RELIGIOUS FREEDOM: AND HIGHER EDUCATION
CHAS .E. DIEHL

(Read at l\feeting, January 18, 1940)
Everybody believes in religious freedom for himself.
He has come to feel that he has an inalienable right
to worship God according to the dictates of his conscience, and that none shall make him afraid. Theoretically, also, we believe that .t his is the right of others
who differ from us in our convictions, however difficult we find it at times to live up to this high doctrine.
Neithe,r the state nor society has the right to compel
or control, whether by legal penalties or by moral
coercion of public opinion, that portion of a man's life
and conduct which affects only himself. In the do..
main of consciousness the individual is sovereign.
Freedom of conscience, as John Stuar.t Mill says in
his essay "On Liberty,"' is "an indefeasible right,"
and in theory at least we deny absolutely that a human being is accountable t() others for his religious
belief. The sole ground upon which the state or society is warranted in interfering with the liberty of
action of any of its members is self-protection. The
only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community,
against his wHl, is t:()i prevent harm to others.
We can hardly say that religious freedom is distinctly an American product., but the principle of liberty which obtains here is unique, cutting right across
that which the Old World had for all the Christian
centuries regarded as axiomatic. The Founding Fath(!rs explicitly set aside all the old-time theories of

69

church and state, which in varying forms, had held
universal sway. There were differing policies of union
or of control; of alliance, as of two equal parties; of
dictation, now on the part of the church, now on the
part of the state; of interference by both with the
conscience and faith of the individual. The basic idea
of them aU assun1ed the necessity of a vital relation
between church and state. This was the accepted idea
of European churchmen, theologians, statesmen, jurists, and publicists, with hardly an exception, frOin
the time of the Emperor Constantine to that of Thomas Jefferson.
In clear denial of all such theories, this new revolutionary principle declared the complete separation
of church from state, and this pure religious liberty
has been characterized by Cobb in his Rise of Religious
Liberty in America; "as the great gift of America to
civilization and the world, having among principles
of governmental policy no equal right for moral insight, and for recognition both o.f the dignity of the
human soul and the spiritual n1ajesty of the Church
of God." Bryce, in his American Commonwealth; says,
"Of all the differences between the Old World and the
New, this is perhaps the most salient."
This great boon of constitutional religious freedom,
in which we have, been nurtured, which we accept as
a matter of course, did not come suddenly o:r without
struggle. The demand for religious freedon1 was, to
be sure, inherent in the spirit aof the Protestant ,Refonnation; but it took centuries before this idea had
free course among the Christian nations. In the Old
World battlefields were drenched with the blood of
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men fighting and dying for conscience and creed. That
"vas not true in this country, though bigotry, intolerance, persecution, and cruelty stained the pages
of our early history. In New England there was Puri...
tan exclusiveness; in Virginia there was the "gentle.;.
manly conformity to the Church of England," which
was impatient of dissent; in New York, for two short
periods, the fanatical folly of Dutch and English gov..;
ernors led to cruelty and oppression. One cannot speak
except in apologetic terms of many things which occurred during this period, but the same remark might
be made of any period of our history, including that
in which we are now living. The fact that the young
nation was separated from the old by a wide ocean,
that it was composed of peoples of diverse nationalities and of different religious faiths, and that no single group could claim a dominant majority to entitle
that group to be considered a national church, made
it easier for the Constitutional Convention to refuse
to give preference to any creed, and to incorporate into
the Federal Constitution the following principles:
federal neutrality in all confessional matters; federal
guarantee of the free exercise of religious faith to
all; complete separation of state and church. Each
state was to arrange its own church affairs, but no
state religion was ever to be established.
The idea that the civil and the ecclesiastical estabilshments were vitally connected, with n1ore: or less
dependence of one upon the other, was not called in
question by the Reformation. It met only the dissent
of the despised Anabaptists and Separatists. This
fact made the attitude of our American exception,
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Roger Williams, the more striking and significant.
