
ful enough to do it without great difficulty....The God suggeste
by réliglous experience, then, is a svirit contending agaisnt obd
stacles,"

;
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the sixth end last type."28 The ultimate reason for belief in
God, then, is simpnly because such & belief proviéeé the best
solution to the riddle of life snd experience., These are Bright«
man's own wordsg

Hence, the best resason for belleving in God is that accep-
tance of the proposition that he exists and menifests him-
self in the ongoing of experience leads to the most con-
nected and coherent view of our experience as a wholeéssss
Reglity 1s better understood as the life work of a Bupreme
Person than in &ny other way. Every possible view leaves
us painfully aware of the limitations of human knowledge
and of the need for further insightj but this view has the
a:&vantage,sf pushing thought as far as 1t can go toward
the light,?

One reason why all of Professor Brightmants proofs for
the existence of God voint the way to & finite God seems to be
their lack of metaphysical depth., Very laudably, they sta’rt on
the emnirical plane, yet they never rise any higher. These proega
of his do not seem to penetrate beneath the surface meaning of
things and get to the heart of their true significance. Certain-
ly they do not probe deep enough into the whole problem of baingi
As far as they go, they may be goodj but that i1s precisely the
diffienlty: they do not go fer enough, They stay on the empiri-
cal level and cannot rise to anything higher than a finite God.

Thgt,;tec, seems to be why they avpealr so uncertain,

28 Brightman, The Problem of God, 161.
29 Ibid., 162,
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There is & note of hesitance thet characterizes gll six

of Professor Brightman's proofs. 8uch phrases & s ®makes God ine
tellectually pcasible,ﬂ3° "oontributes to belief in God,ﬂ31 fhas
led.eeto God as the most reasonsble explanatimn,“32 and "makes the
existence of a personal God reasanahle,"33 seem to betray & lack
of conviction in the certazinty of the proofs offered, Evidently
Professor Brightman thought that probebility as to God's existencd
w»as all that was possible, In a later book, Personsiity and Re~
l1igion, published in 1934, Brightman acknowledges that his eviéen%e
for God gives only probabilitys |
From a strictly logleal standpnint, therefore, knowledge
about the real world a-nd God is not absolute, but merely
probable, It is useless to pretend that science or philow
sophy can bring absolute proof--much less disproofe~of God.
But with all the limitations of his reason, man can see
that faith in a2 personal God hsas & degr@a of probability
which exceeds that of rival theories,
 Turning now from & consideration of Professor Brighte
man's proofg for God's exlstence and how they led him to & finite
God, we can take & brief look at several definitions of God given

by our author in his various works, The following appears in his

30 Ibid., 150,
31 Ibid., 151.
32 Ibid., 154.
4 33 Ibid., 155.

: ~ gar S, Brightman, Personslity snd Religfon, New
York, 1932, gg ,//’/’ﬁT;ggyN

{</ , Lovora €>\
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book, The Problem of God., It is the most comvlete definition
vhich we will find in any of Brightmants works, znd slihough it
is lengthy, it is worth cuoting in its entirety.

-God 18 & conscious person of nerfect good will, He is

the source of all value and so is worthy of worship and
devotion. He is the ersator of all other nerscns snd gives
them the nower of free cholce. Therefore his purpose con-
trols the outcome of the universe. His purvoge and his
nature must be inferred from the way Iin which exverience
reveals them, namely, as being gradually esttained through
affort, difficulty, and suffering. Hence there is in Godts
very nature something which mekes the effort and pain of
life necessary., There 1s within him, in addition to his
reason and his active will, & passive element whiech enters
into every one of his conscious states, as sensation, in-
stinct, and impulse enter into ours, and constitutes a
problem for him. This element we call The Given, The evils
of life and the delays in the attalnment of value, in so

far as they come from God end net from human freedom, are
thus due to his nature, yet not wholly due to his daiibarate
choice, His will znd reason ag?img on The Given produce the
world and achieve value in it,

Llthough Professor Brightmen calls the above parsgraph & "defini-~
tion®", it is obvious that he does not mean a definition in the

strict sense of the word, It is rather a descriptive definition

or a description,

| For & perscnallist such as Brightmen, one of the most
imnortant ideas in the above description of God is that He is a
Person. Personality is the key note of nersonalism, We Find a
goaﬂyﬁhssaga in Professor Brightment's Is God 2 Person? which ine
Aleates his stand on the meaning of persomality¢36 The eternal

o

i 35 Brightmen, The Problem of God, 113,
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reality in the universe for the perscnelists ig nersonality.

That we call metter and energy and thelr laws are simnly the
funetioning of a cosmie personality. The relation between matter
and spirit, then, 1s roally & relation between snirit and snirit,
Brightman admits that this personslist view of the universe is
"a hypothesis to be tested in relation Lo the rest of our ex-
nerience and thinking*“37 What does our asuthor mean when he says
that God is a conscious Person? He himself remarkst "To csll
God personal is to hold that the funetions of conscious versonalw
ity are present in him to the highest possible degrees. These
functions are feeling, thought, and wil1,"38  Tnis type of per-
sonalism whieh Professor Brightmsn holds seems, at times, to comd
very close to pentheism:

The important thing 1s the agreement of vnersonslists on the

belief that the processes of the universe are all forms of

conscious purposej that evolution iz the striving of God

himself; and that every material thing as well as every

person has some place in that purnose.-

The note of God's perfect good will seems also to be

esgsentisl to Brightmen theory of God as seen in the lengthy des=-

crintion of God given on the previous page. Our author holds

¢ ' 36 Edgar 8. Brightmen, Is God g Person?, New York,
1932, 12, |
37 ZIbid.
g 38 Ibid., 55.
-39 1bid., 15.
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that God 1s the creator, and he meintains that man recei;es‘fr@e-
will 88 a gift from God. Brightmen slso mentions God's »urpose
gnd His nature. He states that these "must be inferred from the
way in which experience reveals them, namely, as béing greduslly
attained through effort, difficulty, end sufrering,“éo Here we
must sav again that there is danger in confusing "the way in
which experience reveels® God's nature and purpose with the naw-
ture snd purnose of God in themselves, The way of experlence
with us finlte creatﬁras is always goling to be finite, If,thﬁreﬁ
fore, we confuse the way of our knowing God with the nature of
God in Himself, we cannot help reaching & finite God., We will
hava_@oré to say sbout the purvose of God in & later chapter,
Without stopping to consider it in detail, we should slso men-
tion the peculiar element of The Given in Erightment's description
of God, [The Glven, ve must remember is a passive element con-
tained in God's very nature. ¥e will heve to turn to ithis inters
nal element in God in Chapter V to understand Professor Brightmen

vhen he offers his explsnation of evil,

Brightman sums up the descriptive definition of Cod
which we have been considering in the following terms:

God is a person -supremely econscious, supremely vsluable,
and supremely creative, yet limited by the free cholces

40 Brigﬁtman; The Problem of God, 113.
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of cthez persons and by the restrictlons vithin his‘own
nature, u

For Brightman, then, God 1s definitely limiied, a finite God.
Three important notes of his theory of God are: (1) that God is
a person~-~and for Brightman consciousness is an important part42
of personality; (2) that He is the creatory (3) thet He is su-

premely good or valuasble,

In & lster work, Professor Brightman explicitly in-
cludes some gualities in God which he had not previously men-

tioned. Thus in Personslity and Religion our suthor says:

God 1s an eternal conscious personal spirit, infinite in

duration, self-exlstent, limited only by the eternal reason

snd content of his own verscnslity and, of course, by

such conditions as he voluntarily imnoses unon himself.43
Here we see that Brightman mentions the fact that God is a spirit
e78 well as a person, Since He is infinite in duration, He has
existed from all eternity. We will see later, however, that
according to Professor Brightman, God is affected by time even
though He is eternal. Here,too, the note of self-existence makes
its appearance. AS we go on, we shall see that is a note which
1s éxtremely important. In the present definition, Brightman
sees God as limited by the eternal reason and content of his own

p@récﬁality. This is the same as the {iven mentioned already.

I 41 Ibid., 113,

; 2 Cf. Bdger 3, Brightman Ph onh des] New
Y orici 1923, $r. Mg g » & Ehllosophy of s
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God is also limited by "the conditions he voluntarily imndses o~n

nimself," This last limitation of God would include "the free
cholces of other nersons®™ which Brightman considered & limitation
of God in one of the foregeing definitions. Thus, in Peggoggl;tx
and Beligion Brightman augments but does not contradiet or deny

what he held in his previous work.,

In his latest work, 4 Philosophy of Rgligiaﬁ, ?:efasaor
Brightman stresses exceptionally streongly the note thet God's
will 18 finite, "Strictly we should speak of a God whose will is
finite rather than a finlte God."% In another ~assage in this

same work, Brightmen gives this note of God's finlte will as the
distingulishing mark between theistie finitism and theistic ab=-

solutismy

The two forms of theism agree in the proposition that God
13 sn eternsl, consclous spirit, whose will is umfailingly
goods The difference between the two may best be brought
out by saying thet theistic absolutism is the view that the
will of God fsces no conditions within the divine exverience
which that will did not ereate (or at least approve), where-
8”s theistie finitlsm is the opposing view, namely, %hat

the will of God does face conditions within the ﬁivine,gxw
perience which that will neither c¢reated nor aggrevas;é

This, 1t would seem, is an excellent summary of the two positions

——

43 Brightmsn, Personslity znd Religion, 97,
44 Brightmen, £ Philosovhy of
K 45 Ibid., 281, 282,
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Perhaps it weould heve Teen better, hewever, hwed Erighitmen in the
shove cuctetlon substituted the phrese Wor gt lezst permith in
nlece of "or at leeast approve,® Becsuse of ment's free-will, God
nermits =ins, Ve cen nover say God gpproves sin, According te
Professor Brightmen, thelstlc ebsolutism tends to overemphasize
the perfections cf God end of crestures; thelstic finitism, on
the other hand, rsises cguestions abcul the perfecticns of the

areater.46

Professor Brightman's proofs for the existence of God
seenm naturally to lead him to & finite God, In his definitions
of God, he consistently defines God &s & finite Person., Al
though he may emphesize this or thst cheracteristie in different
definitions, there 12 one note te be found in ell of them, name=
ly, that there is limitation within the very nature of God,
Finally, in his latest book, Brightman loecstes that limitstion
in God as coming from His finite will, To understand & little
more about this finite God theory of our author, we shall con~-
sider in our next chapter his thought on some of the sttributes

of God,

46 Ibid., 283,




CHAPIER III
THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

We learn the nature of & particular being from thet
being's actions and operations. The game 13 true of Godj from a
study of His work in the universe around us we learn something
about God Himself. From the effeets of G&d's actions we know
the sctions themselves; and knowing them, we sttribute certain
qualities to His nature. An attribute, we ¥now, is & quality
that 1s due to something. It is characteristic of the nature of
this parﬁicul&r thing. The attributes of God, then, are those
gualities or marks which are to be aseribed to God, precisely as
God. It is of the very naﬁﬁre of God thet He be thus snd noit
otherwise, Now the attributes ascribed to God will differ ace
cording to this or that theory sbout God. In this chapter, five
attributes which are imnortant in Brightments theory of God will
be considered; for these attributes nlainly show that the nature
of his God is finite. The first attribute to be investipated is
the perfection of God,t

Professor Brightmaen declares: "God, then, is by definid

g 1 Brightmen, Personality snd Religion, 76.
40
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tion the ens perfectissimum, the most perfect being."? He con-
sults the etymologzy of the word Wperfect" and finds that perfec~
tilo means "ccmmleti@n."B Something perfect, then, would be some-
thing finished or completed, Put is¢ it possible for Cod to be
completed? Certainly not! Thus our guthor conclundes thet God
is not perfect but rether infinitely verfectibles

There is no perfected person whose belng is completed and

whose perfection is finlshed; but there may be a person

whose will is unfeilingly good snd whose task is eternal

and inexhaustible, 8uch a person would be divine; his per-

fection would not be an infinite completeness tut an in-
finlte perfectibility.

