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Pantheism	is	the	belief	that	God	and	the	universe	are	one	and	the	same.	There	is	no	dividing	line	between	the	two.	Pantheism	is	a	type	of	religious	belief	rather	than	a	specific	religion,	similar	to	terms	like	monotheism	(belief	in	a	single	God)	and	polytheism	(belief	in	multiple	gods).	Pantheists	view	God	as	immanent	and	impersonal.	The	belief	system
grew	out	of	the	Scientific	Revolution,	and	pantheists	generally	are	strong	supporters	of	scientific	inquiry,	as	well	as	religious	toleration.	In	being	immanent,	God	is	present	in	all	things.	God	didn't	make	the	earth	or	define	gravity,	but,	rather,	God	is	the	earth	and	gravity	and	everything	else	in	the	universe.	Because	God	is	uncreated	and	infinite,	the
universe	is	likewise	uncreated	and	infinite.	God	did	not	choose	one	day	to	make	the	universe.	Rather,	it	exists	precisely	because	God	exists,	since	the	two	are	the	same	thing.	This	does	not	need	to	contradict	scientific	theories	such	as	the	Big	Bang.	The	changing	of	the	universe	is	all	part	of	the	nature	of	God	as	well.	It	simply	states	there	was
something	before	the	Big	Bang,	an	idea	that	is	certainly	debated	in	scientific	circles.	Pantheists	are	generally	strong	supporters	of	scientific	inquiry.	Since	God	and	the	universe	are	one,	understanding	the	universe	is	how	one	comes	to	better	understand	God.	Because	all	things	are	God,	all	things	are	connected	and	ultimately	are	of	one	substance.
While	various	facets	of	God	have	defining	characteristics	(everything	from	different	species	to	individual	people),	they	are	part	of	a	greater	whole.	As	a	comparison,	one	might	consider	the	parts	of	the	human	body.	Hands	are	different	from	feet	which	are	different	from	lungs,	but	all	are	part	of	the	greater	whole	that	is	the	human	form.	Because	all
things	are	ultimately	God,	all	approaches	to	God	can	conceivably	lead	to	anunderstanding	of	God.	Each	person	should	be	allowed	to	pursue	such	knowledge	as	they	wish.	This	does	not	mean,	however,	that	pantheists	believe	every	approach	is	correct.	They	generally	do	not	believe	in	an	afterlife,	for	example,	nor	do	they	find	merit	in	strict	dogma	and
ritual.	Pantheism	should	not	be	confused	with	panentheism.	Panentheism	views	God	as	both	immanent	and	transcendent.	This	means	that	while	the	entire	universe	is	a	part	of	God,	God	also	exists	beyond	the	universe.	As	such,	this	God	can	be	a	personal	God,	a	conscious	being	that	manifested	the	universe	with	whom	one	can	have	a	personal
relationship.	Pantheism	is	also	not	deism.	Deist	beliefs	are	sometimes	described	as	not	having	a	personal	God,	but	in	that	case,	it	is	not	meant	to	say	the	God	has	no	consciousness.	The	deist	God	actively	created	the	universe.	God	is	impersonal	in	the	sense	that	God	retreated	from	the	universe	after	its	creation,	uninterested	in	listening	to	or
interacting	with	believers.	Pantheism	is	not	animism.	Animism	is	the	belief	that	animals,	trees,	rivers,	mountainsall	thingshave	a	spirit.	However,	these	spirits	are	unique	rather	than	being	part	of	a	greater	spiritual	whole.	These	spirits	are	frequently	approached	with	reverence	and	offerings	to	ensure	continued	goodwill	between	humanity	and	the
spirits.	Baruch	Spinoza	introduced	pantheistic	beliefs	to	a	wide	audience	in	the	17th	century.	However,	other,	less	known	thinkers	had	already	expressed	pantheistic	views	such	as	Giordano	Bruno,	who	was	burnt	at	the	stake	in	1600	for	his	highly	unorthodox	beliefs.	Albert	Einstein	stated,	"I	believe	in	Spinoza's	God	who	reveals	himself	in	the	orderly
harmony	of	what	exists,	not	in	a	God	who	concerns	himself	with	fates	and	actions	of	human	beings."	He	also	stated	that	"science	without	religion	is	lame;	religion	without	science	is	blind,"	underscoring	that	pantheism	is	neither	anti-religious	nor	atheistic.This	article	includes	a	list	of	references	or	other	websites,	but	its	sources	remain	unclear
because	it	does	not	have	enough	inline	citations.	Please	help	to	improve	this	article	by	introducing	more	precise	citations	where	appropriate.This	page	or	section	needs	to	be	cleaned	up.	Please	help	clean	the	page	if	you	can.For	tips	on	making	this	article	better,	read	"How	to	edit	a	page"	and	"How	to	write	Simple	English	pages".	(January
2025)Pantheism	is	the	belief	that	God	and	the	universe	are	equivalent	(the	same	thing).[1]	A	pantheist	believes	that	everything	that	exists	is	a	part	of	God,	or	that	God	is	a	part	of	everything	that	exists.	The	name	pantheism	comes	from	the	Greek	words	theos	(belief	in	God)	and	pan	(all).[1]	Pantheism	is	not	only	one	religion	or	full	set	of	beliefs.	Any
doctrine	or	philosophy	that	believes	that	the	universe	and	everything	in	it	is	God	is	said	to	be	pantheistic.	Discussion	about	pantheism	usually	avoids	using	words	like	"God",	"church",	and	"worship",	because	those	words	can	make	others	believe	pantheism	is	like	a	traditional	religion.[2]Many	pantheists	have	a	personal	relationship	with	the	universe
and	the	natural	world.	Making	these	relationships	better	is	a	key	idea	for	these	pantheists.[3]	Some	pantheists	believe	the	universe	is	sacred,	and	that	the	earth	and	nature	must	be	protected.[2]Pantheistic	beliefs	date	back	to	ancient	times.[1][4]	Most	of	the	early	Greek	philosophers	from	Thales	on	to	the	Stoics	believed	in	some	sort	of	pantheism.
Pantheism	is	an	important	part	of	many	Eastern	religions	such	as	Hinduism,	Buddhism[4]	and	Taoism,	and	modern	religions	such	as	Druidism.	Some	Western	philosophers	such	as	Baruch	Spinoza	are	pantheists,	as	are	some	scientists.Some	Christians,	Jews	and	Sufis	say	they	are	pantheists.	However,	their	majority	believes	that	while	God	is	in
everything,	there	is	more	to	God	than	just	the	universe.	There	are	several	different	types	of	pantheism,	including	panpsychism	(the	belief	the	universe	itself	has	a	mind),	naturalistic	pantheism	(the	belief	the	universe	is	identifiable	with	the	title	of	"God",	as	it	can	be	seen	as	a	wondrous	and	transcendent	power),	and	scientific	pantheism	(the	worship	of
nature	as	a	life-giving	force).[2]PaganismChristianityPanentheismPlatonic	realismGreek	mythologyRoman	mythologyHindu	Wisdom	Archived	2007-01-25	at	the	Wayback	MachinePantheist	Prophet:	Henry	David	Thoreau	Archived	2006-10-12	at	the	Wayback	Machine	by	Harold	W.	Wood,	JrThe	Holographic	Paradigm	Archived	2007-02-05	at	the
Wayback	Machine	1.0	1.1	1.2	Mander,	William	(2023),	Zalta,	Edward	N.;	Nodelman,	Uri	(eds.),	"Pantheism",	The	Stanford	Encyclopedia	of	Philosophy	(Fall	2023ed.),	Metaphysics	Research	Lab,	Stanford	University,	retrieved	2024-12-06	2.0	2.1	2.2	Martin.	"Scientific	Pantheism:	A	Spirituality	of	Nature	and	the	Universe".	World	Pantheism.	Retrieved
2024-12-06.	"Home".	Universal	Pantheist	Society.	Retrieved	2024-12-06.	4.0	4.1	"PANTHEISM:	Nature,	universe,	science	and	religion".	web.archive.org.	2001-11-15.	Archived	from	the	original	on	2001-11-15.	Retrieved	2024-12-06.{{cite	web}}:	CS1	maint:	bot:	original	URL	status	unknown	(link)	This	short	article	about	religion	can	be	made	longer.
You	can	help	Wikipedia	by	adding	to	it.Retrieved	from	"	by	Paul	Harrison	CONTENTS.	Why	do	pantheists	believe	in	pantheism?What's	the	evidence	for	pantheism?	How	do	you	know	the	universe	is	worthy	of	reverence?If	I	accept	pantheism,	what	difference	would	it	make?Is	pantheism	just	theism	in	disguise?Is	Pantheism	just	atheism	or	humanism	in
disguise?What	is	the	difference	between	pantheism	and	panentheism?Does	pantheism	have	anything	to	do	with	pantheon	or	polytheism?What	is	the	relationship	between	paganism	and	pantheism?Has	pantheism	got	anything	to	do	with	animism?Does	pantheism	believe	that	all	things	are	one?Does	pantheism	believe	that	humans	are	one	with	nature
and	the	cosmos?If	you	revere	everything,	then	surely	all	actions	are	good,	and	there	is	no	distinction	between	good	and	evil?Does	Pantheism	believe	in	an	afterlife	for	the	individual	soul?Without	the	hope	of	heaven,	what	incentive	is	there	to	morality?If	there	is	no	personal	creator	God,	wouldn't	the	universe	and	human	life	have	no	meaning	or
purpose?Nature	and	the	universe	are	changeable,	and	sometimes	hostile.	Doesn't	that	mean	they	are	not	worthy	of	reverence?How	can	we	feel	gratitude	or	love	or	worship	towards	impersonal	matter?How	can	we	pray	to	the	universe	and	nature?Isn't	it	idolatry	to	worship	the	creation	and	not	the	Creator?	Why	do	pantheists	believe	in	pantheism?
There	are	several	compelling	reasons.	1.	Most	traditional	religions	have	elements	which	are	hard	to	believe	or	to	reconcile	with	common	sense,	evidence	or	modern	science.	Most	pantheists	are	reared	in	another	religion,	and	as	they	mature	come	to	question	what	they	have	been	taught.	This	leads	many	people	to	atheism	or	humanism.	2.	Atheism	and
humanism	don't	suffer	from	the	logical	or	empirical	problems	of	traditional	religions	-	but	many	people	find	them	too	cold	and	dry.	They	don't	provide	a	sense	of	positive	belonging	to	nature	and	the	universe.	In	themselves,	they	merely	state	negatives:	a	disbelief	or	doubt	in	relation	to	the	God	or	gods	of	other	religions.	3.	Nearly	everyone	feels	deeply
awed	or	moved	when	looking	at	nature	or	the	night	sky.	Most	people	explain	those	feelings	in	terms	of	the	religion	they	were	taught	as	children.	Scientific	pantheism	proposes	that	those	feelings	are	older	and	more	basic	than	any	traditional	religion:	they	are	a	natural	part	of	our	existence	as	natural	material	beings.	They	are	a	recognition	of	our
participation	and	belonging	as	members	of	nature	and	the	universe.	Scientific	pantheism	takes	those	feelings	as	its	basic	foundation.	What's	the	evidence	for	pantheism?	How	do	you	know	the	universe	is	worthy	of	reverence?	We	choose	to	regard	the	universe	with	awe,	reverence,	love,	feelings	of	belonging	and	a	recognition	of	tremendous	power,
beauty	and	mystery.	This	is	an	aesthetic/emotional	choice	and	basically	lies	beyond	any	challenge	from	logic	or	evidence.	Not	everyone	shares	those	feelings	-	but	there's	no	basis	to	deny	these	choices	to	the	people	that	feel	this	way.	In	fact	most	people	regard	the	universe	or	nature	in	that	way	but	many	are	mislead	by	traditional	religious	teachings
into	seeing	these	things	as	evidence	for	deities	they	read	about	in	their	ancient	scriptures.	We	need	no	faith,	no	ancient	books,	no	preachers	ior	gurus	to	reveal	these	feelings	and	experiences	to	us.	The	visions	are	right	in	front	of	our	eyes,	the	feelings	are	in	our	hearts.	We	only	need	to	recognize	them	frankly	to	accept	the	universe	and	nature	as
primal	focus.	The	evidence	for	this	approach	is	infinitely	stronger	than	for	belief	in	a	personal	creator	God.	If	I	were	to	adopt	a	scientific	pantheist	approach,	what	difference	would	it	make?	You	would	acquire	the	most	positive	attitude	to	existence	on	earth	in	a	human	body	that	any	spirituality	can	offer.	You	would	focus	your	spiritual	interests	on
nature	and	the	universe.	Instead	of	admiring	these	as	evidence	of	a	creator	God's	glory,	you	would	love	them	for	themselves.	You	would	gain	a	much	stronger	basis	for	concern	about	the	environment	than	any	Western	religion	can	offer.	You	would	overcome	all	sense	of	separation	from	the	earth	and	from	your	own	body.	If	you	belong	to	a	traditional
religion,	you	would	replace	faith	with	common	sense	and	science,	and	reconcile	the	spiritual	and	the	everyday	parts	of	your	thinking.	Is	pantheism	just	theism	in	disguise?	No.	Theism	means	belief	in	a	personal	God	who	is	greater	and	older	than	the	universe.	This	God	may	or	may	not	be	present	in	the	universe.	Scientific	Pantheism	says	simply	that	the
Universe	is	worthy	of	the	deepest	reverence.	This	is	a	statement	about	the	attitude	we	should	adopt	towards	the	universe	and	nature	-	an	attitude	which	is	fostered	when	we	open	our	eyes	to	the	full	awe	and	beauty	and	mystery	of	reality.	The	universe	has	some	features	in	common	with	the	God	of	traditional	religions	-	its	power,	immensity,	and
mystery.	But	the	Universe	is	not	personal.	It	has	no	mind	apart	from	the	minds	of	intelligent	species	within	it.	It	is	neither	loving	nor	vengeful.	It	does	not	demand	worship	or	obedience.	It	is	not	watching	you.	It	is	not	eavesdropping	on	your	every	thought.	It	will	not	judge	you.	It	will	not	punish	you	or	reward	you.	So	is	scientific	pantheism	just	atheism
or	humanism	in	disguise?	Again:	no.	Like	atheism	and	humanism,	scientific	pantheism	does	not	believe	in	a	personal	God	separate	from	the	Universe.	Like	them	it	is	critical	of	beliefs	that	depend	on	faith	in	impossibilities,	or	unproven	revelations	in	ancient	books.	But	atheism	is	essentially	defined	by	a	single	proposition.	It	states	that	there	is	no
creator	God,	and	no	other	supernatural	gods,	and	nothing	more.Usually	atheism	implies	respect	for	certain	approaches,	for	example	realism,	physicalism,	demand	for	very	strong	evidence	of	improbable	claims,	rejection	of	scriptural	or	priestly	authority	claims	as	a	source	of	truth.All	of	these	are	valid	and	valuable.	But	these	are	the	ways	in	which
people	arrive	at	atheism	-	they	don't	constitute	part	of	the	definition	of	atheism.	Atheism	does	not	claim	to	be	a	comprehensive	philosophy.	You	can	be	an	atheist	and	believe	in	reincarnation,	or	the	law	of	attraction,	or	crystal	healing,	or	be	skeptical	of	all	of	these.	You	can	be	an	atheist	and	love	nature,	or	detest	nature,	love	life	or	hate	it.In	other
words,	atheism	is	like	a	starting	point:	if	you	want	a	system	of	ethics	and	attitudes	to	life,	you	have	to	add	them	on	top,	and	from	other	sources.	Humanism	has	tried	to	develop	a	positive	philosophy	and	ethics,	but	sometimes	this	has	been	too	anthropocentric,	too	confident	of	human	superiority,	too	nervous	of	appearing	even	remotely	like	anything
called	"religion"	or	spirituality.	Scientific	pantheism	goes	beyond	atheism	in	offering	a	positive	approach	to	the	world	and	a	a	reverent	attitude	towards	nature	and	the	universe.	It	affirms	our	unity	with	these,	and	rejects	the	idea	of	human	mastery	over	nature	or	human	pre-eminence	in	the	cosmos.	It	takes	our	relationship	to	nature	and	to	the
universe	as	the	center	of	our	religion,	our	ethics	and	our	aesthetics.	What	is	the	difference	between	pantheism	and	panentheism?	Panentheists	and	pantheists	share	the	view	that	the	universe	and	every	natural	thing	in	it	is	in	some	sense	worth	of	reverence.	However,	pan-en-theos	means	"all-in-God"	-	that	is,	the	universe	is	contained	within	God,	not
God	in	the	universe.	Panentheists	believe	in	a	God	who	is	present	in	everything	but	also	extends	beyond	the	universe.	In	other	words,	God	is	greater	than	the	universe.	Often	they	also	believe	that	this	God	has	a	mind,	created	the	universe,	and	cares	about	each	of	us	personally.	Pantheists	believe	that	the	universe	itself	is	the	prime	focus	for	reverence.
They	do	not	believe	in	personal	or	creator	gods.	Does	pantheism	have	anything	to	do	with	pantheon	or	polytheism?	Only	the	etymology.	In	Greek	pan	means	all,	theos	means	god,	while	poly	means	many.	POLYTHEISM	is	belief	in	many	gods.	The	PANTHEON	(=all	gods)	is	the	collection	of	classical	deities	like	Zeus,	Hera	and	so	on,	or	a	building	in
which	they	are	worshipped.	PANTHEIST	(all=god)	is	a	term	coined	in	1705	by	John	Toland,	for	someone	who	believes	that	there	is	only	one	eternal	being	-	the	Universe.	On	this	basis	in	1732	the	Christian	apologist	Daniel	Waterland	used	the	noun	"PANTHEISM"	for	the	first	time,	condemning	the	belief	as	"scandalously	bad	scarce	differing	from
Atheism."	Very	confusingly,	many	dictionaries	give	an	alternative	definition	of	pantheism	as	"belief	in	all	the	gods."	However,	this	use	is	based	on	a	nineteenth	century	misunderstanding.	Pantheism	was	first	recorded	in	this	erroneous	sense	in	1837	-	one	hundred	and	five	years	after	its	first	use	in	the	original	sense	-	by	Francis	Palgrave.	Palgrave
wrote:	"The	great	proportion	of	the	Tartar	tribes	professed	a	singular	species	of	Pantheism,	respecting	all	creeds,	attached	to	none."	Probably	Palgrave	had	heard	the	word	pantheism	and	confused	it	with	the	word	"pantheon"	-	a	temple	erected	to	all	the	Gods.	Other	people	repeated	his	mistake,	and	their	usage	was	recorded	in	the	first	edition	of	the
Oxford	English	Dictionary	(published	between	1884	and	1928).	It's	important	to	note	that	this	second	"meaning"	is	almost	never	used	today.	It	it	incompatible	with	and	contradictory	to	the	original	meaning.	It's	also	useful	to	note	that	"belief	in	all	the	gods"	is	not	the	same	as	"POLYTHEISM"	which	means	belief	in	many	gods.Polytheism	usually	means
belief	in	the	several	gods	of	a	particular	national	culture.	Pantheism	in	its	second	sense	means	belief	in	all	the	gods	of	ALL	the	nations.	This	second	meaning	of	pantheism	is	never	used	today	in	books	on	religion	or	philosophy.	It	only	persists	in	dictionaries	because	it	crept	into	the	OED,	the	mother	of	all	dictionaries,	consulted	by	every	new	dictionary-
compiler.	And	it	only	crept	into	the	OED	because	of	a	mistaken	use	of	the	word!	What	is	the	relationship	between	paganism	and	pantheism?	There	are	many	points	in	common	between	paganism	and	Pantheism.	Most	pagans	say	they	are	pantheists.	They	too	revere	Nature	and	the	Universe	and	regard	them	as	in	some	sense	unified	wholes.	They	too
celebrate	solstices,	equinoxes	and	other	natural	passages.	They	too	have	a	strong	environmental	ethic	and	a	deep	love	of	nature.	Many	pagans	are	basically	pantheists,	using	the	gods	and	spirits	of	paganism	as	a	metaphoric	way	of	expressing	their	reverence	for	the	Universe	and	Nature.	Some	people	feel	the	need	for	symbols	and	personages	to
mediate	their	relationship	with	nature	and	the	cosmos.	There	is	no	harm	in	this,	as	long	as	the	symbols	help	us	to	connect	to	Reality	and	do	not	block	or	distort	our	view	of	Reality.	Most	scientific	pantheists	relate	directly	to	the	universe	and	to	nature,	without	the	need	for	any	intermediary	symbols	or	deities.	The	cosmos	manifests	itself	directly	to	us
in	nature	and	the	night	sky.	However,	many	pagans	are	literal	polytheists,	they	believe	the	the	existence	of	gods	and	spirits,	and	often	believe	in	magic,	reincarnation,	and	the	irrational.	Scientific	pantheists	are	not	polytheists,	and	do	not	believe	in	magic,	or	disembodied	spirits.	Most	of	them	do	not	believe	in	a	personal	afterlife,	whether	through
reincarnation	or	transport	to	any	kind	of	non-material	"heaven."	Has	pantheism	got	anything	to	do	with	animism?	Animism	is	the	belief	that	every	living	thing	in	nature	-	including	trees,	plants	and	even	rocks	or	streams	-	has	its	own	spirit	or	divinity.	In	primitive	societies	animism	often	requires	that	before	anyone	can	kill	an	animal	or	fell	a	tree,	its
natural	spirit	must	be	placated.	Pantheism	is	in	a	sense	a	natural	development	of	animism.	Pantheism	celebrates	the	"numinosity"	or	awesomeness	of	the	whole	of	the	universe	and	nature.	This	whole	possesses	the	power,	the	creativity,	the	awe	and	mystery	that	we	need	for	a	focus	of	our	spiritual	feelings.	However,	the	whole	exists	through	and	in	its
parts.	Every	natural	thing	from	the	sun	to	a	grain	of	sand,	from	a	giant	sequoia	to	a	bacterium,	is	a	part	of	the	whole.	Every	natural	thing	has	the	quality	of	being	a	distinctive	organization	of	matter	with	its	own	unique	character	and	dignity.	Only	animals	have	nervous	systems.	But	all	living	things	have	communication	systems,	through	which
information	about	the	external	world	is	transmitted	by	way	of	chemical	and	electrical	messages.	Even	inanimate	objects	are	shaped	by	and	shape	their	environment	and	in	that	sense	are	responsive.	The	scientific	pantheist	attitude	to	all	individual	natural	phenomena	is	one	of	appreciation	of	beauty,	quiet	and	respectful	observation,	love	and	care.
Since	it	is	impossible	for	us	to	perceive	or	grasp	the	whole	universe	or	the	whole	of	nature	at	once,	we	can	revere	it	in	and	through	its	constituent	parts.	Does	pantheism	believe	that	all	things	are	one?	Most	modern	pantheists	are	monists	in	the	sense	that	they	believe	there	is	only	one	basic	type	of	substance	-	matter	-	rather	than	two	different	and
distinct	types,	spirit	and	matter.	They	believe	that	all	individual	things	have	a	common	origin	with	humans,	and	are	closely	interlinked	and	interdependent	in	many	ways.	They	and	we	interconnect	through	social	systems	and	ecosystems	and	the	greater	system	of	Gaia,	as	well	as	through	gravity	and	the	universe-wide	spread	of	signals	and	impacts.
Anyone	with	eyes	can	see	that	matter	in	the	universe	is	arranged	into	distinct	individual	things:	galaxies,	stars,	planets,	trees,	people.	This	diversity	is	an	essential	part	of	the	beauty	of	nature	and	the	night	sky.	Without	diversity	everything	would	be	drably	monotonous.	Attempts	to	deny	diversity	usually	end	up	in	claiming	that	the	visible	world	is	mere
illusion.	Scientific	pantheism	believes	the	universe	is	vibrantly	real.	So	things	are	one	in	some	senses,	and	many	in	other	senses.	They	are	linked	in	some	senses,	and	separate	in	others.	Anyone	who	claims	that	things	are	totally	united,	or	totally	separate,	is	flying	in	the	face	of	everyday	experience	and	of	scientific	evidence.	Does	pantheism	believe
that	humans	are	one	with	nature	and	the	cosmos?	Yes,	there	is	a	fundamental	underlying	unity.	Humans	are	made	of	the	same	substance	as	the	rest	of	the	universe.	We	don't	have	any	magic	spiritual	ingredient	just	for	ourselves.	We	developed	as	part	of	nature,	and	remain	part	of	local	and	global	ecosystems.	However,	humans	do	have	consciousness,
and	that	can	be	a	blessing	or	a	curse.	The	conscious	mind	evolved	to	help	survival,	and	it	can	help	us	to	relate	to	nature	and	the	universe	through	love,	appreciation,	study	and	action.	But	consciousness	also	means	awareness	of	one's	own	individuality,	so	it	can	also	give	us	a	misleading	sense	of	separation	from	and	radical	difference	from	the	world.