More than one hundred years in advance of his time,
he denied the entire theory and practice of the past,
which he regarded as alike unphilosophical and unchristian. He was a pioneer, this great apostle of
spiritual liberty, a voice crying in the wilderness, but
he did not hesitate to proclaim a truth, against which
the powers of church and state were alike anayed,
nor did he refuse to endure cold and hunger and
nakedness, and the loss of friends and home for the
sake of this truth. He was a worthy herald of that
other prophet, that wise master-builder of democracy,
Thomas Jefferson. There were others, of course, whose
dominant influence on public opinion regarding the
questions of religious liberty and the separation of
church and state, entitle them to mention, such as
Jonathan Edwards, James Madis·on, and many others,
but it was Jefferson who wrote the following words
in the Declaration of Independence:
"We hold these truths to be self-evident; that all
tnen are created equal; that they are endowed by
t heir Creator with certain unalienable rights; that
among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; that to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from
the consent of the governed ... "
Religious freedom was officially established, but
much more than this was needed to insure a democ.racy. It was realized that the success of this experiment in government depended upon the character and
t he intelligence of the electorate. Washington said
" Promote, therefore, as an object of primary concern
the means of education." These Founding Fathers
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were men of convictions. They opposed sectarian bitterness, but they were uinted in their recognition of
spiritual values. To them God and immortality were
not vague, irridescent dreams. Life had meaning.
They believed in God the Father Almighty, that He
created all men for precisely the same purpose;
namely, to obey Him, to become in character and disposition like Him, in whom all men should trust, and
to whom all must give account. It was not in the
minds of our constitution makers, when they excluded religion from the field of government, that this
should be an irreligious people, or that religion was
socially unimportant, or that it was one of those
luxuries which could easily be spared. It was not the
intention to diminish activity in religion, but, rather,
to furnish greater opportunity for its free exercise.
They realized that, in the last analysis, states are
united not so much by self-interest as by moral ideas,
that their foundations are laid, not in the flesh, but
in the spirit of men.
In April, 1802, Alexander Hamilton wrote a letter
to James A. Bayard, in which he r efers to his pro..
posed Christian Constitutional Society, the objects
of which were
(a) To support the Christian religion;
(b) To support the Constitution of the United States.
Whet her or not he had his tongue in his cheek, I
do not kno,w, but he seemed to feel that this is a
Christian nation, and that the Christian religion is
a part of the common law of the land. The American Sunday was to be safeguarded as the day of instruction and inspiration in order to advance liberty

and civilization. He desired to formulate a system
of moral and religious education that would be as
universal as the right of suffrage. Since people of all
nations and races were coming to America and would
vote, and since some were Jews and some Gentiles,
some Catholics and some Protestants, and all voted,
it became necessary that there should be some institution to drill men in morals and religion that would
include all Protestants, Catholics, and Jews, educating
them toward God and duty. He apparently felt the
force of the remark of Edmund Burke who said, when
this country became a Republic, that the great problem of America would be the education of her rulers,
her millions of voters.
Hamilton knew, as every one else knows, that the
great principles of right and wrong are not denominational. The Ten Commandments do not belong to
any sect. Responsibility to God is not peculiar to any
race. The big simplicities are binding upon men as
men, and the great verities include all classes and
both sexes. The multiplication table is not racial. The
axiom that the whole is equal to the sum of the parts
is not Catholic or Protestant. Right and wrong hold
all races; duty and responsibility are binding upon all
men.
Hamilton proposed, therefore, that the Christian
Constitutional Society should have teachei·s whose
duty it should be to teach the universal simplicities
that belong to men as the sons of God, leaving the
particular creed, the form of baptism m1d sacrifice
to parents at home. The public school teaches the essentials of political economy, then the boy goes home

74

to receive instruction in free trade from one father,
or protective tariff from another father. The public
school need not interfere with the private views of
the parent. And Hamilton believed that it was possible to have a Christian Constitutional Society that
would drill all the citizens in those things that are
fundamental to the Republic. For one hour every Sunday all the families were to flow together to receive
instruction in morals and religion as they had reference to the American family and the American school,
to American trade and commerce, just as in November all the citizens come together to express their
educated judgment upon matters political and economic. It \Vas a great dream. He knew that the great
perils of the Republic are ignorance and lawlessness,
and he proposed turning this whole land into one
vast mo,ral and religious schoolhouse for one day in
the week through his Constitutional Christian Society.
He felt that it was not enough that the government
should provide an army and a navy, and should place
lighthouses on dangerous coasts, dig the mud out of
rivers and build levees; the state must also consider
the higher manhood of its citizens. Hamilton was
killed before he had time to work out his great conception. Only the first draft of his plan is in existence.