In A Philosophy of Relizlon Professor Brightman sums up the tmtaﬁ
teaching of his earlier works on this »oint, saying: "¥hen, how-
ever, we substitute for nerfection the ideal of the inexhasustiblg
perfectibility, we have & concept supllicable to both God and man

end adeguate to man's religious needs.”s

It 1g true that perfeection doss have the etvmologiecal

meaning of ®completion® or fotalliter factum, To szy that this 14

the meaning of the word when apnlied to God, however, is to mis-
understand word usage. Etymologlcally, mannfacturs means to mek

by hand, but vhe would sav thalt is the common meaning of the wo

o

Ihid.
Ibid., 78,

4 Ibid., 79
5 Brightmen, A Philosoohy of Religzion, 340,

A}
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today? Today it has more the nmeaning of making by machiﬁery;
Parfection, according to standsrd dictionaries, can nean “supremq
axcellence® or ™he condition, state, or quality of being prere
feet or free from gll defect,” while perfect cen meen "in the
state of complete excellencey free from any flaw or imoerfection
of quality,® or agein, Mhaving 8ll the essentisl elements, gualis
ties or charactaristics.”é Taken in thls sense, "perfection® can
be applied to God without implyinz any perfectibllity or change
in Him. It is not perhaps an abgolutely sultable word to das-
ceribe the Deity, but then what humen word is?

. An error much more serious than that of confusing the
etymology of & word with its true measning is Professor Brightmanis
confuslon of perfection and perfectibi’ity, "The divine verfecw
tiocn, then," Brighitman holds, "is an infinite ssries of perfect-

ings. Perfection means perfectibility."7

Really, Professor Brighitman undersiands that perizc-

tion ecan bhe ¢onsidered in two radically different wayst

There 1s the impersonal parfection of & cirele that is

6 James Augustus Henry Murray, (ed.) A New ggglis%
pigtionary on Historicel Princioles, Oxford, 1928, VII, 682-684.

7 Brightman, The Problem of God, 183,
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nerfectly clircular, or of & mountain, the proportions of
which ars perfectly satisfving. There is alsc the personsal
nerfection of & blsmeless character and & thoroughly ade-
guate intelllgence engaged in tge inexhaustible creation
of new forms of spirituel life,

Impersonal perfection is "icily regular, spnlendidly null,® In
it "there is no 1ife, no change, but magnificient desth.® Per-
sonal perfection, alsc, has changeless, eternal, nerfeet laws to
which the good will always conforms. But in eddition to this
tyoe of changelessness, there is the essentis’l note of nerfec-
tibility.9 We can agree with Professor Brightman that nerfeection]
of human beings on this earth does involve a note of nerfecti-
bility. We learn this from our every day contaet with persons.
No one 1s‘so perfect that he cannot improve, But ean this fact
of perfectiblility, taken as it is from exverience with human pere

sons, directly be applied to God? -

. Perfectibility implies the potentisl power to receive
& perfection., For example, 1f there were potentiality in God,
He would have to recelve a perfection from soms other being than
Himself., Consequently, that being would be more perfect, more
ultimaﬁe than God. If this seecond being were perfect in the
sense of perfectible, it too would have to receive any new per-

fection from a third belng, and so on, to an infinite series, 4in

b 8 Brightman, The Finding of God, 130, 131,
9 Ibid.
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infinite series, however, does not give a rational reason for th&
existence of any existing perfectible being nor of the whole
series. This whole question is, perhaps, best seen from the ex-

ample of contingent belngs.

¥e see around us thousends of contingent helrngs, thingg
that are cepeble of existing or not. At one time they 4id not
exist; then they came Into being; and, perhaps, in & short while
they will cease tc exist, The ultimate answer for thelr exige
tence éannot be from other contingent belngs, for they, too, havd
to look outside themselves for the reason of treir existence.
Nor is an infinite series of contingent beings an answer, This
fails to answer the question of how the infinite series came intﬁ
being. No, the snswer must rest in & being that must necessarily
exist, a being who 1s existence., This being we call God., And
this God is Pure Act, that is, the Principle of being, supremely
eCctual, capable of receiving nothing from any other beilng sim=
ply because He eontains in His very nature the achualizaiion of
existence end gll perfections connscted with existenee, There
is no room for imperfection in Him. BHe hzs no notenecy to bhe acg=-
tuated; hence, God, the Ultimate, 1s sll perfect, Profesgsor
Brigﬂtman contradicts himsell when he makes his God ultimate and
yet perfectible; hiz theory of & finite God is an attemt to get

out Bf this contradiction.
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to wonder whether Professor Brightman holds that God ;g‘énfiniteA
He states the argument for this position well. Then we come %o
a pasgsage which locks very much like & parsdox: "The truth and
value of divine infinity ean hardly be cuestioned, and is not
questioned even by those whc call God finite, when the finitenesq
supposed is within God and not imposed by anything external to
him."l2 This, we shall see oresnetly, is really the position of
Brightman., He holds that God is finite-infinite, that is, fi-

nite in some respects and infinite in others,

This doctrine 1s expressed in Personslity and Religion
in the chapter, "The Finite-Infinite God."™ However, the author
had pronosed the 1dea of a finite God in a orevicus work, The
Problem of God. There he introduced his idea of The Given as
an internal limitation in God:

The Given must be within the divine consciousness and not
external to 1t; for otherwise it does not explain why Cod
has so much genuine difficulty in expressing his idea} DUT-
poses, combined with so much contrel and achievement. 3
In The Finding of God Brightman repeats this idez that God is
finite, "limited by an uncreated 'Given! in his eternal nature

28 well as by his will,n4 But experlences teaches Professor

Br;ghmman that the divine will can solve every problem and bring

12 Ibid., 75.

13 Brightman, The Problem of God, 182, 183.
14 Brightman, The Finding of God, 13,
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value out of every situation, no matter how evil it may be,15

rhus Brightman cslls God the Controller of The Given.l6

In his latest work, A Philosophy of Religion, our authm*
reiterates that The Given is "first, eternal within the experi-
ence of God and hence hed no other origin than God's eternal be-
ing; and secondly, that it 1s not a product of will or created
activity.”17 For Brightman, then, God's finiteness does not meaq
that He began nor that He will end nor that He is limited by any-
tring outside Himself. M"Strictly we should speek of a God whose
will 1is finite ra#her thaen a finlte Godj for even the finite God
is absolute in the sense of being the ultimate source of all cre~
ation.”18 Our author gives a good summary of his position on a

*finite~infinite God in 4 Philogonhy of Religiont

God's will, then, is in a definite sense finite. But ve
have called him ®finite-infinite.® Although the power of
his will 18 limited by The Given, arguments for the objec~
tivity of ideals give grounds for the postulate that his
will for goodness and love is unlimited} likewise, he is
infinite in time and space, by his unbegun and unending
duration and by his inelusion of zll nature within his ex~
perience; such a God must be unlimited in his knowledge of
2ll that 1is, although human freedom and the nsture of The

‘15 Ibid., 13,
16 Brightman, A Philosoohy of Religion, 336.
17 Ibid., 337.

it 18  Ibid.
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Given probably %imit his knowledge of the precise detail
of the future,.l
How did Professor Brightmen arrive at this position of

a "finite~-infinite" God, and why does he maintain it? The fol-
lowing passage will, ﬂbelieve, start us toward a partial answers |

A real infinite must be definite; although the word means

"boundless," a resl infinite must have bounds. To say that

the real God ig infinite, then, means thet he is the self-

existent source of 211 being; but it does also mean that

he contains and recognizes limitations, If he Jidn't he w

would be formless, meaningless, lawless 8haos~-a Greek in-

finite instead of a religious infinite.? ‘

In the first book of The Metavhysics, Aristotle nare
rates that most of the earliest nhilosophers regarded principles
of a material kind as the only principles of all things. Thus
Thales held that the first princinles of everything wes water;
Heraclitus of Ephesus, fire} Anaximenes believed it was alr; and
Empedocles said it was a combination of the above three plus

earth-Zl

‘ Some of the early Greeks seem to identify the infinite
with something material, Because the infinite is in the cate

gory of quantity, Aristotle as}é”th&t substance or quality or aft

19 Ibid., 337.
20 Brightman, Personality and Religion, 75, 76.
21 Cfu Aristﬂtla; etanh » I, 3’ 9835, 9843




49
gection cannot be infinite.zz Professor Brightmaen cltes Plato
(Philebus, 27D) in warning against a blind devotion to the word,
pynfinite,® and especially against "supposing that there is any
1ntellectual or religious value in the ideaz of an utterly un-

1imited infinite,®?3

The Greeks, then, whether or not they believed that
the infinite was this or that materisel prihcigle or, on the othern
had, denled that the infinite was to be identified with metter,
d1d agree on this, namely, that the infinité was indeterminate,
As such it had infinite notentialities and was, therefore, impers
fect. DBecause the infinite was undetermined, it waes also unin-
telligible. Professor Brightman seems to confuse the infinity
vhich the Greeks thought of as a formless chaos with the formal
infinity that is one of the attributes of God, That is the rea-
son why Brightman says that Gc& has to contain limitations.
Otherwise, M..,1f he didn't [?ontain limitationg} he [ﬁoé} would
be formlesa, meaningless, lawless chaos."z4 It is only if we
realize that Brightman has in the back of hls head the idea of
Greek undetermined infinity that the foregoing words have mean=
ing, That is why he save: "A real infinite must be definiteeee.

