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- . 1\/ R. Herbert Spencer’s treatment of the unknowable is, to
. the present writer’'s mind, the most unsatisfactory philo-
'\p- sophical work he has done. It deals too much with metaphysical
15e subtleties and olscurities, and withal appears to involve mani-
oL fest absurdities, recalling to one’s mind too vividly the “jargon of
o ® i1c schoolmen.”  When viewed in the light of scientific method,
al it appears to bear upon iis face the unmistakable marks of mere
rt B system-building. It does not possess the clements necessary to
“‘; B rccommend it either to theologians or {o scientists; and I can

but regret that the author should have prefaced a great work on
philosophy with what must prove to be rather a stumbling-block
than a stepping-stone.

which underlies phenomena is the common basis upon which sci-
ence and religion may harmoniously unite. To constitute such
basis, the Unknowable should be a fundamental element, or cs-
sential constituent, of both science and religion, or so relatéd to
them that both must recognize in it the power which shall disarm
their antagonism and bind them together in one.  Is such the
character of the Unknowahle?

e j Y. — Of its Logical Aspects.

1. We begin with Mr. Spencer’s chapter on Ultimate Sci- ]

entific Tdeas. He passes the fundamental clements of sccular

Mr. Spencer labors to show that the unknowable something |
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knowledge under review one after another, and finds that we are
unable really to comprehend any of them. Space and time are
mysteries which defy compreliension ; matter, foree, and motion
are cqually intractuable ; and, when we turn from the outer to the
inner world, we find consciousness to be an enigima which admits
of no solution.

Now, there is ro escape from the fact that, in contemploting
the phenomena of the subjective and objective worlds, we are
deeply impressed with the presence of mystery in them,-—a
somcthing which we cannot now, and probably never can, com-
prehend. This view is univiersally accepted, and by cach instine-
tively upon the basis of his own experience and reflection.  If
one should not accept it upon such basis, we fear he would not be
convinced of it, nor yet dazed into it, by Spencer's and Fiske's
brilliant pyrotechnic displays of metaphysics.

There is a qualified scise in which the conclusions of this
chiapter are unmistakably true, but we are almost led to doubt
them by the merns made use of to establish them.
gard to motion, we read @ —

Thus, in re-

“Motion, as taking place apart from these limitations of space which we habitu-
ally associate sith if, is totally unthinkable.  For metion is change of place; but, in
unlimited space, chang of place is inconceivable, becanse place itse!f ¥s inconcd . able.
Place can be conceiveco only by reference to other places, and, in the absence of ob-
juets dispersed throuph space, 2 place conld be conceived only in relation 1o the
tinit: of space; whence it follows that in “mlimited space place cannot be conceived,
— all places must be eguidistant from boundaries which do not exist.  ‘Thus, while
we are obliged to think thit theie is an absolute motion, we find absolute motion in-
contprehensible. o0 A body traveling at a given velocity cannet be brought to a
stat: of rest, or no velocity, without passing through all intermediate velocies. At
first sight, nothing scems casier than to imagine it doing this,  Itis quite possible to
think of its motion as diminishing insensibly until it becomes infinitesimal; and many
will think it cqually possible to pass in thought fiom mfinitesimal metion to no mo-
tion.  But this is an error. . Mentally foliow out the decreasing velocity as iong as
you please, and there still remams s mee velocity.  Tlalve and again halve the rate of
movement for zver, vet movement still exists; and the smallest movement is separated
by an impassable gap from no movement.  As somicthing, however minute, is infi-
nitely great in comparison with nothing, so is even the least conceivable motion in-
finite as compared with rest.” —“ Frst Principles,” pp. 56, 57.

- : ¢ c i et : :
[he point of mystincation here happens to be quite obvious.

Fhe trick is in halving the velocities. By substituting the word

space fer velocity, it may be shown in the same way that it is

impossible to conceive how two converging lines can meet.  The
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author might have illustrated by the race hetween the greyhound
and the hare. The hound ran twice as fast as the hare, but the
hare had a league the start. So when the hound had made the
league, the hare was a half league alicad ; and when the hound
had made this half league, the hare was onc-quarter league
ahead ; and so on to infiniry.  Generally, when the hound hes
made the last given distance which scparated the two, the hare
is still half that distance ahead ; therefore, that the hound can
overtake the hare is inconceivable.  This ts good iagi¢ of the
kind; and the kind is just like Mr. Spencer’s above wiven.,  Its
virtne consists in the halving.  Yet any schoolboy can tell us
that, when the hound has run two leagues and the hare one, they
- will be together, and that the next jump will carry the hound
8 ahead, and this is precisely the thing most casily conceived.

I regard o consciousness we read s —-

© “Bat, it may Le said, though we cannot &rezo consonmess to te finite in duraticn,
- because neither of its hmits can be actually reached, yet we can very well concerre it
to be so Nogonot even this is true. In the fust place, we cannot coneceive the ter-
B inations of that consc.ousness which alone we teally Fuew —cur awn—any more
* than we can Aco-ceive its teominations. For in truth the tuo acts wre Lere one.  In
. either vase such terminations must be, as above said, not presented in thought, but
represented ;and they must be represented asin the act of ocourring. Now, to re-
present the termination ot conscionsness as ocouiring in ourselves s to think oo Lur-
selves as contemplating Lhe cessation of the last state of couscivumess; and this
£ implics a supposed contintince of conscionaness afier its Iast state, which is abaurd.
‘ As we found it was impossible sy to conceive Rest becoriing Motion and
Motion becoming Rest, so here we find it impossible really to conceive either the be-
ginning or the ending of those changes which constitute ~onscionsness.” —© First

b Drinciples,” pp. 62, 63.

s this the kind of reasoning to convince us that there is mys-
tery in oursclves and in Nature?  Are we not more likely to
- Decome impressed with the mystery of the method than with
- the mystery which it is intended to establish 2 We can believe
that two and two make four without resorting to mathematical
intriccies to prove it; and, without reso g to metaphysical
intricacies, we can readily believe that there is that in the great
feld of existence which is by its nature incoraprehersible to man
as at present constituted. It is casy to admit the really unkrow-
able, but, inasmuch as it docs not fall within the scope of science,
it is not so easy to perceive how scicnee is to recognize it as the
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basis of reconciliation with resiginu,  That is especially the diffi-
cultv whiclo concerns us,