Our	ideas	can	also	develop	out	of	tune	with	reality	and	with	nature.	So	it	is	important	not	just	to	state	that	there	is	a	unity,	but	to	learn	to	perceive	that	unity,	to	understand	it,	and	to	act	upon	it.	If	you	revere	everything,	then	surely	all	actions	are	good,	and	there	is	no	distinction	between	good	and	evil?	This	is	a	misconceived	Christian	criticism	of
pantheism.	Certainly	a	few	sects	of	Pantheists	(like	Tantric	Buddhists	and	some	pantheistic	Christian	heresies)	have	believed	this.	But	remember	that	scientific	pantheism	does	not	say	that	"God	is	everything",	but	rather	that	the	universe	is	worthy	of	the	most	profound	reverence.	Within	the	overall	whole	of	Nature,	it	is	possible	for	intelligent	species
or	individuals	to	become	separated	from	the	whole	and	to	act	in	conflict	with	it,	by	harming	nature	or	other	people.	Modern	pantheists	are	not	amoral.	They	have	strong	ideas	about	right	and	wrong	in	relation	to	environmental	ethics	and	social	justice.	They	would	consider	environmentally	destructive	or	unjust	and	oppressive	actions	as	"evil."	Does
scientific	pantheism	believe	that	everything	is	predetermined	and	there	is	no	free	will?	Some	pantheists,	like	Spinoza	and	Einstein,	have	believed	this.	Some	atheists	and	scientific	pantheists	believe	this.	But	there	is	no	logical	link	between	scientific	pantheism	and	determinism.	Many	pantheists	have	not	been	determinists,	and	many	believe	in	free
will.	You	can	take	your	pick.	Does	scientific	pantheism	believe	in	an	afterlife	for	the	individual	soul?	Some	idealistic	versions	of	pantheism	-	such	as	neo-Platonism	or	Hinduism	have	held	such	beliefs.	No-one	could	completely	exclude	this	possibility.	But	there	is	no	scientific	evidence	for	such	beliefs.	People	who	have	died	medically	and	have	been
revived	do	have	mental	experiences,	because	parts	of	the	brain	continue	to	function	or	resume	when	the	heart	is	restarted.	But	that	does	not	mean	that	their	spirit	was	separated	from	their	body	during	the	"dead"	interlude.	Most	modern	Pantheists	believe	that	the	mind	is	an	aspect	of	the	body,	and	at	death	dissolves	with	the	body	to	merge	into	the
elements	from	which	it	was	formed.	If	there	is	any	validity	at	all	to	near-death	experiences,	then	this	is	what	they	are	expressing.	For	environmental	as	well	as	religious	reasons,	Pantheism	strongly	prefers	natural	burials	in	special	woodlands,	at	sea,	or	in	other	natural	areas,	where	the	individual	can	be	reabsorbed	into	the	nature	of	which	they	were,
are	and	always	will	be	a	part.	Without	the	hope	of	heaven,	what	incentive	is	there	to	morality?	The	idea	that	the	hope	of	heaven	is	the	only	guarantee	of	moral	behaviour	is	absurd.	Highly	ethical	behavior	is	found	among	peoples	who	do	not	believe	in	heaven	-	for	example,	many	Chinese,	or	Japanese.	Conversely,	crime	and	corruption	are	rife	in	many
Christian	societies.	Nowhere	was	the	hope	of	heaven	stronger	than	in	medieval	Europe	-	yet	few	places	on	earth	have	seen	injustice,	oppression,	and	violence	on	such	a	scale,	much	of	it	in	the	name	of	Christianity.	The	strongest	stimuli	to	moral	behaviour	in	all	human	societies	are	parental	and	social	discipline,	either	externally	imposed,	or
internalized.	Plus	the	direct	rewards	for	good	behavior	-	love	and	social	recognition.	These	factors	ensure	that	we	are	often	punished	and	rewarded	for	our	deeds	before	we	die	-	though	chance	and	social	injustice	can	often	distort	the	outcome.	Of	course,	religion	can	provide	support	for	ethics,	and	but	scientific	pantheism	can	provide	better	support
than	religions	which	believe	in	heaven.	Pantheism	believes	that	we	live	on	in	some	senses,	thiough	not	as	conscious	persons.	Our	elements	are	re-absorbed	in	Nature.	Memories	of	us	persist	in	the	minds	of	people	we	have	known	and	in	the	achievements	we	leave	behind.	Therefore	we	have	a	powerful	incentive	to	be	good	and	kind	to	people,	and	to
achieve	lasting	good	in	our	lives.	The	kinder	we	are,	the	more	good	we	do,	the	longer	will	be	our	"afterlife"	in	people's	memories.	If	we	do	harm,	then	our	memory	will	be	execrated.	Contrast	this	with	the	God	of	Christianity	who	forgives	mortal	sins	even	on	the	deathbed	and	can	reward	mass	murderers	with	heaven	if	they	are	truly	penitent.	What	kind
of	incentive	for	lifelong	morality	is	that?	If	there	is	no	personal	creator	God,	wouldn't	the	universe	and	human	life	have	no	meaning	or	purpose?	There	are	two	meanings	for	the	word	purpose.	One	is	purpose	in	relation	to	something	external.	By	definition	the	Universe	comprises	all	that	exists:	there	is	no	outside	in	relation	to	which	it	could	have
purpose.	If	God	existed,	we	could	include	him/her	in	this	All,	and	in	that	case	the	totality	"God	plus	universe"	would	have	and	could	have	no	conceivable	purpose.	Theists	claim	that	God	is	self	sufficient	and	can	exist	without	purpose.	So	why	can't	the	universe?	But	we	can	have	purpose	in	the	second	sense:	purpose	and	goals	for	our	lives	which	we
freely	choose	for	ourselves,	in	the	light	of	the	needs	of	others	humans,	animals	and	ecosystems.The	fact	that	our	lives	have	no	external	purpose	designed	by	some	dictator	in	the	sky	liberates	us	to	create	our	own	purposes!	For	the	pantheist,	the	purpose	of	life	is	to	connect	more	deeply	and	harmoniously	with	the	universe,	nature	and	other	humans,
and	to	help	others	to	do	so.	Finally	consider	the	so-called	"purpose"	the	God	of	Judaism,	Christianity	and	Islam	has	planned	for	us:	to	struggle	through	a	miserable	brief	spell	on	a	stage	designed	as	a	testing	ground	for	eternity,	obey	and	worship	this	huge	invisible	entity	known	as	"God",	and	prove	to	it	that	we	are	good	enough	to	get	into	the	real	show
which	only	starts	when	we're	dead.	Is	that	a	worthy	purpose	for	a	life?	What	on	earth	would	be	"God"'s	purpose	in	setting	up	such	a	show,	creating	little	puppets	and	seeing	whether	they're	good	enough	and	burning	the	ones	that	aren't	for	all	eternity?	Nature	and	the	universe	are	changeable	and	sometimes	hostile.Doesn't	that	mean	that	they	are	not
worthy	of	our	reverence?	Change	and	flux	are	facts	of	life	throughout	the	cosmos.	So	are	the	risks	on	earth	of	disease,	accident,	collision	with	meteorites	and	so	on.	[See	God	and	Reality]	It	is	true	that	these	attributes	of	the	universe	and	nature	are	not	compatible	with	pre-conceived	ideas	about	God	as	an	unchanging,	loving	being.	But	scientific
pantheism	does	not	believe	in	such	a	God.	It	accepts	the	universe	as	it	is	-	wonderful,	mysterious,	creative,	exuberant,	joyful,	and	yet	also	at	times	chaotic	and	destructive.Evil	and	pain	exist	for	theists	too,	and	they	are	extremely	difficult	to	reconcile	with	the	idea	of	an	omnipotent,	yet	loving	God.	Christian	apologetics	have	still	not	come	up	with	any
satisfactory	explanation	of	why	God	should	have	created	them.	How	can	we	feel	gratitude	or	love	or	worship	towards	impersonal	matter?	Matter	is	not	impersonal:	for	each	of	us	it	is	our	very	substance.	If	we	cannot	love	matter,	then	we	cannot	love	ourselves	as	we	are.	Almost	everyone	loves	nature,	even	though	it	is	impersonal,	and	often	seems
indifferent	or	cruel.	We	can	feel	gratitude,	too,	to	nature	and	the	universe,	for	giving	us	the	privilege	of	conscious	life.	People	love	mountains,	oceans,	stars	-	even	though	they	know	these	things	are	material	and	impersonal	and	cannot	love	them	in	return.	Consider	the	reverse	of	the	coin:	how	can	Christians	feel	love	and	gratitude	towards	an	all-
powerful	God	who	has	created	disease	and	pain;	a	God	who	has	given	humans	the	free-will	to	do	evil,	and	then	if	they	use	it	punishes	them	for	all	eternity;	a	God	who	is	planning	to	wrap	up	creation,	destroy	the	earth	violently,	and	create	a	new	heaven	and	a	new	earth?	How	can	we	pray	to	the	universe	and	nature?	The	short	answer	is	that	we	can't.
But	can	we	pray	to	a	God	and	realistically	hope	that	out	of	nearly	six	billion	humans	in	an	immense	universe	he	will	come	to	our	personal	assistance?	Could	we	really	expect	any	kind	of	just	God	to	alter	his	decisions	and	laws	simply	because	we	asked	him	to	do	us	a	favor?	Apart	from	outside	forces,	it	is	we	ourselves	-	our	thoughts,	our	feelings,	our
determination,	our	action	-	who	decide	what	happens	to	us.	We	can	think	about	the	right	course	of	action,	and	pray	to	ourselves,	to	summon	up	the	determination	to	act.	We	can	also	meditate	on	nature,	and	achieve	states	of	mental	union	with	nature	and	the	universe	akin	to	mystical	states.	Isn't	it	idolatry	to	worship	the	creation	and	not	the	Creator?
This	is	a	common	Christian	accusation	against	pantheism.But	it	is	not	idolatry	at	all	if	there	is	no	Creator.	Pantheists	believe	that	the	universe	created	itself	[see	The	Self-existent	Cosmos]	and	designed	itself	[see	The	Self-organizing	Cosmos.	If	this	is	the	case	then	the	true	idolatry	is	to	worship	an	imaginary	Creator	rather	than	the	visible	and	vibrant
reality	that	surrounds	us.Pantheism	(from	Greek:	pan	=	all,	and	theos	=	God)	refers	to	the	religious	and	philosophical	view	that	everything	in	existence	is	of	an	all-encompassing	immanent	God,	or	that	the	universe,	or	nature,	and	God	are	equivalent	(i.e.,	that	"all	is	God").	There	are	two	types	of	pantheism:	"classical"	and	"naturalistic"	pantheism.	In
equating	the	universe	with	God,	classical	pantheism	does	not	strongly	redefine	or	minimize	either	term,	still	believing	in	a	personal	God,	while	naturalistic	pantheism	redefines	them,	treating	God	as	rather	impersonal,	as	in	the	philosophy	of	Spinoza.	In	any	case,	what	is	stressed	is	the	idea	that	all	existence	in	the	universe	(the	sum	total	of	all	that	is,
was,	and	shall	be)	is	of	the	same	essence	as	the	divine.	Pantheists,	then,	typically	deny	God's	transcendence.	The	problem	of	evil,	which	is	a	problem	for	theism,	is	not	a	problem	for	pantheism	in	the	same	way,	since	pantheism	rejects	the	theistic	notion	of	God	as	omnipotent	and	perfectly	good.	The	term	"pantheism"	is	a	relatively	recent	one,	first	used
by	Irish	writer	John	Toland	in	his	1705	work,	Socinianism	Truly	Stated,	by	a	pantheist.	Although	concepts	similar	to	pantheism	have	been	discussed	as	long	ago	as	the	time	of	the	Ancient	Greek	philosophers,	they	have	only	recently	been	categorized	as	such	retrospectively	by	modern	academics.	Despite	its	lack	of	mainstream	support,	many	followers
of	pantheism	believe	that	their	ideas	concerning	God	are	needed	as	a	corrective	in	the	way	humans	think	about	God	and	themselves.Pantheism	as	a	Category	of	ReligionReligious	and	philosophical	scholarship	typically	distinguishes	between	two	kinds	of	pantheism:	1)	"classical	pantheism,"	which	equates	the	world	with	God	without	strongly
redefining	or	minimizing	either	term,	as	in	many	religious	and	philosophical	traditions	such	as	Hinduism,	Platonism,	and	Judaism;	and	2)	"naturalistic	pantheism,"	which	equates	the	world	and	God	by	redefining	them	in	a	non-traditional,	impersonal	way,	as	in	the	relatively	recent	views	of	Baruch	Spinoza	(1632-1677)	and	John	Toland	(1670-1722)	as
well	as	contemporary	scientific	theorists.	So,	classical	pantheists	generally	accept	the	premise	that	there	is	a	spiritual	basis	to	all	reality,	while	naturalistic	pantheists	generally	do	not.	The	vast	majority	of	persons	who	can	be	identified	as	"pantheistic"	are	of	the	classical	type,	while	most	persons	who	do	not	belong	to	a	religion	but	identify	themselves
as	"pantheist"	are	typically	of	the	naturalistic	type.	The	division	between	the	two	types	of	pantheism	remains	a	source	of	some	controversy	in	pantheist	circles.	The	nature	of	pantheism	has	been	a	topic	of	much	contention	in	religious	and	philosophical	discourse,	spurring	many	debates	over	the	implications	of	its	doctrines.	However,	most	pantheists
agree	on	the	following	two	principles:	1)	that	the	universe	is	an	all-encompassing	unity;	and	2)	that	natural	laws	are	found	throughout	the	universe.	Some	pantheists	also	posit	a	common	purpose	for	nature	and	humanity,	while	others	reject	the	idea	of	teleology	and	view	the	universe	as	existing	for	its	own	sake.	An	oft-cited	feature	of	classical
pantheism	is	that	each	individual	human,	as	a	part	of	the	universe	or	nature,	is	a	part	of	God.	This	raises	the	question	of	whether	or	not	humans	possess	free	will.	In	response	to	this	question,	variations	of	the	following	analogy	are	sometimes	given	by	classical	pantheists:	"You	are	to	God,	as	an	individual	blood	cell	in	your	vein	is	to	you."	The	analogy
maintains	that	while	a	cell	may	be	aware	of	its	own	environs	and	may	even	have	some	choices	(free	will)	between	right	and	wrong	(such	as	killing	a	bacterium,	becoming	cancerous,	or	perhaps	just	doing	nothing	among	countless	others),	it	likely	has	little	awareness	of	the	fact	that	it	is	also	determined	by	the	greater	being	of	which	it	is	a	part.	Another
way	to	understand	this	relationship	is	the	Hindu	concept	of	Jiva,	wherein	the	human	soul	is	an	aspect	of	God	not	yet	having	reached	enlightenment	(moksha),	after	which	it	becomes	Atman.	However,	it	should	be	noted	that	not	all	pantheists	accept	the	idea	of	free	will,	with	determinism	being	particularly	widespread	among	naturalistic	pantheists.	A
common	criticism	of	pantheism	is	that	it,	especially	of	the	naturalistic	type,	can	be	reduced	to	atheism.	Rudolf	Otto,	a	famed	Christian	theologian,	claimed	that	pantheism	denies	the	personality	of	the	deity,	and	therefore	represents	disbelief	in	the	traditional	concept	of	God.	Similarly,	Arthur	Schopenhauer	commented	that	by	referring	to	the	natural
world	as	"God,"	pantheists	are	merely	creating	a	synonym	for	the	world,	and	therefore	denying	the	essence	of	God	and	rendering	their	belief	atheistic.	However,	pantheists	reply	to	these	arguments	by	claiming	that	such	criticisms	are	rooted	in	a	mindset	holding	that	God	must	be	anthropomorphic.	Pantheists	such	as	Michael	Levine	see	this	kind	of
presupposition	as	"stipulative"	and	illustrative	of	an	attitude	that	"unduly	restricts	the	extent	to	which	alternative	theories	of	deity	can	be	formulated."[1]	Even	among	the	pantheists	themselves	are	similar	questions	about	the	nature	of	God.	Classical	pantheism	believes	in	a	personal	and	conscious	God	who	unites	all	being.	Naturalistic	pantheism,	in
contrast,	does	not	believe	so.Pantheism	should	not	be	confused	with	some	other	closely	related	concepts	in	religious	classification.	Most	notably,	the	relationship	between	pantheism	and	panentheism,	(which	is	considered	to	have	two	different	types),	needs	to	be	clarified.	There	is	definitely	a	pantheistic	element	in	the	panentheism	of	the	type	which
holds	that	the	universe	is	contained	within	God	as	a	part	of	God.	Obviously,	both	pantheism	and	the	panentheism	of	this	type	consider	the	universe	to	be	of	the	same	ontological	essence	as	God.	The	difference	is	that	pantheism	equates	the	universe	with	the	whole	God,	while	the	panentheism	of	the	type	in	question	considers	it	to	be	only	a	part	of	God.
The	former	conceives	God	to	be	synonymous	with	nature,	while	the	latter	conceives	God	to	be	greater	than	nature	alone.	The	latter,	then,	is	partially	pantheistic.	Thus,	many	of	the	major	faiths	described	as	panentheistic	(such	as	Hinduism)	could	also	be	described	as	pantheistic.	Although	some	find	this	distinction	unhelpful,	others	see	it	as	a
significant	point	of	division.	Needless	to	say,	not	pantheistic	at	all	is	the	panentheism	of	another	type,	which	clearly	sees	the	ontological	distinction,	and	no	ontological	overlapping,	between	the	universe	and	God,	when	it	argues	for	their	mutual	immanence	in	each	other.Pantheism	should	not	be	confounded	with	monism,	either.	Monism	refers	to	the
metaphysical	and	theological	view	that	the	totality	of	existence	is	derived	from	a	single,	uniform	essence,	principle,	substance	or	energy;	so,	it	is	often	seen	as	synonymous	with	pantheism.	However,	pantheism	can	be	differentiated	from	monism	since,	for	the	pantheist,	the	essence	which	underlies	the	universe	is	distinctly	identified	as	divine.	Whereas
a	monistic	explanation	could	reduce	all	things	to	a	non-spiritual	principle	(such	as	in	materialist	theories	which	reduce	all	phenomena	to	physical	processes),	pantheist	beliefs	always	conceive	reality	as	singularly	infused	with	the	divine.Pantheistic	Concepts	in	Religion	and	PhilosophyAncient	GreekThe	ancient	Greeks	were	among	the	first	to	lay	out
pantheistic	doctrines,	at	least	in	philosophical	form.	Among	the	physicists	and	philosophers	of	the	sixth	and	fifth	centuries	B.C.E.,	monistic	uniformity	became	a	popular	concept.	These	thinkers	commonly	noted	the	idea	that	all	things	must	spring	from	some	common	source.	Such	a	primordial	substance	was	sometimes	vaguely	described	as	alive	or
animate	in	nature.	Anaximenes	believed	it	to	be	air;	Thales	thought	the	substance	was	water.	Later	on,	Aetius	interpreted	Thales	to	mean	that	the	god	in	all	things	was	the	divine	energy	of	the	water	and	hence,	such	an	idea	could	be	interpreted	as	an	inchoate	form	of	pantheism.	In	the	works	of	Anaximander,	this	concept	became	more	obvious,	as	the
author	proposed	the	existence	of	an	uncreated	and	indestructible	being	which	was	indeterminate,	yet	had	all	things	embedded	within	it.	This	being	embraced	all	things	and	ruled	them	all;	thus,	it	could	be	classified	as	divine	and	therefore	pantheistic.	Diogenes	of	Appolloni	furthered	these	pantheistic	tendencies	by	claiming	that	reason	must	dwell	in
the	air,	since	the	air	travels	everywhere	and	is	present	in	all	things.For	Pythagoreans,	all	things	were	ruled	by	mathematics	and	geometry;	so,	they	saw	numbers	to	constitute	the	essence	of	all	things,	responsible	for	the	harmony	in	the	world.	Xenophanes	believed	God	to	be	changeless,	undestroyable	and	unified	in	all	things.	This	unity	was	endowed
with	infinite	intelligence,	and	Xenophanes	called	this	unity	"God."	The	world	of	plurality,	he	contended,	was	merely	a	manifestation	of	this	great	changeless	entity.	Heraclitus	also	stressed	the	process	of	transformation	as	the	essence	of	reality,	claiming	that	all	things	are	merely	forms	of	a	great	primordial	substance,	which	he	reduced	to	"fire."	The
change	upon	which	all	things'	existence	is	dependent,	Heraclitus	claimed,	was	simply	the	act	of	divine	wisdom	taking	action	in	the	material	world.	Heraclitus	claimed	that	humans	could	never	truly	know	of	this	great	force,	although	it	was	in	them	at	all	times.	Plato	often	referred	to	the	world	as	a	"blessed	god,"[2]	conceiving	of	God	as	the	supreme,
ideal	form	embracing	all	other	forms	within	itself.	That	is,	it	represented	a	unity	comprehending	in	itself	all	the	true	essences	of	things.	Each	idea	as	well,	Plato	conceived	to	be	a	unity	that	comprehends	the	many	manifestations	of	matter	within	itself.	All	ideas	are	comprehended	in	the	supreme	idea	of	the	Good,	of	which	the	entire	world	is	a
manifestation.	However,	Plato's	ideas	cannot	be	called	true	pantheism	as	there	is	an	implicit	dualism	proposed	between	good	and	evil,	precluding	the	possibility	that	these	moral	categories	originate	from	a	common	same	source.It	was	among	the	school	of	Stoicism	that	the	truest	form	of	Greek	pantheism	developed.	The	Stoics	proclaimed	that	God	and
nature	are	one	and	the	same,	and	that	the	universe	is	the	evolution	of	a	"germ	of	reason"	in	all	things.	This	"germ"	was	considered	to	be	"fire"	or	"breath,"	the	intelligent,	purposeful	material	which	represented	spirit	and	matter	in	absolute	union.	All	elements	in	the	world,	even	those	that	were	inanimate	and	lifeless,	were	simply	transformations	of	this
original	fire.	From	the	fire,	everything	arose	and	proceeded	to	evolve;	further,	the	Stoics	held	that	everything	would	return	to	this	state.	The	fire	contains	the	germ	of	reason	that	acts	in	all	things,	and	this	germ	proceeds	to	determine	everything.	Thus,	the	Stoic	pantheism	seems	markedly	deterministic,	as	everything	is	subject	to	its	own	predestined
fate.	However,	the	Stoics	were	reluctant	to	deny	humanity	free	will,	claiming	that	humans	could	fall	away	from	their	fate	if	they	acted	in	discord	with	the	logic	of	the	pantheistic	germ	of	reason.The	Neo-Platonists	also	followed	a	philosophy	which	could	be	described	as	a	form	of	pantheism.	While	they	did	not	identify	God	with	the	world	as	blatantly	as
did	the	Stoics,	they	did	place	the	world	of	sensations	on	the	lowest	scale	in	a	series	of	emanations	from	God.	That	is,	on	a	gradient	of	godly	perfection,	human	sensations	are	of	the	lowest	degree,	and	God's,	on	the	opposite	end	of	the	spectrum,	are	the	most	perfect.	The	Neo-Platonists	insisted,	however,	that	humans	could	potentially	attain	this	level	of
godly	perfection,	becoming	absorbed	in	it	through	subjective	sensations	of	ecstasy.	Thus,	the	neo-Platonists	fall	into	a	category	academics	have	labeled	emanationistic	pantheism,	where	the	multiple	phenomena	perceived	by	humans	are	held	to	actually	be	emanations	or	immediacies	of	the	power	of	the	greater	God.HinduismAlthough	early	Vedic
Hinduism	appears	to	be	polytheistic	or	henotheistic,	there	are	some	shades	of	early	pantheistic	ruminations	similar	to	those	of	the	early	Greeks.	For	example,	the	concept	of	an	underlying	order	to	the	cosmos	is	found	in	the	Vedic	idea	of	rta.	Furthermore,	the	god	of	fire,	Agni,	appeared	frequently	in	the	early	Vedas	and	was	seen	to	be	pervasive	in	all
things,	since	heat	was	such	an	important	aspect	in	maintaining	health.	Throughout	the	Vedas,	many	other	names	are	associated	with	this	one	pantheistic	force,	such	as	hiranya-garbha	(the	"golden	germ"),	narayana	(the	primordial	man)	and	the	phrase	tat	tvam	asi,	which	translates	to	"that	thou	art."	This	concept	of	"that"	refers	to	the	oneness	in	the
universe	that	subsumes	all	persons	and	objects.	Finally,	nearing	the	end	of	the	Vedas,	the	concept	of	Brahman	is	introduced,	which	would	go	on	to	become	the	supreme	principle	from	which	all	things	originated	and	were	maintained.This	notion	of	Brahman	was	developed	in	many	later	works	in	the	Hindu	canon,	including	the	Upanishads,	a	series	of