22 Aristotle, Phvsics, III, 6, 207a,

<23 Brightman,APe;songlitx and Religion, 75.
24 Ibid., 76. |
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g real infinite must have bounds,?<% It was partially to pro=-
teet God from being cgnsidéred a "meaningless chaos" that Pro-
fessor Brightman proposed his theory of a "finite-infinite" God;
fgis theory, he believes, is z rational interpretation of the em=

pirical fact3.26

Brightmen admits that God 1s the "self-existent source
of all being.“27 If, however, God is selfﬁexistent, unbegun,
and unending, He is the necessary being that we have seen from
a conslideration of contingent being. We saw that there had to
exist & being which contasined in its very nature the reason af“
1ts own existence., This being we call God. Ii is God's very
natufe to exist., He is neither from determining matter, nor is
He matter &etermined by form. If God, then, is self-sufficient,
He is Pure Act unbounded by any potency, any restriction, any
1imitati0n. Conseq_uently, He ig infinite, it i1s simply be=-
cause the divine act of being is not received in anything,bin
other words beéause God is his own self-subsistent act of being,
th#t He is Eoth infinitewand perfect. befiniteness implying fi-

niteness, then, is the second attribute which is characteristic

25 Ibid., 75.
26 Ipid., 97.

27 1bid., 75.
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of Brightmant's theory of God.

Two other points which are contezined in Brightmants
thinking about God ad which clearly indicate that God is finite
sre change and time., PFrom what we have already seen of Bright-
man's notion of the terfectibility of God, it 1s evident that
he believed God could really changej for without change God could
not grow in perfection, Change and time are closely allied., Our
author treats them as twin sisters, and we shall attempt to fol-

low him in this,

In a chapter on "The Patience of God™ in his book, The

Finding pj_‘ God, Professor Brightman investigates "whether the
time in which this patlence of God 1s revesled is a revelation
of the very nature of tod himself, or whether God, the Eternal,
1s elevated above all time."?8 1In spite of the fact that there
is much philosophliecsal thought that peints toward God as an utter-
ly timeless being, ProfessCor Brighi:man thinks that an utterly
timeless eternity is "nuch sasler to adore unthinkingly or to
discuss verbally thén to comprehend intelligently.® In ths fol-
lowing passage he tells what he means by the word "timeless®:

';__r’r:c be timeless nens to lack all of the attributes of time,

to have no before or after, no change, no activity, no
past, no present, no future. Offhand it would seem that

1

28 Brightmn, The Finding of God, 125,




52

an utterly timeless beilng could not possibly stand in any
causal or significant relation to the world of time. Any
being that causes temporal changes would itself hﬁge to
change or act in order to initiate those changes.

Brightman admits that there is a type of timeless ob-
ject which we find in our temporal experience. He gives the ex~
ample of the conception of a triangle, However, he sees that
" g timeless mathematical triangle has no cause and can have no
effects..s»«1s eternal &nd powerlass;”3° God cannot be timeless
as methematical principles, or universals, or the laws of logie

are timeless.

A god, to have value either as a metaphysical explanation
of our real experience in time or as an objecCt of religious
worship, must it is true, have a character which 1s the
same at all times and which neither begins nor ends, but he
must also stand in active, dynamic relations to the changing]
world of experience, Unless there is zctivity and tinme
within him, he stands in an utterly unintelligible relation
to a world of sctivity and time, How could an utterly
changel®ss being generate change?3l

Not only is an absclutely timeless eternity inconeeivable
but 1if 1t could be conceived, it would faill to explain the
time~order snd the part that is played by time in every
experience and every fact of the real world, It would rene
der the wholg;casmie evolutionary process superfluous and
meaningless, 2

Professor Brightman considers in some detall the resa-

29 Ibld., 126,
30 Ipsd., 127,

31 1Ibid.
32 Ibid., 128,
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gons for time in God. Whether God is an omminotent Creator or
g finite Creator, ®"in either case, we must think of him as actiné
4n time; in either case, creation actually occurs only when the
ereature begins to be."33 Our author pointg out that this ls
grue whether we belleve that the world 1s an eternsl creation or
a creation alt some definite timej ®for in both cases, one or
ynfinitely many acts of creation are performed in time, and in
poth, the time process has to be continually conserved and sus-
tained,”34 Revelation also points to time in Godt "This is es-
pecially true if the coming of Christ had any significance for
God,"35 The God of history is a God for whom historieal changes
sre real, a God "who somehow brings his will to expression in
human life through them, 36 Lastly, religious experience defi-
nitely points to & theory of God which admits time and change in
God, so Professor Brightmen believes:

4 real change occurs when msn turns from self to God, from

human sin to divine righteousness, That change, if reli-

gious faith be at all warranted, is not mersly a change in

man's attitude, but also a change in God, God could not

" rightly treat the repentant and the unrepentsnt, the indif.
- ferent and loyal, the hostile snd the loving, ail in the
same way...Hence, things happen in God's exnsrienee; time

is reel for himjy he looks ahead with patience to what his
children have not yet become,37

33 Ibid., 128,
34 Ibid.

35 Ibid., 129.
36 1Ibid,
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-
Qur author sees one serious cobjection to this ‘emno-

ralistic view of God, namely, that it necessarily detracts from
the divine perfection, 3But with his{und@rst&nding that perfece
tion means perfectibllity, ss we explained above, Brightman can

githout contradiction hold that time is essential to Gode

For Brightman, however, this view of time as & real &nq
essential aspect of God does not deny his conerete eternity. ﬂiﬂ
denies only his abstract timelessness and it zlone mekes his
aternity even approximately intelligible.'33

The divine eternity means God's endless duration (durée
réelle)...There must be something eternal, for timeless
nothingness could not have produced a worid. The diffie
culties with endless duration, then, are difficultiss of
our imagination which inhere in any vpossible view of ree
elity.3
Professor Brightman's temporalistic view "recognizes that God
transcends time by his eternelly perfect goodness and his eternall
knowledge of all that is knowable (if it is worth knowing),40
Aecording to Brightmants theory, this knowledge would have to exe
¢lude the future cholces of free persons, To sum up, his nosi-
tion is that God is eternal in duration, goodness, and knowledge,

but that "time 1s essential to the very nature of God and is e

37 Ibid., 129, 130.

38 Ibid., 131,
39 Ibid,, 131, 132,
40 Ipid., 132,
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condition Qfﬂthe divine perfection.”41 Belief in such & God is
ﬂqﬁcral necessity for freedom; & religious necessity for redempe
tionj & metaphysical necessity for creationj &nd an ideal necesw

gity, if God's perfection be perfectibility,"42

Without delaying longer on this question of change and
time, we¢ may say that Professor Brightman's position springs fro#
the ﬁoticn that to effect something in time the ceguse rmust bhe
a~ctually in time. This 1s certainly true of contingent causes
whieh work by motion. The element of time is essential to thelr
activity. However, time does nct seem to be assentiai for & cre
ative cause,. Lﬂere the effect oceurs simply by the willing of thd
creator., This will act can be from all eternity, It has to be,
if God is éhangeless. The terminus or object of that volition
does not have to exist actually from a2ll eternity as a sepsrate
being, but only at such & voint when God wills that it should
here and now g7ctually begin to exist, This 1s possible because
the world follows not from the nature of God, but from the free
will of God according to the determinations, including those of
time and‘place, decreed by God through His intellect and will,
The object of God's volition is eternai in the sense that God
sees this particular being from all eternity and wills that it
should exist, |

41 1Ibid., 134.

-
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We have seen that it was the self-existence of God
which led to our conviction of His infinity. This selfaexistencé
professor Brightman readily admits .43 Taking this common ground
of God's self-existence, let us see 1f God's immutability cennot
be demonstrated. Belf-existence, as we have already seen in
this present chapter, is the prerogative of 2 being whose exis~
tence 1s not contingent but necessary. This necessary being is
in a state of complete actuzlity, We c&llnthis being God, the
Pure Act in whom there is no potency whatever. Héving noe potene
then, God 1s incapable of sny changej for a change 1s the actuals
izing of some potency, If God is self-existent, He must be une

changeable,

From the immutability of God it is only & half-step to
his eternity., Whatever is unchangeable, and thus, without suce
cessipn or change, iithout beginning or end, cannot be measured
by timej for time is the measurement of Ybhefore" and "zfter" in
movement, DBecause God is immuﬁable, and because time has to do
with changeable beings, time gannot be "essential to the %ery
nature of God®, The measurement of God's durétion is called etaﬁ»
nity. Boethius defines eternity as interminabilis vitse tota

42 Ibid., 133, 134,
o 43 Cf. Brightman, Personality and Religion, 75, 76
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investigation Into the apparent limitation of God's nowers

First of &l1l1, let us investigate what the meaning of
the word omnipotence is, Does 1t mean the power to do anything
end everything? Or rather, does it mean the power to do every-
thing that is absolutely possible, in other words, everything
thet does not congain z note of self-contradiction? In his book

f God Professor Brightman seems to indiecate thet,
for him, omnipotence means the power to do snything at alls

Traditionally God has been thought of as self-csused (gausa
sul) and ss pure actuality (acty purug)--a being comwletelﬁ
gelf-determined with no potentizlity for further develop=-
ment...Itf God be regerded g&s & wholly self-csused will, ve
are brought into serious difficulties. Can God choose
vhether his nature shall be in time or not? The ©ld ques=
tions haunt ust Can he meke & round trisngle, & iwo which
multiplied by two will produce six, & time prior to his
ovm existence? Manlfestly not...His nature as & ecngeisua
being sets limits to his will; God must be finite,4

It is importent to note that the conclusion, P®God must be fi-
nite®, follows becsuse there seems to be & limitation of God's

power,

In The Finding of God our author seems to heége SOMe-
what on wvhat he has said in The Problem of Gods He seems to re-
treat to & sort of middle way by denying that there 1s 2 real
c&ﬁqépt of omnipotences ®The concept of omnipotence &s a power
to &Q everything is sbsurdj but when 1t is concelved as a power

1 |
| 47 Ibigd., 133.
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to do everything possible-~ to 'do the doable,! as Bcwnefsaiaun
it 18 a limited émnipctence.”43 It is better, Brightman says,
not to claim the power to do everything when some things are ad-

mitiedly impossible,

A person is sald to be omnipotent, however, if he is
able to do everything that is possible, absoclutely speaking.
Now & thing is sgid to be possible if the vredicate can be joineg
to the subject in s proposition, 4 thing ig possible if there is
no contradietion in its intrinsic notes. We see an example of
a true possible in the proposition: The man iz tall, There is
nothing about tallness which is contradictory to the idea of
manhood. The predicate can be correctly joined to the subject.
On the other hand, an example of something imnossible would bes
‘Tﬁe man is a horse. There are contradictory notes in the actual
being; the predicate camnot be'joined correctly to the subject;
80 this second provosition is not posaible.49

The only thing opposed to thé notion of being is none
being., A non~being is likewise unable to fulfill the definition
of a possible since at the same time it includes the idea of he=-
ing and non-being. Such a "thing" does not come under the scope

of‘divine omnlpotence, therefore, because it is not "doable",

48 Brightmen, The Finding of God, 180.
" 50 Cf. 8¢ Tup I, 25, 3.
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It 18 gself-contradictory. It 1s more correct, then, to ééy that
50

60

such & thing casnnot be donaTthan to say that God cannot do 1it.