2. \We tura briefly to the suthor’s chapter on Ultimate Re-
ligious Tdean, e affirms that  we cannot think at all <bout the

| improssions which the external world produces on us without

thinking of them as chused 5 and we cannot carry out ananquiry

§ concerning their causation without inevitably commiiting our-
' sclves to the hypothesis of a first cause.”  Upon the bisis thus
| secured as a sort of preliminary assumption, the author proceeds

& with 11, ~Ccasoning. e insists that “ we are driven by inexor-

g ablc losic” to conclude that this first cause is infinite and inde-
- pendent,

“1f it is dependent, it cannct be the Fhist Cause, for that must be the First Cause

i on which it depends. Ttis nos enotgh to say that it s partially independent, since
[ this implies ~ome necessity v oh detaanines its partial depesdence; and this neces-
*osity, be what it may, st be a higher cause, or the trae First Cause, whichis a con-
’ b tradiction. But to think of the Fist Cause as totally independent, is to think of it

as that whivh exists in the aliewe of all oher existence, sceing that, if the presence
of any oL eais tence is necessary, it must be partially dependent on that other exis
tence, and »o cannot Le the First Cavse. Not only, howtver, must the First Cause
be a form of being which has nio necessary relation o any other form of .ln;ing, but
it can have no necessary relation within itseif. There cawr be nothing in it which de-

b tennines chage, and yet nothing which pi vents change.  For if i+ contains some-

thing which fimpose such necessities or resaraints, this sonicthing must be a cause

E highor than the First Canse, whish i absnrd. Thus the First Cause must be in every
b sense perfect, complete, total: including withi #self all power, and transcending
E all law.  Or, 1o use the established word, it mus bé absolute) -=* First Principles,”

' p. 38,

These *“unavoidable conclusions 7 being established, quota-

tious are given from Mr. Mansel to show that they involve incvi-
@ table coutradictions, and that it is not possible for us to know
¥ any thing about the infinite and absolute character of the first
cause.  Mr. Mansel shows that the three conceptions of the
c:ms‘c, the infinite, and the absolute contradict one another when
 regaided as attributes of the same being.  In conclusion he
 says :——

“The conception of the Absolute und Infinite, from whatever side we view it,

| appears encompassed with contradictions. Fhere 1s a contradiction in supposing
f such an object to exict, whether alone or in conjurction with others; and there is a

contradiction in supposing it not to exist,  There is a contradiction in conceiving it

£ a5 onc; and there is a contradiction in conceivirg it as many, There is a contradic-
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tion in ¢ mceiving it as posonal, and diere is a contradiction in ¢ cweiving it as ime
peisonal. 1t canneg without contiadiction, be represented as active; nor, withauot
equal contradic tion, be reprosented as inactive. Jtcannot e conceived as the sum of
afl cxistence, nor yet can it be conceived as a part only of hat suin.”

Such are the results obtained by onc who writes in defence of
theology, and Mr. Spencer endorses them. And, since it thus
turns out upon thorough examination that the idea ot a first or
primary cause invelves irreconcilable contradictions which place
it hopelessly beyond the reach of intellectual endeavor, how
comes it that we are inevitally committed to the bypothesis of
a first couse?  Are we not committed to such an hypothesis by
intcilectual vacuity, precisely as, on a certain primitive theory,
we should be committed 1o the hypothesis of the first animal, the
tortoise, upon which stands the clephant which supports the
carth 2 The fact is that there is no need whatever of such meta
physical display to convinee us that we know nothing ubout any
supposed tirst cause ot the exisience of things. \\c find it a
mystery, and must Teave it a mystery.

“Not enly is the onipresence of something which passes conprehension that
tost abstract Pelief which i common to 2 religions, and which beiomes the more
distinet in proportion as they develop, aed which remains after cheir discordant ele-
ments ! ave been mutuelly cancelled; bot it is chat belicf which the most unsparing
criticivin of each leaves unquestionable — or rather makes ever olearer. Tt has nothe
ing tu fear from the most fnexorable Iogic; buy, on the contrary, is a bedief which the
most inexorable logic shows to be more profoundly true than any relygion supposes.
For every religion, setting out though it does with the tacit assertion of a mystery,
forthwith proceeds to give some solution of this mystery, and ~o asserts thetitis not
a mystery passing human comprehension. But an examination of the solutions they
severally propound shows themn to be uniformly invalid. The analysis of cvery pos-
sible hypothesis proves, nod stimjly that no hypothesis 1% sutficie n( but that no hy-
pothesis is even thinkable.  And thus the mystery which all religions recognize turns
out to be a far more tr:nnwcml«'nz mystery than any of them suspect, —not a 1ciative,
but an absolute, mystovy” —* £ir st Poineiples” pp. 45, 46

By this routs Jso, the anihor arrives at a fundamental mys-
tery, a roinethang whizh we cannot understand.  But difficultics
appear to e at once. Mr, Spencer assumes that this mystery
is 2 necessary constituent of religion; but i it really such? Is
it religion thao dise: ers and recognizes this mystery? And s
it consistent mth tue essential character of religion to mupt
this mystery » - "¢ basis of its reconcilintion with science?

3. Leaving these difficultics for the present, we are happy to
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state that we now all agree -— i lamilton, Mansel, Spencer, Fiske,
all of us -— that what lies beyond the knowable cannot be known
that the infinite, the absolute or non-elative, the unconditione
are ail incompreiensible; “that the Power which the Univer:e
manifests to us is utterly insorutable”” The present writer s |
wholly willing o ace: pt this as an cstablished- truth, as aib these

writers declare it is; but they are not of this mind.  They all §
eo to work, and with deliberate intent knock down the structure

th s claborately sct ap, as if it were a child’s cobhouse.  We
should 'ike to quote them, but have not room. Suffice to say

that they ail, one way or another, come to the conclusion that,
though we cannot know any thing about this inscrutable power,
this mystery, this unknowable something, yet by inspiration
(Hamilton), by the neevssary laws of mind (Mansel), by the mo-

_mentuin of thought (Spencer), some way, we do penetrate the

vell of this mystery, amd invest it with a positive signification]
which is perfectly legitimate.  We can know nothing of the in-
finite, absolute, wnconditioned 5 yet, in consequence of some law
or other, we find them to be unquestionable verities of thought.