commentaries	on	the	Vedas.	In	Hindu	theology	Brahman	is	both	transcendent	and	immanent,	the	absolute	infinite	existence,	the	sum	total	of	all	that	ever	is,	was,	or	ever	will	be.	As	the	sun	has	rays	of	light,	which	emanate	from	the	same	source,	the	same	holds	true	for	the	multifaceted	aspects	of	God	emanating	from	Brahman.	The	so-called
"individual"	soul,	or	Atman,	is	essentially	no	different	from	Brahman.	In	the	sphere	of	religious	practices,	each	of	the	individual	personal	gods	is	considered	to	be	an	aspect	of	the	Divine	One;	thus,	the	worship	of	many	multifarious	deities	by	adherents	of	Hinduism	represents	a	conceivable	means	by	which	Hindus	can	connect	to	the	larger,
inconceivable	pantheistic	force	of	Brahman.	This	philosophy	has	permeated	the	worship	practices	of	innumerable	Hindus	from	antiquity	until	today.DaoismThe	concept	of	the	Dao	is	one	of	the	best	examples	of	a	truly	pantheistic	belief.	The	Dao	is	the	ultimate,	ineffable	principle,	containing	the	entirety	of	the	universe,	yet	also	embodying	nothingness
as	its	nature.	Further,	it	is	a	natural	law	and	a	system	of	self-regulating	principles.	Thus,	the	Dao,	in	its	totality,	represents	the	central	unifying	metaphysical	and	naturalistic	principle	pervading	the	entire	universe.	This	allows	belief	in	it	to	be	classified	as	a	form	of	naturalistic	pantheism.Jewish	traditionThe	Jewish	philosopher	Philo	was	deeply
influenced	by	the	Neo-Platonists	and,	as	such,	he	softened	the	deeply	developed	Jewish	notion	of	a	transcendent	God	with	some	pantheistic	ideas.	He	argued	that	without	the	continual	action	of	God,	the	universe	could	not	maintain	itself	as	it	does	and	could	not	continue	to	exist.	Thus,	he	concluded	that	God	must	be	all-pervasive	throughout	his
creation.	Philo	saw	Gods	divine	ideas,	or	else	his	divine	word	and	wisdom,	as	the	preserving	force	in	the	world.	The	world,	then,	is	a	copy	of	divine	reason.	However,	these	pantheistic	assertions	presenting	God	as	the	entity	who	maintains	everything	also	imply	that	God	is	responsible	for	the	evil	in	the	world.	This	was	an	issue	that	Philo	did	not
address,	and	his	failure	to	do	so	prevented	his	thoughts	from	gaining	significant	measure	of	credence	in	the	Jewish	religious	tradition.It	was	Spinoza	who	developed	the	first	system	of	pantheism	in	modern	Western	philosophy.	His	pantheism	was	of	the	naturalistic	type.	He	adhered	to	the	idea	that	there	can	only	be	one	unlimited	substance	with
infinite	attributes	throughout	the	entire	universe.	From	this	he	concluded	that	the	natural	world	and	God	are	merely	synonyms	referring	to	identical	reality,	for	if	this	were	not	the	case,	then	the	combination	of	God	and	the	world	would	actually	be	greater	than	God	alone.	Thus,	God	is	as	necessary	as	the	world;	however,	as	a	corollary,	human	free	will
is	denied	under	Spinoza's	assertions.	Also,	there	is	no	room	for	evil	in	this	divine	world.	Spinoza's	pantheism	was	generally	rejected	by	the	orthodox	Jewish	communities,	although	it	was	highly	respected	among	more	secular	thinkers	such	as	Albert	Einstein.Spinoza's	ideas	were	supposedly	inspired	by	the	decidedly	immanent	sense	of	the	divine	in	the
Jewish	mystical	Kabbalah	tradition.	The	standard	Kabbalah	formulation	of	the	nature	of	God	and	the	universe	contrasts	the	transcendent	attributes	of	God	described	in	the	Torah	with	God's	immanence.	Jewish	mystics	have	typically	asserted	that	God	is	the	dwelling-place	of	the	cosmos,	while	the	cosmos	is	not	the	dwelling-place	of	God.	Possibly	the
designation	of	"place"	for	God,	frequently	found	in	Talmudic-Midrashic	literature,	is	related	to	this,	and	even	Philo,	in	commenting	on	Genesis	28:11,	says,	"God	is	called	ha	makom	("the	place")	because	God	encloses	the	universe,	but	is	Himself	not	enclosed	by	anything"	(De	Somniis,	i.	11).	Kabbalists	interpret	this	in	pantheistic	terms,	although
mainstream	Judaism	generally	rejects	such	interpretations	and	instead	accepts	a	more	panentheistic	view.ChristianityGenerally,	the	Christian	view	of	God	followed	in	the	Jewish	tradition	from	which	it	derived,	adhering	to	the	belief	that	God	lives	apart	from	the	world	in	heaven,	while	being	able	to	act	in	the	world	whenever	he	chooses.	However,
elements	of	pantheism	can	be	found	within	Christianity,	originating	in	the	gospels.	Most	notably,	Paul	refers	to	Jesus	as	follows:	"For	in	him	we	live,	and	move,	and	have	our	being"	(Acts	17:28).	This	statement	"is	strongly	pantheistic,	though	it	appears	to	be	not	a	statement	of	his	own,	but	rather	a	quotation	from	a	Greek	poet,	Aratus,	probably
influenced	by	the	Stoic	Cleanthes,	who	was	a	pantheist."[3]	In	Colossians	1:16-17,	Paul	states	that	"For	by	him	all	things	were	created	.	And	he	is	before	all	things	and	in	him	all	things	consist."	This	insinuates	that	God	is	fully	embedded	in	the	world,	sustains	the	world,	and	in	the	case	of	those	who	follow	Christ	he	enters	into	their	mind	and	body	and
in	some	sense	becomes	one	with	them.	Paul	uses	the	expression	"in	Christ,"	"in	the	Lord,"	and	"in	him"	repeatedly	in	his	letters,	usually	referring	to	the	idea	that	Christ	is	in	some	way	inside	Paul	or	the	believer;	or	that	they	are	inside	Christ;	or	both.	At	times	Paul	implies	that	there	is	almost	a	bodily	incorporation	of	Christians	into	Christ.	Thus,	God
and	the	world	seem	to	be	closely	connected;	however,	this	represents	anything	but	world-affirming	kind	of	pantheism,	as	Paul	regarded	the	earth	and	the	physical	body	as	inferior	to	God.	For	example,	when	he	speaks	of	the	body	as	God's	temple,	he	does	not	mean	that	the	body	should	be	worshipped	and	indulged,	but	rather	that	its	"base"	instincts
and	desires	should	be	kept	in	check	for	purposes	of	maintaining	the	sanctity	of	the	temple.Several	less	mainstream	Christian	groups	and	individuals	throughout	history	have	entertained	pantheistic	beliefs.	Many	Gnostics	believed	that	the	universe	consisted	of	emanations	from	God	by	way	of	Pleroma,	which	refers	to	the	totality	of	God's	powers	or
fullness.	Human	wisdom,	for	example,	was	one	of	the	weakest	manifestations	of	this	power.	Much	later,	the	"Brethren	of	the	Free	Spirit,"	a	heretical	movement,	arose	in	the	thirteenth	and	fourteenth	centuries,	which	preached	that	"all	things	are	One,	because	whatever	is,	is	God."	This	assertion	lead	to	the	rejection	the	Christian	concepts	of	creation
and	redemption,	on	the	grounds	that	since	all	is	God,	there	can	be	no	sin,	and	any	action	whatsoever	was	permitted	as	a	function	of	God.	The	beliefs	of	the	"Brethren	of	the	Free	Spirit"	were	heavily	persecuted	by	the	mainstream	Roman	Catholic	Church.	Some	modern	Christian	movements	have	also	incorporated	pantheistic	elements.	Modern	Gnostic
revivalists	such	as	the	"Gnostic	Illuminists	of	the	Thomasine	Church"	proclaim	that	they	follow	a	more	naturalistic	pantheism	or	even	a	"scientific	pantheism."	They	interpret	the	"Hymn	of	the	Pearl"	to	be	a	2,000-year-old	allegory	of	M-theory,	a	contemporary	theory	of	physics	which	extends	superstring	theory	in	order	to	describes	the	complex	physical
roots	of	reality.	Similarly,	Creation	Spirituality,	a	set	of	beliefs	about	God	and	humanity	promoted	by	the	theologian	and	Episcopal	priest	Matthew	Fox,	emphasizes	the	pantheistic	idea	that	humans	experience	the	divine	in	all	things	and	that	all	things	are	in	the	divine.	Also,	Unitarian	Universalists	maintain	a	creedless,	non-dogmatic	approach	to
spirituality	and	faith	development,	and	accept	all	beliefs.	Not	surprisingly,	numerous	Unitarian	Universalists	consider	themselves	to	be	pantheists,	among	other	things.Pantheism	and	the	Problem	of	EvilIt	seems	that	pantheism,	by	equating	the	world	with	God,	attributes	any	evil	in	the	world	to	God,	making	him	an	evil	God.	It	seems	to	theists,
therefore,	that	pantheism	does	not	have	an	appropriate	way	of	solving	the	problem	of	evil,	and	that	the	pantheistic	attribution	of	evil	to	God	is	"the	most	absurd	and	monstrous	hypothesis	that	can	be	envisaged,"	as	Pierre	Bayle,	the	French	critic	of	Spinoza	in	the	late	seventeenth	and	early	eighteenth	centuries,	put	it.[4]	The	pantheist	Michael	Levine
addresses	this	criticism,	by	saying	that	"the	problem	of	evil	is	basically	a	theistic	one	that	is	not	directly	pertinent	to	pantheism."[5]	According	to	him,	the	problem	of	evil	does	not	embarrass	pantheists,	nor	can	it	do	so	"since	pantheism	rejects	all	of	the	aspects	of	theism	that	are	essential	to	generating	the	problem."	Most	notably,	pantheism	rejects
the	theistic	idea	that	God	is	omnipotent	and	perfectly	good.	For	pantheists,	then,	the	theistic	question	of	why	God	would	not	prevent	evil	in	the	world,	which	is	a	question	about	logical	inconsistency,	is	not	a	question.	The	existence	of	evil	is	not	incompatible	with	the	pantheistic	all-inclusive	divine	Unity.	Even	if	theism	assumes	that	what	is	divine
should	always	be	good,	pantheism	doesn't.	This	does	not	mean,	however,	that	evil	is	not	a	problem	at	all	for	the	pantheist.	Although	it	is	not	the	kind	of	problem	that	it	is	for	the	theist,	nevertheless	it	still	is	a	problem	in	a	different	way	for	the	pantheist.	Evil	is	no	longer	the	problem	of	its	logical	contradiction	with	divine	omnipotence	and	goodness,	as
in	theism.	It	is	rather	a	problem	of	illusion.	The	pantheist	holds	that	no	matter	how	virulently	it	may	be	experienced,	what	seems	to	be	evil	is	in	reality	only	a	lack	of	adequate	knowledge	or	awareness	on	our	part,	as	Spinoza	wrote:	"The	knowledge	of	evil	is	an	inadequate	knowledge."[6]	Evil	consists	in	our	inadequate	ideas	of	the	all-inclusive	divine
Unity	whereby	we	mistake	lesser	goods	for	the	supreme	good,	and	it	necessarily	happens	as	an	illusion	in	the	all-inclusive	Whole	that	necessarily	contains	as	many	different	modes	of	existence	as	possible,	i.e.,	as	many	different	levels	of	awareness	as	possible.Significance	of	PantheismAlthough	pantheist	thinkers	are	found	in	most	religious	traditions,
orthodox	members	usually	reject	them.	Due	to	this	fact,	pantheism	has	been	frequently	discussed	in	philosophical,	scientific,	and	environmentalist	circles	rather	than	in	established,	mainstream	religious	traditions.	This	may	serve	as	an	insight	into	the	nature	of	the	belief.	While	monotheism,	polytheism	and	other	religious	categorizations	refer	to
conceptions	of	the	divine	which	are	relatively	easy	to	comprehend,	pantheism	brings	with	it	some	difficult	philosophical	questions	which	have	proved	challenging	even	to	some	of	the	greatest	human	thinkers.	Is	a	belief	in	a	God	that	is	the	universe	the	same	as	no	God	at	all?	Does	the	conception	of	an	entirely	immanent	God	mitigate	the	powers	of	a
God	more	transcendently	conceived?	How	can	evil	be	an	illusion	when	it	is	necessitated	in	the	pantheistic	system?	These	are	just	a	few	of	the	challenging	questions	that	pantheistic	beliefs	generate.	Despite	its	lack	of	mainstream	support,	many	followers	of	pantheism	believe	that	their	ideas	concerning	God	are	needed	as	a	corrective	in	the	way
humans	think	about	God,	and	that	these	ideas	can	serve	to	create	a	potentially	more	insightful	conception	of	both	our	own	existence	and	that	of	God.	Perhaps,	pantheism	is	a	pointer	to	the	future	eschatological	state	of	unity	between	God	and	the	created	world	where	the	values	of	creatures	are	realized	and	enjoyed,	as	a	pantheist	movement	states	as
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evil(theodicy)ReligionphilosophytextsPortrayals	of	God	in	popular	media	Religion	portalvtePantheism	can	refer	to	a	number	of	philosophical	and	religious	beliefs,	such	as	the	belief	that	the	universe	is	God,[1]	or	panentheism,	the	belief	in	a	non-corporeal	divine	intelligence	or	God	out	of	which	the	universe	arises,[2][3][4]	as	opposed	to	the	corporeal
gods	of	religions,	such	as	Yahweh.	The	former	idea	came	from	Christian	theologians	who,	in	attacking	the	latter	form	of	pantheism,	described	pantheism	as	the	belief	that	God	is	the	material	universe	itself.[5][6]	In	some	conceptions	of	pantheism,	the	universe	is	thought	to	be	an	immanent	deity,	still	expanding	and	creating,	which	has	existed	since	the
beginning	of	time.[7]	Pantheism	can	include	the	belief	that	everything	constitutes	a	unity	and	that	this	unity	is	divine,	consisting	of	an	all-encompassing,	manifested	god	or	goddess.[8][9]	All	objects	are	thence	viewed	as	parts	of	a	sole	deity.[citation	needed]	Due	to	the	new	definition[which?]	of	pantheism	used	by	anti-pantheists,	the	term	panentheism
began	to	refer	to	pantheism	as	originally	conceived.Another	definition	of	pantheism	is	the	worship	of	all	gods	of	every	religion,	but	this	is	more	precisely	termed	omnism.[10]Pantheist	belief	does	not	recognize	a	distinct	personal	god,[11]	anthropomorphic	or	otherwise,	but	instead	characterizes	a	broad	range	of	doctrines	differing	in	forms	of
relationships	between	reality	and	divinity.[12]	Pantheistic	concepts	date	back	thousands	of	years,	and	pantheistic	elements	have	been	identified	in	diverse	religious	traditions.	The	term	pantheism	was	coined	by	mathematician	Joseph	Raphson	in	1697,[13][2]	and	has	since	been	used	to	describe	the	beliefs	of	a	variety	of	people	and
organizations.Pantheism	was	popularized	in	Western	culture	as	a	theology	and	philosophy	based	on	the	work	of	the	17th-century	philosopher	Baruch	Spinozain	particular,	his	book	Ethics.[14]	A	pantheistic	stance	was	also	taken	in	the	16th	century	by	philosopher	and	cosmologist	Giordano	Bruno.[15]In	the	East,	Advaita	Vedanta,	a	school	of	Hindu
philosophy	is	thought	to	be	similar	to	pantheism	in	Western	philosophy.	The	early	Taoism	of	Laozi	and	Zhuangzi	is	also	sometimes	considered	pantheistic,	although	it	could	be	more	similar	to	panentheism.	Cheondoism,	which	arose	in	the	Joseon	Dynasty	of	Korea,	and	Won	Buddhism	are	also	considered	pantheistic.Pantheism	derives	from	the	Greek
word	pan	(meaning	"all,	of	everything")	and	theos	(meaning	"god,").	The	first	known	combination	of	these	roots	appears	in	Latin,	in	Joseph	Raphson's	1697	book	De	Spatio	Reali	seu	Ente	Infinito,[2]	where	he	refers	to	"pantheismus".[13]It	was	subsequently	translated	into	English	as	"pantheism"	in	1702.Part	of	a	series
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BuddhismSpiritual	naturalismvtePantheists	believe	that	the	universe	itself	and	everything	in	it	form	a	single,	all-encompassing	deity.[16][17]There	are	numerous	definitions	of	pantheism,	including:	a	theological	and	philosophical	position	which	identifies	God	with	the	universe,	or	regards	the	universe	as	a	manifestation	of	God;[18]the	belief	that
everything	is	part	of	an	all-encompassing,	immanent	God	and	that	all	forms	of	reality	may	then	be	considered	either	mode	of	that	Being,	or	identical	with	it;[19]	anda	non-religious	philosophical	position	maintaining	that	the	Universe	(in	the	sense	of	the	totality	of	all	existence)	and	God	are	identical.[20]Early	traces	of	pantheist	thought	can	be	found
within	animistic	beliefs	and	tribal	religions	throughout	the	world	as	an	expression	of	unity	with	the	divine,	specifically	in	beliefs	that	have	no	central	polytheist	or	monotheist	personas.	Hellenistic	theology	makes	early	recorded	reference	to	pantheism	within	the	ancient	Greek	religion	of	Orphism,	where	pan	(the	all)	is	made	cognate	with	the	creator
God	Phanes	(symbolizing	the	universe),[21]	and	with	Zeus,	after	the	swallowing	of	Phanes.[22]Pantheistic	tendencies	existed	in	a	number	of	Gnostic	groups,	with	pantheistic	thought	appearing	throughout	the	Middle	Ages.[5]	These	included	the	beliefs	of	mystics	such	as	Ortlieb	of	Strasbourg,	David	of	Dinant,	Amalric	of	Bena,	and	Eckhart.[5]:pp.
620621The	Catholic	Church	has	long	regarded	pantheistic	ideas	as	heresy.[23][24]	Sebastian	Franck	was	considered	an	early	Pantheist.[25]	Giordano	Bruno,	an	Italian	friar	who	evangelized	about	a	transcendent	and	infinite	God,	was	burned	at	the	stake	in	1600	by	the	Roman	Inquisition.	He	has	since	become	known	as	a	celebrated	pantheist	and
martyr	of	science.[26][27]The	Hindu	philosophy	of	Advaita	Vedanta	is	thought	to	be	similar	to	pantheism.	The	term	Advaita	(literally	"non-secondness",	but	usually	rendered	as	"nondualism",[28][29]	and	often	equated	with	monism[note	1])	refers	to	the	idea	that	Brahman	alone	is	ultimately	real,	while	the	transient	phenomenal	world	is	an	illusory
appearance	(maya)	of	Brahman.	In	this	view,	jivatman,	the	experiencing	self,	is	ultimately	non-different	("na	aparah")	from	tman-Brahman,	the	highest	Self	or	Reality.[30][31][32][note	2]	The	jivatman	or	individual	self	is	a	mere	reflection	or	limitation	of	singular	tman	in	a	multitude	of	apparent	individual	bodies.[33]The	philosophy	of	Baruch	Spinoza	is
often	regarded	as	pantheism.[18][34]In	the	West,	pantheism	was	formalized	as	a	separate	theology	and	philosophy	based	on	the	work	of	the	17th-century	philosopher	Baruch	Spinoza.[18]:p.7	Spinoza	was	a	Dutch	philosopher	of	Portuguese	descent	raised	in	the	Sephardi	Jewish	community	in	Amsterdam.[35]	He	developed	highly	controversial	ideas
regarding	the	authenticity	of	the	Hebrew	Bible	and	the	nature	of	the	Divine,	and	was	effectively	excluded	from	Jewish	society	at	age	23,	when	the	local	synagogue	issued	a	herem	against	him.[36]	A	number	of	his	books	were	published	posthumously,	and	shortly	thereafter	included	in	the	Catholic	Church's	Index	of	Forbidden	Books.[37]In	the
posthumously	published	Ethics,	he	opposed	Ren	Descartes'	famous	mindbody	dualism,	the	theory	that	the	body	and	spirit	are	separate.[38]	Spinoza	held	the	monist	view	that	the	two	are	the	same,	and	monism	is	a	fundamental	part	of	his	philosophy.	He	was	described	as	a	"God-intoxicated	man"	and	used	the	word	"God"	to	describe	the	unity	of	all
substances.[38]	This	view	influenced	philosophers	such	as	Georg	Wilhelm	Friedrich	Hegel,	who	said,	"You	are	either	a	Spinozist	or	not	a	philosopher	at	all."[39]	Spinoza	earned	praise	as	one	of	the	great	rationalists	of	17th-century	philosophy[40]	and	one	of	Western	philosophy's	most	important	thinkers.[41]	Although	the	term	"pantheism"	was	not
coined	until	after	his	death,	he	is	regarded	as	the	most	celebrated	advocate	of	the	concept.[42]	His	book,	Ethics,	was	the	major	source	from	which	Western	pantheism	spread.[14]The	first	known	use	of	the	term	"pantheism"	was	in	Latin	("pantheismus"[13])	by	the	English	mathematician	Joseph	Raphson	in	his	work	De	Spatio	Reali	seu	Ente	Infinito,
published	in	1697.[2]	Raphson	begins	with	a	distinction	between	atheistic	"panhylists"	(from	the	Greek	roots	pan,	"all",	and	hyle,	"matter"),	who	believe	everything	is	matter,	and	Spinozan	"pantheists"	who	believe	in	"a	certain	universal	substance,	material	as	well	as	intelligence,	that	fashions	all	things	that	exist	out	of	its	own	essence."[43][44]
Raphson	thought	that	the	universe	was	immeasurable	in	respect	to	a	human's	capacity	of	understanding,	and	believed	that	humans	would	never	be	able	to	comprehend	it.[45]	He	referred	to	the	pantheism	of	the	Ancient	Egyptians,	Persians,	Syrians,	Assyrians,	Greek,	Indians,	and	Jewish	Kabbalists,	specifically	referring	to	Spinoza.[46]The	term	was
first	used	in	English	in	a	translation	of	Raphson's	work	in	1702.	It	was	later	used	and	popularized	by	Irish	writer	John	Toland	in	his	work	of	1705	Socinianism	Truly	Stated,	by	a	Pantheist.[47][5]:pp.	617618	Toland	was	influenced	by	both	Spinoza	and	Bruno	and	had	read	Joseph	Raphson's	De	Spatio	Reali,	referring	to	it	as	"the	ingenious	Mr.	Ralphson's
(sic)	Book	of	Real	Space".[48]	Like	Raphson,	he	used	the	terms	"pantheist"	and	"Spinozist"	interchangeably.[49]	In	1720	he	wrote	the	Pantheisticon:	or	The	Form	of	Celebrating	the	Socratic-Society	in	Latin,	envisioning	a	pantheist	society	that	believed,	"All	things	in	the	world	are	one,	and	one	is	all	in	all	things	...	what	is	all	in	all	things	is	God,	eternal
and	immense,	neither	born	nor	ever	to	perish."[50][51]	He	clarified	his	idea	of	pantheism	in	a	letter	to	Gottfried	Leibniz	in	1710	when	he	referred	to	"the	pantheistic	opinion	of	those	who	believe	in	no	other	eternal	being	but	the	universe".[5][52][53][54]In	the	mid-eighteenth	century,	the	English	theologian	Daniel	Waterland	defined	pantheism	this



way:	"It	supposes	God	and	nature,	or	God	and	the	whole	universe,	to	be	one	and	the	same	substanceone	universal	being;	insomuch	that	men's	souls	are	only	modifications	of	the	divine	substance."[5][55]	In	the	early	nineteenth	century,	the	German	theologian	Julius	Wegscheider	defined	pantheism	as	the	belief	that	God	and	the	world	established	by
God	are	one	and	the	same.[5][56]Between	178589,	a	controversy	about	Spinoza's	philosophy	arose	between	the	German	philosophers	Friedrich	Heinrich	Jacobi	(a	critic)	and	Moses	Mendelssohn	(a	defender).	Known	in	German	as	the	Pantheismusstreit	(pantheism	controversy),	it	helped	spread	pantheism	to	many	German	thinkers.[57]During	the
beginning	of	the	19th	century,	pantheism	was	the	viewpoint	of	many	leading	writers	and	philosophers,	attracting	figures	such	as	William	Wordsworth	and	Samuel	Coleridge	in	Britain;	Johann	Gottlieb	Fichte,	Schelling	and	Hegel	in	Germany;	Knut	Hamsun	in	Norway;	and	Walt	Whitman,	Ralph	Waldo	Emerson	and	Henry	David	Thoreau	in	the	United
States.	Seen	as	a	growing	threat	by	the	Vatican,	in	1864,	it	was	formally	condemned	by	Pope	Pius	IX	in	the	Syllabus	of	Errors.[58]A	letter	written	in	1886	by	William	Herndon,	Abraham	Lincoln's	law	partner,	was	sold	at	auction	for	US$30,000	in	2011.[59]	In	it,	Herndon	writes	of	the	U.S.	President's	evolving	religious	views,	which	included
pantheism."Mr.	Lincoln's	religion	is	too	well	known	to	me	to	allow	of	even	a	shadow	of	a	doubt;	he	is	or	was	a	Theist	and	a	Rationalist,	denying	all	extraordinary	supernatural	inspiration	or	revelation.	At	one	time	in	his	life,	to	say	the	least,	he	was	an	elevated	Pantheist,	doubting	the	immortality	of	the	soul	as	the	Christian	world	understands	that	term.