Thus the proof for God!'s omnipotence a7 gain stems from
the self-existence of the divine being, The foundation of di
vine power 1s the divine nature which, because of its self-exis-
tence, 1s Infinite, Subsistent béing, however, is not restfict«
ed to any particular type of being; it haS'within itself the
perfection of zll being. Thus whatever can have the true nature

of being is contained under the possibles, And in respect to

these, God 13 said to be omnipotent.

. ¥ith this understanding of omninotence, which seems to
be the most sétisfying, and with the realization that this at-
tribute flows from the self-existence of God, we can now trace
briefly the steps which led Professor Brightman to hig convice
tion that God is limited in power. The first step has already
been givent! Brightman's misunderstanding of the meaning of omnie
potence. Secondly, our suthor stresses the point that his idea
of God best coinecides with the facts of experienes‘51 Looking at
nature, Brightman concludes it is the work of & nower, but that

this powér 1s working under great difficulties®?

| 50 Ibid.

i51 Brightman, The Prollem of God, 125,
52 Brightman, The Finding of Jod, 117,
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in referring to the evils in the vphysical world around us, "the
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In the third place, Brightman speeks more explicitly

presence of earthquakes, cyelanas; and disease germd' in the world
e argueg thet 1f all that we regard a&s hindering good is, from
God's standpoint, for the best, then our knowledge of good and
evil is so imperfect that we cannot safely pass judgement at all
about what is mean by either good or evil, He sees a more seri-
ous and more far reaching danger in this further problemt

If our hypothesis requires us to regard every natural disas<

- ter, every disease, mental or physicsasl, every item of ap«
parent waste or futility in evolution, every dinosaur and
imbecile, as reslly a perfect means to the perfect end,

ought we not in fairness to the limitations of our axperi&si'
ence and knowledge rather to avow agnosticism than theism?

-

Professor Brightman admits that human sin 1s & suffi-

cient answer for some evils, But he sees Mthat the universe cons

tains obstacles to the will of God besides the obhstacles due to
humen sin." Since thése obstacles delay the fulfillment of good«
ness gnd beauty, they cannot be due to the will of God,54 In-

timately bound up with this whole problem of the evil forces ex-
isting in the world is the two-fold problem of CGod's love and HiA
powep, Brightman's stend cennot be mistakent "If we ask our~

3@1?@@ why a loving God lets such forces loose in his world, we

53 Brightmen, Personslity snd Religion, 9. .
54 Brightman, The Finding of God, 118,
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have no answer &8s long as wve hold to divine omnipotence.;55 His
eonclusion is thet the concept of God's love or that of‘His poveq
must be revisedy it is the lstter which Professor Brightman
chooses to amendt "On our view, God is perfect in will, tut not
in achievement; perfect in power to derive good from all situ-

ations, bhut not in power to determine in detail what those situ-

ations will ba.”sé

Professor Brightman's theory of the attributes of God
does péint to his theory of a finite God, Thus his conclusions
pieture God as perfectible, finite-infinite, changeable,
eternal yet affected by time, and lastly, limited in power, To
understand more fully the nature of God according to Professor
Brightman and the limitstion of God's power, it seems best to
consider next the problem of evil, It is principally this probe-

lem that has led our suthor to his belief in God's limited powerd
It i3 this problem that is at the heart of his theistic fini-

tism,

55 m:, 1530
56 Brightmen, The Problem of Ged, 137, 138,




CHAPTER IV
THE PROBLEM OF GOOD~-AND-EVIL

Belief In God reises several difficulties. One of the
most perplexing problems for Professor Brightmen is the problem
of goodwend-evil, He maintzins that it is & two-fold prcblem;
tnot the problem of good or the problem Qf‘ev&l, but the compound)
problem of gaad~and*evil.‘l This problem is Brightmen's chief
reason for holding that God is finite, If a sétiaf&atary gnswer
can be given to this welghty eand difficult question, Brightman's
theory of theistic finitism will have to be revised, He deter-
mined, as we saw in Chapter III, that the only reasonable solue
tion to this problem of goed»éud«evil wes the conclusion that
God's nature was limited., In this chapter, another solution
will be attempted, & solution which will not sacrifice the omnie
potence and the dignity of Gods, In treating Professor Brightman
on this matter, we will quote rather frequently from his latest
book, A Philosophy of Religion, This will assure us of being

feir in giving our suthor's own words and his latest position

and eonclusions,

1 Brightman, & Philosophy of Relizion, 241.
63
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As we read through the works of Professor Brigh%man, we

become aware that there is a common note underlying much of his
thinking on this problem of good-and-evil, It is the note of

optimism, the doctrine that everything should be absolutely the
best, In The Finding of God we find him saying that God's ways
are strange and not such &7s we would prefer 1f we were doing thej
choosing, "If God is the omnipotent being he is traditionsally |
believed to be, it is very strange that he has chosen the slow
and costly means of evolution for the creation of 1ife "% If

God is coneceived as limited within His nsture, Brightman says

that the strangeness is partially explained., "But it is still

nysterious,® he adds,

In Personality and Religion, he remarks that the ap-
garent waste or futility in evolution ean hardly be regarded "as
really é‘perfeet means tq the nerfect end.”3 In other wcrds;
evolution is & difficult& against the omnipotence of God pre-
cisely because it does not geem to be a perfect means to the perq
feét end, If we clgim that it is & perfaect mesns snd therefore
God is 0mn1potént, the suthor claims we ought "in fairness to

the iimitations of our experlience and knowledge rather to avow

‘ 2 Brightman, The Finding of God, 149« We should note
that Brightman all along assumes evolution to be an established
facti This "fzct®, however, is still hypothetical of its nature

3 Brightman; Personslity snd Religion, 96.
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ggnosticism than theism,*4 Unmistakable throughout this whole
pessage 1s the underlying current that God has to use a perfaeﬁ
means to the perfect end if He is amniéoteﬁt’ Hence Brightman's
conclusion thsl since He does not use this means, God is, there-

fore, a limited Gode?

"Our author again refers to what he belleves to be the
imperfection of evolution in A Philosophy of Religiont

The means used in the evolutionary process were wasteful
and cruel in the extreme, and for many millions of years
seem to have served no intrinsic value, The famous La Brea
tar pits in Los Angeles, where mastodons, saber-tooth ti-
gers, and other animals perished, illustrate the suffering
end futility which prevailed for long sges in evolution,
The importance of this imperfection in the evolutionary process
is evident ®if there 1s & God in control of cosmic processes.®
Buch &8 God would clearly be responsible for the operation of
c.eusal laws in nalture. If there are causal processes in natur
which, apart from humsn intervention, lesd to evils or "dystele-
ologicel results? gz Brightman calls them, then "it ig¢ impossible
to avoid the question of God's responsibility for evile®?  Ace

cording to Brightmen's theory, this is only true if God is omniw=

4 Ibid., 96,
‘ 5 XIbid. ‘
[ 6 Brightman, A Philosophy of Religicn, 247, 24.
7 Ibid. '
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potent, if He 18 in control of cosmic processes, The quéhtion
resolves intoc a dllemma, Either God is omnipotent and the cause
of evil; or He is finite, and something else~--The Given-- is the
cause of evil, Firmly convinced of God's goodness, Brightmen
prefers to believe 1n Codt's finiteness. The whole foundation of
this method, we must remember, is this: If God were omnipotent,
He would by His very nature choose & perfect means to the perfect

end,

This theory would also hold for moral evil, If God
were able to stop moral evil, He woulde The best summary of
Professor Brightmant's position on this doctrine of optimism is
contained in The Pinding of God, in a chapter entitled, inciden-
telly, "The Goodness of God.," It is worth quoting in fulls

Surely, if God were omnipotent heyond our poor power to
conceive, he would have created a race of free beings who
would slways choose righteously (as he himself, being also
free, always chooses righteocusly), even though in theory
they were free to sin (as he also is). There must be some-
thing in "the nature of things" to render impossible the
ereation of & race of free beings who would never sin, even
though they were free to, If it were possible, God would
have e¢reated them, The impossibility must lie in the very
nature of God, for if it lay merely in the created world,
wa should have to ask why God created such & world, There
~would have to be something in him which rendered such a
creation the best nossiblew~~and surely he would alweys do

~ the best possible, ghis Psomething in him" is, s"gain, an
‘aspect of The Given.

k) 8 Brightman, The Finding of God, 173.




67

Laying aside the strange concept of a God who is free
to sin, we may say that the above peragraph is a logical conclu=~
sion from our author's first vpremise, This first premise, howe
ever, seems almost to have been thrown in as an arﬁar~thaught, a
gsort of self-evident truth which hardly needs mentioning. What
is 1t? "Surely he (God) would slways do the best possible,"” In
the sense intended by the author, that premise is untrue, It
meens that God, if He were able, would have made the best pos~
sible world. But is this reslly correct? An omnipotent God is
able to make a million worlds-~all of them, tsken objectively,
more perfeet than the present one. Does not the following seem
more eerﬁaatz God by His very nature would have to make the best
possible world, that is, the world best suited to His divine
purvese in making 1t? With the statement thus gualified, the

imperfections of nature cen ba freely acknowledged and still be

explained as the work of & perfect God, Thus,slthough some things
are imperfect, they are the means He has chosgen &s best in ace
cordance with his ultimate end and purvose in creating this

present world of things,

| Let us look at the problem for a moment from a field
other than that of philosophy. This statement, namely, that God
only has to create the world best suited to His divine purpose,
-should not be hard for Christians to grasp, Granted that Cod

jhad;made Brightman's "race of free beings who would never sin,*
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would God's goodness have been as forcefully manifested aé it
1s under the actual circumstances? There would be no Incarna~
tion, no Bethlehem, no Calvery! Are we not, in the long run,
infinitely better off as a sinful race with Christ, than we would
have been a3 a self-righteous race without Eim, come what may?
Is it not at least conceivable thet God created our race, even
though He knew 1t would fally that He er@atad it Xnowing it was
the desirable means of showing His love and mercy by sending &
Redeemer? What was God obliged to do, &s a perfect Pelng? Cre~
ate a2 perfect world? WNo, rather, create a world perfect for His
divine purpose; & world in the crestion of which He, the Creatory
committed no injustice, Tha™t is &ll God's nature obliged Him |
to do in ereating,

The further cuestion of why God created this present
world is wrapoed in the unfathomebls mystery of God's nature and
His divine purpose, We cannot hope to fasthom God, Can the
ereature exhaust the Creator? Can & being of limited intelli.
gaﬁca hope to comprehend a Being who is Intelligence Unlimited?
Brightman admits this himself as one of the factors of the mys~
tery of Gods

‘ The mystery of God seems to be due to two factors. One
factor is human incapacity end ignorance, We cannot penee .
trate into the heart of ultimste reality; we cannot grasp

the full sweep of divine purpose, It 1s beyond us, We

!mightlearn to understand more of it for increasing seons,
yet 8t1ll find mystery ahead, Godts nature is inexhsustie
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ble, and man's powers are limited;g