Mr. Spencer declares: “ It is not to be denied that so long as§
we confine onrsclves to the purely logical aspect of the que-tion,
the projo-itions” concerning the whsolute mystery of the un
knowabl: *“must be accepted in their entirety ; but when we
coemplate its more general, or psychological, aspect, we find
that these propositions are imperfect statements of the truth
omitting, or rather excluding, as they do, an all-iimportant fact
T< speak specifically,” he continues, “besides that definite con-§
SCIOUSNUSS (,f which legic formulates the laws, there is also an
indcfinite consciomsness which cannot be formulated.  BesidesH8
complete thoughts, and besides the thoughts which, though ind
complete, admit of completion, there are thoughts which it is im

ossible to complete, and yet which are still real, in the sense
that they are normal arfections of the intellect.”

He goes on to establish the validity of this *all impertant fact”’
And whit is the method used? Tt s not theological, - he doesy
not appeal o inspirat. nit s not by infallible authority, — hel
issucs no <cree st anthor wenld hardly admit that it is dog '
mat> wiat then v it il not purely logical > The method em
ployea to evade the full weight and consequence of this “absolutq
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raystery 7 is, w0 Tur as we can discern, of precisely the same log-
ical charocter as that previously used to establish the fact of such
absolute mystery ; cvith this diffcienee, however, —-that in the
one case the method is successfui, in the other cotc We must
refer the rea to the nive pages of argument which follow to
prove the positive clement inour con ption of L absolute and
uncondgiconed.  Only a few of the leading points can be brought
under review here.

He atfirms that the relativity of knowledye “ distinetly pos-
tulai ss the positive existerce of something beyomd the relative.
To say that we cannot know the Absolute, is, by implication, to
affirm that there 76 an Absolute.  In our very denial of our
power to learn wwkat the Absolute is, there ies hidden the as-
sumprion #az it is; and the making of this assumption proves
that the Absolute has been present to the mind, ot as a nothing,
but as a something.” Very well s this is plausible. Not being a
metaphysician, U dectare that T eannot know, or conceive of, the
“quiddity.” the “ haeccity or thisness,” the *ubization or where-
ness,” of tha Do 1 by this deniad of a knowledge of these

ent toomy mind, not as nothings,

but as somethings? in, T disckum any knowledge of such
entities as “aurcity,” “inncity,” v calorie,” “electrical fluid "
what, therefore, is tne value of the implication invelved in this
disclaimer as far as proving their real gxistence, or even their
presence inmy mind, is concer 2 Therean o still physiologists
who cannot think of life without attributing its functions to the
of a “vital principle.”  They think they have ar idea of

this vital puincipic as areal something; they believe fully inits
existence ; but it turns out that the more they investizate in the
truly scientific spirit, the more this wistity cludes their search, till |
eventually it vanishes as a phantora of the imagination. Tt is
the old method, honest indeed, bui not wise, of filling up an in- §

represents something real.” There is not one of the metaphys
inneity,” ete., but may be treated 8

cal myths, such as * quiddity,
of in Spencei’s words concerning the Unknowable. They are
examypics of “indefinite conscivusness which cannot be formu-/
lated.”
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plete; but yet” they “are still real in the sense that they are
normal affections of the intellect.”

The Absolute ind Unconditioned are stiil more unguestionably
mythical, and, if they be purcly verbal myths, they oceupy a re-
gion of comparative immunity from logical assault, since they
are postulated beyond the reach of science, and, we are informed,
even beyond the reach of logic itself ; consequently, it is hardly
to be expected that we can use logical weans to invalidate them.
A philosopher’s faith in corpuscles of light may be attacked and
E overthrown by the mcethods of science ; but there is no such ex-
L posure of his faith in the Absolute and Unconditioned, since the
ebject of it lies in the absaolute nowhere of the impenetrable un-
known.  Still, since, notwithstanding Mr. S oneer’s disclaimer,
the methods used to establish this doctrine are logical in form,
we may exanine them and expose their weaknesses 5 but the only
efficient way of getting rid of these verbal myths is to cultivate
E asstduously the knowable, whereupon the myths will perish of
¢ inanition.

Mr. Spencer would base an explanation of our conception of
the Absolute on the necessary antithesis of thought. * The con-
g coption of a part is impossible without the conception of a whole;
L there can be no idea of equality without one of inequality. . .
| The Relative is itself conceivable as such only by opposition o
E the Torclative or Absolute.”  Humilton maintains his fialty <o
B 1ocical results in asserting that the reality of one of these corre-
| lates does not necessarily guarantee the reality of the other : that
1s, that the relative actually obtains, but not so its correlative, the
F Absolute. We are not able to discover that Mr. Spences makes
b any headway against this view,  If our conception of the relative

and knowable imply the Absolute and Unknowable, then must
L our conception of entity ‘mply non-entity, and of existence nea-
- existence.  Admitting, upon the authority of Mr. Spencer’s rea-
| soning, thut we cannot understand existence a5 such without
b postulating non-existence, — does that, therefore, prove the exis-
tence of nou-existence?  If it does not, then does the mental

necessity of thinking by antithesis prove nothing more than the |

B fact that the real existence of one of the correlates presumes the
E mental presence in a vague sort of way of the other, without af-

 fording the least warrant of its real existence. The *“ presence,” §
. 5 E .
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in such instanc:s obtains merely in the form of a negation.
Such ~orrelates as the Infinite, the Absolute, the Unconditioned,
the Unknowable, Non-entity, Non-existence, and the like, are, as
Hamiiton affirms them to be, mere negations of thought.  "They
are hypothecated ~uantities, which have a use without any real
existence :ven in thought; they are simply terms to represent
the unknown and fill an intellectu:d void. As the thinkable
reaches its outer limits, reasor has to cease elaborating for want
of material. By contrast, the unthinkable or unknowable is sug-
gested to fill a vacuum in thought, and a name is invented with
nega-ive import, and often of negative form, — as irrelative, un-
conditioned, etc. If any other meaning than ncgation becomes
as-ociated with the name, it is put therc by the myth-making
foculty. ‘

Mr. Spencer's final effort in this field reaches the acme of
logical audacity, being nothing less than an attempt to show how
2 consciovsness may be constituted of the unturmed and unlim-
ited, “when, by its very nature, consciousness is possible only
under forms and limits.” Ie makes this out by finding in con-
sciousness an clement which persists through all changes, and
which he characterizes as “ the undifferentiated substance of con-
sciousness,” whatever that may mean; whercupon it is declared
that our conscivusness of absolute existence is the obverse of our
self-consciousness.  IHere the author appears to get down to the
absolute which underlies consciousness to account for our sup-
posed conception of the absolute which underlies phenomena;
whereas the one form of the absolute is precisely as inconceiv-
able as the other, and it does not solve one riddle to propose a
second. To insist upon our consciousness of the absolute in con-
sciousness, for any purpose, is to suggest a painful contrast be-
tween such philesophy and that with which the author elsewhere |
iluminates the origin and developmant of the mental faculties.