He	believed	that	the	soul	lost	its	identity	and	was	immortal	as	a	force.	Subsequent	to	this	he	rose	to	the	belief	of	a	God,	and	this	is	all	the	change	he	ever	underwent."[59][60]The	subject	is	understandably	controversial,	but	the	letter's	content	is	consistent	with	Lincoln's	fairly	lukewarm	approach	to	organized	religion.[60]Some	19th-century
theologians	thought	that	various	pre-Christian	religions	and	philosophies	were	pantheistic.	They	thought	Pantheism	was	similar	to	the	ancient	Hinduism[5]:pp.	618	philosophy	of	Advaita	(non-dualism).[61]19th-century	European	theologians	also	considered	Ancient	Egyptian	religion	to	contain	pantheistic	elements	and	pointed	to	Egyptian	philosophy
as	a	source	of	Greek	Pantheism.[5]:pp.	618620	The	latter	included	some	of	the	Presocratics,	such	as	Heraclitus	and	Anaximander.[62]	The	Stoics	were	pantheists,	beginning	with	Zeno	of	Citium	and	culminating	in	the	emperor-philosopher	Marcus	Aurelius.	During	the	pre-Christian	Roman	Empire,	Stoicism	was	one	of	the	three	dominant	schools	of
philosophy,	along	with	Epicureanism	and	Neoplatonism.[63][64]	The	early	Taoism	of	Laozi	and	Zhuangzi	is	also	sometimes	considered	pantheistic,	although	it	could	be	more	similar	to	panentheism.[52]Cheondoism,	which	arose	in	the	Joseon	Dynasty	of	Korea,	and	Won	Buddhism	are	also	considered	pantheistic.	The	Realist	Society	of	Canada	believes
that	the	consciousness	of	the	self-aware	universe	is	reality,	which	is	an	alternative	view	of	Pantheism.[65]In	the	late	20th	century,	some	declared	that	pantheism	was	an	underlying	theology	of	Neopaganism,[66]	and	pantheists	began	forming	organizations	devoted	specifically	to	pantheism	and	treating	it	as	a	separate	religion.[52]Levi	Ponce's
Luminaries	of	Pantheism	mural	in	Venice,	California,	for	The	Paradise	ProjectAlbert	Einstein	is	considered	a	pantheist	by	some	commentators.Dorion	Sagan,	son	of	scientist	and	science	communicator	Carl	Sagan,	published	the	2007	book	Dazzle	Gradually:	Reflections	on	the	Nature	of	Nature,	co-written	with	his	mother	Lynn	Margulis.	In	the	chapter
"Truth	of	My	Father",	Sagan	writes	that	his	"father	believed	in	the	God	of	Spinoza	and	Einstein,	God	not	behind	nature,	but	as	nature,	equivalent	to	it."[67]In	2009,	pantheism	was	mentioned	in	a	Papal	encyclical[68]	and	in	a	statement	on	New	Year's	Day,	2010,[69]	criticizing	pantheism	for	denying	the	superiority	of	humans	over	nature	and	seeing	the
source	of	man's	salvation	in	nature.[68]In	2015,	The	Paradise	Project,	an	organization	"dedicated	to	celebrating	and	spreading	awareness	about	pantheism,"	commissioned	Los	Angeles	muralist	Levi	Ponce	to	paint	the	75-foot	mural	in	Venice,	California,	near	the	organization's	offices.[70]	The	mural	depicts	Albert	Einstein,	Alan	Watts,	Baruch	Spinoza,
Terence	McKenna,	Carl	Jung,	Carl	Sagan,	Emily	Dickinson,	Nikola	Tesla,	Friedrich	Nietzsche,	Ralph	Waldo	Emerson,	W.E.B.	Du	Bois,	Henry	David	Thoreau,	Elizabeth	Cady	Stanton,	Rumi,	Adi	Shankara,	and	Laozi.[71][72]There	are	multiple	varieties	of	pantheism[5][73]:3	and	various	systems	of	classifying	them	relying	upon	one	or	more	spectra	or	in
discrete	categories.The	philosopher	Charles	Hartshorne	used	the	term	Classical	Pantheism	to	describe	the	deterministic	philosophies	of	Baruch	Spinoza,	the	Stoics,	and	other	like-minded	figures.[74]	Pantheism	(All-is-God)	is	often	associated	with	monism	(All-is-One)	and	some	have	suggested	that	it	logically	implies	determinism	(All-is-Now).[38][75]
[76][77][78]	Albert	Einstein	explained	theological	determinism	by	stating,[79]	"the	past,	present,	and	future	are	an	'illusion'".	This	form	of	pantheism	has	been	referred	to	as	"extreme	monism",	in	which	in	the	words	of	one	commentator	"God	decides	or	determines	everything,	including	our	supposed	decisions."[80]	Other	examples	of	determinism-
inclined	pantheisms	include	those	of	Ralph	Waldo	Emerson,[81]	and	Hegel.[82]However,	some	have	argued	against	treating	every	meaning	of	"unity"	as	an	aspect	of	pantheism,[83]	and	there	exist	versions	of	pantheism	that	regard	determinism	as	an	inaccurate	or	incomplete	view	of	nature.	Examples	include	the	beliefs	of	John	Scotus	Eriugena,[84]
Friedrich	Wilhelm	Joseph	Schelling	and	William	James.[85]It	may	also	be	possible	to	distinguish	two	types	of	pantheism,	one	being	more	religious	and	the	other	being	more	philosophical.	The	Columbia	Encyclopedia	writes	of	the	distinction:"If	the	pantheist	starts	with	the	belief	that	the	one	great	reality,	eternal	and	infinite,	is	God,	he	sees	everything
finite	and	temporal	as	but	some	part	of	God.	There	is	nothing	separate	or	distinct	from	God,	for	God	is	the	universe.	If,	on	the	other	hand,	the	conception	taken	as	the	foundation	of	the	system	is	that	the	great	inclusive	unity	is	the	world	itself,	or	the	universe,	God	is	swallowed	up	in	that	unity,	which	may	be	designated	nature."[86]A	diagram	with
neutral	monism	compared	to	Cartesian	dualism,	physicalism	and	idealismPhilosophers	and	theologians	have	often	suggested	that	pantheism	implies	monism.[87][note	3]For	the	Aztecs	teotl	was	the	metaphysical	omnipresence	creating	the	cosmos	and	all	its	contents	from	within	itself	as	well	as	out	of	itself.	This	is	conceptualized	in	a	kind	of	monistic
pantheism	as	manifest	in	the	supreme	god	Ometeotl,	as	well	as	a	large	pantheon	of	lesser	gods	and	idealizations	of	natural	phenomena.[93]In	1896,	J.	H.	Worman,	a	theologian,	identified	seven	categories	of	pantheism:	Mechanical	or	materialistic	(God	the	mechanical	unity	of	existence);	Ontological	(fundamental	unity,	Spinoza);	Dynamic;	Psychical
(God	is	the	soul	of	the	world);	Ethical	(God	is	the	universal	moral	order,	Fichte);	Logical	(Hegel);	and	Pure	(absorption	of	God	into	nature,	which	Worman	equates	with	atheism).[5]In	1984,	Paul	D.	Feinberg,	professor	of	biblical	and	systematic	theology	at	Trinity	Evangelical	Divinity	School,	also	identified	seven:	Hylozoistic;	Immanentistic;	Absolutistic
monistic;	Relativistic	monistic;	Acosmic;	Identity	of	opposites;	and	Neoplatonic	or	emanationistic.[94]According	to	censuses	of	2011,	the	UK	was	the	country	with	the	most	Pantheists.[95]	As	of	2011,	about	1,000	Canadians	identified	their	religion	as	"Pantheist",	representing	0.003%	of	the	population.[96]	By	2021,	the	number	of	Canadian	pantheists
had	risen	to	1,855	(0.005%).[97]	In	Ireland,	Pantheism	rose	from	202	in	1991,[98]	to	1106	in	2002,[98]	to	1,691	in	2006,[99]	1,940	in	2011.[100][needs	update]	In	New	Zealand,	there	was	exactly	one	pantheist	man	in	1901.[101]	By	1906,	the	number	of	pantheists	in	New	Zealand	had	septupled	to	7	(6	male,	1	female).[102]	This	number	had	further
risen	to	366	by	2006.[103]CountrySubdivision(s)NumberYearRef	Australia1,394	(0.006%)2011[104]	Canada1,855	(0.005%)2021[97]	Canada	Quebec75	(0.001%)2011[96]	Canada	Ontario295	(0.002%)2011[96]	Canada	Nova	Scotia30	(0.003%)2011[96]	Canada	New	Brunswick45	(0.006%)2011[96]	Canada	Manitoba40	(0.003%)2011[96]	Canada	British
Columbia395	(0.008%)2011[96]	Canada	Prince	Edward	Island0	(0%)2011[96]	Canada	Saskatchewan25	(0.002%)2011[96]	Canada	Alberta125	(0.004%)2011[96]	Canada	Newfoundland	and	Labrador0	(0%)2011[96]	Canada	Northwest	Territories0	(0%)2011[96]	Canada	Yukon0	(0%)2011[96]	Canada	Nunavut0	(0%)2011[96]	Ireland1,940
(0.04%)2011[100]	IrelandBorder	Region179	(0.04%)2006[99]	IrelandDublin5242006[99]	IrelandMid-East	Region1772006[99]	IrelandMidland	Region1182006[99]	IrelandSouth-East	Region1732006[99]	IrelandSouth-West	Region2702006[99]	IrelandWest	Region1812006[99]	New	Zealand366	(0.009%)2006[103]	United	Kingdom	Scotland60
(0.001%)2001[105]	United	Kingdom	England	and	Wales2,216	(0.004%)2011[106]	United	KingdomNorthern	Ireland29	(0.002%)2011[107]	Uruguay790	(0.02%)2006[108]The	2021	Canadian	census	showed	that	pantheists	were	somewhat	more	likely	to	be	in	their	20s	and	30s	compared	to	the	general	population.	People	under	15	were	about	four	times
less	likely	to	be	pantheist	than	the	general	population.[97]The	2021	Canadian	census	also	showed	that	pantheists	were	less	likely	to	be	part	of	a	recognized	minority	group	compared	to	the	general	population,	with	90.3%	of	pantheists	not	being	part	of	any	minority	group	(compared	to	73.5%	of	the	general	population).	The	census	did	not	register	any
pantheists	who	were	Arab,	Southeast	Asian,	West	Asian,	Korean,	or	Japanese.[97]In	Canada	(2011),	there	was	no	gender	difference	in	regards	to	pantheism.[96]	However,	in	Ireland	(2011),	pantheists	were	slightly	more	likely	to	be	female	(1074	pantheists,	0.046%	of	women)	than	male	(866	pantheists,	0.038%	of	men).[100]	In	contrast,	Canada	(2021)
showed	pantheists	to	be	slightly	more	likely	to	be	male,	with	men	representing	51.5%	of	pantheists.[97]Comparison	of	pantheists	in	Canada	against	the	general	population	(2021)[97]General	populationPantheistsTotal	population36,328,4801,855GenderMale17,937,165	(49.4%)955	(51.5%)Female18,391,315	(50.6%)895	(48.2%)Age0	to	145,992,555
(16.5%)75	(4%)15	to	192,003,200	(5.5%)40	(2%)20	to	242,177,860	(6%)125	(6.7%)25	to	344,898,625	(13.5%)405	(21.8%)35	to	444,872,425	(13.4%)380	(20.5%)45	to	544,634,850	(12.8%)245	(13.2%)55	to	645,162,365	(14.2%)245	13.2%)65	and	over6,586,600	(18.1%)325	(17.5%)EthnicityNon-minority26,689,275	(73.5%)1,675	(90.3%)South
Asian2,571,400	(7%)20	(1.1%)Chinese1,715,770	(4.7%)45	(2.4%)Black1,547,870	(4.3%)45	(2.4%)Filipino957,355	(2.6%)10	(0.5%)Arab694,015	(1.9%)0	(0%)Latin	American580,235	(1.6%)25	(1.3%)Southeast	Asian390,340	(1.1%)0	(0%)West	Asian360,495	(1%)0	(0%)Korean218,140	(0.6%)0	(0%)Japanese98,890	(0.3%)0	(0%)Visible	minority,
n.i.e.172,885	(0.5%)0	(0%)Multiple	visible	minorities331,805	(0.9%)15	(0.8%)Canadian	pantheist	population	by	percentage	(2011	National	Household	Survey)Nature	worship	or	nature	mysticism	is	often	conflated	and	confused	with	pantheism.	It	is	pointed	out	by	at	least	one	expert,	Harold	Wood,	founder	of	the	Universal	Pantheist	Society,	that	in
pantheist	philosophy	Spinoza's	identification	of	God	with	nature	is	very	different	from	a	recent	idea	of	a	self	identifying	pantheist	with	environmental	ethical	concerns.	His	use	of	the	word	nature	to	describe	his	worldview	may	be	vastly	different	from	the	"nature"	of	modern	sciences.	He	and	other	nature	mystics	who	also	identify	as	pantheists	use
"nature"	to	refer	to	the	limited	natural	environment	(as	opposed	to	man-made	built	environment).	This	use	of	"nature"	is	different	from	the	broader	use	from	Spinoza	and	other	pantheists	describing	natural	laws	and	the	overall	phenomena	of	the	physical	world.	Nature	mysticism	may	be	compatible	with	pantheism	but	it	may	also	be	compatible	with
theism	and	other	views.[12]	Pantheism	has	also	been	involved	in	animal	worship	especially	in	primal	religions.[109]Nontheism	is	an	umbrella	term	which	has	been	used	to	refer	to	a	variety	of	religions	not	fitting	traditional	theism,	and	under	which	pantheism	has	been	included.[12]Panentheism	(from	Greek	(pn)	"all";	(en)	"in";	and	(thes)	"God";	"all-in-
God")	was	formally	coined	in	Germany	in	the	19th	century	in	an	attempt	to	offer	a	philosophical	synthesis	between	traditional	theism	and	pantheism,	stating	that	God	is	substantially	omnipresent	in	the	physical	universe	but	also	exists	"apart	from"	or	"beyond"	it	as	its	Creator	and	Sustainer.[110]:p.27	Thus	panentheism	separates	itself	from
pantheism,	positing	the	extra	claim	that	God	exists	above	and	beyond	the	world	as	we	know	it.[111]	The	line	between	pantheism	and	panentheism	can	be	blurred	depending	on	varying	definitions	of	God,	so	there	have	been	disagreements	when	assigning	particular	notable	figures	to	pantheism	or	panentheism.[110]:pp.	7172,8788,105[112]Pandeism	is
another	word	derived	from	pantheism,	and	is	characterized	as	a	combination	of	reconcilable	elements	of	pantheism	and	deism.[113]	It	assumes	a	Creator-deity	that	is	at	some	point	distinct	from	the	universe	and	then	transforms	into	it,	resulting	in	a	universe	similar	to	the	pantheistic	one	in	present	essence,	but	differing	in	origin.Panpsychism	is	the
philosophical	view	that	consciousness,	mind,	or	soul	is	a	universal	feature	of	all	things.[114]	Some	pantheists	also	subscribe	to	the	distinct	philosophical	views	hylozoism	(or	panvitalism),	the	view	that	everything	is	alive,	and	its	close	neighbor	animism,	the	view	that	everything	has	a	soul	or	spirit.[115]Many	traditional	and	folk	religions,	including
African	traditional	religions[116]	and	Native	American	religions,[117][118]	can	be	seen	as	pantheistic	or	a	mixture	of	pantheism	and	other	worldviews,	such	as	polytheism	and	animism.	According	to	pantheists,	there	are	elements	of	pantheism	in	some	forms	of	Christianity.[119][120][121]Ideas	resembling	pantheism	existed	in	Eastern	religions	before
the	18th	century	(notably	Hinduism,	Confucianism,	and	Taoism).	Although	there	is	no	evidence	that	these	influenced	Spinoza's	work,	there	is	evidence	regarding	other	contemporary	philosophers,	such	as	Leibniz,	and	later	Voltaire.[122][123]	In	the	case	of	Hinduism,	pantheistic	views	exist	alongside	panentheistic,	polytheistic,	monotheistic,	and
atheistic	ones.[124][125][126]	Pantheism	is	popular	in	modern	spirituality	and	new	religious	movements,	such	as	Neopaganism	and	Theosophy.[127]	Two	organizations	that	specify	the	word	pantheism	in	their	title	formed	in	the	last	quarter	of	the	20th	century.	The	Universal	Pantheist	Society,	open	to	all	varieties	of	pantheists	and	supportive	of
environmental	causes,	was	founded	in	1975.[128]	The	World	Pantheist	Movement	is	headed	by	Paul	Harrison,	an	environmentalist,	writer	and	a	former	vice	president	of	the	Universal	Pantheist	Society,	from	which	he	resigned	in	1996.	The	World	Pantheist	Movement	was	incorporated	in	1999	to	focus	exclusively	on	promoting	naturalistic	pantheism	a
strict	metaphysical	naturalistic	version	of	pantheism,[129]	considered	by	some	a	form	of	religious	naturalism.[130]	It	has	been	described	as	an	example	of	"dark	green	religion"	with	a	focus	on	environmental	ethics.[131]See	also:	Dark	green	environmentalismAnimismBiocentrism	(ethics)IrreligionList	of	pantheistsMonismMother
natureNondualismPanentheismTheopanism,	a	term	philosophically	distinct	but	derived	from	the	same	root	wordsWorship	of	heavenly	bodies^	Form	of	monism:	Malkovsky	2000,	p.71:	"The	interpretation	of	advaita	that	is	the	most	common	equates	non-duality	with	monism	and	acosmic	illusionism.	Only	the	Absolute,	or	the	paraa	brahma,	is	said	to
exist;	everything	else	is	but	an	illusory	appearance."Menon	2012:	"The	essential	philosophy	of	Advaita	is	an	idealist	monism,	and	is	considered	to	be	presented	first	in	the	Upaniads	and	consolidated	in	the	Brahma	Stra	by	this	tradition."King	1995,	p.65:	"The	prevailing	monism	of	the	Upanishads	was	developed	by	the	Advaita	Vedanta	to	its	ultimate
extreme."Mohanty	1980,	p.205:	"Nyaya-Vaiseshika	is	realistic;	Advaita	Vedanta	is	idealistic.	The	former	is	pluralistic,	the	latter	monistic."^	Highest	self:Shankara,	Upadesasahasri	I.18.3:	"I	am	ever-free,	the	existent"	(Sat).	I.18.6:	"The	two	[contradictory]	notions	"I	am	the	Existent-Brahman"	and	"I	act,"	have	Atman	as	their	witness.	It	is	considered
more	reasonable	to	give	up	only	[that	one]	of	the	two	[notions]	which	arises	from	ignorance.	I.18.7:	"The	notion,	"I	am	the	Existent,"	arises	from	right	means	of	knowledge	[while]	the	other	notion	has	its	origin	in	fallacious	means	of	knowledge."	(Mayeda	1992,	p.172)Brahmajnanavalimala	Verse	20:	"Brahman	is	real,	the	universe	is	mithya	(it	cannot	be
categorized	as	either	real	or	unreal).	The	jiva	is	Brahman	itself	and	not	different."	Translation	by	S.	N.	Sastri	[1]Sivananda	1993,	p.219:	"Brahman	(the	Absolute)	is	alone	real;	this	world	is	unreal;	and	the	Jiva	or	individual	soul	is	non-different	from	Brahman."Menon	2012:	"The	experiencing	self	(jva)	and	the	transcendental	self	of	the	Universe	(tman)
are	in	reality	identical	(both	are	Brahman),	though	the	individual	self	seems	different	as	space	within	a	container	seems	different	from	space	as	such.	These	cardinal	doctrines	are	represented	in	the	anonymous	verse	"brahma	satyam	jagan	mithya;	jvo	brahmaiva	na	aparah"	(Brahman	is	alone	True,	and	this	world	of	plurality	is	an	error;	the	individual
self	is	not	different	from	Brahman)."Deutsch	1973,	p.54:	"[the]	essential	status	[of	the	individual	human	person]	is	that	of	unqualified	reality,	of	identity	with	the	Absolute	[...]	the	self	(jiva)	is	only	misperceived:	the	self	is	really	Brahman."Koller	2013,	pp.100101:	"Atman,	which	is	identical	to	Brahman,	is	ultimately	the	only	reality	and	[...]	the
appearance	of	plurality	is	entirely	the	work	of	ignorance	[...]	the	self	is	ultimately	of	the	nature	of	Atman/Brahman	[...]	Brahman	alone	is	ultimately	real."Bowker	2000a,	"Advaita	Vedanta":	"There	is	only	Brahman,	which	is	necessarily	undifferentiated.	It	follows	that	there	cannot	even	be	a	difference,	or	duality,	between	the	human	subject,	or	self,	and
Brahman,	for	Brahman	must	be	that	very	self	(since	Brahman	is	the	reality	underlying	all	appearance).	The	goal	of	human	life	and	wisdom	must,	therefore,	be	the	realization	that	the	self	(tman)	is	Brahman."Hacker	(1995,	p.88)	notes	that	Shankara	uses	two	groups	of	words	to	denote	'atman':	"One	group	-	principally	jiva,	vijnanatman,	and	sarira	-
expresses	the	illusory	aspect	of	the	soul	[...]	But	in	addition	there	are	the	two	expressions	atman	and	pratyagatman.	These	also	designate	the	individual	soul,	but	in	its	real	aspect."	Mayeda	(1992,	pp.11,	14)	uses	the	word	pratyagatman;	Sivananda1993,	p.219),	Deutsch	(1973,	p.54),	and	Menon	(2012)	use	the	term	jiva	when	referring	to	the	identity	of
atman	and	Brahman.^	Different	types	of	monism	include:[88][89]Substance	monism,	"the	view	that	the	apparent	plurality	of	substances	is	due	to	different	states	or	appearances	of	a	single	substance".[88]Attributive	monism,	"the	view	that	whatever	the	number	of	substances,	they	are	of	a	single	ultimate	kind".[88]Partial	monism,	"within	a	given
realm	of	being	(however	many	there	may	be)	there	is	only	one	substance".[88]Existence	monism,	the	view	that	there	is	only	one	concrete	object	token	(The	One,	"	"	or	the	Monad).[90]Priority	monism,	"the	whole	is	prior	to	its	parts"	or	"the	world	has	parts,	but	the	parts	are	dependent	fragments	of	an	integrated	whole."[89]Property	monism:	the	view
that	all	properties	are	of	a	single	type	(e.g.	only	physical	properties	exist).Genus	monism:	"the	doctrine	that	there	is	a	highest	category;	e.g.,	being".[89]Views	contrasting	with	monism	are:Metaphysical	dualism,	which	asserts	that	there	are	two	ultimately	irreconcilable	substances	or	realities	such	as	Good	and	Evil,	for	example,	Manichaeism.
[91]Metaphysical	pluralism,	which	asserts	three	or	more	fundamental	substances	or	realities.[91]Nihilism,	negates	any	of	the	above	categories	(substances,	properties,	concrete	objects,	etc.).Monism	in	modern	philosophy	of	mind	can	be	divided	into	three	broad	categories:Idealism,	phenomenalism,	or	mentalistic	monism,	which	holds	that	only	mind
or	spirit	is	real.[91]Neutral	monism,	which	holds	that	one	sort	of	thing	fundamentally	exists,[92]	to	which	both	the	mental	and	the	physical	can	be	reduced.Material	monism	(also	called	Physicalism	and	Materialism),	which	holds	that	only	the	physical	is	real,	and	that	the	mental	or	spiritual	can	be	reduced	to	the	physical:[91][92]a.	Eliminative
materialism,	according	to	which	everything	is	physical	and	mental	things	do	not	exist.[92]b.	Reductive	physicalism,	according	to	which	mental	things	do	exist	and	are	a	kind	of	physical	thing,[92]	Such	as	Behaviourism,	Type-identity	theory	and	Functionalism.Certain	positions	do	not	fit	easily	into	the	above	categories,	such	as	functionalism,	anomalous
monism,	and	reflexive	monism.	Moreover,	they	do	not	define	the	meaning	of	"real".^	"Pantheism	Definition,	Meaning	&	Synonyms".	Vocabulary.com.	Retrieved	23	March	2023.^	a	b	c	d	Ann	Thomson;	Bodies	of	Thought:	Science,	Religion,	and	the	Soul	in	the	Early	Enlightenment,	2008,	page	54.^	Raphson,	Joseph	(1697).	De	spatio	reali	(in	Latin).