Wha_t must be understood, is that it is this false Ao~
trine of optimism which is at the root of all of Professor
brightmant!s thought on the problem of gcod»anduevil; Unless
this is understood, we will hardly grasp the true significsnce
of his treetment of the problem. Once it is understood, we c&n

proceed to 2 consideration of the problem ltself,

Analyzing evil &8 it 1s met with in experience, Pro-
fessor Brightmsn catalogues 1t into five types: (1) & will that
1s more or less incoherent} (2) the intellectusl evil of igno-
rance; (3) maladjustmenty (4) incompetence; and (5) the dysteleod
logical 3urd,10 Concerning this fifth type, the author expleinsy
np surd in methematics 1s & guantity not expressible in rational
numbersj so a surd in the realm of velue experience is an evil
not expressible in terms of good, no matter vha"t operations are
performed on 1t,m11 A surd, then, is something which is entirel#
evils; there is no portion, no sspect of good in it at all, This
undoubtedly is the worst of &ll evils:

The other types may sometimes be superseded Dby internal
developmenty en incoherent will may become relatively more
.coherentj lgnorance may be enlightenedj malad justments may

‘be overcome by proper relationships; end incompetence may
‘be supplanted by skill., But a dysteleological surd 1is a

9 ZXbid., 164, 165,
10 Brightmen, 4 Philosophv of Rellzlion, 244, 245.




[ :
type of evil which is inherentiy and irreducibly evii and
.vgontains wi;hin itzelf no princiosle of development or ime
provement,

For Professor Brightmen, then, the question of evil
resolves inself into the question of surd evil. Other evils may
be explained away, but 5his one alone ramains to point the way
to God's finiteness. "The problem of e%il in its most scute fornf
i1s the guestion whether there is surd evil, and so, what its
relation to value 1s."3 But Professor Brightman is not clear
about whether these surds actuslly do exist, "It is dabateable,“w

he says in one place, whether there are dysteleclogical surds;

it is concelivable that such surds may exist,"4 1In another, WIf

there be any truly surd evil, then it is not in any sense an ine
strumental good; good comes in svite of it, not because of it,"15
From this hyvothetical thinking, our author passes to categorical
conclusibns without offering any really solid proof., He never
actuelly defines surd evil in so many words. He glves exsmples
of surd evil, but fslls to prove that they zre surd evil, Let
us:look at them. Ve will find thet they are explainable in

some other way,

11 Ibid., 24k, 245
f 13 1bigd.
; 14 JAbid.,246.
5 L5 Ibid. ‘
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Take, for example, the phenomenon of imbecility. Let us

grant that imbecility may encourage psychiatry and arcuse

pity; yet, if it be an incurable condition, there remains

in 1t a surd evil embodied in the intrinsic rorthlessness

Sxistence imposes on otners.ip o o rfering which his

The prineiple misteke in Brightman's considertaion of

imbecility 1s his #1awgaint. He 1s looking at the situation ene
tirely from this life, To estimzte the eonditian rightly, it is
necessary to consider thes whole of man's existence, both bhefore
and after death, Without going into a discuweimn of immortalitv“
for that would be bheyond the scope of this areﬁ@nt inguiry, we
must say that it is only in the light of the next life that the
ecndiﬁiaﬁ of imbecility can be understood. An imbecile, although
his reason is undeveloped, is, nevertheless, & mani As & man
he ig destined for perfect heppiness in the next life if he 1ive4
a moral life and 1s baptized, Being capabl@ of no moral evil,
since he 12 not responsible for his actiens, a b&ptized inmbecile
is assured of hapviness in the next life, How, then, can Brights
man speak of “the intrinsic worthlessness of the imbecile's 8Xm
istence? He has not followed his own standerd of taking into
consideration g;; the factss He has limited himself teo the
present life, Certainly imbecility, looked at in this light,

cannot be considered a surd evil,

16 Ibid., 246.
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Evolution provides usg with another of PrightmanYs ex-
emnles of surd evil, Already in this eh&pter17 we have cquoted
our author when he speaks of the fsmous Lz Brea tar pits., He
gtates tha_t the remains of prehistoric animals found in these
pits ®illustrate the suffering and the futility which prevailed
for long ages in evolution,"18 Inztead, do not the La Bres pits
seem to be more an evidenece of Divine Providence? It is by means
of them that God has provided man with actﬁ&l dats ebout the sni-
mals vhich inhabited the earth in prehistoric times., The dino=
saur, msstodon, saber~tooth tiger end other extinet animals are
not examples of the futility of evolution., They are, rather,
examples of the tremendous variety and ingenuity of the Divine
cregtive Power, These animels have esdequetely served theilr pure
pose 1f the memory of them and their remains are signs to menkind
of the power of God, There 1s no need for God tc keep their
specles in existence. When these animals existed, they served
to glve material praise to their Creator, Even though they are
now extinet, the signs end evidences of thelr former existence
gives like praise to God, As for the suffering of these and othe

animals, that is snother problem.

In & previous chepter it was polnted cut that suffering

17 C€f., above, p&g@ 65,
18 Brightman, A gg;;géﬁgz,gz eligion, 248,
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£ enimals was s difficulty for Jom Stuart M111.19 We can only
ravegt briefly in answvering Brightman's difficulty what we have
1lready said to Mill., The advantages of sensation and the plese
sjures animels enjoy through 1t fer outvelgh the pain that is here
ind there felts, Animals zre far better off having sensstion,
wwen though pain is sometimes occasioned by it, than they would
e without sensation. Agein the pain of snimels seems tc be far
less in intensity than that of human beings. Finally, it would
require a continual miratle on the part of God to give znimals
: sense nature which could enjoy pleasures, andstill withold
juffering from thems This miracle animals heve no right to,
since, in f&ét they have no rights et all., Only beings possessed
yf Intellect and will heve rights, Nelther does CGod owe this
iirecle to His ovn justice or goodness. For these reasons, then;
Irightmants arguments for the finiteness of God baczusze of the

suffaring in animels svpesar to be invalid.

The same may be sald of his arzuments from Wthe appar-
nt waéta or futility of evolution,m20 If evolution is true,
:nd that still remsins to be proved conclusively,~~indeed, it is
f such a nature that it can never be so proved--even 50, evolue

ion 1#vﬁﬁt an indicafian.of waste by the divine goodness, It

—

119 €f. vage 9 fr.
( 20 Brightmen, Pergonslity end Rellglon, 96.
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is rether an instance of the lavishness of the divine wiséam

which hes left for mankind a sign of God in everything, "tongues

in trees, books In the running brook, sermons in stones, snd good

in everything.”zl

Our consideration of Brightmants treatment of the probe
lem of good~and~evil hals advanced this far, We have seen the
imvortance the suthor puts on the existence of surd evil} we have
glso seen his failure to prove that there is such a thing ss surd
evil, The fact of imbecility and thet of evolution cen be adew
quately explained without the invention of surd evil. Does our
author give any other examnles of surd evil? This is what Bright
man states in & general way about the surdi

¥hat has been s3id about the futilities and the waste of
evolution may be extended to apply to all the "surd evil®
which figures so prominently in the entlire problem of good-
and-evil, There seems to be evil in the universe so cruel,
S0 irrationg%, so unjust that it could nect be the work of
a good God,

Morasl evil cen hardly be cellaed surd evil and used as
a proof for God's finiteness, Professor Brightmen admits that
"moral evils may be explained as & result of human freedem¢“23

Surd“evil, then, would be restricted to natursl evil, which

21 Willism Shskespesare, As You Like It, II, 1.
§" 22 Brightmen, A Philoscphy of Relizion, 318,
{ 23 Ibé_d_c; 2600

k4
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"would include pain, disease, death, earthquakes, and tornadoes.
ves"%4 Byt are these phenomens so "inherently and irreducibly

evil®? Let uz examine them snd see,.

The possibility of pain in aznimals, we have seen, is
necessary if they are to enjoy sensation., The good sensation
brings them far overshadows the evll of pain, This is also true
of man, but there is the added fact that pain in man csn ve the
cause of & higher good. By suffering pain man is often forced
to turn to God and to lead a good moral life sfter he has 51nneé#
There 1s no comparison in value between the good that results
and the physicel evil which occasions it., For both the converted
sinner and the saint, pain can be the occasion of merit for the
next life, Thus, far from being & surd evil, pain cen be & tre-
mendous benefit to man., Whet we heve sald of nain sapplies also

to disease,

Death is not entirely evil either. In enimals it is

the natural result of their compesition. It is not the good of

the individual but rather the common good of the species which i
of prime imnortance where animels &re considered, Thus an indlv
dusl animsl cani@nd often is sacrificed for the good of the

group. Ve see an instance of this in certain kinds of spiders

24 XIbid., 243,
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does are 2lso classed by Brightmen in the category of intrinsie
evils. But what is 2 flood or an esrthguske, & tornado or a
storm at sea? Are they not supreme manifestations of the divine
power, Msan reslizes his insignificant nower when he exnerlences
the tremendous force of & hurricane, He realizes that the dif-
ference between Cod's might and his weskness 1llimitable. In
themselves these phenomene are tut evidences to men that en Ale
mighty God still relgns, In &ddition to this, they ere often
the occasion of moral purgation. Freqluently in the wake of the
natural dlsorders that uﬁseﬁ our lives men acknowledge their
ginfulness and turn to God, This higher s»iritusl good far sure

passes any amount of physieal evil. One soul alone is pricelessy

In coneclusion, we c2n stote that Brightman has felled
to prove that such & thing &3 surd evil exists. Every examnle
of surd\avil that he proposes can bé explalined adecuately in
another way. His theory of surd evil has been the rssult of
not adhering to his own standard of considering all the facts,
He:sametimas limits his viewpoint to this life instead of judg-
ing by eternal values, At other times he considers the evil of
thg,inﬂiviﬁu&l rether then viewing the good of the whole of crea¢
ttéﬁ; Again ne remsins on the mere physicel plane, instead of
,viewing things from the higher moral plane, His theory of surd
- evil'hats resulted Trom & failure to see the whole aquestion in

perspective, For this reason we must reject Brightmant's theory,.
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If we except his mistaken undertone of optimism and
his acceptance of surd evil, we can agree that Professor Bright-
men has himself given a rather accurste answer to the objections
arising from the problem of evil in the world. In one of his
earller works, The ggggigm‘gg God, he gives three explanationsy
First, much of the naturzl evil is a wholesome disciplines
suffering purifies znd obhstzcles strengthen the soul, Bee-
vondly, morel evil is a necessary ecnseguence of the abuse
of the divine gift of freedom., Thirdly, much that seems

evil to us mey ge dne to the fact that God's purposes are
unknown to us,~

In A Philosonhy of Relizion Brightmsn discusses ten

solutions to the problem of evil., The first three of these seen
to do & rether thorough job of snswering meny of the diff*cmltie#
of this problem. The three solutions he enumerates aret (1) U0~
ral evils msy be explained as 2 result of humen freadom, (2) Hon}
moral evils sre sometimes vievwed s23 & »unishment for moral évils“
(3) Non-moral evils, if not pensl, mey be regarded s disciplin-

ery. Let us consider each of thesze three more in detail,

The explanstion thet moral evilz result from human
freedom is & satisfactory one, Prigzhtman indicates that "much
weight may be granted to this &rgumemt.ﬂgé He holds that Kentts