We may admit that Mr. Spencer’s “ Transfigured Realism” is
fully establislied by an exposition which is at once brilliant and
unanswerable ; but that is very far from admitting all that he
insists upon cencerning the Absolute and Unconditioned. 1
cannot think of the real or noumenal as absolute-—as without
diversity or parts. I am perfectly aware of the cffort made to
show that it is absolute, but the effort comes to my conscious-
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ness, whether I will or no, as @ deeperate plunge into the dark.

Our consciovsness of phenomena is diversified ; whenee the ori- §

gin of this almost infinite diversity in consciousness? I cannot

conceive that the ten thousand unlike impressions made upon
my senses are caused by a noumenon of dead uniformity through- §

out. Tf what T am, and the world is, as phenomena, are products

in consciousness of the noumenal something which under]ics

all phenomena, whence the diversity of the one, if there is no
diversity in the other? Phenomena, mental or other, are the
manifestations of the noumenon, and * the order of its manifes-
tations throughout all mental phenomena proves to be the same

as the order of its manifestations throughout all material phe- 28

Qur consciouasness has to do first and last with the
diversified, the relative, and the conditicned, and there is no ba-

nomena.”’

sis upon which to rest this doctrine of the Absolute and Uncon- §
It turns out, thercfore, to be merely a metaphysical §

ditioncd.

myth.
Our philosophers confess that they cannot affirm, of the Real-

ity which underlies phenomena, that it is cither mental or mate-

rial, perional or impersonal, one or many; and yet they arc BB
confident that it is Absolute. Now, we are compelled to sus-

pect that there is a g,ood deal of playing with this word Absolute.
Absolute existence is spoken of in the sense of actual existence
as distinct from phenomenal existence. This is well cnough ;
but, when the assumption is made that such existence has no

parts, is non-relative, and without divcrsity within itself, and}

thercfore Absolute, the word is used in a different sense. In
his chapter on Ultimate Scientific Ideas, Mr. Spencer speaks of
the “realities " which such ideas represent.  But the plural form
is soon dropped, and the word spclled with a capital R. It then

begins to look formidable. The word absolute is subjected to a |

similar change, and, when the two wcids are put together as
Absolute Reality, hardly any body would have the courage to at-
tack them. It would not do now to write noumena ; it must be
Noumcenon.  To be worthy of the subject, unknown reality must
be written Unknown Reality,  Absolute Reality is casily trans-
formed into Absolute Existence, and this into Absolute Being.
We have now advanced from simple aad unpretentious * reali-
ties’' to Absolute Being, — to the Unknowable in whose charmed,
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presence Religion and Science are to meet cach other in loving
embrace.  We are now on sacred ground, and criticism would
be obtuse indded, if it did not realize its exposure to the charge
of irrevercice.

It is an easy process for the human mind to transform these
names of negation into myths.  Such metaphysical entities
abound in the earliest accounts we have of philosophical effort
among the ancients; they made up the great bedy of medieval
philosophy ; they have played a prominent part in the history
of science from Aristotle down almost to our own times; but,

L wherever and whenever real science can turn upon them the full

rays of its intellectual light, they “ flee like ghosts at the approach

. 5 of day.” Mcnt'xlly building the Absolute and Unconditioned into
L an entity is legitimately the work of the myth-making instincts.
| The power has come down to us by direct hereditary succession,
E and must be regarded in the light of a “survival.”

The human

mind is becoming so busy with the knawable that the myth-
- faculty is degenerating inte the rudimentury form.

1. — Of its Religions Bearir ..

1. There is no need of multiplying words to show that the
Unknowable, which has been claborated as a sort of positive
conception, is not in any sense a scientific idea.  What lies out-
side the knowable cannot be scientific.  Science is founded on

| the orderly conception of phenomena. it is confired by the very
| conditions of its existence within the limits of the knowable.
L Science has to do only with the finite and relative, and not with

the infinite and absolute. It cannot be made by any sort of log-

- ical or psychological manipulation to extend farther for any pur-
L pose; for, whenever this limit is passed, it is no longer science,
L but something else.  So far from the infinite and absolute, as
applied to the Unknowable, being scientific concepts, or the
- legitimate product of such concepts, science has no power to

give them even the remotest recognition. The Unknowable as

@ an Absolute Something is the filmy product of metaphysical

speculation, and between such speculation and science there is

no common ground on which to stand. And since the hasis of sci-

ence is simply in the known and knowable, if it is ever reconciled
with religion, it must be upon precisely this basis ard no other.
28
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2. No more is the Unknowable a religious idea.  So far from
this being the case, religion could not recognize it as s basis
§ without abnegation of its essential character — without ceasing to

- be religion. It is true that the religious may recognize the lim
: its of the knowable, and may find in that borderland a congenial
- ficld for the cultivation of humility and awe; but this is a very
. different thing from recognizing what lies beyond these limits as
the essential basis of religion.  To recognize the limits of the
L knowable is to recognize o truth, and it is religious so to do; but
| no more religious than to recognize certain other trutis,  The
8 mystery of the Unknowable is no recommendation of it to reli-
- gion. It is not within the province of religion to discover and
E formulate mysteries; that is the function of philosophy. We
- have made the ivsue that it is not science, but philosophy, that
b deals with the Unknowable ; and we here make the issue that it
is not religion, but philosophy, that recognizes this transcendent
- mystery.  We think it an e.ror in the one case not to discrim-
& inate between science and speculation, and, in the other case, not
to discriminate between religion and speculation.  An additienal
crvor, we believe, 1s the assumption that intellectual or conscious
| mystery is a necessary element of religion.  Religion has no di-
L rect use for an unknown something in which it cannot have what
it regards as faith so sure that it is equivalent to practical know-
ledge Mystery is dead to religion till it beconies a living thing
by revelation; and the Unknowable has no revelations,
3. There is one feature so prominent in all the religions of
- the world, past a..d present, 15 to be quite unmistakablz; and
that is the absence of doubt in the confidence of faith.  Noideas
have been held so tenaciously and confidently as what are called
| religious ideas. No such bitter wars have been waged as reli-
gious wars. Itis true that religious people have fiequently spoken
of the inconceivable in connecgion with religion, and to this fact
- Mr. Spencer calls attention ; but this pertains to the exaggeration
and adulation with which Deity is spoken of and to, and, beyond
this exaggeration of statement and adulation of worship, the

connection of religion with mystery has little vital significance. |

- Mystery cannot be regarded as having a substantial value in
- religion, since it is the confidence of knowing that underlies all
| systems of religion, and imparts to them their animus and vi-
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tality. Acknowledged mystery is a product of science, of know-
ledge, of philosophy ; and, so far as it has had to do with religion,
it has been an accompaniment simply, and not an essential part
of it. We may sce the mysteries, and point them out, and call
them Ly their right names, but religious devotees have rarely scen
and rarely acknowiedged them, and never as devotees, but only

- as philosophers; while in their religious observances they have

acted upon a confidence of understanding which totally ignores
the inscrutable as an essential part of religion.