Londini.	p.2.^	Suttle,	Gary.	"Joseph	Raphson:	16481715".	Pantheist	Association	for	Nature.	Archived	from	the	original	on	7	April	2023.	Retrieved	7	September	2012.^	a	b	c	d	e	f	g	h	i	j	k	Worman,	J.	H.,	"Pantheism",	in	Cyclopdia	of	Biblical,	Theological,	and	Ecclesiastical	Literature,	Volume	1,	John	McClintock,	James	Strong	(Eds),	Harper	&	Brothers,
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'leader'	of	their	own	religion,	frequently	self-discovered	from	feeling	a	sense	of	divinity	in	Nature	(many	persons	are	at	first	unaware	that	there	is	anamefor	their	self-discovery)."Imagine	looking	through	a	colorful	kaleidoscope	to	view	the	varieties	of	Pantheism.	Like	all	pieces	in	a	kaleidoscope,	all	Pantheists	fit	together	harmoniously,	united	by	their
belief	in	the	oneness	and	sanctity	of	creation.	Yet	every	piece	in	the	kaleidoscope	has	unique	colors	and	shadings,	just	as	every	Pantheist	has	unique	colors	and	shadings	which	personalize	their	beliefs."Scientific	pantheism	grades	into	atheism,	naturalism,	and	humanism,	which	reject	the	divinity	of	Nature.	Panentheism	grades	into	theism,	polytheism,
and	spiritualism,	which	may	acknowledge	divinityinNature	(and	in	so	doing	can	lead	to	confusion	with	Pantheism).	However,	theism,	polytheism,	and	spiritualism	incorporate	supernatural	entities	(such	as	angels	and	devils)	and	otherworldly	elements	(such	as	communication	with	the	dead)	entirely	incompatible	with	Pantheism's	view	of	a	wholly
natural	world."The	following	diagram	generalizes	contemporary	pantheistically	inclined	viewpoints.	Adherents	spread	across	the	spectrum,	some	in	the	center	of	a	category,	others	at	some	point	in	between.	From	modern	reference	book-defined	Pantheism,	to	the	strict	materialism	of	Scientific	Pantheism,	and	the	broad	transcendence	of	Panentheism,
all	outlooks	consider	the	Universe	divine,	and	all	contain	a	religious	sensibility	rich	in	poetry,	mystery,	and	imagination,	kindled	by	the	enthralling	wonder	of	Nature."	What	will	you	find	here?Pantheism	is	more	than	a	philosophy.	It	is	also	way	of	life.Visit	our	page	onKey	Ideasto	get	an	overview	of	modern	universal	Pantheism,	then	dig	deeper	on
ourPublicationspage.The	Universal	Pantheist	Society	also	offers	a	Facebook	Group,	Universal	Pantheists,for	all	varieties	of	pantheists,	panentheists,	religious	naturalists,	and	other	like-minded	folks.	Our	Online	Network	is	an	excellent	place	to	meet	other	pantheists	and	share	ideas,	information	on	celebratory	practice,	cosmic	experience,	and
upcoming	events.When	you	are	ready,	if	you	would	like	to	support	the	spread	of	pantheism	and	unite	with	other	Pantheists	in	full	membership,	including	subscription	to	our	quarterly	newsletter,Pantheist	Vision,	we	invite	you	tojoin	the	Universal	Pantheist	Society.	Learn	more	about	how	to	join	on	ourMembershippage.	The	Universal	Pantheist	Society
was	the	first	organization	to	recognize	Pantheism	as	a	religion	(organized	under	U.S.	501(c)(3)	statutes).	It	is	a	membership	organization	that	has	been	serving	Pantheists	since	1975.Pantheism	as	"an	ancient	faith,	but	its	principles	have	never	been	more	relevant.	It	fulfills	a	vital	need	in	regaining	harmony	between	Earth	and	Humanity,	as	well	as
providing	a	satisfying	world	view	for	personal	growth	and	human	relationships".A	summary	of	our	"universal"	approach	to	Pantheism	can	be	found	inOur	Entry	in	the	Encyclopedia	of	Religion	and	Nature.	This	academic	publication	is	a	landmark	in	the	field	of	Nature	and	Religion,	and	we	are	happy	to	be	included	in	it.Recognizing	that	freedom	of
belief	is	inherent	in	the	Pantheist	tradition,	our	bylaws	prohibit	any	requirement	for	or	subscription	to	any	particular	religious	belief,	doctrine,	or	creed.	Persons	uniting	with	the	Society	do	so	to	further	their	own	understanding	of	Pantheists	attitudes,	and	through	their	fellowship	with	others	find	purposive	means	of	expressing	their	faith	in	daily
life.Yet,	members	of	the	Universal	Pantheist	Society	do	not	merely	hold	an	abstractbelief	that	God	is	Nature;we	recognizethat	Nature	is	the	very	core	of	our	being,	the	altar	of	our	dreams,	and	the	source	of	our	physical	and	spiritual	livelihood.For	more	information	about	the	Society,	click	the	About	Us	link.	The	Cosmos	is	divine,all	share
divinity.Divinity	does	not	transcend	reality	it	surrounds	us,	and	is	within.Divinity	is	immanent.-	Robb	Miller	Please	visit	our	Universal	Pantheist	Society	Zazzle	Store!	Or	you	can	donate	through	Network	for	Good:	First	published	Mon	Oct	1,	2012;	substantive	revision	Thu	Aug	17,	2023	The	term	pantheism	is	a	modern	one,	possibly	firstappearing	in	the
writing	of	the	Irish	freethinker	John	Toland	(1705)and	constructed	from	the	Greek	roots	pan	(all)	andtheos	(God).	But	if	not	the	name,	the	ideas	themselves	arevery	ancient,	and	any	survey	of	the	history	of	philosophy	will	uncovernumerous	pantheist	or	pantheistically	inclined	thinkers;	although	itshould	also	be	noted	that	in	many	cases	all	that	history
has	preservedfor	us	are	second-hand	reportings	of	attributed	doctrines,	anyreconstruction	of	which	is	too	conjectural	to	provide	much	by	way	ofphilosophical	illumination	(see	Kahn	1960).	At	its	most	general,	pantheism	may	be	understood	either	(a)positively,	as	the	view	that	God	is	identical	with	the	cosmos	(i.e.,the	view	that	there	exists	nothing
which	is	outside	of	God),	or	(b)negatively,	as	the	rejection	of	any	view	that	considers	God	asdistinct	from	the	universe.	However,	given	the	complex	and	contested	nature	of	the	conceptsinvolved,	there	is	insufficient	consensus	among	philosophers	to	permitthe	construction	of	any	more	detailed	definition	not	open	to	seriousobjection	from	some	quarter
or	other.	Moreover,	the	label	is	acontroversial	one,	where	strong	desires	either	to	appropriate	or	toreject	it	often	serve	only	to	obscure	the	actual	issues,	and	it	wouldbe	a	sad	irony	if	pantheism	revealed	itself	to	be	most	like	atraditional	religion	in	its	sectarian	disputes	over	just	what	countsas	true	pantheism.	Therefore	pantheism	should	not	bethought
of	as	a	single	codifiable	position.	Rather	it	should	beunderstood	as	a	diverse	family	of	distinct	doctrines;	many	of	whomwould	be	surprisedand,	indeed,	disconcertedto	findthemselves	regarded	as	members	of	a	single	household.	Further,	sincethe	concept	has	porous	and	disputed	boundaries	there	is	no	clearconsensus	on	just	who	qualifies,	no	definitive
roll-call	of	pastpantheists.	Given	this	situation	the	range	of	things	that	may	beusefully	said	about	all	pantheisms	is	perhaps	limited,	butnonetheless	a	variety	of	concepts	may	be	clarified,	the	nature	ofcontentious	issues	explored,	and	the	range	of	possible	options	moreprecisely	mapped	out	(see	Buckareff	&	Nagasawa	2016;	Buckareff2022).There	are
several	different	ways	to	think	about	pantheism.	(1)	Many	ofthe	worlds	religious	traditions	and	spiritual	writings	aremarked	by	pantheistic	ideas	and	feelings.	This	is	particularly	so	forexample,	in	Hinduism	of	the	Advaita	Vedanta	school,	in	some	varietiesof	Kabbalistic	Judaism,	in	Celtic	spirituality,	and	in	Sufi	mysticism.(2)	Another	vital	source	of
pantheistic	ideas	is	to	be	found	inliterature,	for	example,	in	such	writers	as	Goethe,	Coleridge,Wordsworth,	Emerson,	Walt	Whitman,	D.H.	Lawrence,	and	RobinsonJeffers.	Although	it	should	be	added	that,	far	from	being	limited	tohigh	culture,	pantheistic	themes	are	familiar,	too,	in	popular	media,for	example	in	such	films	as	Star	Wars,	Avatar,	and
TheLion	King.	(3)	Thirdly,	as	it	is	in	this	article,	pantheism	maybe	considered	philosophically;	that	is,	a	criticalexamination	may	be	made	of	its	central	ideas	with	respect	to	theirmeaning,	their	coherence,	and	the	case	to	be	made	for	or	against	theiracceptance.	2.	Arguments	for	/	drives	towards	pantheism	A	good	way	to	understand	any	view	is	to
appreciate	the	kind	of	drivesthat	may	push	someone	towards	it.	What	arguments	may	be	given	forpantheism?	Although	there	are	a	great	many	different	individual	linesof	reasoning	that	might	be	offered,	generally	they	may	be	placed	undertwo	heads;	arguments	from	below,	which	start	from	aposteriori	religious	experience,	and	arguments	fromabove,
which	start	from	a	priori	philosophicalabstraction.	Following	the	first	type	of	argument,	pantheistic	belief	arises	whenthe	things	of	this	world	excite	a	particular	sort	of	religiousreaction	in	us.	We	feel,	perhaps,	a	deep	reverence	for	andsense	of	identity	with	the	world	in	which	we	findourselves.	Epistemically	it	seems	to	us	that	God	is	not	distant	butcan
be	encountered	directly	in	what	we	experience	around	us.	We	seeGod	in	everything.	The	initial	focus	of	attention	here	may	be	eitherour	physical	environment	(the	land	on	which	we	live,	our	naturalenvironment)	or	else	our	social	environment	(our	community,	our	tribe,our	nation	or,	generally,	the	people	we	meet	with)	but	furtherreflection	may	lead	to
its	more	universal	expansion.	In	the	second	kind	of	argument,	reasoning	starts	from	a	relativelyabstract	concept	whose	application	is	taken	as	assured,	but	furtherreflection	leads	to	the	conclusion	that	its	scope	must	be	extended	toinclude	the	whole	of	reality.	Most	typically,	the	concept	in	questionis	that	of	God,	or	perfect	being,	in	whichcase
pantheism	appears	as	the	logical	terminus	or	completion	oftheism.	The	following	paragraphs	illustrate	four	examples	of	suchreasoning.	(1)	Traditional	theism	asserts	the	omnipresence	of	God	and,while	it	strongly	wishes	to	maintain	that	this	is	not	equivalent	topantheism,	the	difference	between	saying	that	God	is	presenteverywhere	in	everything	and
saying	that	God	iseverything	is	far	from	easy	to	explain.	If	omnipresence	means,	notsimply	that	God	is	cognisant	of	or	active	in	all	places,	but	literallythat	he	exists	everywhere,	then	it	is	hard	to	see	how	any	finite	beingcan	be	said	to	have	existence	external	to	God.	Indeed,	for	IsaacNewton	and	Samuel	Clarke	divine	omnipresence	was	one	and	the
samething	as	space,	which	they	understood	as	the	sensorium	ofGod	(Oakes	2006).	One	recent	variant	of	this	position	isLogical	Pantheism	according	to	which	God	is	identified	withlogical	space,	with	the	totality	of	all	possible	worlds.(Aranyosi	2022)	(2)	The	traditional	theistic	position	that	Gods	creation	of	theuniverse	is	continuous	can	easily	be
developed	in	pantheisticdirections.	The	view	that	the	world	could	not	existeven	for	asecondwithout	God,	makes	it	wholly	dependent	on	God	and,	hence,not	really	an	autonomous	entity	(Oakes	1983).	Moreover,	to	furtherdevelop	this	argument,	if	God	creates	every	temporal	stage	of	everyobject	in	the	universe,	this	undermines	the	causal	power	of
individualthings	and	leads	to	occasionalism,	which	in	turn	encourages	pantheism;for	in	so	far	as	independent	agency	is	a	clear	mark	of	independentbeing,	the	occasionalist	doctrine	that	all	genuine	agency	isdivinethat	it	all	comes	from	a	single	placetends	toundermine	the	distinction	of	things	from	God.	Both	Malebranche	andJonathan	Edwards	have
found	themselves	charged	with	pantheism	on	thesegrounds,	and	it	was	for	this	reason	that	Leibniz,	in	attempting	torefute	the	pantheistic	monism	of	Spinoza,	felt	it	most	important	toassert	the	autonomous	agency	of	finite	beings	(Crisp	2019).	(3)	Alternatively	it	might	be	argued	that	Godsomniscience	is	indistinguishable	from	reality	itself.	For	ifthere
obtains	a	complete	mapping	between	Gods	knowledge	and	theworld	that	God	knows,	what	basis	can	be	found	for	distinguishingbetween	them,	there	being	not	even	the	possibility	of	a	mismatch?Moreover,	were	we	to	separate	the	two,	since	knowledge	tracksrealitywe	know	something	because	it	is	the	case	and	notvice	versathen	God	would	become
problematicallydependent	upon	the	world	(Mander	2000).	(4)	Arguments	of	this	general	type	may	also	proceed	from	startingpoints	more	philosophical	than	theological.	For	example,	Spinoza,	themost	famous	of	all	modern	pantheists	starts	from	the	necessaryexistence	of	something	he	calls	substance.	By	this	hemeans	that	which	exists	wholly	in	its	own
right,	that	whose	existencedoes	not	depend	upon	anything	else.	The	notion	of	theAbsolute,	or	wholly	unconditioned	reality,	as	it	figures	in	thephilosophies	of	Schelling,	Hegel,	and	the	British	Idealists	may	beconsidered	a	related	development	of	the	same	philosophical	startingpoint	(see	Thomas	2019).	In	both	cases	the	reasoning	runs	that
thisnecessary	being	must	be	all-inclusive	and,	hence,	divine.	3.	The	logic	of	identity	The	pantheist	asserts	an	identity	between	God	and	nature,	but	it	needsto	be	asked	in	just	what	sense	we	are	to	understand	the	termidentity?	To	begin	with	it	is	necessary	to	raise	twoambiguities	in	the	logic	of	identity.	(1)	Dialectical	identity.	It	is	important	to	note	that
manypantheists	will	not	accept	the	classical	logic	of	identity	in	whichpairs	are	straightforwardly	either	identical	or	different.	They	mayadopt	rather	the	logic	of	relative	identity,	oridentity-in-difference,	by	which	it	is	possible	to	maintain	that	Godand	the	cosmos	are	simultaneously	both	identical	and	different,	or	toput	the	matter	in	more	theological
language,	that	God	issimultaneously	both	transcendent	and	immanent.	For	example,	Eriugenaholds	that	the	universe	may	be	subdivided	into	four	categories:	thingswhich	create	but	are	not	created,	things	which	create	and	are	created,things	which	are	created	but	do	not	create,	and	things	which	neithercreate	nor	are	created.	He	argues	that	all	four
reduce	to	God,	andhence	that	God	is	in	all	things,	i.e.	that	he	subsists	as	theiressence.	For	He	alone	by	Himself	truly	has	being,	and	He	alone	iseverything	which	is	truly	said	to	be	in	things	endowed	withbeing	(Periphyseon,	97).	But	nonetheless,	forEriugena,	the	uncreated	retains	its	distinct	status	separate	from	thecreated,	not	least	in	that	the	former
may	be	understood	while	thelater	transcends	all	understanding.	In	consequence,	he	insists	thatGod	is	not	the	genus	of	which	creatures	are	the	species.	Similarly,the	Sufi	philosopher,	ibn	Arabi	identifies	God	and	theuniverse,	suggesting	in	a	striking	metaphor	that	the	universe	is	thefood	of	God	and	God	the	food	of	the	universe;	as	deity	swallows	up
thecosmos	so	the	cosmos	swallows	up	deity	(Bezels	of	Wisdom,237;	Husaini	1970,	180).	But	Ibn	Arabi	in	no	sense	regards	suchclaims	as	preventing	him	from	insisting	also	on	the	fundamental	gulfbetween	the	unknowable	essence	of	God	and	his	manifest	being.	We	mustdistinguish	between	the	nature	of	God	and	the	nature	of	things,between	that
which	exists	by	itself	(God)	and	that	which	exist	byanother	(the	universe),	but	since	the	nature	of	God	just	is	Beingitself,	no	parallel	distinction	may	be	drawn	between	the	being	of	Godand	the	being	of	things.	Nothing	real	exists	besides	God	who	discloseshimself	in	and	through	the	universe	(Chittick	1989,	ch.5).	Again,Nicholas	of	Cusas	celebrated
doctrine	of	the	coincidenceof	oppositeswhich	he	memorably	illustrated	by	pointingto	way	in	which,	upon	infinite	expansion,	a	circle	must	coincide	witha	straight	lineallows	him	to	say	both	that	God	and	thecreation	are	the	same	thing	and	that	there	exists	afundamental	distinction	between	the	realm	of	absolute	being	and	therealm	of	limited	or
contracted	being	(Moran	1990).	Even	Spinoza	goesto	great	lengths	to	show	that	the	two	attributes	of	thoughtand	extension	by	which	we	pick	out	the	one	substance	asGod	or	nature	are	nonetheless	at	the	sametime	irreducibly	different.	They	may	be	co-referring	but	they	are	notsynonymous;	indeed,	they	are	utterly	incommensurable.	Such	adialectical
conception	of	unity,	in	which	there	can	be	no	identitywithout	difference,	is	a	strong	element	in	Hegels	thought,	andalso	one	aspect	of	what	Hartshorne	meant	by	dipolar	theism;the	opposites	of	immanence	and	transcendence	are	included	among	thosewhich	he	thinks	God	brings	together	in	his	being.	(2)	Partial	Identity.	Even	accepting	a	classical
conceptionof	identity	and	difference,	there	remain	issues	to	settle.	If	we	thinkof	pantheism	negatively	as	a	rejection	of	the	view	that	God	isdistinct	from	the	cosmos,	we	would	face	four	possible	schemes	by	whichwe	might	represent	their	mereological	relation:	we	might	understandGod	as	proper	part	of	nature,	we	might	take	nature	as	a	proper	part
ofGod,	we	might	regard	the	two	domains	as	partially	overlapping,	or	elsewe	might	hold	that	they	are	strictly	identical.	Reflecting	upon	the	ambiguities	of	the	previous	two	paragraphs,	itmight	be	argued	that	only	where	we	find	strict	classical	identity	dowe	have	pantheism.	For	if	the	universe	is	not	wholly	divine	we	havemere	immanentism,	while	if	God
includes	but	is	not	exhaustedby	the	universe	then	we	have	rather	panentheism.	Now,certainly	it	may	be	allowed	there	are	metaphysical	schemes	for	whichthe	range	of	overlap	between	divinity	and	the	cosmos	is	so	small	thatthey	fail	to	capture	the	spirit	of	pantheism.	(For	example,	aworld-view	in	which	God	were	understood	as	the	vital	spark
whichanimates	an	otherwise	dead	and	motionless	cosmos,	or	a	world-view	inwhich	the	cosmos	were	merely	one	small	fraction	of	the	being	of	Godwould	indeed	seem	far	from	the	spirit	of	pantheism.)	However,	to	limitthe	terms	application	to	just	those	schemes	advancing	strictclassical	identity	would	be	far	too	restrictive.	Such	strict	identity	is	virtually
impossible	to	definedue	to	the	extreme	difficulty	of	stipulating	what	would	count	as	anacceptable	and	what	as	an	unacceptable	sense,	part,	aspect,	or	elementof	difference.	For	example,	Aquinas	distinguishes	between	the	doctrinethat	God	is	the	form	of	all	things	(formal	pantheism)and	the	doctrine	that	God	is	the	matter	of	all	things
(materialpantheism)	(Moran	1989,	86).	Does	either	of	these	count	aspantheism	proper,	or	must	both	obtain	at	the	same	time?Again,	while	some	pantheists	conceive	of	deity	in	mereological	termsas	the	collection	of	things	which	make	up	the	universe,	many	othershave	found	this	approach	inadequate,	maintaining	that	in	someimportant	sense	the	whole
is	greater	than	the	sum	of	itsparts.	The	finite	things	that	we	encounter	around	us	and	arehappy	enough	to	describe	as	parts	of	nature	we	feel	lesshappy	to	think	of	as	parts	of	God.	Such	theorists	may	alsoreject	the	charge	that	their	way	of	thinking	ispanentheistic,	maintaining	that	the	proper	lesson	to	draw	isnot	one	of	the	transcendence	of	the	holistic
view	but	rather	oneconcerning	the	degree	of	unreality	or	abstraction	involved	in	anydistributed	view.	In	short,	does	any	admission	of	differencebetween	the	world	as	common-sense	experiences	it	and	the	divine	cosmosas	pantheism	understands	it	amount	to	a	concession	either	that	thereare	aspects	of	experience	which	fall	outside	deity	or	aspects	of
deitywhich	fall	outside	experience?	If	so,	then	the	class	of	truepantheists	threatens	to	become	null.	In	the	end,	rather	thanattempt	to	draw	sharp	but	artificial	and	contentious	lines	it	seemsmore	fruitful	to	maintain	that	the	boundaries	of	demarcation	betweenimmanence,	pantheism,	and	panentheism	are	vague	and	porous.	This	approach	has	the
further	advantage	of	keeping	togetherhistorically	cognate	thinkers.	If	the	essence	of	pantheism	lies	instrict	classical	identity,	the	issue	of	who	is	or	is	not	a	pantheistcomes	down	to	the	somewhat	arcane	dispute	whether	there	could	be	anyconceivable	aspect	or	side	of	reality	which	was	not	natural,	and/orwhether	there	could	be	any	conceivable	aspect
or	side	of	reality	whichwas	not	divine,	but	these	are	abstruse	points	that	can	only	take	usaway	from	the	fundamental	pantheistic	intuition	of	the	overlap	of	Godand	nature,	the	intuition	that	that	in	grasping	the	reality	before	uswe	grasp	God	himself,	not	something	separate	or	intermediary.	4.	Nature	of	the	identity	relation	itself	To	say	that	God	is
identical	with	the	world	as	a	whole	is	notself-explanatory	and,	although	often	the	matter	is	leftdisconcertingly	vague,	examination	of	the	literature	reveals	a	varietyof	different	understandings	of	the	identity	relation	being	assertedhere.	(1)	Substance	identity.	For	Spinoza	the	claim	that	God	is	thesame	as	the	cosmos	is	spelled	out	as	the	thesis	that	there
exists	oneand	only	one	particular	substance	which	he	refers	to	as	God	ornature;	the	individual	thing	referred	to	as	Godis	one	and	the	same	object	as	the	complex	unit	referred	to	asnature	or	the	cosmos.	On	such	a	scheme	thefinite	things	of	the	world	are	thought	of	as	something	likeparts	of	the	one	great	substance,	although	the	terminology	ofparts	is
somewhat	problematic.	Parts	are	relatively	autonomous	fromthe	whole	and	from	each	other,	and	Spinozas	preferredterminology	of	modes,	which	are	to	be	understood	as	more	likeproperties,	is	chosen	to	rectify	this.	A	further	problem	with	theterminology	of	parts	is	that	many	pantheists	have	wanted	to	claim	thatGod	or	nature	is	not	just	the	whole	or
totality	of	things,	but	issomehow	the	inner	essence	or	heart	of	each	individual	thing.This	may	be	expressed	in	the	idea	that	somehow	the	whole	is	present	ineach	of	its	parts,	a	suggestion	whose	meaning	has	often	been	leftmetaphorical	or	obscure.	Giordano	Bruno,	for	example	employs	the	twoillustrations	of	a	voice	heard	in	its	entirety	from	all	sides	of
theroom,	and	that	of	a	large	mirror	which	reflects	one	image	of	one	thingbut	which,	if	it	is	broken	into	a	thousand	pieces,	each	of	the	piecesstill	reflects	the	whole	image	(Bruno	1584,	50,	129).	A	thesis	of	thecomplete	interpenetration	or	interrelation	of	everything,	the	claimbeing	made	here	is	related	to	that	defended	by	Leibniz	(who	was	not
apantheist)	that	each	monad	is	a	mirror	to	the	entire	universe.	In	Western	philosophy	Spinozas	formulation	of	the	pantheisticposition	has	become	so	influential	as	to	almost	completely	define	theposition,	but	while	practically	all	pantheists	are	monists	(of	somesort),	not	all	are	substance	monists,	and	there	do	existalternative	ways	of	expressing	identity
besides	a	head-count	of	thenumber	of	particular	entities.	(2)	Being	itself.	There	is	a	long	theological	tradition	inwhich	God	is	regarded	as	being	itself,	rather	than	as	onebeing	among	others,	and	insofar	as	it	treats	God	as	something	to	befound	inseparable	from	and	at	the	very	root	of	all	that	is,	such	aconception	may	be	used	to	express	pantheism.
While	a	conceptualdistinction	may	be	drawn	between	the	totality	of	beingsand	being	itself,	it	is	clear	that	neither	of	thesecould	have	any	reality	except	in	and	through	the	other.	Theidentification	of	God	with	being	itself	is	a	common	Christian	view,from	Augustine	to	Tillich,	but	it	is	not	exclusive	to	Christianthought.	For	example,	Ibn	Arabi,	in
developing	the	Koranicnotion	of	tawhd	(Gods	unity),	asserts	that	therecan	be	no	real	being	other	than	God;	that	God	permeates	through	allbeings	and	is	essentially	all	things.	Especially	among	hisfollowers	this	was	developed	into	a	monistic	ontology	of	wahdatal-wujd	(the	unity	of	being).	(3)	Identity	of	origin.	A	third	way	to	express	the	identityof	God
and	nature	is	by	reference	to	the	thought	that	all	things	comefrom	God,	rendering	them	both	identical	with	each	other	and	with	theone	source	from	which	they	came.	It	is	important	in	this	connection	todiscuss	the	difference	between	such	notions	as	emanation,	expression,or	instantiation	and	the	more	specifically	theistic	conception	ofcreation	ex
nihilo,	for	given	the	plausibility	of	supposingthat	what	flows	forth	or	radiates	out	froma	source	is	only	latent	within	that	stem,	traditional	theists	haveoften	insisted	on	creation	ex	nihilo	precisely	to	drive	awedge	between	creator	and	created	and	thereby	rule	out	pantheism.	Butalthough	it	would	be	tempting	to	contrast	creation	ex	nihioas	theistic	and
emanation	as	pantheistic,	such	thoughts	are	probablytoo	simple.	Plotinus	universe	comprises	in	a	hierarchy	ofemanations	from	what	he	terms,	the	One;	but	as	neitheranything	in	the	cosmos	nor	the	sum	of	all	things	in	the	cosmos,	as	anideal	construction	from	which	all	expressions	fall	short,Plotinus	God	is	really	too	transcendent	for	his	doctrine
tocount	as	pantheism	proper	(see	Steinhart	2019).	Eriugena,	by	contrast,has	an	emanation-theory	that	is	more	genuinely	pantheist	but,	givenhis	apophatic	conception	of	God	as	marked	by	both	being	and	non-being,he	regards	this	position	as	wholly	compatible	with	the	doctrine	ofcreation	ex	nihilo.	To	Eriugena,	God	is	precisely	the	nothingfrom	which
all	things	were	made.	Spinoza	approaches	the	question	oforigin	from	a	rather	different	angle.	Arguing	that	God	is	the	immanentcause	of	all	things,	he	draws	an	important	distinction	betweennatura	naturans	and	natura	naturata;	between	theuniverse	considered	in	active	mode	as	cause	and	the	very	same	universeconsidered	in	passive	mode	as	effect
(Ethics	1p29s).	This	isan	important	doctrine	not	least	for	the	way	in	which	it	links	withnecessity.	Modelled	more	on	the	way	in	which	the	theorems	of	geometryderive	from	its	axioms	than	on	the	sense	in	which	a	work	of	artresults	from	the	free	or	spontaneous	activity	of	its	artist,pantheistic	creation	of	this	second	type	courts	a	determinism
thatthreatens	to	rule	out	free	will.	And	that	has	been	a	very	commonobjection	to	pantheism.	(4)	Teleological	Identity.	Religious	world	views	in	which	itis	the	ultimate	destiny	or	purpose	of	the	cosmos	to	achieve	onenesswith	or	to	fully	express	deity	provide	a	fourth	model	forunderstanding	pantheistic	claims	of	identity.	The	true	identity	of	theuniverse
is	that	which	is	revealed	at	the	end	of	all	things.	Forexample,	on	the	Absolute	Idealist	scheme,	history	culminates	in	thecomplete	realization	of	God	or	Absolute	spirit	in	the	world	and	so,	asSchelling	put	it,	in	the	last	days	God	will	indeed	be	allin	all,	and	pantheism	will	be	true	(Schelling	1810,	484).A	rather	different	example	of	this	type	of	thinking	is
that	of	SamuelAlexander	who	thinks	that	the	universe	evolves	in	a	steadilyprogressive	manner	and	will	finally	attain	deity,	wheredeity	is	thought	of	as	an	unknown	but	superior	quality	that	willemerge	from	the	complex	whole	in	rather	the	same	way	as,at	a	lower	level,	consciousness	emerges	from	complexorganisations	of	organic	matter.	By	way	of
objection	to	suchteleological	conception	of	identity	it	might	be	challenged	thatsomething	can	only	become	merged	with	God,	or	become	God,	if	it	isnow	different	from	God.	But	against	this	it	could	be	repliedthat,	if	the	notion	of	teleology	be	taken	seriously,	a	thing	moretruly	is	what	it	is	destined	to	become	than	what	itcurrently	seems	to	be,	for
everything	about	it	is	to	beexplained	in	terms	of	its	telos	or	goal.	It	may	also	beresponded	that	anything	which	can	be	converted	into	Godcannot	be	finally	different	from	God.	Hence	Alexander,	forexample,	is	clear	that	since	all	potentiality	must	be	grounded	in	someactuality	there	is	also	a	sense	in	which	the	universe	is	alreadyimplicitly	God:	God	as
actually	possessing	deity	does	not	existbut	is	an	ideal,	is	always	becoming;	but	God	as	the	whole	universetending	towards	deity	does	exist	(Alexander	1921,	428).	5.	The	unity	of	the	cosmos	At	least	as	usually	understood	the	two	terms	nature	andGod	have	different	and	contrasting	meanings.	If	they	areidentified,	it	follows	that	one	or	both	words	are
being	used	in	adifferent	way	than	usual;	that	nature	is	more	like	God	than	commonlythought	and/or	that	God	is	more	like	nature	than	commonly	thought.With	respect	to	the	cosmos	this	may	be	seen	in	the	stress	pantheiststypically	put	on	the	unity	of	the	cosmos.	A	distinction	may	be	drawn	between	distributive	pantheism,the	view	that	each	thing	in
the	cosmos	is	divine,	and	collectivepantheism,	the	view	that	the	cosmos	as	a	whole	is	divine	(Oppy1997).	And	if	polytheism	in	general	is	coherent	there	is	no	reason	inprinciple	why	we	should	exclude	the	possibility	of	a	distributivepantheism.	But	as	in	pursuit	of	explanatory	unity	and	coherence	beliefin	many	Gods	tends	historically	to	give	way	to	belief
in	single	deity,while	it	would	be	technically	possible	to	identify	the	universe	with	acollection	of	deities,	in	practice	monism	tends	to	win	out,	and	it	hasbeen	characteristic	of	pantheists	to	stress	heavily	the	unity	ofnature.	Thus	pantheism	typically	asserts	a	two-fold	identity:as	well	as	the	unity	of	God	and	nature,	it	urges	the	unity	of	allthings	with	each
other.	It	may	be	asked	whether	a	statement	of	the	worlds	unity	is	aprecondition	for	asserting	its	identity	with	God,	or	aconsequence	of	asserting	it?	Is	the	intuition	that	the	cosmosconstitutes	a	single	integrated	whole	a	contributory	factor	inthinking	it	divine,	or	(reflecting	the	traditional	idea	that	God	isunique	and	simple	or	without	parts)	is	the
intuition	that	it	is	divinethe	reason	for	regarding	it	as	such	a	unity?	The	kind	of	unity	which	the	pantheist	thinks	to	find	in	nature	canvary	from	a	very	strong	metaphysical	oneness,	like	that	of	Parmenides,which	excludes	all	diversity	or	difference,	to	a	much	loosersystematic	complex	of	distinct	but	inter-related	elements,	but	thefour	species	of	unity
most	commonly	defended	are:	(1)	the	unity	of	allthat	falls	within	the	spatio-temporal	continuum	under	a	common	set	ofphysical	laws,	(2)	the	reductive	unity	of	a	single	material	out	ofwhich	all	objects	are	made	and	within	which	no	non-arbitrary	divisionscan	be	made,	(3)	the	unity	of	a	living	organism,	or	(4)	the	morepsychological	unity	of	a	spirit,	mind
or	person	(see	Cohoe	2020).	6.	The	nature	of	the	cosmos	Besides	commitment	to	the	view	that	the	cosmos	as	a	whole	is	divine,pantheists	as	a	general	class	hold	no	specific	theory	about	thenature	of	that	cosmos.	There	are	three	main	traditions.	(1)	Physicalism.	Many	pantheists	argue	that	physicalconceptions	are	adequate	to	explain	the	entire	cosmos.