Vatke's and Bosenquet's objectfions to man's free will are & pris:

i 25 Brightman, The Problem of Cod, 160,
i 26 Brightmen, A Philosonhy of Reliszion, 260,
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ori and unempirical, Hoever, Brightman finds it hard to Tecon-
cile a saying from St. Paul that ®God is faithful, and will not
suffer you to be tempted above that which you are zble," (I Cor.,
10, 13) with the fact of human sin. Humsn freedom, then, while
it explains much of the moral evil in the world, is not entirely
satisfving for Brightman:

Nevertheless, human freedom leaves many aspects of evil,

even moral evil, unexplained. Why are there in the nature

of things, independent of human choice, so many temptations

and allurements to evil choices so utterly debasing and

disasterous?...Freedom, we repeat, explains much of the

moral evil, but it does not explain eilther the forece og

temptation or the debasing consequences of moral evil.<7

- If we explain the force of temptation as a result of

the concupiscence of our fallen nature and even the exlistence
of a devil, and finally as s means God uses to increase our mew-
v4t, we see that this objection is reasonably answered, The be~
basing consequences of moral evil may be explained as the result
of our rebelling against Almighty God and violating the integrit
of our God-given nature, Human freedom, consequently, stands ou

als the essential enswer to the problem of moral evil,

Brightman rejects the second solution of evil, that
non-moral evils are sometimes a punishment for moral evils, His

reason for entirely rejecting this theory is that "it is repug-

27 Ibid., 260, 261,
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nant to the ethical sense of modern idealists."
Even criminclogy has repudiated the motive of nunish-
ment in favor of the reformation of the criminal. 8Shill a
good God harbor resentment? Does perfect love punish? Fur-
ther, the unjust distribution of nonmoral evils, both in
trinsic and instrumentsal, makes it impossible to suppose
that any consistent desire to »unish affords an explanation
of more than a few evils...The whole theory of punishment
83 a solution to the problem of evil collapses of its own
weight,28
Our suthor occasionally injects & bit of divine reve=
lation into his philosovhy to sugment his arguments. There 1s
an 1nstan§e of 1t heret "This c¢rude theory of punishment was re-
jected by the writer of the book of Job and by Jesus (secording
to John, G, 3),"’29 The e¢itation of the gospel refers to a cure
Jesus worked on & men blind since his birth., Christts disciples
had asked Him whether the man himself or his parents had sinned
that the man was afflicted with blindness. Our Lord replied thay
neither the man himself nor his parents wers being punished for
sin in this blindness, Rather, Christ explained, the blindness
had occurred in order that God's works be manifested through
this blind men. Theremon Christ healed the man of his blindnessd
From tﬁis single instence it is hardly correet to say that Jesgus
rsjeﬁted.the theory of vunishment, Our Lord Himself told the

par¥alytic at the pool of Bethsaida to sin no more lest something

[ 28 Ibid., 261, 262,
; 29 Ibid.
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worse happen to him (John, 5, 14). The classie examnle of pun-
ishment for sin is found in the Book of Genesis, chapter 18,
verse 19, There we read of the distruction of Bodom and Comor-
rah because of the sinfulnegs of these two citles. Other ex~
amples could be cited from the 01d Testament of plagues, wars,
famine, and disease which were sent to punish a netion or an ine-
dividual for sin. But because these pertain to revelation they

cannot be accounted ss philosophical evidence here,

To say thet God will not punish rebellion against Himew
8in, in other words-~is to falsify the 1des of God. God is not
only good; He is also just. In fact, if God did not punish evil
would He not sectually be encouraging sin? Men,heing what they
are, would take adventage of thls one-sided goodness of God and
behave when it was convenient for them to behave, Thus, the
Just mﬁn would be the one to suffer, for hoth he and the unjust
man would be treated alike by God., We can see,then, that not
only would God be encouraging sin, but the whole order of jJjustie
woﬁlﬁ be unbalanced. Such a notion contradicts the very idea of

Godj it also contradicts Seripture,30

30 Although God desires the salvation of all, Scriptur

haa many instancas of His punishing unrepentant sinners, In The

ggh (3, 10), we reads "The wicked shall be punished

aeco g tc heir siﬂs. In 8t., Metthews "These shall go into
79vexlasting punishment® (Matt., 25, 46).

e —
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There 18 a two-fold aspect of punishment, Gne‘laoks
to the offender, the other looks to soclety. Criminology may
favor the reformantion of the criminsl, but that does not hinder
us from closing the prison doors on thousands of criminsls every
year. Such a punishment serves to achieve two endst (1) to re-
form the individual offenders, and (2) to serve as & warning to
other members of soclety whomight be tempted to commit crime,
Some punishment does not attain both these ends entirely, The
electric cheir may not reform & murderer, but 1t does serve to
reform soclety as a whole, and it restores belance to the order
of justice, Without punishment, justice would soon become a

mockery.‘

It is, then, precisely because God favors the repen-
tence of sinners thsat He sometimes sends them natursl evils as
punishments for their sins, Witness the terrible social diseasaj
that often follow the misuse of sex, Is it hard te see in them
s punishment for sin as well as 2z strong inducement to live a
good moral live? No, the theory that non-moral evils are some-
tiﬁes a2 punishment for moral evils is & sound one. The word
sometimes, however, is an important part of the explanation of
pu&isﬁmemﬁ; This explanation of evil can be and is, from time
to time, misapplied. But these misapplications do not hinder
11& fyom remeining an integral part of the complete explanation
of the problem of evil,
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The third solution to the problem of evil is that none

morsl evils may be regarded as disciplinery. Professor Bright-
man ecautiously admits there 1s some truth to this explanation,
but he concludes that "the whole theory of evil a&s diseinlinery
falls far short of being philosophically adaquatm»ﬂgl In hie -
consideration of this third solution, Brightman uncovers an obw
jection and offers & solution to it. Betn are worth notings

¥e find that sometimes evil facts sre explained as actually

leading to nobler and more spiritusl livingj also that

sometines~-and perhaps more fraquently--evil facts lead

to more and more resentful, debased; depressed, and hmgaleaﬂ

living...Defenders of this diselplinary view, however, re-

- tort that thege facts do not show a lack ofxéisciplinary
intent on Godls part, or even & lack of wisdom, justice,
or power, but indicate the presence of a misuse @ﬁ_freedam
by man in the face of disciplinary opportunities. 2

After making this snalysis, Brightman proceeds to 9rnb’
deeper into the heart of disciplinsry evil, Because he presup-
poses ﬁﬁat discipline is the purpose of all evil, the suthor

sets up two conditions that disciplinary evil should meet, Firs

o

and foremost, these evils should appear wherever they are needed
anﬁ only when they ere needed, BSecondly, they should be perfect}
ly adapted to thelr end, We realize the first cgndition is une
ngeﬁsaary when we freely admit that discipline is not the PUrpOS
nfﬂgil evil, that i1t is not the total answer to the »nroblem. Th[

, 262,

4 31 Brigntman, & Philosophy of Re
{ 32 Ibid., 262, 263,
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freedom and discipline, But neither freedom nor diéeipline

nor the two taken together approach & complete or coherent

account of actual evil.3

Freedom and discipline and punishment are &ll parts of

the total solution to the problem of evil, Another imnortant
part of the entire ahswar is the fact that God frequently uses
physiesal evil to achieve 2 higher spiritual good., All these
pe rts taken together still do not give a complete solution, To
know that, we would have to comprehend the purposes of God, This
last i# the all~impcftant 1ink we must not forget. The parts of|
the solution here offered do give & coherent and reasonable se-

count of evil, They seem to go as far as human limitations can,

to solve a problem which is both human and divine.

If the existence of natural evils does not contradict
the omnipotence of God, end since moral evil can be classified
a8 an abuse by men of their freedom, there seems to be no Just
reagson to argue egainst the infinite nature of God from the

pé§enee of evils in the world., The Given of Brightman should,

neverhteless,merit some consideration, since 1t constitutes 2
atriking and important feature of our author's own sxplanation
oﬁgayil; The Given, then, will be considered in the concluding
ehapter¢

35 Ibid., 264,




CHAPTER V
THE GIVEKt CONCLUSION

The concept of & "Given" did not originate wiﬁh Edger
8, Brightman, Although he did not use the same neme, John Stuary
Mill wrote about the same ides in his work, Three Essays on Reliw
gion, published in 1874, Analyzing experience, iili finds that
there are preserving agencies and destroying agencies present in
the world,* These latter, he says, we might be tempted to asw
eribe to the will of a different Creator., But Mill passes over
this tamﬁtatian to dualism, stating that it cannoct be supposed
Pthat the praaarving agencles sre wielded by one Being, the de-
stroying agencies by another.® His reason is that "the destroy-
ing agencles gre s necessary part of the preserving agencies.”
111 attributes the imperfections in the universe either "to the
shortcomings in the workmanship as regards its intended purpose,

or to external forces not under the control of the workman.®

Mill'é nGiven® would seem to be only external matter

extrinsic to God. Mill degseribes his "Given" in these wordst

1 Mili, Three Essavs on Religion, 185,
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We may conclude, then, that there is no ground in Natural
Theology for attributing intelligence or personality te
the obstacles which partially thwart what seems the pur-
poses of the Creatoer. The limitation of his power more
probably results either from the qualities of the materisl
~=the substances and forces of which the universe 1z com-
posed not admitting of any arrangements by which his pure
poses could be more campletg%g fulfilleds or else, the pure
poses might have been nmore 11y attained, but the Crestor
d1d not know how to do it; creative skill, wonderful as it
is, was not suff%eiantly perfect to sceomplish his purposes
more thoroughly*