The fetich worshipper acts upon the confidence of absolutely
knowing. The savage believes his goblins to be as real as the

| warriors he meets in battle, or the game he overtakes in the chase.

He is confident of the will and power of his fetiches to du him
harm, and he endecavers, in such manner as he thinks effectual,
to placate them. Ve sec iystery in the idca of conjuring with

- plants, trees, rocks, images, or spirits, to turn aside the evil they

would do; but the fetich worshipper sces nothing of the kind.
In his consciousness all this is as positive knowledge. And,
when we corae to religious systems in which generalization had
taken place, and the gods were less numerous and more represea-
tative in character, we find the same assurance of knowing.
The polytheist knows to all intents and purposes that the deities
in his pantheon are real entities, and have control of the phe-
somena of the world.  Whether it was in consulting oracles, in
watching the aspect of the stars, or taking omens from the flight
of birds or the entrails of beasts, the devotee was troubled with
never a doubt. If an army was in peril, and the moon became
eclipsed, it could not march for superstitious dread, though by
not marching it should be utterly cut to picces. For a like rea-
son, the most warlike State in Greece failed to be present to share
jn the glories of Marathon  Alexander, *“the conqueror of the
world,” and a disciple of Aristotle, disputes with his general
about the interpretation to be given an omen from the flight of an
eagle, never doubting that the gods had scut the bird to manifest
their will.  The same certainty ef knowing lies at the base of |
the monotheist's r-ligicus observances.  We should only have to &
quote Mr. Spencer to show what famiiiarity with the objects of 8
their worship religious people have professed ; but he charcter-
izes it as the impicty of the pious.  We must protest against this
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charge of impiety ; it is valid only on a factitious basis which ig-
nores the plainest teachings of religious manifestation, whether
in history or among living pcoples
In all the systems of the world we find myswery intimately as-
sociated with religion, for the simple reason that in the carlier
stages of mental development there was no concept ion of mys-
NI tory os distinct from knowledge.  Human experience had found
" no difference between them ; they had not been mentally differ-
entinted the one from the other.  All things were really myste-
the tising and setting of the sun, the tumult of the waters,
the thunder of the heavens, the rush of the storm, were all even
more mysterious than the motives which impelled the gods. The
conception of things inconceivable as distinct frem things con-
B ccivable had no place till after mankind had made considerable
B8 progress inintellectual development. It was then a diffcrentiated
product of thought; and, until 1t had birth, it could have nothing
- to do with religion, although religion had long previously been
in cxistence. It was not till an age of philosophy was reached
that an altar was raised to *“ the Unknown God.”
\I)’stt.ry has all along accompanied religion, because little
B ..s nown of Nature, and very absurd things were assumed
- to be true.  The mysteries in religious systems constitute the
- “obverse side” of the prevalent ignorance of Nature.  As the
B L nowledge of Nature has increased, the sacred absuidities have
retreated. And it is because these misconceptions of Nature
B have been regarded as sacred that what is called, by a figure of
speech, religion, opposes the progress of science and scientific
philosophy, contesting every foot of the ground, and retreating
however, a battle between
it is a

e rious

only when compelizd to, It is not,
scicnce and religion, as it has been erroncously called;

@ {i:ht between science and misconceptions of the order of Nature,

rance which makes such misconcentions possible shall have been
extirpated.. This will in no wise act to the prejudice of religion,
which, by its divorce from such miscongeptions, absurdities, and
mysterics,
ment of the human mind.

which have the odor of sanctity vnly from their association with |
religion ; and the battle will not end till the fundamental igno- §

will become more firmly established as a ruling cle-

In his philosophy of the Unknowable, Mr. Spencer insists upon »
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the religious character which is necessarily involved in, the vague
conception of th-t which underlies phenomena. Rclwnqn tnheres
in the mystery. But, if the view we have presented be correct,
there is the fundamental error in thi§ philosophy of mistaking
an accident of religion for religion itself, or, more accurately,
mistaking a non-cssential accomapaniment of religion for an es-
sential coastituent. It is by association that we have come to
regard mystery as an essential part of religion, since in religious
observances appeal has always been made to what we call mys-
terious beings.  So far as this has become organized in the mind
with religion, it corresponds in some measure to the change
which, according to Mr. Spencer, the property instinct haj under-
gone. This instinct originated in connection with the uses of
property, but in the course of time became transferred from cur-
rent use to permancent possession.  Now we are apt to mistake
the love of gain for the original faculty, just as we mistake thc
love of mystery for the original motive of religion.

If, then, mystery is not an essential ingredient of religion and
that which affords it its sanctions, in what shall we find the real
character of religion and the nature of its sanctions?
the vital point to be determined.

4.
themselves to piofit by their religious rites and observances —
to benefit themselves both individually and socially.  How ben-
L cfit themselves? By appealing to a power which is able to con-
¥ trol events, and which is itself so LOnStltllth that man may
Tle
end preposed is human good here, or hereafter, or both; in any
case it is some form of good to the worshipper.  The object pro-
- posed in the observance of religious rites is o induce the power

which controls cvents to do the things which the worshipper »
wishes to have done—to do him good in some form, however |
vague his conception of that good may be. These are the two
sides of the essential clement to be found in all religions : the
power of the deities to affecct man’s destiny, and man’s power *o |
induce them to affect it favorably.