This	is	anancient	form	of	pantheism,	found	for	example	in	the	Stoics,	for	whomonly	bodies	can	be	said	to	exist.	Soul	they	understood	as	nothing	morethan	a	specific	form	of	pneuma,	or	breath,	the	active	powerto	be	found	throughout	nature.	This	is	also	a	form	of	pantheismpopular	todayoften	termed,	scientific	or	naturalisticpantheism.	Such	worldviews



make	no	ontological	commitments	beyondthose	sanctioned	by	empirical	science	(Buckareff	2016,Lancaster-Thomas	2020).	(2)	Idealism.	During	the	nineteenth	century,	when	pantheismwas	at	its	most	popular,	the	dominant	form	was	idealist.	According	toAbsolute	Idealism,	as	defended	by	such	figures	as	Fichte,	Schelling,Hegel,	and	many	of	the	British
Idealists,	all	that	exists	is	a	singlespiritual	entity,	of	which	the	physical	world	must	be	understood	as	apartial	manifestation.	The	search	for	that	which	may	be	assertedwithout	condition	or	qualification	leads	to	the	conclusion	that	allvariety	is	the	expression	of	an	underlying	unity,	and	that	nothing	canbe	real	in	the	absence	of	mind	or	spirit.	On	some
versions	of	thissort	of	doctrine	the	physical	world	starts	to	look	more	like	anappearance	of	the	ultimate	spiritual	(or	possibly	unknown)reality	beneath.	Hegel	himself	rejects	this	sort	of	doctrinewhich	he	terms	acosmismand	while	it	certainlyamounts	to	a	view	that	there	exists	nothing	besides	God,	in	view	ofits	basic	denial	of	the	reality	of	the	world	we
all	experience	ithardly	seems	like	a	kind	of	pantheism.	(3)	Dual-aspect	theory.	The	pantheism	of	Spinoza	is	ofneither	these	types.	For	Spinoza,	there	is	one	thing	which	expressesitself,	or	which	may	be	understood,	in	two	different	ways,	either	asthinking	substance	or	as	extended	substance.	The	principle	difficultyof	any	such	position	is	to	further
specify	that	ambiguousrelationship,	whilst	simultaneously	avoiding	the	twin	but	opposedpitfalls	of	reductionism	and	dualism.	Pantheists	holds	that	whatever	exists	falls	within	God.	This	placesthem	in	disagreement	with	any	theory	of	the	supernatural.	Butsuch	opposition	must	not	be	misunderstood,	for	to	say	that	there	is	nosupernatural	realm	is	not	in
itself	to	delineate	the	range	of	what	isnatural.	This	is	important,	for	while	many	contemporary	pantheistshave	been	epistemologically	conservative,	there	is	no	reason	inprinciple	why	the	pantheist	should	oppose	the	idea	of	that	whichis	epistemically	transcendent	to	us,	no	reason	(that	is)	why	he	shouldseek	to	limit	the	compass	of	the	universe	to	the
knownuniverse.	For	example,	Spinoza	held,	not	only	that	the	realms	ofthought	and	extension	must	stretch	indefinitely	beyond	our	finitegrasp,	but	that,	as	well	as	in	the	two	known	realms	of	thought	andextension,	the	one	substance	must	exist	also	in	an	infinity	of	otherdimensions	completely	beyond	our	power	to	conceive.	7.	The	divinity	of	the	cosmos
One	of	the	strongest	and	most	commonly	raised	objections	to	pantheismis	that	it	is	simply	inappropriate	to	call	the	universeGod.	Thus	Schopenhauer	complains	that	Pantheismis	only	a	euphemism	for	atheism,	for	to	call	the	worldGod	is	not	to	explain	it;	it	is	only	to	enrich	our	language	with	asuperfluous	synonym	for	the	word	world	(Schopenhauer
1851,I:114,	II:99).	It	has	been	described	as	nothing	more	thanmaterialism	grown	sentimental	(Illingworth	1898,	69),while	more	recently	Richard	Dawkins	in	The	God	Delusioncomplains	that	Pantheism	is	sexed-up	Atheism	(Dawkins2007,	40).	It	is	clear	that	the	more	naturalistically	the	cosmos	isconceived	the	stronger	that	objection	must	seem,	but	to
estimate	morecarefully	its	validity	the	following	six	sections	take	in	turn	anumber	of	characteristics	which	the	cosmos	possesses	or	might	possessand	which	could	be	thought	to	make	it	divine.	We	may	proceed	from	theleast	to	the	most	contested,	noting	that	not	all	pantheists	will	agreeon	all	marks.	8.	Evoking	religious	emotion	Most	straightforwardly
it	has	been	maintained	that	the	One	is	holybecause	we	feel	a	particular	set	of	religious	emotions	towards	it(Levine	1994,	ch.2.2).	For	Rudolf	Otto	(1917),	whatever	is	holy	ornuminous	is	so	characterised	on	the	basis	of	ournon-rational,	non-sensory	experience	of	it	rather	than	its	ownobjective	features	and,	taking	its	departure	from	Ottos	work,one
approach	has	been	to	argue	that	the	feelings	of	awe	which	peoplefeel	towards	God	can	be,	and	often	are,	applied	to	the	universeitself	(Byerly	2019).	Whether	it	is	really	possible,	or	appropriate,to	entertain	such	feelings	towards	the	cosmos	as	a	whole	will	bediscussed	below,	but	the	chief	point	to	make	here	concerns	the	extremesubjectivism	of	this
response;	its	coming	to	rest	upon	feelingswhich,	while	sincere	enough,	indicate	nothing	whatsoever	about	theuniverse	itself.	On	this	view,	all	that	distinguishes	a	pantheist	froman	atheist	is	feeling;	a	certain	emotional	reaction	orconnection	that	we	feel	to	the	universe.	It	would	become	akin,	say,	tothe	difference	between	one	who	loves	art	and	another
who	is	relativelyindifferent	to	it.	Prima	facie,	however,	this	approach	putsthe	cart	before	the	horse;	rather	than	say	that	the	One	is	divinebecause	we	feel	a	set	of	religious	emotions	towards	it,	it	seems	moreappropriate	to	suppose	that	we	feel	those	emotions	towards	it	becausewe	think	it	is	divine.	9.	A	place	in	the	universe	at	large	Religion	gives
meaning	to	human	lives	by	assigning	them	a	certaindefinite	place	within	a	grander	scheme	or	narrative.	It	gives	itsadherents	a	sense	of	their	part	in	a	coherent	universe.	It	tells	usthat	the	universe	is	not	a	random	conjunction	of	brute	facts,	but	awhole	in	which	we	have	our	proper	location.	The	pantheist	may	regardthe	cosmos	as	divine	for	very
similar	reasons.	To	think	of	oneself	aspart	of	a	vast	interconnected	scheme	may	give	one	a	sense	of	beingat	home	in	the	universe.	Here	ecological	thinking	maycome	to	the	fore;	like	the	individual	creatures	in	a	complexecosystem,	small	but	vital	contributors	to	a	larger	whole,	we	too	maybe	thought	to	have	our	place	in	the	connected	whole	that
isNature.	10.	The	infinity	/	eternity	/	necessity	of	the	universe	Historically	the	majority	of	pantheists	have	regarded	the	universe	asInfinite,	metaphysically	perfect,	necessarily	existent,	and	eternal(or	some	subset	thereof)	andtaking	these	attributes	as	thecharacteristic	marks	of	divinitythat	has	formed	one	veryimportant	reason	for	thinking	that	the
universe	itself	is	in	factGod.	In	more	recent	times,	however,	there	have	arisen	naturalistic	orscientific	forms	of	pantheism	which	reject	or	are	neutral	about	thesecharacteristics	and,	while	they	remove	one	important	set	of	reasonsfor	thinking	the	cosmos	divine,	so	long	as	others	remain,	theamputation	in	itself	seems	insufficient	reason	to	refuse	the
labelpantheist	to	such	views.	Any	methodology	which	limitsitself	to	empirical	science	will	presumably	find	it	hard	to	attributeanything	like	infinitude	or	necessary	existence	to	the	cosmos,	whileapproaches	which	do	find	a	role	for	such	features	will	need	to	becareful	that	they	understand	them	in	an	appropriate	fashion.	(Forexample,	it	is	doubtful	that
mere	infinite	extent,	or	infinitedivisibility,	in	space	and	time	would	be	sufficient	to	merit	that	theuniverse	be	called	divine.)	But	with	these	caveats	aside	the	pantheistis	not	without	arguments	for	believing	that	the	universe	as	a	wholedisplays	marks	of	metaphysical	perfection.	The	earliest	arguments	for	such	a	view	are	to	be	found	in	thepre-Socratic
philosopher	Anaximander	who	held	that	the	universeemerges	from	what	he	termed	to	apeiron,	acomplex	notion	which	may	be	rendered	as	the	infinite,	the	boundless	orthe	indefinite.	Anaximanders	thought	seems	to	have	been	thatthe	ground	by	which	all	qualitative	characteristics	are	explained	mustitself	lack	any	determination.	Insofar	as	we	can
construct	hisreasons,	he	argued	that	some	such	boundless	potentiality	was	need	toensure	the	continual	coming	to	be	and	passing	away	in	the	world	thatcharacterises	the	passing	of	time.	As	something	thus	immortal	andindestructible,	Anaximander	concluded	that	the	infinite	was	alsodivine	(Aristotle,	Physics,	203b).	It	is	notable	that	much	of	the	same
reasoning	that	theists	employ	inthe	Kalaam	cosmological	argument	for	the	existence	of	God	may	be	usedfor	the	universe	itself.	If	we	inquire	into	the	origin	of	theuniverse,	it	may	be	suggested	(1)	that	it	simply	began	without	reason,(2)	that	it	was	somehow	self-creating,	or	(3)	that	its	origin	requiresa	prior	cause	which	in	turn	calls	for	an	infinite	causal
chain.	Eachof	these	answers	has	sufficient	problems	such	that	one	might	wellprefer	to	argue	instead,	(4)	that	the	universe	in	fact	existsnecessarily.	But	perhaps	the	most	commonly	used	argument	among	pantheists	has	beenthe	ontological	argument.	As	employed	by	classical	theism	this	line	ofargument	has	been	much	criticised,	but	the	forms	in	which
it	has	beenput	forward	by	pantheists	(such	as	Spinoza	and	Hegel)	areinterestingly	different.	On	their	way	of	thinking,	the	more	perfect	anidea	becomes	the	less	room	there	remains	for	any	gap	between	it	andits	instantiation,	but	no	idea	becomes	perfect	simply	by	definingitself	to	be	so.	This	can	be	shown	only	by	a	full	development	of	itscontent
amounting	to	nothing	less	than	a	complete	philosophical	system(Harrelson	2009).	11.	Ineffable	A	fourth	feature	commonly	taken	to	mark	the	divinity	of	God	is	hisineffability.	If	he	is	so	much	greater	than	anything	else,	anything	wesay	of	him	would	limit	or	falsify	him,	so	we	can	speak	at	best	innegatives,	or	simply	conclude	that	he	is	an	ineffable
mystery.	Itwould	be	hard	to	think	of	a	line	of	reasoning	less	congenial	to	therationalist	spirit	that	has	characterised	many	pantheists,	for	examplescientific	pantheism.	At	the	same	time	it	must	be	allowed	that	there	is	a	strong	apophaticstreak	in	much	pantheism.	In	contrast	to	his	teacher,	Thales,	whothought	it	possible	to	specify	the	ground	of	all
things	as	water,	forAnaximander	the	one	source	from	which	cosmos	comes	forth	(toapeiron)	is	construed	precisely	in	terms	of	its	resistance	to	anydeterminate	characterisation,	while	both	Eriugena	and	Ibn	Arabistress	that	although	the	God	of	which	we	can	speak	is	identical	withthe	cosmos,	there	remains	another	sense	in	which	we	cannot	speak
ofGod	at	all.	The	essence	of	God	considered	in	himself,	the	universalground	of	being	cannot	itself	be	captured	by	any	of	the	limitedcategories	which	flow	out	from	it.	Even	Spinoza	suggests	that	thehighest	stages	of	knowledge	consist	in	a	form	of	intuitive	insight,which	transcends	mere	reasoning	or	conceptual	knowledge	in	that	itenables	us	to	grasp
the	essence	of	individual	things.	Part	of	what	hecalls	the	intellectual	love	of	God,	such	scientiaintuitiva	is	itself	assigned	a	salvific	role	in	Spinozasthought;	it	is	the	path	to	human	blessedness.	12.	Personal	Einstein	was	a	pantheist	but	rejected	any	notion	of	a	personal	God(Einstein	2010,	325).	And	like	Einstein,	for	many	pantheists	rejectionof	a
personal	deity	is	the	definitive	mark	or	most	important	elementof	their	position	(Levine	1994;	Harrison	2013).	However,	the	mattercalls	for	more	considered	attention.	It	is	important	to	distinguish	between	the	specific	question	ofwhether	God	is	literally	a	person	and	the	more	generalquestion	whether	God	is	person-like;	the	issue	ofwhether	notions
such	as	intellect,	thought,	consciousness,	intent,etc.	have	any	application	to	the	divine,	even	if	analogical	ormetaphorical.	It	should	also	be	recognised	both	that	the	notion	ofpersonhood	is	itself	deeply	problematic,	and	that	a	not	inconsiderablenumber	of	traditional	theists	would	only	with	considerablequalification	be	prepared	to	allow	that	God	is
personal.	These	points	made,	while	it	is	true	that	traditional	theism	hasregularly	opposed	pantheism	on	the	grounds	that	it	tends	to	beimpersonal,	and	true	also	that	many	pantheists	would	deny	that	God	ispersonal,	it	is	nonetheless	the	case	that	many	other	pantheists	havethought	mind-like	attribution	of	some	form	or	other	to	the	cosmosabsolutely
central	to	their	position	(Bishop	&	Perszyk	2017;	Hewitt2019;	Mander	2022,	2017).	It	is	clear	that	pantheistic	systems	which	start	from	the	theistic	Godwhich	they	then	find	to	be	all-inclusive,	or	Absolute	Idealist	systemswhich	derive	all	reality	from	a	spiritual	principle,	will	find	iteasier	to	attribute	something	like	personhood	to	the	cosmos	than
willthose	which	are	more	naturalistically	motivated.	But	it	is	importantto	realise	that	not	even	the	latter	are	wholly	resistant	topersonhood.	For	example,	it	has	been	argued	(Baltzly	2003)	that	the	Stoicsbelieved	in	a	personal	deity.	Just	as	they	construed	human	beings	asphysical	creatures	animated	by	a	physical	soul,	so	too	they	regardedGod	as	the
mind	of	the	worldwith	the	cosmos	as	his	body.	Like	avast	biological	individual,	to	them	God	was	a	conscious	rationalbeing,	exercising	providence	over	life	and	to	whom	we	might	approachin	prayer.	Spinozas	God	is	an	infinite	intellect,(Ethics	2p11c)	all	knowing,	(2p3)	and	capable	of	loving	bothhimselfand	us,	insofar	as	we	are	part	of	his
perfection(5p35c).	And	if	the	mark	of	a	personal	being	is	that	it	is	one	towardswhich	we	can	entertain	personal	attitudes,	then	we	should	note	toothat	Spinoza	recommends	amor	intellectualist	dei	(theintellectual	love	of	God)	as	the	supreme	good	for	man	(5p33).	However,the	matter	is	complex.	Spinozas	God	does	not	have	free	will(1p32c1),	he	does
not	have	purposes	or	intentions	(1appendix),	andSpinoza	insists	that	neither	intellect	nor	will	pertain	to	thenature	of	God	(1p17s1).	Moreover,	while	we	may	love	God,	weneed	to	remember	that	God	is	really	not	the	kind	of	being	who	couldever	love	us	back.	He	who	loves	God	cannot	strive	that	Godshould	love	him	in	return,	says	Spinoza	(5p19).
Another	notable	pantheist	to	insist	that	the	supreme	being	is	personalwas	Gustav	Fechner,	who	develops	a	form	of	panpsychism	according	towhich	all	organised	matter	must	be	thought	of	as	possessing	its	owninner	life	or	soul.	The	more	complex	and	developed	its	structure,	themore	sophisticated	its	spiritual	life;	from	the	lowest	soul-life	ofplants,
through	our	own	mental	life,	which	is	just	the	inner	side	ofour	bodies,	through	the	soul-life	of	the	planets	and	stars	up	to	themost	developed	spirit	of	all,	God,	the	consciousness	which	correspondsto	the	most	complex	organism	there	is,	the	cosmos	itself.	Morerecently,	a	very	similar	view	has	been	put	forward	by	Timothy	Spriggewho	maintains	that	that
the	only	conceivable	form	of	reality	consistsin	streams	of	experience,	such	as	we	know	ourselves	to	be,	all	ofwhich	must	be	thought	of	as	included	together	within	a	singleall-embracing	experience;	which	we	may	call	God	or	the	Absolute.Sprigge,	however,	is	more	cautious	than	Fechner	insofar	as	he	declinesto	identify	any	physical	systems	other	than
those	of	animals(including	human	beings)	that	can	confidently	be	said	to	possess	theirown	inner	conscious	life	(Sprigge	2006,	ch.9).	Against	the	idea	thatGod	is	some	type	of	all-embracing	spirit	or	person	it	is	oftencomplained	that	this	would	undermine	the	autonomous	personhood	offinite	individuals;	for	can	one	person	be	part	of	another?Fechner
suggests	as	a	model	for	understanding	this	the	way	in	whichour	different	sense	modalities	(sight,	smell,	touch,	etc),	eachinaccessible	to	each	other,	combine	together	into	one	unifiedconsciousness	(Fechner	1946,	144).	While	to	extend	such	a	model	beyondthe	merely	receptive	to	the	active	aspects	of	personhood,	we	mightthink	of	the	way	in	which	the
agency	of	an	organisation	is	exercisedthrough	the	agency	of	its	individual	members.	Here	several	pantheistshave	been	influenced	by	Christian	ideas	of	the	indwelling	spirit	ofGod	at	work	within	the	body	of	the	Church.	13.	Value	Sixthly	(and	perhaps	most	importantly	of	all)	it	is	widely	thoughtthat	the	most	important	thing	about	Godthing	that	most
makes	uscall	him	Godis	his	perfection	or	goodness.	God	isa	being	worthy	of	worship.	Can	the	pantheist	say	this	ofthe	cosmos	as	a	whole?	A	variety	of	positions	are	possible.	(1)	Anypantheistic	world-view	arrived	at	by	extending	the	reach	of	thetraditional	theistic	God	will	find	it	relatively	easy	to	assert	thesame	value	to	the	cosmos	that	it	attributed	to
God,	but	there	areother	possibilities	as	well.	(2)	Insofar	as	the	pantheist	assertion	ofunity	may	be	understood	as	an	assertion	of	complete	and	coherentintegration,	and	disvalue	held	to	lie	in	conflict,	disharmony	orincompleteness,	then	it	may	be	possible	to	argue	that	the	culminationof	metaphysical	unity	constitutes	also	the	culmination	of	value.