·whatever we may think of Alexander Hamilton,
the1·e is no doubt about the sincerity of Washington
when he made his of ficial statement on September
17, 1796.
"Of all the disp;}sitions and habits which lead to
political prosperit y, Religion and Morality are indispensa ble supports. In vain would that man cla im the
tribute of Patriotism, who should labor to subvert
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these great pillars of human happiness, these firm est
props of the duties Df Men and Citizens. The mere
Politician, equally with the pious man, ought to r espect and cherish them. A volume could not trace all
their connexions with private and public felicity. Let
it be simply asked, Where is the security for property, for reputation, fDr life, if the sense of religious
obligation desert the oaths, which are the instruments of investigation in Courts of Justice? And let
us with caution indulge the supposition that morality
can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be
conceded to the influence of refined education on mi nds
of peculiar structure, reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in
exclusion of religious principle."
Unfortunately, Hamilton's plan was not carried out.
nor did we take very seriously the statement of Washington. We became engrossed in developing the material resources of the country, and we gradually
adopted a different set of values. In 1863, through
the passage of the Morrill Act, the government entered the field of higher education in a big way, and
the various states vied with each orther in providing
higher educaton, as well as primary and secondary
education, at public expense. The secularization of
education developed with amazing rapidity. In some
colleges both professors and students sat in the seat
of the scornful. Skepticism and cynicism became the
badge of respectability. The religious aim was supplanted by the modern god, efficiency. The emphasis
came to be laid upon means rather than on ends. We
gave ourselves to developing technique. Men were being
equipped for scientific, mechanic, and agricultural
pursuits, rather than for high moral ideals and high
moral character. The ever-widening horizon of knowledge, the theory of evolution which was woefully
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misapplied, the foolish arguments about the conflict
between science and religion, the misinterpre,t ation of
the Bible and its message, the denominational rival'ries and bigotries, the multiplied complexities of modern life, reducing more and -more the time which
might be given to things eternal - these are only
some of the causes for the ebbing moral earnestness
of a forn1er day. Science has given us a new universe
of indefinite magnitude, and has fostered a questioning spirit, for both of which we are profoundly grateful. However, we soon proudly became sophisticated
and self-sufficient. We developed a system of matterialistic philosophy, of behavioristic psychology, of
demagogic sociology, and of relative ethics. The first
article of our creed was changed from "I believe in
God" to "I believe in man," and our theme song was
Walt Whitman's "Song of Myself," beginning grandiloquently with the line "I celebrate myself, and sing
myself," and coming to its climax with:
"And I say to mankind, Be not curious about God ...
I hear and behold God in every object, yet understand
God not in the least,
Nor do I understand who there can be more wondrous
than myself."
Thomas Hardy wrote a poem, entitled "The Funeral of God," whom he described as "One whom we
can longer keep alive." We were fully self-assured.
We declaimed about being captains of our souls, masters of our fate, and creators of an ideal commonwealth. Religion was outmoded. In this spirit we bowed
God out of His universe, and put man on the throne.
God was considered as an elderly partner who had retired from active business, and left affairs in the hands
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of the enterprising and sophisticated sons of men.
We misused our religious freedom. We were within
our Constitutional rights, for religious freedom implies that we have the right to be irreligious, if we
so choose, but this condition is a far cry from the attitude and ideals and spirit of colonial days. It was
Daniel Webster who said, "If the people do not become religious, I do not know what is to become of
us as a nation." Men forgot that the inscription on
the Liberty Bell, "Proclaim liberty throughout all the
land to all the inhabitants thereof," was taken from
the book of Leviticus.
Another thing we have done, we have misinterpreted and misused both freedom and religion. In the
Macintosh case, it seems to me that the majority decision of the Supreme Court, which denied citizenship
to a man who was following the dictates of his conscience, was a violation of the fundamental doctrine
of religious freedom.
Likewise, the action of some states which have forbidden the reading of the Bible in the schools, on the
ground that it is a sectarian book, is not only silly,
but is contrary to the fundamental principles for
which the framers of the constitution stood. In California there was even litigation over permitting a
copy of the King James version of the Bible to be
placed in a school library. I am not now arguing the
question of vvhether or not a perfunctory reading of the
Bible in school vvould do much,. if any, good, as matters now stand, with the qualifications of teachers
determined almost entirely by the possession of certain credits, especially credits in educational tech-
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nique. The point is that the Bible, and particularly
the King James version, is one of the world's great
dassics. It is the greatest English classic. Both Ambasador Bryce and Professor Wm. Lyon Phelps,
speaking in Carnegie Hall, in 1911, at the tercentary
:celebration of the King James version, made bold to
say that no man of letters ever attained to eminent
standing in his profession who had not drunk deeply
at this fountain of pure English in that noble translation. Coleridge said, "intense study of the Bible will
keep any writer from being vulgar in point of style."