Sume people coufine tncir religion entircly to good during
present life, such as the most uncultured peoples of all times, and
the ancient Jews before they learned the doctrine of immortality

This is

In all stages of human evolution mankind have proposcd to

influence and induce it to pursue a given course of action.
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| from the Persians.
ducinyg these mysterious but competent powers to do what is de-
- sired.
| to bring them to terms; but usually something i+ lone to put

L with the devotee ; praise, adulation, presents, sacrifices, and the
P like, are the effective methods.
| ox to “‘make God glad very much, and do Krooman good " iljus-
- trated the philosophy of religion better than is done in whole
B volumes of theology.  Expressions of gratitade for favors reccived
| came at length to assume more distinet form,
| ity occomes closely united with religion.  To visit the widows and

" quite indispensable to the complete religious character.
; tion is cursed {or the sin of slavery, and blessed for its devotion
- to freedom.
¥ the two sides of the central principle of religion ; (1) to procure
,_ blessings (2) by moving competent powers to bestow them.
- savage will juggle for the divine favor ; the cultivated devotee, in
L addition to prayer and praise, will endcavor to do right toward
" his (ellow-man,

b cribed to primitive religion ard its subsequent developments
:;may appear to many out of keeping with the present known
. character of religion,
- this view cannot be given here, and we will only add that in

- modifications which it has undergone, and in consequence of

T
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And then there are different methods of in-
Semetimes they are threatened, and their images abased,
the power, which is always anthropomorphic, into geod humor

The barbarian who sacrificed an

Further an, moral-

the fatherless and to have charity arc authoritatively set forth as
A na-

Bui all these and other accessories cluster around

The

The utilitarian orizin and chtaracter which we have here as-

The facts and authorities to sustain

this respect the moral and religious faculties of the mind fall
into the same category. In his chapter on the ““Genesis of Man,
Morally,” Mr. Fiske very clcm‘ly and conclusively points out the
utilitarian origin of man’s moral nature, together with the

which mora! purposes of an exalted character, without utilitarian
objects directly in view, come at length to control human action.
So religion, often individual and selfish in its ends, has yet or-
ganized into the mental constitution a spirit of sclf-sacrifice and
wpirziion ~vhich lifts it into the heroism of worthful doing.
Sirce the two preceding paragraphs, which were written three
years a0, and probably suggested by the works of Waitz, Lub-

bock, Tyler, and others, were incorporated in this essay, the

& BAE A “

L the object of his religion.
' fensive and conciliatory.”
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writer has had the pleasure of reading Dr. Brinton's very suyes-
tive work on ““ The Religious Sentiment, its Source and Ain.”
Precisely the same utilitarian origin of religion is there given.
The wish, the thwarting of this wish, the power that thwarts it,
the attempt to placate that power, are clements of the problem,
We quote only this passage: “ By some means to guard against
this undefined marplot to the accomplishruent of his wishes, is
Its primitive forms are therefore de-

We have now reached in a more concrete form the reason why
mystery has been so closely allied with religion.  Simply because
mankind supposed that Nuture was regulated by beings of mys-
tery, and that the way to proctre the blessings desired was to
act upon these beings by means of rites and ceremonials invelv-
ing awe and mystery. Scicnce has been taking the animus out
of the mysieries by showing that what the religious supposed to
be done by supernatural wiil in caprice, is done by natural force
in regular sequence.  In order to emphasize the value of mys-
tery, Mr. Fiske affirms that mankind will not worship an object
which stands in the light of science ; but he does not state that
the reason why this is so is because the light thus shed upon
the object of devotion would show that it is without the power
to do what had been previously supposed its appropriate func-
tion tc do. Through this process man’s views of religion have
been already modified to a great degree.  Prayer and fasting are
no longer regarded as potent means of improving a bad season or
abating an epidemic. Knowledge has coinpelled this change, and
it will compel still others in the same direction. The history of
the reconciliation of religious doginas with science shows that the
reconciliation has always been effected by t! -bdication of the
dogmas. Astronomy, geology, physiology, a.  all the rest, have
bated not one jot of their claims to bring about reconciliation
with sanctified myths ; and so it always will be. It is the reli-
gious associations of thought that must undergo the proccss of
modification to adapt it to the modified state of kunowledge.
Then what is the ultimate form which rcligion will take? It
will still contemplate as its end the procuring of blessings to
mankind, and it will, as ever, appeal for this purpose to the
powers which are deemed able to confer them. Intclligence

3



=\ % N i &
436 . The Radical Revicw.

will prevent the expectation of impossible things, and the absur- §

dity of trying to obtain any thing from inadequate powers will
be abandoned.  Religion then wiil confine itseif to the use of
rational means for the improvement of the conditions of life and
the elevation of man as an individual and social being, And, since
the appeal to mythical beings is no longer regarded as rational
the scemingly intimate connection of religion with mystery and
non-kuowing will be broken ; consequently, religion will not re-
cognize the “ Unknowable.,””  We must think that Mr. Spencer’s
cardinal error consists in mistaking the drift of religious devel-
opment in the course of which religion becomes separated from
ignorance and mystery and united with science. The religion
of the future will become incourporated in the knowable as that
which imparts to it the will to save.

Now, there is nothing affecting the uncultured devotee for
good or evil but the activities of the natural world ; conscquently,
the cifective powers »which he tries to influence by his religious
observances are all comprehended within the knowable as le-

gidmate subjects of science.  The natural forces do what he

supposes his divinities do, and the forces do by law what the di-
vinities are supposed to do by changeable will. If we could
throw the light of science upon the mind of a barbarian, and
modify Lis emotions on the basis of corvect thinking, his deities

would vanish, and he would attempt to accomplish, by availing B

himself of the laws of phernomena. what he had before attempted
to accemyplish by conjuring with his goblins,  Under this view
of the subject religion does not abdicate its practical'character,
as it must under Mr. Spencer's views.

Ocrsted says poctically that ‘“the laws of Nature are the
thougl:its of God!” By continuing the figure, we may add that
in cbeying the laws of Nature we are acting in harmony with
- the “thoughts of God.” If the phenomenal proceed from the
“ Unknownble,” we perform our duty in this regard by study
- ing the phenomenal, and putting oursclves as far as possible ir.
§ harmony with its laws.  But this is the injunction of science;

thus does religion fall within the province of science, and has §

nothing divectly to do with the Unknowable as such. W are

not bound to the Unkaowable by the cbligation of any duty {

which is not couipletely fulfilled by studying the world within
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and the world without, and putting the one as far as possille in
harmony with the other. It is no compliment to religion con-
sciously to relegate it to the region over which must now and
for ever brood the gre..t impenetrable cloud of hopeless non-
knowing. Religion always has been eminently practical, and
it-always will be.