Forexample,	the	Absolute	Idealist	Bernard	Bosanquet	states,	Wecannot	describe	perfection;	that	is,	we	cannot	enumerate	itscomponents	and	state	their	form	and	connection	in	detail.	But	we	candefine	its	character	as	the	harmony	of	all	being.	And	good	isperfection	in	its	character	of	satisfactoriness;	that	which	isconsidered	as	the	end	of	conations	and
the	fruition	of	desires(Bosanquet	1913,194).	(3)	More	naturalistically,	it	might	be	suggestedthan	pantheism	tells	us	that	nature	is	our	proper	home	and,	as	such,our	proper	good.	Everything	has	its	place	in	a	wider	system	which	bothsupports	it	and	to	which	it	contributes.	As	natural	creatures	our	mostfulfilling	life	is	found	in	and	at	one	with	nature.	(4)
Lastly,	itshould	be	noted	that	many	scientific	pantheists	argue	that	nature	hasno	intrinsic	value	whatsoever.	It	is	merely	something	thatwe	happen	to	love	and	venerate	in	the	highest	degree.	14.	Pantheism	and	the	Problem	of	Evil	Historically	one	of	the	strongest	and	most	persistent	objections	topantheism	is	that,	because	of	its	all-encompassing
nature,	it	seemsinhospitable	to	the	differentiations	of	value	that	characterise	life.In	what	might	be	thought	of	as	a	pantheistic	version	of	the	problem	ofevil,	it	is	challenged	that	if	God	includes	everything	and	God	isperfect	or	good,	then	everything	which	exists	ought	to	be	perfect	orgood;	a	conclusion	which	seems	wholly	counter	to	our	common
experiencethat	much	in	the	world	is	very	far	from	being	so.	Or	to	put	theargument	slightly	differently,	if	whatever	we	do	or	however	thingsturn	out	must	be	deemed	the	action	of	God,	how	can	our	pantheisticbelief	demand	of	us	any	specific	duty?	The	only	alternativeconclusion,	if	we	wish	to	hold	on	to	the	difference	between	what	isgood	and	what	is
bad,	would	seem	to	be	equally	unattractive	claim	thata	universe	containing	both	values,	in	itselfpossesses	neither;	the	pantheistic	deity	in	its	own	beinglies	beyond	good	and	evil.	To	point	out	that	classical	theism	faces	its	own	difficulties	overevil	and	Gods	providence,	while	it	may	level	the	playing	field,does	nothing	in	itself	to	help	solve	the	puzzle,	and
pantheiststhemselves	have	suggested	a	variety	of	explanations	or	theodicies.	(1)The	most	popular	model	for	dealing	with	evil	is	found	in	thephilosophy	of	Spinoza	who	regards	both	error	and	evil	as	distortionsthat	result	from	the	fragmentary	view	of	finite	creatures;	phenomenareal	enough	to	the	finite	beings	who	experience	them	but	which
woulddisappear	in	the	widest	and	final	vision	of	God.	In	this	he	was,	ofcourse,	developing	the	Stoic	sense	that	if	we	could	see	the	world	asGod	does,	as	the	perfectly	harmonious	embodiment	of	thelogos,	we	would	recognise	how	its	apparent	defects	in	factcontribute	to	the	goodness	of	the	whole.	(2)	It	may	be	responded	alsothat	the	objection	that
pantheism	councils	moral	indifference	is	basedon	a	modal	confusion,	comparable	to	that	made	by	the	proponent	oflogical	determinism.	If	pantheism	amounts	to	a	doctrine	of	providence,it	is	true	that	what	actually	happens	will	be	for	the	best,	but	itcertainly	does	not	follow	from	that	that	whatever	else	mighthave	happened	would	have	been	for	the
best,	and	itpossible	that	part	at	least	of	the	perfection	of	the	cosmos	comesabout	through	our	own	individual	moral	choices.	15.	Pantheism	and	the	distribution	of	value	Although	not	all	pantheists	ascribe	intrinsic	value	to	the	cosmos	as	awhole,	insofar	as	they	do,	that	might	be	thought	give	rise	tosomething	of	a	puzzle.	For	if	God	is	valuable	and	God	is
identical	tothe	universe	then	we	might	seem	committed	to	the	somewhat	implausiblethought	that	everything	in	the	universe	is	equally	valuable;a	leveling	off	which	gave	rise	to	Coleridges	complaint	thateverything	God	and	no	God	are	in	effectidentical	positions	(Coleridge	1839,	224).	The	pantheist	need	not	becommitted	to	this	view,	however,	for	the
fact	that	a	certain	featureor	element	is	present	in	everything	by	no	means	entails	that	it	isequally	present	in	everything.	Although	the	universe	as	awhole	may	be	divine,	there	is	no	need	to	regard	each	bit	of	it	asuniformly	divine;	no	need	(for	example)	to	feel	quite	the	same	aboutthe	loss	of	biological	species	as	we	do	about	the	disappearance	ofhuman
cultures	and	languages.	Historically,	there	have	been	two	mainways	in	which	pantheists	have	regarded	the	distribution	of	value	inthe	universe.	(1)	Emphasis	on	nature.	Most	typically	pantheism	ischaracterized	by	deep	love	and	reverence	for	the	natural	world	insofaras	it	exists	independently	of	human	culture	or	civilization.	Thepantheist	finds	God
more	in	the	waterfall	or	the	rainforest	than	inthe	car	park	or	the	gasworks.	From	the	romantic	period	onwards	this	isa	very	strong	drive	in	both	literary	and	popular	pantheism,	with	urbanand	technological	life	regarded	as	at	best	a	kind	of	self-interestedanthropocentric	distortion	of	true	value	and	at	worst	even	a	kind	ofloss	or	separation	from	divinity.
If	uncultivated	nature	is	divine	then	the	pantheist	may	legitimatelyconclude	that	it	should	be	treated	with	respect,	even	as	sacred.	Suchis	the	import	of	Aldo	Leopolds	land	ethic	(1949)or	the	deep	ecology	of	Arne	Nss	(1973),	and	manymodern	pantheists	have	developed	close	connections	withenvironmentalism.	But	neither	the	import	nor	the
justification	of	suchideas	are	straightforward.	It	might	be	suggested	that	as	no	one	personought	to	put	their	own	interests	before	another,	neither	ought	anyspecies	to	put	itself	ahead	of	another,	nor	the	sentient	ahead	of	theinsentient,	nor	the	living	ahead	of	the	non-living.	But	with	eachfurther	step	this	argument	becomes	harder	to	press,	due	to	the
extremedifficulty	of	identifyingand	weighingsuch	potentiallyconflicting	interests.	For	example,	unless	the	pantheist	is	some	sortof	panpsychist,	he	will	not	regard	natural	objects	such	as	rivers	ormountains	as	possessing	sentience,	purpose	or	interests	of	its	own;which	means	that	treating	them	with	respect	cannot	be	modelled	on	whatit	means	to	treat
people	or	animals	with	respect	(see	Leidenhag2018).	(2)	Emphasis	on	humanity.	A	second	and	very	different	modelfor	understanding	the	relationship	between	divinity	and	valuemaintains	that	God	is	most	revealed	in	human	culture	and	history.	Forthe	Stoics,	Reason	or	logosthe	essence	of	theworldthough	it	underlies	all	things,	is	more	strongly
manifestin	some	(such	as	human	life)	than	in	others,	while	the	virtues	ofstoic	detachment	and	self-sufficiency	preclude	our	true	good	beingheld	hostage	to	the	state	of	anything	external	to	ourselves,	such	asnature.	This	pair	of	attitudes	is	summed	up	in	Cicerosnotorious	assertion	that	all	things	were	made	for	either	Gods	or	men(Holland	1997,	Baltzly
2003).	But	probably	the	best	illustration	ofthis	more	anthropocentric	way	of	thinking	about	value	is	the	Hegeliansystem,	in	which	Geist	the	spirit	whose	manifestationis	the	universearticulates	itself	in	a	developmentalsequence	of	increasingly	adequate	expressions	(which	may	or	may	notalso	be	temporal)	up	from	the	most	basic	abstractions	of
merelyphysical	nature,	through	the	organic	realm,	up	to	its	apex	in	theconcrete	details	of	social	and	cultural	life.	The	beauties	of	natureare	valued	as	an	approximation	to	those	of	art,	and	the	development	ofethical	life	(Sittlichkeit)	is	literally	the	march	ofGod	in	the	world	(Hegel	1821,	247).	16.	Pantheism	and	ethics	If,	as	we	have	suggested,	there	is
room	for	value	in	pantheism	thenthere	is	room	for	ethics.	But	does	pantheism	prescribe	any	specificethics?	There	are	two	respects	in	which	pantheism	might	be	thought	tohave	significant	ethical	implications.	Firstly,	for	pantheism,	there	is	no	higher	power,	no	externalauthority	to	tell	us	what	to	do.	Insofar	as	it	rejects	any	sense	of	atranscendent
external	lawgiver	orto	put	the	matter	morepositivelyinsofar	as	it	regards	deity	as	the	distributedpossession	of	all,	pantheism	may	be	represented	as	endorsing	theKantian	doctrine	of	the	autonomy	of	ethical	judgement.	But	theimplications	of	this	are	open.	It	can	lead	to	either	democraticcommunitarian	ethics	or	to	individualism.	Paradoxically,	it
mightequally	well	result	in	a	species	of	conservative	conformity	towhatever	is	deemed	to	be	the	natural	state	of	the	worldevery	bit	as	stifling	to	the	human	spirit	as	conformity	to	whatever	isdeemed	to	be	the	will	of	God.	Secondly,	it	may	be	argued	that	pantheism	is	able	to	give	aparticularly	strong	ground	for	an	ethic	of	altruism	or	compassion.
ToSchopenhauer	(with	whom	this	argument	is	particularly	associated)	onlygenuinely	altruistic	or	compassionate	actions	have	moral	worth,	butonly	pleasure	and	pain	are	capable	of	motivating	the	will,	from	whichhe	concludes	that	genuinely	moral	action	is	possible	only	if	thepleasure	and	pain	of	others	can	stir	us	to	action	as	directly	andimmediately
as	can	our	own	pleasure	and	pain.	It	is	not	enough	that	wesympathetically	imagine	ourselves	in	their	shoes,	he	argues;	we	mustliterally	feel	the	pleasure	and	pain	of	others	as	our	own,	an	attitudethat	will	be	rationally	grounded	only	in	a	monistic	metaphysics	inwhich	the	distinction	between	ego	and	not	ego	becomes	a	trivial	orillusory	distinction
between	two	manifestations	of	the	same	underlyingunity	(Schopenhauer	1839).	Schopenhauer	includes	nonhuman	animals	inthis	argument.	To	the	charge	that	what	is	defended	here	remains	but	aspecies	of	egoismmetaphysically	enlarged,	but	still	morallyworthlessit	may	be	replied	that	self-concern	is	to	bedeprecated	only	insofar	as	it	is	something
that	exists	in	contrastwith	concern	for	others	(a	contrast	which	no	longer	finds	any	purchasein	this	scheme).	17.	Pantheism	and	religion	Religion	is	a	form	of	life,	not	a	philosophical	theory.	Thus	theism	isnot	itself	a	religion,	although	it	lies	at	the	core	of	many	religions,and	neither	is	pantheism	itself	a	religion,	although	a	core	ofpantheistic	belief	has
unquestionably	grounded	the	religion	of	manypeople.	No	doubt	many	pantheists	self-consciously	and	deliberately	rejecttheism,	while	many	theists	strongly	reject	pantheism.	But	to	concludefrom	this	that	pantheism	should	be	understood	as	essentiallyopposed	to	theism	would	seem	precipitous	(like	concluding	mutualincompatibility	from	the	fact	that
many	Christians	oppose	socialismand	many	socialists	oppose	Christianity).	Without	being	drawn	intodoctrinal	questions	well	outside	the	purview	of	this	essay,	two	pointsmay	be	made.	Many	philosophers	who	have	put	forward	pantheist	beliefshave	thought	there	was	no	need	for	anyone	who	accepted	them	to	abandontraditional	religion	(for	example,
Spinoza,	Hegel,	or	EdwardCairdwho	argues	that	the	religious	consciousness	is	notthe	consciousness	of	another	object	than	that	which	is	present	infinite	experience	and	science,	but	simply	a	higher	way	of	knowing	thesame	object,	(1892,	464)	but	whom	nonetheless	consideredhimself	Christian.)	From	the	other	side,	many	committed	theologianshave
advanced	positions	with	deeply	pantheistic	implications	(e.g.	theChristian	Pantheism	of	Teilhard	de	Chardin	or	theEthical	Pantheism	of	Albert	Schweitzer.)	It	is	sometimes	objected	that	pantheism	cannot	really	be	religious	onthe	grounds	that	it	can	make	no	sense	to	direct	at	the	cosmosthe	religious	attitudes	and	emotionsworship,	love,gratitudewhich
are	more	normally	directed	towards	aperson	(Levine	1994,	315).	(This	is,	of	course,	to	assume	thatthe	pantheistic	God	is	not	personal;	a	claim	which,	as	wehave	seen,	many	pantheists	would	reject.)	Worship	is	commonly	anexpression	of	dependence	on	a	personal	creator	God,	but,	even	if	wedont	approve	of	their	doing	so,	people	worship	many
otherthings,	such	as	money,	fashion,	the	State,	or	idols,	withoutnecessarily	assuming	that	these	have	residing	within	them	someconscious	spirit	or	other.	Love	is	more	usually	felt	towards	people,but	Wordsworth	described	himself	as	a	lover	of	nature(Tintern	Abbey;	see	Hoque	2014),	while	Byron	thought	itpossible	to	love	his	country	but	not	his
countrymen	(Byron	1854,	25).We	typically	thank	a	person,	but	it	is	possible	also	to	feel	gratitudewhich	transcends	any	feeling	to	particular	individuals	to	aninstitution	(such	as	a	college,	community,	or	even	State)	which	hasnurtured	you.	In	each	case	there	remains	room	for	doubt	whether	theseattitudes	are	really	equivalent	to	the	sort	of	emotions
more	typicallyassociated	with	religion,	but	equally	it	is	hard	to	see	on	whatlegitimate	grounds	emotions	might	excluded	from	consideration	asnot	properly	religious.	In	most	religions	prayer	is	not	simply	the	expression	of	worship,love,	and	gratitude,	but	an	act	in	which	we	petition	the	deity	forintercession.	We	can	petition	the	theistic	God,	but	can	we
petitionthe	universe	itself?	Most	pantheists	have	thought	not,	but	where	thecosmos	is	conceived	as	personal,	or	at	least	moral,	room	may	exist	todevelop	such	ideas.	Construing	the	entire	universe	as	a	consciousbeing,	Fechner	argues	that	it	makes	perfect	sense	to	petition	it;	theonly	difference	being	that	normal	requests	must	be	expressed	since
theobject	to	which	they	are	directed	lies	outside	of	us,	but	in	the	caseof	God	this	is	unnecessary	since	we	exist	already	within	him	(Fechner1946,	2426).	Even	if	not	personal,	so	long	as	it	could	be	saidthat	the	universe	exhibits	a	moral	narrative	structure	there	is	noreason	to	insist	that	that	structure	be	independent	of	the	moral	needsor	requests	of
creatures	within	it	(Mander	2007).	A	common	mark	of	religion	is	its	soteriological	character,	itsrecognition	that	the	human	condition	is	somehow	unsatisfactory	orfallen	and	its	offer	to	overcome	this	state	through	aprocess	of	human	transformation,	be	the	result	of	that	renovationenduring	happiness	or	some	more	elevated	state	of	blessedness
ornirvana.	Can	pantheism	respond	to	this?	Can	it	offer	thebeliever	hope	for	a	better	life?	If	all	that	is	hoped	for	is	the	well-being	that	comes	from	a	moreethical	mode	of	existence,	then	pantheism	is	perfectly	able	to	offerthis,	supporting	a	value	system	which	eschews	selfishness	in	favour	ofa	wider	concern.	For	example	the	American	poet	Robinson
Jefferssuggests	that	there	is	peace,	freedom,	I	might	say	a	kind	ofsalvation,	in	turnings	ones	affections	outwards	towards	thisone	God,	rather	than	inwards	on	ones	self,	or	onhumanity	(Jeffers	2009,	365)	But	some	other	pantheists	havesought	to	offer	something	further.	Pantheist	systems	with	ateleological	structure	(such	as	those	discussed	in	Section
Four	above)readily	lend	themselves	to	soteriology	on	a	grand	scale;	for	example,while	to	Spinoza	the	highest	state	of	human	happiness	consists	in	theintellectual	love	of	God	(a	state	not	dissimilar	to	the	BeatificVision),	Hegel	outlines	a	developmental	scheme	whose	climax	consistsin	the	full	and	explicit	self-manifestation	of	God.	In	many	traditional
religions	salvation	has	been	linked	toimmortality.	Against	this,	it	has	been	common	among	pantheists	toargue	that	what	is	distinctive	about	pantheism	is	precisely	itsdisavowal	of	any	hope	for	personal	immortality.	However,	some	haveargued	that	a	measure	of	endurance	may	be	found	in	so	far	as	werecognize	our	real	identity	with,	either	the	eternal
universe	(forexample,	Schopenhauer	1851,	26782)	or,	perhaps	morespecifically	with	the	ongoing	life	of	our	community	(for	example,	JohnCaird	1880).	A	small	number	of	pantheistic	thinkers	have	attempted	todevelop	more	genuinely	personal	senses	of	immortality.	For	example,Spinoza	controversially	claims	that	The	human	mind	cannot	beabsolutely
destroyed	with	the	body,	but	something	of	it	remains	whichis	eternal	(Ethics	e5p23).	Josiah	Royce,	in	his	earlyAbsolute	Idealist	phase,	attempted	to	argue	that	if	our	finite	will,which	in	this	life	is	never	quite	satisfied,	is	itself	but	a	part	of	agreater	infinite	will	that	is	eternally	satisfied,	then	that	can	onlymean	that	we	must	find	our	share	of	that
satisfaction	in	a	lifethat	is	not	this	present	mortal	life	(Royce	1906,	147).	Pantheism	is	the	belief	that	God	=	the	universe.	The	word	God,	on	this	view,	is	just	another	word	for	Nature	or	Everything	that	Exists.	If	you	take	everything	in	the	universe	all	the	humans,	planets,	stars,	galaxies,	alien	creatures,	dirt	clods,	etc.,	and	add	it	all	up,	what	you	get	is
God.	In	this	sense,	pantheism	has	only	one	god,	and	therefore	its	a	form	of	monotheism;	however,	since	pantheism	implies	that	every	part	of	nature	is	divine,	most	pantheistic	religions	recognize	a	variety	of	nature	spirits.Pantheism	is	a	kind	of	nature-worship,	but	in	a	very	special	sense.	To	pantheists,	Nature	doesnt	just	mean	wild	mountains,	lakes,
and	trees.	Nature	includes	everything	that	exists	human	beings,	cities,	computers,	asteroids,	songs,	nuclear	waste,	and	supernovas.	In	pantheism,	God	is	the	sum	total	of	all	these	things,	not	just	the	pretty	or	unpolluted	parts.Pantheism	is	often	confused	with	pan-EN-theism,	but	theyre	actually	quite	different.	Panentheism	is	the	idea	that	God	is	in
everything,	whereas	pantheism	is	the	idea	that	God	is	everything.	You	may	believe	that	human	beings,	trees,	and	physical	objects	have	a	divine	spirit	or	a	spark	of	the	sacred	within	them.	Technically,	this	wouldnt	be	pantheism:Panentheism:	God	is	in	the	tree,	the	rock,	and	the	river.Pantheism:	the	tree,	the	rock,	and	the	river	are	in	God.However,	a	lot
people	with	these	beliefs	dont	think	carefully	about	this	difference,	so,	practically	speaking,	pantheism	and	panentheism	tend	to	overlap	or	blend,	as	they	do	with	polytheism.	II.	Pantheism	vs.	AtheismAtheism	is	the	belief	that	there	are	no	gods.	So	it	might	seem	opposed	to	pantheism.	However,	pantheism	and	atheism	are	actually	quite	similar	in	some
ways.	For	example,	they	both	agree	that	there	is	no	supernatural	godno	cosmic	ruler	who	sits	outside	the	universe	and	judges	what	goes	on	within.	The	pantheist	god	is	not	outside	the	universe;	it	is	the	universe.	For	atheists,	on	the	other	hand,	the	universe	is	its	own	reality	but	not	a	god.	In	short,	for	some	people	the	only	real	difference	between
atheism	and	pantheism	is	that	pantheists	use	the	word	God	for	nature,	whereas	atheists	dont.	But	there	may	be	further	differences	between	them	because	some	pantheists	may	believe	that	nature	has	certain	god-like	qualities,	such	as	intelligence	and	spirit,	while	atheists	usually	believe	in	a	purely	mechanical	universe.There	are	some	religions	that
hover	between	pantheism	and	atheism.	The	Chinese	religion	of	Taoism	can	be	interpreted	either	way;	Taoists	believe	that	the	universe	is	all	produced	and	governed	by	the	universal	Tao,	or	first	principle,	which	is	basically	the	essence	of	natural	law,	but	which	according	to	Taoists,	can	never	be	fully	defined	or	understood.	So	.	.	.If	you	interpret	Tao	as
a	kind	of	God,	then,	this	would	be	a	form	of	pantheismIf	not,	then	it	would	be	a	form	of	atheism.This	is	an	entirely	open	question	since	the	idea	of	God	as	we	understand	it	in	the	West	doesnt	really	apply	to	classical	Chinese	philosophy.	In	practice,	there	are	two	very	different	kinds	of	Taoismone	which	features	gods,	rituals,	prayers,	and	dogmatic
beliefs,	and	another	which	is	entirely	a	form	of	natural	philosophy	without	religious	elements	or	dogma.	These	two	Taoisms	even	have	different	names	in	Chinese	(Taojiao	(the	religion)	versus	Taojia	(the	philosophy)),	which	has	led	to	no	little	confusion	among	westerners	who	dont	realize	theres	two	of	them!	III.	Quotations	About	PantheismQuote	1Not
content	with	the	discovery	that	there	is	nothing	in	the	world	but	a	creation	and	a	Creator,	[the	democratic	man]	is	still	embarrassed	by	this	primary	division	of	things	and	seeks	to	expand	and	simplify	his	conception	by	including	God	and	the	universe	in	one	great	whole.	(Alexis	de	Tocqueville)Alexis	de	Tocqueville	was	a	French	traveler	and	philosopher
who	came	to	America	to	write	books	and	essays	on	democratic	society.	One	of	his	essays	was	titled	Why	Democratic	Nations	Incline	Toward	Pantheism,	and	it	explored	the	popularity	of	pantheist	ideas	in	early	America.	He	argued	that	pantheism	was	more	compatible	with	democracy	because	it	equated	the	Creator	with	Creation.	Rather	than	placing
God	above	the	natural	world,	it	unified	God	with	the	natural	world,	in	exactly	the	same	way	as	democracy	aims	to	unify	the	government	with	its	people.Quote	2I	am	not	an	Atheist.	I	do	not	know	if	I	can	define	myself	as	a	Pantheist.	The	problem	involved	is	too	vast	for	our	limited	minds.	May	I	not	reply	with	a	parable?	The	human	mind,	no	matter	how
highly	trained,	cannot	grasp	the	universe.	We	are	in	the	position	of	a	little	child,	entering	a	huge	library	whose	walls	are	covered	to	the	ceiling	with	books	in	many	different	tongues.	We	see	a	universe	marvelously	arranged,	obeying	certain	laws,	but	we	understand	the	laws	only	dimly.	Our	limited	minds	cannot	grasp	the	mysterious	force	that	sways
the	constellations.	(Albert	Einstein)Albert	Einstein	was	once	asked	whether	he	would	describe	himself	as	a	pantheist	or	atheist,	and	this	was	his	response.	He	never	firmly	identified	himself	as	a	pantheist,	but	he	said	that	he	admired	pantheism,	especially	because	it	instilled	a	sense	of	wonder	and	humility	toward	the	universe.	By	describing	the
universe	as	divine,	pantheists	try	to	gain	better	understanding	of	their	own	smallness	and	limited	perspectives.	Atheism,	Einstein	argued,	was	not	an	effective	way	to	instill	this	sort	of	attitude.	IV.	The	History	and	Importance	of	PantheismAs	weve	already	seen,	pantheism	has	been	around	for	thousands	of	years	in	different	religious	traditions.	At
various	times	and	places,	people	have	come	up	with	the	idea	that	Nature	or	the	Universe	is	a	sacred	being,	and	that	there	is	no	separate	God	standing	outside,	or	within,	that	universe.	Some	people	believe	that	the	ancient	pagans	were	essentially	pantheists,	and	that	their	spirituality	was	based	on	a	belief	in	the	sacredness	of	the	whole	universe.