And Sir Erwin Arnold said, "I owe my educat ion
as a writer more to the Bible than to any other one
hundred books that could be named." If there is any
trut h in these statements, may we not question the
wisdom of the removal of that English version of the
Bible from the curriculum of the primary schools
\'lhere English is taught, and is there not room for
severe arraignment of some of the boards of education of the country for their narrow attitude? The
sectarian argument should be easily settled, since no
one is required to accept its teachings. There are not,
I believe, great doctrinal differences between the
King James version and the Douay version of the
Bible, but, even if there were, there is not the slightest compulsion towards their acceptance.
From the Jewish point of view, I do not see any
objection to the New Testament, since one is not in
the least required to believe in t h e origin or mission
or message of Jesus. If the question of misrepresentation is raised, it would seem quite as reasonable to
prohibit some of the plays of Shakespear e, s uch as
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"The Merchant of Venice" and some other great
literature. Thomas Jefferson was not a churchman, and
he was certainly the champion of religious freedom.
He said, "I have sworn upon the altar of God eternal
hostility against every form of tyranny over the mind
of man." But he believed in Almighty God, and he
held fast to the moral principles of Jesus. He declared "I am a real Christian, that is to say, a disciple
of the doctrines of Jesus." It was Jefferson's ideal
for this nation that all men should follow the teachings of Jesus, and thus, as he said, "We should all
-be of one sect, doers of good, and eschewers of evil.
No doctrines of His (Jesus) lead to schism." "Of all
the systems of morality, ancient or modern, which
have come under my observation, none appear to me
so pure as that of Jesus."
In an address on "Education and Freedom," given
a few years ago, Dr. A. W. Pickard-Cambridge, ViceChancellor of Sheffield University, speaking before a
section of the British Association for the Advancement of Science, said:
"I am convinced that the tendency for many years
to relegate the study of the Bible to a plat:e of almost complete unimportance in the curriculum has
been a fatal mistake . . . Almost all the princip1es
which distinguish the most pro,g ressive modern civilization from the barbarism to which some apparently desire to return are those which are found in
the New Testament and which as a mere matter of
history have found their way into civilization from
that source; and it is significant that both in Germany and Russia the conscious~ss of this has been
so strong that the suppression of freedom has been
closely combined with an attack upon the Christian
religion. If it is urged that the young ought to be
left free to make up their own minds about religious
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matters, I reply that they have at least the right to
be given the chance to do so by being supplied with
the materials for the decision, as is done in regard
to every other matter which is of importance; otherwise they have no real freedom of choice ... It is, constantly repeated that any man has a right t 8 . his
opinion; and this is true if it is his opinion. But it
is not true, if it is some other person's opinion, accepted without thought; nor even if it is his own, but
formed without reflection and delibe1·ate impartiality."
Another misinterpretation and misuse of both freedom and religion is seen in the anti-evolution laws of
some states, including the famous Scopes trial at
Dayton, Tennessee, in 1925. Intelligent Tennesseans
a re not particularly proud of this chapter of our history. The Bible was never intended to be a book of
science, and most people had abandoned the idea that
the Bible was an authority on astronomy or geology .
It is not a book of magic, nor is it a library of universal knowledge, but it is the supreme moral and
spiritual guide for those who have eyes to see, minds
to know, and hearts to love. It is not a book of external authority, but of inner illumination. The legislature evidently had the power to pass this foolish
law, but it is a pathetic picture to see a group of wellmeaning, doubtless, but ignorant men attempt to determine by legislative fiat what is truth. The fundamental issue as to the relation of science and religion
is before a higher court than any judicial tribunal.
Some one has said, " It is difficult t o set limit s to
t he harm which ma y be done in the world by the
muddle-headedness of good people."