5.  What is the practical character of the religion which is to
cluster around, or crystallize about, the Unknowable? We can
imagine philosophers standing abstract and silent, like Socrates
in the Grecian camp, and centemplating with a wonder and awe
that is truly religious the mysterious void which lies beyond the |
knowable ; but the world will never take to such quintessence of
religion as this. It must be something practica’, something to
enlist the symputhies and satisfy the emotions.  The most libe-
ral forms of anthio.omorpiic religion teach us the Fatherhood
of God. The Unknowable is a cold abstraction, and has no
Fatherhood in it.  Itis equally beyond the reach of humanitary
emotion, of light-giving science, and of practical life. 'What kind
of cultus would form about this “ Cosmic God?” There would
be no sacrifices, for we could not know so wel' as the ancients
that the ascending savor would be pleasing.  No prayer; for it
is not possible to tell whether this is or is not a “ prayer-hearing
and a prayer-answering God.” No praise; for we are not sure
that this is a personal Deity, or, if he were, that he would be §
pleased with adulation. For the same reason the Unknowable
cannot be wrought into the perfect ideal of religious aspiration.
The trouble is there can be no revelation of this Unknowable, ex-
cept what we get out of ourselves and the phenomenal world
around us by close observation and hard thinking. But these
are the methods of science, and the revelation resolves itself into
science ; and obedience (o revelation becomes obedience to the §
laws which science evolves; and religion becemes one with sci- &
ence, culture, and well-doing.  With all men as “with the sci-
entific philosopher, loyalty to the truth” should be “the first
principle of religion.”

The Unknowable is destitute of such sanction as religion al-
ways has required and always will require. The great sanction
of primitive man’s religion is that, if the conjuring is not per-
formed, the deitics will do him barm. Further on, the sanction
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is that, if the vows are not paid and the ceremonials observed,
the deities will refuse to do us good, and will abandon us to
evil. Tn this new conception of religion as simple mystery
wrapped up with the Unknowable, there are no such sanctions.
In the religion of sci»nce there are.  Disobedience to the law
brings penalty, and obedience brings the greatest possible hap-
piness. Mr. Spencer attempts no practical application of his sys-
tem of religion ; Mr. Fiske does. I eagerly read his chapter on
“Religion as Adjustment” to discover in what way his cosmical
theism is to subserve the ends of veligion. I felt the assurance
of solid ground benecath when 1 found him resolving religion into
the fulfillment of duty as revealed to us by the highest attainable
knowledge of ourselves and of the phenomenal world. To the
phenomenal as interproted by science he goes reverently for the
laws of religion and their sanctions; and this leaves his cesmical
theism as completely destitute of a religious function as if it were
merely a theoretical figure-head or a philosuphical toy. He de-
clares that, “from a scientific point of view, sin is a wilful vio-
lation of a law of Nature;” that it is “by bringing the whole
subject into the philosophical domain wherein the law of evolu-
tion holds sway, that we begin to understand, so far as i is pos-
sible to understand, the philosophy. of evil, pain, and wrong;”
that it is scicnce which affords authoritative sanction to well-
doing; that, so far from its being the function of an inscrutable

power to afford these sanctions, all we know of such power is a S

conclusion of scicnee, showing that in the author’s view theistic
conceptions even, and all our conceptions of practical religion,
have no other warrant than that which is derived from the know-

able. We commend the sixteen pages ending on page 468 to |

the reader’s careful attention.  Mr. Fiske’s reflection against the
“irreligion” and “non-religion” of certain v'ews is cast in the

anthropomorphic spirit, and should never have been rade by |
him. He has himself landed religion where every consistent §

evolutionist must land it — within the domain of science.

The drawback is that there is a want of consistency in the treat-
ment of the subject. By the juxtaposition of affirmations to be
found in the exposition of Cosmical Theism, we may be the better

able to appreciate their character and their relations to one an-§

other.
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The Divine Power in the universe is hepelessly inscrutable and
unknowable, and conscquently there can be no revelation of it ;
yet there is a revelation of it Since all our knowledge is de-
rived from experience, this Power is inccrutable because it lies
beyond experience. The Noumenon, or “ause of phenomena, is
one and the same with the Inscrutable Power; and, though we
do not know whether this power is physical or spiritual, or what
kind of an impersonality it is, —although in fact we know nothing
about it, — neverthcless, we do know that it is infinite and abso-
lute. The Cause of phenomena is infinite and absolute, and the
phenomena finite and relative. The Cause and the effects are
here so totally -inlike that the latter cannot be a revelation of
the former; nevertheless, they are such a revelation; and that
is the reason the sanctions of religion which are derived from
the domain of science arc to be set down to the credit of Cosmic
Theism. What we thus learn of those sanctions on the side o1
exper.ence is to be placed to the credit of that side with which
expericnce can have nothing whatever to do. A fravd is com-
mitted on the philosophical rights of experience for the benefit
of the cosmic conception of Deity, which is discreetly planted in
the region of the Unknowable, where it siall never be disturbed
hereafter.  This concepticn, or mental action, which is planted,
not within the pale of expericace, but outside of it in the region
of the Unknowable, is calmiiy spoken of, as if it wers a legitimate,
and not a miraculous, conception.  Finally, the Cosmic Phi-
losophy is based on the affirmation of God’s existence; but it is g
also based on the phenomenal, on physical truths, on the Doc-
trine of Evolution. The Cosmical Philosophy is, therefore, a sort
of biped, standinz with one foot on Cosmic Theism, and the other
on the truths of science. ‘
Rather than such a medley of incongruous ideas and pseud-
idcas as these, would it not be far more truly religious, as well
as more truly philosophical, reverently to acknowledge, even as
Comte has done, our total incompetency to deal with what lies
beyond experience? Mr, Iiske nevertheliess uses terms to ces-
ignate the Unknowable, which the originator of the doctrine has |
not used. If the terms “ Divine Being” and “ Cosmical God ”
are not absolutely anthropomorphic, they so distinctly connote
it that it would be casy to fit them with the anthropomorphic
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E habiliments.  The tendency of this metaphysical myth toward
- anthropomorphic degencracy has already shown itself. Tt will
be easy for future disciples, by the same kind of logical latitude
which the entire philosophy of the Unknowable permits, to show

that it must be accepted as anthropornorphic to account for the
- evolution of intelligent beings.  Mr. Fiske has already affirmed

B that we are rather to regard it as a spiritual, or quasi-physical,
Power, It is true that in a previous chapter he sweeps away

anthropomorphism with a masterly hand; but it is not to be ex-

B pocted that an cvolutionist with anthropomorphic theism orga-
L nized into his mental habitudes will take any such view of it,
- while he will find in Mr. Fiske's concessions sufficient encour-
| agement to advance cosmic theism in the direction of animistic

theology. Mr. Fiske's assertion that “our cosmic philosophy

 is based upon the affirmation of God's existence” would be to
| most theologians a confession of anthropomorphism.  We will
| give in a general way the progress which this terminology of the
L 17 rknowable has made under the handling of the masters. The
R first series is what we suppose would be allowable to philosophy
B proper; the sccond is from Mr. Spencer; the third is from Mr.
b Fiske :—

. 1. Unknowable realitics ; unknown reality ; noumena ; trans-

E figurced realism ; absolute existence; the unknowable.