Professor Brightman goes intc some detail to explain
his theory of these ®obstzcles which partially thwart vhat seem
the purposes of the Crestor,® To these vbstzcles he gives the
name of The Given. His proof for the existence of The Glven
lies in the fact that there is evil in the world which cannot
be imputed to men.- ®The difficulties underwhich the divine wil}
evidently labors in expressing the perfaction desired in the
world® also give evidence to the belief "that there 1s an eter-
nal Given element in divine experience which is not the product
of divine will,™ An example of these difficulties is seen in
the slow and psinful processes of life, and in the presence of

earthquakes, cyclones, and diseass germs in the world,

It is in The Problem of God that Brightman introduces

2 Ibid,, 186.
o 3 Brightman, The Problem of God, 126,
i 4 Ibide, 127,
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his theory of The Given. His definition of The Given is really
the latter half of his definition of Gods
There is within him God in addition to his reason and
his ereative will, 2 passive element which enters into
every one of his consclous states, as sensation, instinet,
end impulse enter into ours, and constitutes a problem for
him, This element we call The Given. The evils of life
and the delays in the attainment of value, in so far as
they come from God and not from human freedom, are thus
due to his nature, yet not wholly to his deliberate choice,
His will and reason acting on The Given produce the world
snd achieve value in it,5
We see from this deserintive definition that Brightmen differs
from Mill on this theory, and is, at the ssme time, more definitd
than ¥ill, Brightman's theory is that the obstaclas to God's
purpose, the limitaticn of God's power, is something internal
to God, It is an esszentlal mark of the divine nsture, IThe Given
is the source of an eternal problem to God, It is irrational,
In itself, it ®cannot be understood; yet en understanding use
may be made of 1t, snd through the conguest and shaving of it

meaning mey be achieved,n®

, Our author gives five aspeets of The Given which need
to be considered in order to understand the theory. The Given
i&fg@agg&gg§‘ for ®it is conscious experience of God...There is
na?ﬁﬁseiaua matter in God.® It is complex: Mit stands for the

ki 5 Ibid., 113,
{ 6 ;b&d‘»; 133: ,
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entire uncrested and eternal nature of CGode..This Given ente;a
gs & partially distorting &n& delaving factor into every cresative
gct of God, Time, also, is an aspect of the complex Given.®
It is gternel; otherwiss, it would have to be a divine creation,
1t ia impossible to conceive of God¥s creating ths present sort
of world unless there i{s"something in God which renders such
g craation the best possible; that something...is the eternal
Given.® It is internal %o God; it limits him ®within as truly
as without,..an uncrested eternal limitatiocn, within the divine
neture.® 1% is controlled by Sod: "It explains the presence of
the horrible evils and distortions...But 8ll of these factors
are patiently fsced by the divine goodneszs and our of them a}1
God brings maaning,*7 This view, Brightman remarks, is an "open-

eved zand honest® view of the goodness of God, It recognizes

7 Brightman, The Finding of God, 174-177. Our suthor
gives his five sspects of the &iv&nAii thié cection. One rather
pmusing aspect of The Given reflects, it seems, Brightmant's
MBehodist background, The Given is not & teetotaleri "The
thought of The Given has an inspiring aspect. The hinderances
to value with which life abounds sre not simply to be sceepted
88 the will of God., They are rether that against whiech God is
battling, end he invites us %tc join the battle..,0ur faith may
reply that God has no desire that there shall be sny alcohols
its presence thus far 13 the outcome of God's struggle with The
Given, If we join with God in the struggle, it may be that alw
cohol will always exist, but at lesst 1ts evil conseguences can
be overcome, if men wili gonquer the appetite for drink, refuse
to use aleohol as & beverage and Join with God in driving it out
of 1ts present place of mastery over humen wills and bhodiez &nd
havniness,® (Ibid., 181




90
the evils of life and does not try to sugar-coat them, ;Qn the
other hand it does not ascribe them to God's will and thus'make
him morslly so remote from all that we know of goodness as to
be almost & monster,td

In spite of Brightman's lengthy desecription, it is not
altogether clear jJust what the exact nature of The Given 1s, It
must be elther & being or & non-being, If it is & non~baing§.
certainly 4t cannot be™ source of problem and task to Godﬁﬂg
Ir it is & being, it must be either created or uncreated. Pro-
fessor Brightman holds that we could never know why God would
creste such & thing.10 The Given, he concludes, is "an uncreat-
ed limitation."! To avoid the difficulties of éualism§ which
appear to be insoluble, our author makes The Given & limitation
within the nature of CGod. This limitation, however, 1is the eterd
nal source of the evil against which God is struggling. God,
then, must be thought of as struggling against the evil of which
His eternal nature is the source. Cod, in other words, is
st#uggling with himself., 8till, Brightman's concept of God isg
that of "a Person of supremely good will.®12  And he claims

8 Ibid., 178.

9 Brightman, The Problem of God, 183.
g 10 Ibid.

11 Brightman, The F g of God, 177,

12 Ibid., 113,
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that The Given "stcaends for the entire uncreated snd eterfw.lmwre
of d,¥13 There . sppears to be a. contradietion in having God
%a Porson of suprersmely good will® and an "entire uncreated and
etemal nature® th.ast 1s passive and & problem for CGod, Hﬂi can
God's nature be & - problem to Himself, how can it be passive, 1if
it {s supposed tha .t God is uncreated and eternal? If God's nae
ture is composite, and from what we have glreudy seen of Brighte
man theory, 1t can . hardly be coneluded otherwise, then He cannct
be mereated and e ternal. Composition as such is sn imperfectio
and tould only have'e a3 its ultimate source & perfect Being who
is slso simple. Teo make God composite, then, is to meke Him
erested, Llaa, in . trying to avoid the difficulties of dualism,
Brigitmen has made The Given fnternal to God. But what other
contlusion is to be-@ drawn than that this theory of The Glven
makes God the supreeme principle of both good and evil{ Dualism
is mt avoided. I+t is simply drawvn into the very Godheadj for
God is a "Person off supremely good will,® and at the seme time
Ihe liven, which wee must remember is an essential part of Godfs
natwre, is the sourrce of all evil, excepting that caused by hu-

man freedom,

Thus the theory of The Glven dces not solve the probe
lemof evil, nor dcoes it absolve Cod from the natural evils of
—‘Qarth‘qi).akaa, eyclormes, and diseases, The theory of The Glven

‘tend) to prove tha®t whieh its inventor wanted it to diaprove,
’ 13 Tbid., 175
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In short, it is self-contradictory, for it makes God both supremq-

ly good and at the same time the source of evil,

It has been shown that the whole theory of The Given
was gré?aaeé by Brightman as a solution to the problem of evil,

especially the problem of surd evil, But since he has falled

to prove that surd evil exists, since all other evils can be
rationally explained without calling on The Given, and since the
very theory of The (iven contains a note of self-contradietion,

it seems only reazsonable to reject Brightman's explanstion,

In Chapter X of his work, 4 Philo y of Religion,

Brightmen lists five main objections to the 9esitioﬁ of an ine

finite God, As a summery and conclusion of this thesis, a brief
refutation of these objections of our author will be attempted.
By this refutation, it 1s hoped that the stability of theistic
absolutism will be shownj and, at the same time, the wesknesses
of theistle finitism,uncovered. Brightman summarizes his ob-
Jjeetions thust
' There are five objections to theistic absolutism which,
taken tcgather, render it & highly improbable view. These
are (1) 1ts appeal to ignorance, (2) its ascription of
surd evils to divine will, (3) ite tendeney to meke good
¢ and evil indistinguishable, (4) 1ts cutting the nerve of

" morel endeavor, and (5) its_unempirieal character, Let
us consider these in order,lé

}a

14 Brightman, 4 Philosophy
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(1) 1ts appesl to ignorsnce. "The argument r‘or the-
istic absolutism,” Brightmen claims, "entails the admission that
we cannot explain the surd evils--the waste, the cruelty, the
injustice of nature--and that we must admit owr lgnorance.” To
avoid nudliag "ricpbﬁ"cien, we will 1imit ourselves to the charge
that the p@qitiqn__ of an infinite God appeals to lgnorance to
explain the evils of the world. We will treat of surd evil when|
desling with the second objection. In the foregoing chapter,
we luvi alrndy presented several reasonalbe explanations for
the munén of evil in the world. Morsl evil is explained by
the freedom of man's will. Non-morsl evil can be explained es
s p\mm:it for sin, s dlsciplinary action, & means of effect-
ing a higher spiritual good, a testing ground and way for us to
merit a greater reward. We admit that in individual cases one
or a1l of these explanations may not be the complete solution,
for we ean never comprehend the divine purposes in permitting
patural evil, This is not strange. We are limited creatures
and cannot expect to uxbau?qt the knowabdility of the Creator.
Brightzan hinself aduits only a partisl explanation is possible:
_If God is the omnipotent being he is traditionally believed
%o be, 1t i3 very strange that he has chosen the alow and
- .costly means of evolution for the creation of life. If he
‘As limited by the eternal existence of uncrested given ex-

_perience within his nature, the strangeness is paptial
explained and interpreted; but it is still mysterious,

15 Brightman, The Finding of God, 149.
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(2) Its ssoription of surd evil %o divipe will. This
gecond ebjinnan 18 not exsctly aceurate, First, Professor
Brightman said that theistic absolutism “cannot explain the surd
evilg;" now he sdds thet "An upholder of thet view must find the
ultimate source of all surd cviis m' thn will of God,* It my
be said in reply thet if absolutism cannot explain surd evil, it
is simply because there 1z no such thiixs. And Af there is no
such thing, we can hardly sscribe it to the divine will. Bright-
man has yet to offer eny substantial proof for the existence
of surd evil. So far his main argument for it seems to be the
suffering An animels and the *waste® in evolution. Both of
these have been explained in the foregoing chapter, where it was
‘pointed out that the possible suffering in animals is necessi-
tated by the very nature of sentient being, and that the plea-
sures far ‘m'ti.gh m’ suffering in animal life. It wes also
shown that the *waste” in evolution is more an example of the
lavishness and m‘mgalit.y of divine power. | |

 Citing Sutherland's book, The Origip and Growth of the
More) Instinet,® Brightman says "that the number of fish that
ars eating other fish in a given minute is about equal to the nmy-

| 16 Alexander Sutherland o1 - ,
tinet, London, © vois., 16 AAAD 81 Grewih of he
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ber of drops of water going over Nisgsra Pells in that minut@,!xﬁ
Our author gppears to consider this fact "collossel waste in the
life rrocesses.® A complete snswer tc this difficulty would re-
guire reference to variety and order in the universe, to the gﬁa&
of sctivity, and to the enlightening of men, Here we will only
esk 1if there iz anything so intrinsileally wrong sbout having a
lower fish used to sustein & higher type of fish. This process
seems more a tremendous argument for the divine Providence of
Gods With all those billions of fish eating blllions of fish
every minute, our lakes, streams, snd oceans still remain stocked
with plentiful fish of sll varieties. We can only begin to ime
egine thé terrible evil that would result from the cver-surplus

of fish if they &id not est one another,

Let ue teke that same example of the fish to show the
ineonsistency of Brightmaen's position on The Given ss an explanaJ
tion of surd evil, Our author would consider the waste of fish
& surd evil which is necessitated by Yhe Given. God would like
tejaa something to save all those fish, buil He dces not have the
power. Yet Brightman alse telle us pleinly that The Glven
*stends for the entire uncreated and eternal nature of Ged,*la

This, we cen Justly argues (1) Ihe Given is the cause of surd

J° 37 Brightmen, A Philosophy of Relizion, 315, 316,
; 18 Brightman, The Finding of God, 175.
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evil., (2) But The Given stands for the entire nature of (‘}oa.
(3) 'rbamfoﬁ,‘ the entire nature of God is the cause of this
evil. But how can God be supremely good and the cause of evil?
Brightman says that thelistic absolutism is wrong because it as-
eribes surd evil to the divine will. Although Brightman has not
proved the existence of surd evil, his own posltion would 3.05-
lcally lead to ascribing evil to tha divine mtum.

m ite Sendency to make good snd evil indistingulsh-
ghle. Thisg difficulty emerges from Brightman's ides that "abso-

lute theism entails the proposition that all apperent evil is
reslly good.*1¥ Brightman would argue that from the absolutist'd
view, both good and evil are caused by the divine will and are
therefore good. Believers in en infinite God, however, make &
clear distinction between good and evil. In the oase of moral
good mé evil, the distinction is very definite. It i3 momally
evil to murder someone, whether that someone is an unborn infant,)
an sged csncer patient, or the tellsr in a neighborhood bank.
It is morally evil to praectice artifieial birth control, both
for rich snd poor. In genersl, whatever action leads us to our
ulfimate end, God, is morally good; whatever action deters us
from that end is morally evil. Yet it cen be srgued that God

m woral evils and, therefore, in some sense wills them.
e ;'

19 Brigntmen, A Philosorhy of Beligicm, 311.
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What God directly wills, however, is that man should receive and
exercise his God-given gift of free-will. God wills and co-
operated in all actions, considered in their materisal aspect,
Their forsal goodness or wickedness, though, depends on man.