As we view our nation today, the situation is not
enUrely reassuring. There have beeh vast develop-
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ments, and some progress has been made, but we
have also sustained some mighty losses. Instead of
having as little government as possible and that government suppor.t ed by the people, the tendency is
towards complexity of government, the building up
of vast bureaucracies, and a government which supports the people. Too much paternalism and regimentation are t he foes of freedom and democracy. Popular
education, we have felt, was an absolute requirement
for a democracy, as well as fer the advancement of the
huma n race. We have spent huge sums for it, expected great results from it and are a bit disappointed.
The old codes and customs by which many men lived
have been dissolved in the acids of modernity. The
depth and power, the moral grip, evidenced in the religious life of that earlier period, is not so apparent
today. Life was not easy then, but there were men
of character, and they faced hardships without flinching or whining. They believed something, and they
had the courage of their convictions. There were some
things that they would neither do nor stand for.
They had an inner loyalty to something greater than
kings, stronger than armies, more imperative than
popular majorities. Thos. Carlyle said of his father
that "he was religious with the consent of all his
faculties." This is not today the prevailing temper.
Seven years ago· Alfred Noyes said:
"The chief characteristic of t_he intellectual world
dur ing the last fifty year s is its gradual loss of the
old simplicity and integrit y which went so deep, went
right down to the roots of life with men like Milton
and Wordsworth in literature, or Abraham Lincoln
in sta tesmanship."
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We have been captivated by the desire for having,
rather than the desire for being.
"It is," says Dean Inge, "because we have been
misled into attaching abs olut e value to things that
have it not, to man-made institutions, to transient
enthusiasm, to all the idols of the cave and marketplace, that our faith in immor tality has come to
burn so dim ... It is the prevailing secularism which
has caused the belief in eternal life to be S\vept away
... If we looked within, we should find both heaven
and hell there. The highest human life tells us most
about heaven, the lowest human life tells us most about
hell." There has been a decided spiritual lag, and a.
lowering of moral standards.
Presdient Lowell, in " What a U nive~sity President
Has Leamed/' sHys, "It is, of course, easy to exaggerate the decay of earlier convictions, to treat as
universal what is only partial, as absolute what is
only a tendency ; yet it is clear that there has been a
weakening, for example, in the obligation of contracts, public, in ternational and private-the cement
that has made possibie the structure of the modern
world. This, to the writer is more ominous than the
danger of war, or of any change in industrial organization made in an orderly way. Future histori3,ns
will trace the causes of the changes in attitude; it
suffices here to not e them."
Some of us who believe that education is truncated
that does not deal wit h the whole man, who are oldfashioned enough to believe that religion in some
form or another is essential to every full, rounded
education, have the conviction that we exercise our
freedom to be irreligous at our own and our nation's
peril. President Roosevelt said, in an address about a
year ago, that three institutions indispensable to
Americans are being challenged today, and that the
first of these, religion, "is the source of the other
two" - of democracy and international good faith.
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Did Mr. Roosevelt mean that, or was he just spoofing? Do we really believe it? If so, what do we as
citizens, rulers in a democracy, propose to do a'bout
it? No one would affirm that Christianity could not
function except in a democracy, but few would deny
that the democratic system offers the best opportunity for realizing the Christian life in its fullness,
and probably none would question the fact that the
fund amental basis of democracy is religion.
Democracy is a way of life, and for that way
religion is essential. Under all the mutations of life
and variations of culture, he remains just man, and
his spiritual needs are unchanged. What the exiled
Spanish philosopher, Unamuno, calls "man's homesickness for eternity" will always remain. The change
which has come over the civilized world during the
last fifty years is due solely to the loss of any central
and unifying faith. President Robert M. Hutchins,
besides noting strongly the necessity for greater discipline, points to a similar loss in the field of liberal
arts education, the lack of integration. He suggests
metaphysics as that integrating factor, others suggest theology, still others the Christian philosophy of
life. Thoughtful people, I believe, are agreed that, both
in education, and in religion, there must be a return
to greater discipline, and to some central, unifying
philosophy of living, if we are to make the most of the
stuff that God has given us. Religion, which has been
defined by some as "devotion to the highest," can
and will bring the inner unity and integrity which
men need. Sin is not a popular word, but it is a fact
in the world, and it is not easily disposed of. It is
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.t he fruit of self-will, and hangs on the tree o~. life
in the form of pride, sensuality, and selfishness. There
is no short cut to salvation through some esoteric
formula that sidesteps the plain necessity of making
us more decent and dependable human beings. Love
and understanding are the primary virtues in the
ethical system, and they are not easily attained. Henry
C. Link, in The Return to Religion, says,
"No discovery of modern psychology is in my opinion so imp01tant as its scientific proof of the necessity of self-sacrifice or discipline to self-realization
and happiness. By nature, the individual is selfish and
inclined to follow his immediate impulses . . . . It requires religion, or something higher than the individual, or even a society of individuals, to overcome the
selfish impulses of the natural man, and to lead him
to a fuller and more successful life."