2. The Unknowable; Noumenon: Inscrutable Power; Ulti-

mate Reality; Absolute Reality ; Absolute Existence; Absolute
Being.

3. Divine Power; Supreme Power; Infinite Power; Divine

l Being ; Cosmic Theism; Deity; God; Cosmical God.

Is there not in this an obvious drifting toward anthropomor-

| phic degeneracy ?

» Mr. Fiske insists upon providing ir the religion of the future
. for the mystery-loving e¢lement in the nature of man.  This he

- thinks will be done by postulating a Divine Power in the region B8

Cs

of the Unknowable, where the mystery must remain well-n’zh ab-
E solute.  We are not so sure that the religious nature of man will
b exact any such theological clement for its satisfaction. A few
: - hundred years since religious people would no more have thought
J of giving up their belief in witcheraft than they would have
thought of giving up their belief in Satan, the great Adversary

' B S T . .
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of man. But religious people have given up witcheraft without
apparently suffering from the loss; and now they are rapidly giv-
ing up their belief in a personal devil, no longer feeling that it
is a necessary element of religion. And we go further, and
affirm that the religious clement of the human mind will be
strengthened rather than weakened when every form of mythical
and metaphysical mystery shall be displaced by the best attain-
able knowledge of things. It is only a little while since that all
religious contemplation rested upon the assumption that not law,
but the will of an anthropomorphic Being, directed all the details

b of Nature and of lite.  This has rapidly passed away, and the be-

lief has taken its place that events occur in orderly succession
by the natural relations of cause and effect which no power ever
sets aside. It is upon the substantial basis of such relation that
wrong doing is punished, and well doing rewarded ; and herein de
religion and morality find their sanctions.  All that we know of
Deity and religion we have learned from the activities within and
around us; and it is here that the omnipresent and ever-living
God is. This view, which science establishes; is gradually taking
the place of the mythical. There are at this moment thousands
of intelligent, earnest, religious men whose rationality has put all
mythical phantoms to flight, and who are happy in the riddance.
The human mind is accommodating in such things, though for
the most part it moves slowly.  While early teaching in the fam-
ily and in Sabbath Schools continues to fix the myths in the mind

at a period of life which insures their permanency in alt minds

of a certain cast, the change towards scientific views of religion
must be very greatly retarded.  To reach this scientific phase,
religion has nccessarily to undergo considerable change; but
not se much as it would have to undergo on the Spencerian the-
ory; since, under the scientific aspect, it would still retain essen-
tially its code of practical duty and its sanction of right doing,
while, by making the Unknowable its object and incentive, it
would lose the sanctions of law and all practical character. In
the one case the change would be evolution; in ithe other,
revolution.

The change which religious ideas would have to undergo on
the principles herein desigo ated, and which is actually taking
place, would be less than the ciiunre which political ideas have
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undergor.e within a very brief period of modern history. And

what is further to be noted is that these two changes, the politi-
cal and religious, take the same general direction. It is not long
s'nce governmental authority was supposed to reside by divine
right in an hereditary ruler; now the notion of the divine in
hesedity is totally abandoned, and political authority is held to
be derived from the consent of the governed. It is well to think
of var obligations to the past, but it is very easy to make too
much. of such a consideration, and thus pervert merit into de- 1 RING, village bells, but not for me¢;
| You are not rapping at my door,

PREACHER'S LOVE-VACATION,

merit, ' ]

. . . ;
The two authors named at the head of this arficle are among But at my neighbor’s, the church-goer,
E ] M v e N
those whose contributions to the aggregate of knowledge T most | '\I}lho'prmk:’i" ““‘:.P”’“I.V spells
appreciate and value. I am wholly in sympathy with their great B ¢ impending litany ;

And maids break into every hue
That turns to a parterre the pew,
‘There’s not a house cannot afford
Some tag to bring before the Lord,

work on the philosophy of the kuowable; and I must be permit-
ted to think that in this, and not in their treatment of the re-
ligious featares of the Unknowable, are to be found their real |

contributions to the basis of religion, a:nd 'the genuine evidences 5 And when the priest would offer to His name,

of their devotion te religion.  The scientific people of our age, B On hundred hearts a hundred bonnets flame,

— those who pursue knowledge for its own sake and accept it §

upon its own merits, —all those who do, to the best of their abil- No ringing can decoy my mort

ity, what they believe, to the best of their judgment, to be wor- S The air transfers each stroke with scorn;
thy work, -— all such are truly rcligious, whatever their attitude . The meeting-house has been unroofed,
toward the doginas and myths.  All along the centuries there S So long to daller blasts well-proofed ;
have been persons whose mental vision has picrced through the SEEES "The pulpit crumbles, frescoes fly,

Exhales the organ with a sigh;
Of hymn or bible not a trace,
But out-of-doors fills all the place.

illusion of the myths, «nd they have always been deemed irreli- S
gious, when they were in truth the most religious of men. There §8
is so much to learn wherein the whole mind may expand, and so
much to do upon the knowable basis for the various forms of hu- J
mun good, that there is some warrant for believing that the ends
of religion are better subserved by labor in this field than by en-
crgy expended in pushing the ultimate of religious regard into
the far off abyss of the Unknowable.

Hear that carol in the elm,
! While the branches dip and sway
o its pith as to a helm, —
Unto both the juy's the. day.
All the weck the earth has rolled
This hush of Sunday to unfold ;
Whifring of a million wheels,
Jar, recoll, and sweat, and grime,
Clashes of the lsborers’ steels
Torged this sllence, built this clime,
Raised this morning temple, free
For worship by this bird and me.

J. StABL PATTEKSON.
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