Brightman was more likely referring to natural evils
when he said we must consider them as good, Without qualifioa-
tion his chargs is not true. The bellever in an infinite God
certainly holds that a raging flood is a natural disaster, He
recognizes cencer as a physical evil we must work to combat,

If his son gets polio, he grieves just as the thelstic finitist
would, and works Jjust as hard to huvo him cured., He realizes
that these things are evils on the natural plane. There is a
question of different plsnes, however. What is evil (only rela-
tively) on itz own plane can bs a good in relation to a higher
one, It 1s somewhat the same as the case where a thing in act
on one plane can be in Mmey with regard to another. The abe
golutist knows that physical 1lls can be used to benefit men in
s épulzml way, Yet he does not cease trying to conguer them,
since they are, natwrally spesking, evil., In short, he is fully
convineed of the truth of Bt. Paul's words: "For those who love
God, ®1l things work together unto good” (Romans, VIII, £8).

But he still helps build & flood wall, has his children ymeci-
W',ﬁutdﬁ, and gives his dollar to the cencer fund.
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stantlste this objection, the following clsim is msde be Prighte
man

From & theoretieal sgtandpoint, theistle absclutism, like

other types of sbsolutism, removes sll incentive for moral

reform of the individual or of society...Absolutism holds

to an optimism which implies that the world is alresdy times

lessly perfect. If 1t i3 perfect, vhy try to improve 1t? If|

every evil is reelly & good, why try to eliminste evils?X
On the contrary, theistie sbsclutism does not claim that this
present vorld is sltogether perfect; it is perfectly willing to
admit imerfections in the universe. It freely admits thet Cod,
chjectively speaking, could have made a much more perfect world,
Bor does sbhsolutisam deny thet physiecal evils sre rezlly evils
and try to suger-cost them as good. 4 hurricsne is a frightening
foree. It can cause dreadful physicsl ruin in a town, say, in |
Florida, As such it is & physical evil, However, that same hurd
ricane ney make the citizens of that toen reslize theat eternsl

velues ‘as‘m first, As such, it is an instrument for zood,

Abgolutism, far from removing all inecentive for moral
reform, recognizes this present world as e trisl and testing
ground. It spurs men on, since their whole eternity hangs in
the halanm; to fight the good fight in this 1life, to strive and
w_; cq}zq&ér, that thelr eternal reward may be exceedingly great,
in other words, becsuse thelstic absclutism takes into seccount
"ft.?tm ‘}qwle of man's existence, both baefore and after desth and

20 Ibid., 312,
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does not narrow its view to this present life, it 1mpart§ true
meaning and purpose and enthusiasm to our moral endeavors, Here
again, Brightman's position seems to be based on & false coptimismf
He would insist that God has done as perfect & job cn the world
as & limited God c¢an do, Now we on our part should help such a
God make the Dresent world as perfect as we can., Nc¢ doubt, such
& view has its commendable points, but there is the danger of
mistaking means for the end of our existence, There iz danger
of putting an undue emphasis on the vresent 1ife and forgetting
its essential character of a testing ground for a better life

to comey The end of our exlstence is not to lead a safd, com-
furﬁ&ble‘lire without cares or gorrows., It is, rather, to be
come a3 like to God as possiblej and freq_uently the best means
of sccomplishing this is the hard roed of overcoming axrficuxtieiﬁ,

trials, and self-love,

(5) It unempirical soter. Brightmsn explaing thé
import of this objection when he statest "The root of all the
,ohja@tians to theiszstic absolutism 13 thst it 1is & theory founded
in 3 priori faith, which in turn grows out of desires found in

"“’m-“ types of yeligious experience,®@l Belief in an infinite
Gad ia founded on faith and daaa not take into secount all the

facts of experience, It is unscientifie, Is this actuslly truei
;’i

21 Ml' 313,
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Let us tzke as an exsmple the gulncue yige of sé, Tho=
mas to see whether the position of &n infinite God is really as
unempirica) as some cleim, Take the third proof for the exis-
tence of Jod, the argument from ewntingcnay; The fact of con=
tingency 1is st the core of every being that exists, sdfide from
God Himself, This proof leocks at svery creature that has existed
or is existing or can exist, every flower, every star, every
men, every ssbraj from enalyzing these empirical contingent be-
ings 1t rises to the one necessary being, God. The same is true
of the arguments from ceuse and motion, These arguments look &t
the empirical facts of ceuse snd motion thet enter into our avmri»
day livca; From & considerstion of these concrete, individusl
facts the srgument a&v&neaa to the nature of csuse aad motiong
from this snalysis of the nature of the two it concludes thet
thers must be & First Uncsused Cause, & Prime Mover, Certainly
such rhasoning cannot be branded unempirical. In the fourth
snd fifth arguments, scholastic philaaagﬁcrs, looking at the -
grades of besuty and the perfection in beings about ﬁhﬂ&, and
reflecting on the order in non-intellectusl beings and in the
universe &s a whole, arrive at Cod precisely because they find
in #im the true mesning of the empiricsl facts that surround
thau,[ The guestion could be put: Does Prightmen take gll the
:aat;jinta considerstion. Does he see beyond the surface mesn- |

;:
ing of everyday contingent being to something eternal? Rather,
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does not he seeem to be the one who 1s failing here to live up
to the standard he has set for himself, namely, to consider all

the facts?

In philosophical considerations there is the necessity
of making sure that one has the true facts z2nd as many of them
as it is possible to attain, But above and beyond this, we must
search out the meaning of these facts. It is nefessary to con-
sider them from every angle, to get beneath thelr sufface meanw
ing and grasp their true significance., Brightman himself makes

this same plea in The Problem of CGodt
8o with Godjy you may constantly be dealing with facts that
come from him yet entirely miss finding him, We pust get
away from the pedsntic worship of mere factsj here, I susw
peet, the professor and the businessmsn often commit the
same error. They often ery, "Let's get down to the factsi®
Yes, by all means, but unless we can find out what the fact
mean, what they point to, what they are worth, all the facts
in the world will be useless to us,®
It would seem that Professor Brightman has unwittingly
fa;len into the snare gbout which he is warning others, He has
considered the empirical facts, but has feiled to see their ulti.
mate significance. He has investigated the evils in the world,
but. not entirely, not from an eternal viewpoint, He has become
loétfin the problem of good~and-evil, The only solution he has
seen to this problem is the one offered by finitisms The prine

'cipa{ difficulty of Brightman, it appears, 13 a metaphysical onel

22 PBrightmen, The Problem of God, 145.
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He seems to fall to realize that the main guestion in phi:l%@phr
is the guestion of being. He has come in contact with thousands
of contingent beings, but has never penetrated to the true sig-
nificance of their contingency. This the the reason he cean make
the statement: *It is true that there is no real fact which
taken by itslef, is conclusive evidence that God is real.*£d
This 1s true if Brightman means direct evidence, tut from the
context as well as from other sources in his writings, he is
spesking of any evidence, direct or indirect. This is why his
conclusions are so uncertain, why he is forced to admit “that
final intellectual certainty is impossible.*£4 It is why he
must, at vtho end of his search, make the following sdmission:

v ave sean Gimly and wrongly. Bub we neve searghed and

50 what e have founs reslly s argiep seaser to the G-

~ vine truth only God himself knows.

In this thesis, then, something of the background cf
Prot’naar Brightman's position has been seen by a brief consider-
ut.f..en of the theories of Hume, Mill, and James. The proofs Pro-
fessor Brightman offers for the existence of God are such that
they can only lead to a finite God. The attributes he maintains

T

£5 Ibid., 144,
" g4 Brightman, mmmﬂ .etw. €9.
£5 Ibid., 193.
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exist in God ware shown to presuppose and reflsct the d;etrim |
of theistie finitism. The probdlem of gaoﬁ-and;m; hes been
geen, Brightmen's greatest reason for holding that God is finite,
But it has been shown thet a false optimism wnderlies his think-
ing on this matter. Brightman's fallure to prove the existence
of surd evil was slso noted. On the other hand, ressonable
oxplamtlm, some of them from Professor Brightman himself,
have besn mna-d to interpret the existence of evil in the
world; nml evil is dus to the freedom of man's will, CGod is
directly the csuse of all entitive being btut not of all priva-
tions, Since even physical evil is a privation, God cannot be
held directly responsible. God can end does use physical evils
in such a way as to contribute to the higher good of an individ-
ual or group of individusls. In the animal world, we have seen
that the common good is to be considered before the good of the
individusl animal, Finally, Brightwan's theory of Tha 0iven has
- been cnmiénm and rejected as untenable, singe it implies a
mtudmtim. |

| In short, Professor Brightuan has failed to prove the
"memamy of finitenesz in God. Nor has he velidly established |
any sssential flaw in the position that God is "finite., To re-
p?aﬁ, God must be infinite in order to have a sufficient rea-
._;"son |for m own existemce or that of the world in which we live,

All else au‘bﬂ.ao of God is contingent. No finite being or mr:.msi. e
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series of rinite contingent beings can validly explain the exise

v

tence of other contingent beings. The rdason is simply that the)
must look to another being for thelr own existence. From the
fact of exisﬁing contingent beings the existence of a Recessary
Being, the One dependent on nothing else for existence, is proved.
Thi# Necessary Being 1s cazlled God, And this God must be infi.
nite in all respects, for otherwise He 1a not a Being that is
Necessary with respect to existence itself, Otherwise, He would
take on, in this or\th&t respect, the nature of aneontingant be-

ing.

Although wafeaanetAagrea with Professor Brightman's
position, we can and do admire the sincerity and earnestness of
his quest for God snd for truth. Undoubtedly, he puts God in thi
foremost place of importance in his philosophys after resding hi

works, we can ressonably suppose that he hes done the same in
his own perscnal life. He has undertaken his study and investiw

gations to protect the honor of God and the cause of religion,
His econclusion to The Finding of God expresses a thought to which

we can all agree, one which we can all hope to follow:

Yet there 1s one thing that all may knows if God exists at
¢ ,831, there is more to learn about his nature and his pure
‘poses than stands written in sany book or has been thought
any human mind, May §g never close our minds against
this prospect of growth,

26, 1bid.
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