The citizen of Zion, as the Bible quaintly calls him,
is the world's greatest need today, and every day the straightforward, broad-minded man of sound judgment and principle, the man that "sweareth to his
own hurt, and changeth not." It is our business as
responsible citizens to try to develop men and women
of that stamp. It can be done without violating our
fundamental tenet of religious freedom and without
attempting to turn the clock back, but it cannot be
done without intelligence and devotion. It cannot be
done by a people who care only for such progress
as can be measured by statistics, but it can be done
by a people who sincerely offer up the prayer of the
-ivise king who thought that wisdom did not consist
in mathematical knowledge, but in an understanding
heart, able to discriminate between good and evil. I
believe that the Bible is still the foundation of our
civilzation, that it is not a sectarian book, and that
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a knowledge of its truths and duties is of the utmost importance for every citizen. If, however, this
point of view is not granted then I would suggest
that such portions of the Bible as the Ten Commandments and the teachings of Jesus be accepted as the
basis for moral education. The Psalms and the thirteenth chapter of First Corinthians might also well
be added for this purpose. If this sugestion is considered too broad, then I would mention two verses on verse from the Old Testament which sums up the
matter in a remarkable way, Micah 6:8, "What doth
the Lord require of three, but to do justly, and to
love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God;" and
another from the New Testament, "Thou shalt love
the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy
soul, and with all thy mind; and thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself."
L. P. Jacks quotes with approval Goethe's word,
"The highest cannot be spoken," but as Jacks says,
"it can be acted." For this reason it is essential
that the teaching profession be made up of those
who, whatever other qualifications are required, are
devoted to the highest. Truth, Beauty, Goodness are
undoubtedly realities of the universe, and they are
all actable. Values have to be discovered or felt rather
than taught. They cannot be taught, but they can
be killed, and nothing can kill them more quickly
than the modern cynicism of the pseudo-intellectual.
When values are seen flowering in a life, one may
not be able to prove the value, but he cannot doubt
it. The personal transmission of value is the most
effective and only completely pertinent way.
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The most far-reaching, if not the greatest, calamity connected with the situation in Germany today
is the deliberate and persistent miseducation of her
youth. How can this be corrected? Will these young
people ever come to know the truth about these matters in which they are now being falsely instructed?
Let us not forget, however, that by our indifference
to or neglect of spiritual values in our educational
system, we can reach here a somewhat similar result.
If the battle of civilization is lost in the schools, who
is going to win it afterwards? President Robert G.
Sproul, of the University of California, has said:
"I believe that r eligion (not the sects ) is basic to
morals, central in our American culture, unique :1.s a
dynamic within the individual, able to sav0 us fr cm
ourselves and lead us out into nobility. I believe that
without religion we are forced to substitute weak
conventions for permanent values and abiding standards; that, without religion, civilization, with no adequate reinf orcement for the great strains that come
upon it, must yield inevitably to disintegration and
decay. Believing these things, I believe also that the
university which makes no effort to stimulate in its
sons and daughters a sensitiveness to the issues of
re ligion is likely to be a danger rather than a benefit
to the state."
There rests upon the educational institutions and
agencies of this country a tremendous responsibility
for its future and for the welfare of succeeding generations. It is for us to determine whether \ve will
face up to the urgent necessity of recovering some
of those types of spiritual vision which the modern
world has undoubtedly lost, whet-her we think we can
build an enduring civilization on the basis of a materialistic philosophy and the trivialities of an ir-
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relgious life; or whether it should not be our primary
concern, by both mental and moral discipline, in the
company of select personalities, to develop great souls,
deep in the secrets of religion, whose faith in an
ideal and spiritual world unifies life, puts glorious
meaning into it, and confirms the fact that we are
sons of the Eternal. We have the freedom to be religious, and we had better be, if we seek to perpetuate
our democracy and its institutions.
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