Certainly	some	pagans	in	Europe	thought	this	way.	For	example,	Stoicism,	a	philosophical-religious	sect	of	ancient	Greece	and	Rome	was	heavy	with	pantheism.	Similarly,	the	Taoism	of	ancient	China	had	pantheist	elements.Modern	pantheism	can	be	traced	back	to	the	Jewish	philosopher	Baruch	Spinoza,	who	argued	that	pantheism	had	to	be	true	if
there	was	to	be	any	logical	basis	for	believing	in	God.	He	started	by	pointing	out	that	God	had	to	be	eternal	in	order	to	count	as	God	so	he	defined	God	as	an	absolutely	infinite	being.	He	then	showed	that	such	a	being	could	not	be	infinite	if	it	excluded	anything	in	existence:	if	anything	in	the	universe	was	not	part	of	God,	then	God	would	no	longer	be
absolutely	infinite,	and	thus	God	would	not	exist!Spinoza	was	always	something	of	an	outsider	in	philosophy,	and	his	ideas	were	never	as	influential	as	philosophers	such	as	Kant	or	Hegel.	But	he	has	started	to	come	back	into	the	spotlight	during	the	last	few	decades	as	pantheism	has	become	more	popular.	This	is	due	to	the	rebirth	of	pantheism	and
neo-paganism	as	popular	spiritualties	in	the	modern	era.	Most	modern	philosophers	are	not	persuaded	by	Spinozas	arguments	for	pantheism	(mostly	because	he	was	working	with	an	older	concept	of	infinity	which	modern	philosophers	no	longer	accept),	but	nonetheless	his	ideas	have	gained	some	popular	appeal.	V.	Pantheism	in	Popular
CultureExample	1In	Avatar,	Eywa	is	the	name	of	a	god	/	force	created	by	the	entire	ecosystem	of	the	planet	Pandora.	All	the	creatures	and	plant-life	of	Pandora	add	up	together	to	make	a	complete,	divine	being.	The	humans	think	of	Eywa	as	the	god	of	the	Navi,	but	this	isnt	quite	right	since	Eywa	is	not	a	being	that	exists	outside	the	natural	world	and
controls	or	supervises	it;	rather,	Eywa	is	the	planet	itself.	This	is	very	close	to	pantheism.	It	isnt	quite	pantheism	since	Eywa	is	only	the	size	of	a	single	planet,	not	the	whole	universe.	However,	it	can	be	assumed	that	it	was	a	kind	of	pantheism	for	the	Navi	up	until	they	encountered	humans	and	learned	that	there	are	other	worlds.Example	2This
corner	of	the	earth	is	like	me	in	many	waysI	can	sit	for	hours	here	and	watch	the	emerald	feathers	playOn	the	face	of	it	Im	blessed	when	the	sunlight	comes	for	freeI	know	this	corner	of	the	Earth,	it	smiles	at	me.(Jamiroquai,	Corner	of	the	Earth)Like	many	Jamiroquai	songs,	this	one	hints	at	nature-worship,	and	maybe	pantheism.	The	song	describes
the	natural	world	as	a	blessing	which	smiles	at	the	singer	in	the	way	a	Christian	might	speak	of	God	smiling	on	one.	Whether	or	not	its	pantheist	is	open	to	interpretation.	The	song	simply	expresses	a	spiritual	appreciation	of	nature.	VI.	ControversiesIs	God	Conscious?If	the	natural	universe	is	God,	then	is	god	a	conscious	being?	Some	pantheists	say
no,	because	consciousness	is	a	property	of	brains	and	the	universe	is	far	more	complicated	than	a	brain,	so	it	doesnt	make	sense	to	imagine	the	universe	as	conscious.	On	the	other	hand,	some	pantheists	speculate	that	all	the	matter	and	energy	in	the	universe	together	might	form	a	conscious	pattern	of	energy.	Theres	also	a	third	optionthat	human
consciousness	is	Gods	consciousness.	In	other	words,	human	brains	are	part	of	the	universe,	and	therefore	part	of	God;	so	when	we	look	at	the	world	around	us,	its	basically	one	part	of	God	becoming	aware	of	another	part,	and	thus	God	achieves	consciousness	and	self-awareness	through	us.	Philosophy	&	Religion	Religious	Beliefs	pantheism,	the
doctrine	that	the	universe	conceived	of	as	a	whole	is	God	and,	conversely,	that	there	is	no	God	but	the	combined	substance,	forces,	and	laws	that	are	manifested	in	the	existing	universe.	The	cognate	doctrine	of	panentheism	asserts	that	God	includes	the	universe	as	a	part	though	not	the	whole	of	his	being.Both	pantheism	and	panentheism	are	terms	of
recent	origin,	coined	to	describe	certain	views	of	the	relationship	between	God	and	the	world	that	are	different	from	that	of	traditional	theism.	As	reflected	in	the	prefix	pan-	(Greek	pas,	all),	both	of	the	terms	stress	the	all-embracing	inclusiveness	of	God,	as	compared	with	his	separateness	as	emphasized	in	many	versions	of	theism.	On	the	other	hand,
pantheism	and	panentheism,	since	they	stress	the	theme	of	immanencei.e.,	of	the	indwelling	presence	of	Godare	themselves	versions	of	theism	conceived	in	its	broadest	meaning.	Pantheism	stresses	the	identity	between	God	and	the	world,	panentheism	(Greek	en,	in)	that	the	world	is	included	in	God	but	that	God	is	more	than	the	world.The	adjective
pantheist	was	introduced	by	the	Irish	Deist	John	Toland	in	the	book	Socinianism	Truly	Stated	(1705).	The	noun	pantheism	was	first	used	in	1709	by	one	of	Tolands	opponents.	The	term	panentheism	appeared	much	later,	in	1828.	Although	the	terms	are	recent,	they	have	been	applied	retrospectively	to	alternative	views	of	the	divine	being	as	found	in
the	entire	philosophical	traditions	of	both	East	and	West.	Pantheism	and	panentheism	can	be	explored	by	means	of	a	three-way	comparison	with	traditional	or	classical	theism	viewed	from	eight	different	standpointsi.e.,	from	those	of	immanence	or	transcendence;	of	monism,	dualism,	or	pluralism;	of	time	or	eternity;	of	the	world	as	sentient	or
insentient;	of	God	as	absolute	or	relative;	of	the	world	as	real	or	illusory;	of	freedom	or	determinism;	and	of	sacramentalism	or	secularism.	The	poetic	sense	of	the	divine	within	and	around	human	beings,	which	is	widely	expressed	in	religious	life,	is	frequently	treated	in	literature.	It	is	present	in	the	Platonic	Romanticism	of	William	Wordsworth	and
Samuel	Taylor	Coleridge,	as	well	as	in	Alfred,	Lord	Tennyson,	Ralph	Waldo	Emerson,	and	Johann	Wolfgang	von	Goethe.	Expressions	of	the	divine	as	intimate	rather	than	as	alien,	as	indwelling	and	near	dwelling	rather	than	remote,	characterize	pantheism	and	panentheism	as	contrasted	with	classical	theism.	Such	immanence	encourages	the	human
sense	of	individual	participation	in	the	divine	life	without	the	necessity	of	mediation	by	any	institution.	On	the	other	hand,	it	may	also	encourage	a	formless	enthusiasm,	without	the	moderating	influence	of	institutional	forms.	In	addition,	some	theorists	have	seen	an	unseemliness	about	a	point	of	view	that	allows	the	divine	to	be	easily	confronted	and
appropriated.	Classical	theism	has,	in	consequence,	held	to	the	transcendence	of	God,	his	existence	over	and	beyond	the	universe.	Recognizing,	however,	that	if	the	separation	between	God	and	the	world	becomes	too	extreme,	humanity	risks	the	loss	of	communication	with	the	divine,	panentheismunlike	pantheism,	which	holds	to	the	divine
immanencemaintains	that	the	divine	can	be	both	transcendent	and	immanent	at	the	same	time.	Philosophies	are	monistic	if	they	show	a	strong	sense	of	the	unity	of	the	world,	dualistic	if	they	stress	its	twoness,	and	pluralistic	if	they	stress	its	manyness.	Pantheism	is	typically	monistic,	finding	in	the	worlds	unity	a	sense	of	the	divine,	sometimes	related
to	the	mystical	intuition	of	personal	union	with	God;	classical	theism	is	dualistic	in	conceiving	God	as	separated	from	the	world	and	mind	from	body;	and	panentheism	is	typically	monistic	in	holding	to	the	unity	of	God	and	the	world,	dualistic	in	urging	the	separateness	of	Gods	essence	from	the	world,	and	pluralistic	in	taking	seriously	the	multiplicity
of	the	kinds	of	beings	and	events	making	up	the	world.	One	form	of	pantheism,	present	in	the	early	stages	of	Greek	philosophy,	held	that	the	divine	is	one	of	the	elements	in	the	world	whose	function	is	to	animate	the	other	elements	that	constitute	the	world.	This	point	of	view,	called	Hylozoistic	(Greek	hyl,	matter,	and	z,	life)	pantheism,	is	not
monistic,	as	are	most	other	forms	of	pantheism,	but	pluralistic.	Most,	but	not	all,	forms	of	pantheism	understand	the	eternal	God	to	be	in	intimate	juxtaposition	with	the	world,	thus	minimizing	time	or	making	it	illusory.	Classical	theism	holds	that	eternity	is	in	God	and	time	is	in	the	world	but	believes	that,	since	Gods	eternity	includes	all	of	time,	the
temporal	process	now	going	on	in	the	world	has	already	been	completed	in	God.	Panentheism,	on	the	other	hand,	espouses	a	temporaleternal	God	who	stands	in	juxtaposition	with	a	temporal	world;	thus,	in	panentheism,	the	temporality	of	the	world	is	not	cancelled	out,	and	time	retains	its	reality.	Every	philosophy	must	take	a	stand	somewhere	on	a
spectrum	running	from	a	concept	of	things	as	unfeeling	matter	to	one	of	things	as	psychic	or	sentient.	Materialism	holds	to	the	former	extreme,	and	Panpsychism	to	the	latter.	Panpsychism	offers	a	vision	of	reality	in	which	to	exist	is	to	be	in	some	measure	sentient	and	to	sustain	social	relations	with	other	entities.	Dualism,	holding	that	reality	consists
of	two	fundamentally	different	kinds	of	entity,	stands	again	between	two	extremes.	A	few	of	the	simpler	forms	of	pantheism	support	materialism.	Panentheism	and	most	forms	of	pantheism,	on	the	other	hand,	tend	toward	Panpsychism.	But	there	are	differences	of	degree,	and	though	classical	theism	tends	toward	dualism,	even	there	the	insentient
often	has	a	tinge	of	panpsychism.	Pan	means	all.	Theism	refers	to	belief	in	a	divine	being.	Some	theists	believe	in	one	God	(monotheists),	or	many	gods	(polytheists).	But	pantheists	believe	that	God	is	everything.	They	assert	that	he	is	in	all	creation,	including	human	beings,	but	not	a	personal	or	holy	God.The	History	of	PantheismPauls	audience	across
the	Roman	Empire	might	have	included	some	pantheists;	the	idea	is	an	ancient	one.	One	form	of	pantheism,	present	in	the	early	stages	of	Greek	philosophy,	held	that	the	divine	is	one	of	the	elements	in	the	world	whose	function	is	to	animate	the	other	elements	that	constitute	the	world.Subby	Szertszky	wrote	that	many	Eastern	religions	espouse	the
belief	that	God	is	not	a	personal	being	independent	of	His	creation,	but	rather	an	impersonal	all-encompassing	force,	made	up	of	all	things	and	all	creatures	in	the	natural	order.	[...]	God	is	everything	and	everything	is	God.While	the	idea	is	old,	the	words	pantheist	and	pantheism	were	introduced	only	a	few	hundred	years	ago.Pantheism	Vs.
PanentheismThe	second	of	these	terms	appears	to	be	a	misspelling	of	the	first,	but	panentheism	is	a	deliberate	variation.	The	term	appeared	about	200	years	ago,	although	the	tenets	were	probably	among	a	multitude	of	philosophical	and	religious	ideas	Paul	encountered	in	Greece.The	tiny	addition	of	en	means	in	to	indicate	a	belief	that	the	world	is
included	in	God	but	that	God	is	more	than	the	world.	While	pantheists	believe	that	God	is	everywhere,	intimately	connected	to	all	creation	at	all	times,	panentheists	believe	God	is	above	us	and	with	us	simultaneously.	He	is	remote	in	some	ways,	but	also	intimate	in	others.Similarities	Between	Christianity	and	PantheismOne	stream	of	pantheism	says
that	the	world	is	just	an	illusion,	and	only	God	is	real.	Although	Christians	do	not	deny	that	the	world	is	real,	their	faith	is	based	on	the	assurance	of	things	hoped	for,	the	conviction	of	things	not	seen	(Hebrews	11:1).Scripture	teaches	that	there	is	another	level	of	reality	unseen	to	us.	We	do	not	wrestle	against	flesh	and	blood,	but	against	the	rulers,
against	the	authorities,	against	the	cosmic	powers	over	this	present	darkness,	against	the	spiritual	forces	of	evil	in	the	heavenly	places	(Ephesians	6:12).Pantheism	breaks	down	the	divide	between	people	and	God,	a	reality	which	the	Christian	experienced	when	the	veil	was	torn	during	Christs	crucifixion.	Pantheists	believe	that	the	divine	dwells
within	everyone	and	every	created	thing;	Christians	believe	the	Spirit	lives	in	Gods	people.Differences	Between	Christianity	and	Pantheism1.	Sin	and	intercession.Pantheists	overlook	personal	sin	and	the	need	for	repentance,	even	the	cross	and	resurrection.	They	believe	everyone	is	able	to	meet	with	God	without	the	intercession	of	Christ	or
involvement	in	the	church.While	institutions	do	not	define	our	Christian	worship,	sitting	under	the	guidance	of	good	leadership	helps	the	Christian	to	learn	more	about	God	and	to	maintain	the	discipline	of	worship	in	the	face	of	trials	and	distractions.Jesus	sits	at	the	right	hand	of	the	Father	where	he	is	interceding	for	us	(Romans	8:34).	We	reach	God
through	the	Spirit,	which	Christ	left	us,	and	prayer	is	not	optional	but	essential.	The	Trinity	is	also	disregarded	by	pantheists.2.	Creation.All	creation	was	made	by	God,	and	all	people	were	made	in	his	image,	but	we	are	not	allfilled	with	his	divine	nature.	The	Holy	Spirit	is	a	gift	from	God	given	to	those	who	believe	in	his	Son	alone	for	salvation.Peter	is
recorded	in	Acts	2:38	saying,	Repent	and	be	baptized	every	one	of	you	in	the	name	of	Jesus	Christ	for	the	forgiveness	of	your	sins,	and	you	will	receive	the	gift	of	the	Holy	Spirit.	One	purpose	of	the	Spirit	is	to	experience	communion	with	God.Another	is	to	help	us	remember	what	Christ	did	for	us	on	the	cross	(John	14:26).	A	third	is	to	help	us	become
more	like	the	Son	as	evidenced	by	our	fruit	(Galatians	5).	Creation	does	not	contain	the	Spirit	of	God;	it	is	evidence	that	a	thoughtful	Creator	exists.Pantheism	replace[s]	God	with	His	creation	[...]	to	give	it	the	honour	and	worship	that	belongs	solely	to	Him.	The	Scriptures	refer	to	this	practice	as	the	sin	of	idolatry.3.	God,	not	the	universe.	Pantheists
often	say	things	like	I	guess	the	universe	is	trying	to	tell	me	something,	but	the	universe	does	not	speak.The	universe	is	not	a	person.	God	speaks	via	the	Holy	Spirit	and	Scripture.	The	idea	of	a	personal	God	who	holds	everyone	accountable	is	out	of	vogue	in	contemporary	culture	(Ibid.).	We	worship	an	awesome	and	terrifying	King	who	is	also	a
tender	and	present	Father.4.	Holy	God.	The	Lord	is	not	indifferent;	he	is	set	apart	because	he	is	holy	and	cannot	abide	sin.	This	is	why	Christs	blood	was	shed;	so	that	we	could	approach	the	throne	of	God.He	said,	I	dwell	in	the	high	and	holy	place,	and	also	with	him	who	is	of	a	contrite	and	lowly	spirit,	to	revive	the	spirit	of	the	lowly,	and	to	revive	the
heart	of	the	contrite	(Isaiah	57:15).5.	Purpose,	not	fate.Some	pantheists	believe	in	fate	that	freedom	is	illusory,	and	our	lives	are	controlled	by	an	external	power,	even	random	chance.	That	would	make	us	puppets,	and	life	would	have	no	purpose.	Our	lives	and	our	futures	would	be	the	result	of	chance.This	outlook	enables	one	to	avoid	facing	sin,
which	often	(though	not	always)	contributes	to	personal	suffering.	Meanwhile,	this	perspective	is	also	hopeless	and	demoralizing.Paul	wrote,	We	are	his	workmanship,	created	in	Christ	Jesus	for	good	works,	which	God	prepared	beforehand,	that	we	should	walk	in	them	(Ephesians	2:10).We	were	thoughtfully	and	lovingly	created	to	know	the	Lord	and
glorify	him.	Our	steps	are	indeed	laid	out,	the	doors	are	opened,	and	the	pathway	is	cut	out	for	us,	but	we	are	still	able	to	try	and	forge	a	new	path	or	break	down	a	closed	door.	We	are	not	puppets.God	knows	what	we	will	do,	but	we	are	free	to	choose.	One	door	or	pathway	leads	to	chaos,	the	other	to	peace	in	Christ.According	to	the	Billy	Graham
Evangelistic	Association,	Faith	in	Jesus	frees	us	from	the	death	we	deserve	for	sinning	against	God.	It	frees	us	from	the	punishment	that	would	be	inflicted	upon	us	at	the	end	of	our	lives	for	the	evil	things	weve	thought	and	done.Christians	possess	hope	because	the	Lord	fulfilled	his	plans	through	Jesus,	and	we	inherited	the	right	to	be	called	sons	and
daughters	if	we	have	indeed	called	on	Jesus	for	salvation.Pantheism	and	MaterialismAlthough	pantheistic	thought	assumes	the	presence	of	God,	many	proponents	are	functional	materialists	and	essentially	atheists	until	it	suits	them	to	be	otherwise.This	modern	worldview	propounds	that	matter	and	energy	are	all	that	exist,	the	products	of	random
chance,	without	plan	or	reason.	There	is	no	room	in	this	stance	for	justice,	morality,	or	meaning,	yet	advocates	argue	for	rights	and	justice	anyway.In	the	material	world,	where	emotions	are	scientifically	classifiable,	the	universe	is	a	cold,	meaningless	place	that	doesnt	care	whether	anyone	lives	or	dies.	It	certainly	doesnt	reward	virtue	or	punish	evil
or	teach	lessons	or	spin	the	wheel	of	karma.Materialists	say	the	mind	is	a	random	chemical	construct	yet	will	argue	that	self-love	and	seeking	personal	happiness	make	sense.	Such	a	perspective,	if	it	considers	the	Lord	at	all,	tends	to	be	angry	or	indignant	with	a	God	who	permits	suffering.	Yet	how	can	one	be	angry	at	a	God	who	does	not	exist?And	if
there	is	such	a	thing	as	right	and	wrong	or	justice,	who	establishes	the	rules	and	metes	out	the	consequences?	Pantheistic	materialists	face	a	confusion	of	incompatible	beliefs.The	Antidote:	ChristWe	all	know	there	is	such	a	thing	as	right	and	wrong.	Most	of	us	search	for	justice	and	crave	purpose.	The	universe	is	not	a	person	to	provide	any	of	these.
Neither	can	a	detached	deity	supply	the	love	and	security	we	need	in	order	to	risk	facing	our	personal	sin.An	impersonal,	detached	force	cannot	be	detached	yet	also	our	judge;	cannot	love	us	and	be	distant;	cannot	be	morally	indifferent	yet	create	and	enforce	rules.	If	the	universe	has	a	mind	and	a	purpose	for	our	lives,	then	he	is	God,	and	one	must
ask	what	sort	of	God	is	this?Christians	will	at	times	speak	of	the	universe	rewarding	or	punishing	them,	or	else	teaching	them	a	lesson	(Ibid.).	Christ	never	spoke	this	way.	Events	in	our	lives	are	not	set	there	primarily	to	teach	lessons	but	to	draw	us	closer	to	God.	The	universe	is	not	about	us;	it	was	made	for	the	Lord	by	his	hand.Filling	in	the
BlanksThe	good	news	is	that	the	universe,	everything,	and	everyone	in	it	is	ruled	by	a	personal	and	powerful	King	who	gave	us	his	identity	and	adopted	the	faithful	as	heirs	to	his	Kingdom.	The	universe	showcases	his	glory	and	majesty	while	he	redeems	the	sin	which	broke	it.He	has	imbued	it	with	value	and	purpose,	to	be	a	realm	in	which	love	and
justice	and	righteousness	in	a	word,	shalom	are	to	be	the	defining	qualities	(Ibid.).For	further	reading:4	Things	the	Bible	Says	About	FreedomIs	God	in	All	Things?What	Is	the	Difference	Between	Religion	and	Spirituality?What	Is	Spiritual	WarfareWhat	Is	the	Creation	Story	in	the	Bible?How	Are	We	Created	in	the	Image	of	God?Why	Is	Being	a	Good
Person	Not	Enough	to	Get	into	Heaven?Photo	Credit:	iStock/Getty	Images	Plus/francescochCandice	Luceyis	a	freelance	writer	from	British	Columbia,	Canada,	where	she	lives	with	her	family.	Find	out	more	about	herhere.	In	order	to	continue	enjoying	our	site,	we	ask	that	you	confirm	your	identity	as	a	human.	Thank	you	very	much	for	your
cooperation.	Pantheism	is	a	fascinating	philosophical	concept	that	equates	God	with	the	universe	itself.	In	this	article,	we	delve	into	the	intricacies	of	pantheism,	its	history,	key	figures,	and	its	impact	on	modern	thought.The	Concept	of	PantheismImagine	nature	as	a	vast,	eternal	canvas	painted	by	the	hand	of	divinity.	Pantheism,	in	essence,	is	the
belief	that	this	divine	force,	often	referred	to	as	God	or	the	universe,	is	equivalent	to	nature	itself.	Its	like	asking,	Could	it	be	that	the	very	essence	of	everything	we	see	and	experience	is	nothing	but	a	manifestation	of	a	single,	all-encompassing	divine	principle?So,	what	exactly	does	pantheism	entail?	This	belief	system	suggests	that	there	is	no
distinct	separation	between	the	divine	and	the	natural	world.	For	instance,	if	you	gaze	upon	a	mountain	range	or	feel	the	breeze	on	your	face,	in	pantheism,	these	arent	just	physical	phenomena;	they	are	expressions	of	the	divine.	The	question	then	arises:	How	does	this	view	differ	from	other	religious	or	philosophical	beliefs?In	contrast	to
monotheistic	religions	where	God	is	seen	as	a	separate	entity,	pantheism	views	God	and	the	universe	as	one	indivisible	whole.	Imagine,	for	a	moment,	if	every	grain	of	sand	on	Earth	represented	a	unique	thought	or	feeling;	this	interconnectedness	forms	the	core	of	what	pantheists	believe.This	concept	can	seem	both	incredibly	expansive	and	deeply
personal.	On	one	hand,	it	broadens	our	understanding	of	divinity	to	include	all	that	exists	in	the	universe.	On	the	other,	it	invites	us	to	see	ourselves	as	part	of	something	greater	than	ourselvesa	cosmic	tapestry	woven	from	threads	of	countless	experiences	and	lives.How	does	this	belief	impact	ones	daily	life?	If	everything	is	divine,	then	every	moment,
every	breath,	can	be	seen	through	a	lens	of	sacredness.	This	perspective	can	transform	how	we	perceive	the	world	around	us,	urging	us	to	respect	all	forms	of	life	and	nature	as	manifestations	of	the	divine	presence.As	we	delve	deeper	into	pantheism,	it	becomes	clear	that	this	belief	system	isnt	just	about	what	is;	its	also	a	call	to	action.	It	challenges
us	to	live	in	harmony	with	the	natural	world	and	to	recognize	the	interconnectedness	of	all	things.	This	chapter	has	only	scratched	the	surface	of	what	pantheism	truly	encompasses,	but	it	sets	the	stage	for	exploring	its	rich	history	and	influential	thinkers.Key	Figures	in	PantheismKey	Figures	in	PantheismHave	you	ever	pondered	who	the	great
thinkers	were	that	helped	shape	pantheism	into	the	belief	system	we	know	today?	These	influential	figures	have	left	indelible	marks	on	the	philosophical	landscape,	each	contributing	unique	insights	and	interpretations.	Lets	delve	into	some	of	these	key	figures.Epicurus	(341-270	BCE):	Though	not	strictly	a	pantheist,	Epicurus	ideas	laid	important
groundwork	for	later	pantheistic	thinkers.	He	believed	in	the	divine	nature	of	the	universe	but	saw	gods	as	existing	outside	of	human	affairs,	akin	to	atoms	moving	in	the	void.	His	concept	of	nature	as	the	ultimate	reality	foreshadowed	many	pantheistic	beliefs.Mystical	Philosophers	like	Meister	Eckhart	(c.	1260-1327):	Eckhart,	a	German	theologian
and	mystic,	offered	profound	insights	into	the	idea	that	God	is	present	in	all	things.	His	works	often	spoke	of	an	intimate	union	between	the	divine	and	humanity,	suggesting	a	form	of	pantheism	where	the	divine	permeates	every	aspect	of	existence.Baruch	Spinoza	(1632-1677):	A	towering	figure	in	philosophy,	Spinozas	work	Theological-Political
Treatise	and	his	Ethics	laid	out	a	clear	path	for	pantheism.	He	defined	God	as	nature	itself,	asserting	that	there	is	no	separation	between	the	Creator	and	creation.	His	monistic	view	suggests	that	everything	is	part	of	an	infinite	whole,	making	him	one	of	the	most	influential	pantheists	in	history.James	Joseph	Sylvester	(1814-1897):	As	a	poet	and
mathematician,	Sylvester	explored	the	idea	of	God	as	both	immanent	and	transcendent.	His	poetry	often	reflected	his	belief	that	nature	and	divinity	are	one,	using	metaphorical	language	to	convey	this	unity.These	thinkers,	among	many	others,	have	illuminated	the	path	of	pantheism,	showing	us	that	the	divine	is	not	merely	a	distant	entity	but	an
intrinsic	part	of	our	world.	Their	works	continue	to	inspire	and	challenge	us,	inviting	us	to	see	the	universe	as	a	reflection	of	divinity	itself.The	History	of	PantheismFrom	ancient	times	to	modern	day,	the	concept	of	pantheism	has	evolved	like	a	river	carving	its	path	through	time	and	space.	Imagine	this	river	as	a	metaphor	for	our	understanding	of
nature	and	the	divine:	it	starts	slow,	meandering	through	mythologies	and	philosophical	musings,	only	to	broaden	into	a	vast,	powerful	stream	in	todays	world.Let	us	travel	back	to	ancient	Greece,	where	philosophers	like	Pythagoras	and	Empedocles	began	weaving	the	threads	of	pantheism.	Did	these	thinkers	see	the	universe	as	a	living	being,	or
were	they	just	ahead	of	their	time?	The	idea	that	the	divine	is	found	in	every	atom	and	molecule	of	nature	was	a	radical	departure	from	the	polytheistic	traditions	of	the	era.	Its	almost	like	they	saw	the	universe	as	one	vast	organism,	where	each	part	plays	its	role.Fast	forward	to	the	Renaissance,	where	thinkers	like	Giordano	Bruno	and	Baruch
Spinoza	furthered	this	idea	in	their	writings.	Brunos	vision	of	an	infinite,	interconnected	cosmos	where	every	star	was	a	sun,	mirrored	pantheism	perfectly.	Spinozas	concept	of	God	as	Nature	itself	(Deus	sive	Natura)	brought	a	rigorous	philosophical	framework	to	the	notion	that	everything	is	part	of	the	divine	fabric.In	modern	times,	figures	like
Albert	Einstein	and	Aldo	Leopold	have	carried	forward	this	thread.	Einstein	spoke	about	a	cosmic	religious	feeling	that	permeates	his	understanding	of	the	universe,	while	Leopolds	Land	Ethic	emphasizes	interconnectedness	in	nature,	reflecting	pantheistic	principles.As	we	move	through	these	epochs,	its	clear	that	pantheism	is	not	just	a	static	belief
but	one	that	has	continually	evolved.	Each	thinker	adds	a	layer	to	the	tapestry	of	understanding,	making	us	question	what	exactly	it	means	for	the	divine	to	be	everywhere	and	in	everything.	Is	it	a	profound	philosophical	stance	or	a	deep	spiritual	practice?	The	journey	from	ancient	Greece	to	todays	environmental	activism	shows	how	this	belief	has
shaped	human	thought	and	behavior	over	millennia.Pantheism	in	Philosophy	and	ReligionHave	you	ever	stood	beneath	a	vast	starry	sky	and	felt	as	though	the	universe	itself	was	alive,	pulsating	with	sacred	energy?	Pantheism	invites	us	to	explore	this	idea	that	nature	is	not	just	a	collection	of	elements	but	a	living	entity,	divine	in	its	entirety.	This
philosophical	belief	asserts	that	God	or	the	Divine	is	equivalent	to	the	natural	world	and	the	entire	cosmos.Throughout	history,	pantheistic	concepts	have	permeated	various	philosophical	and	religious	traditions.	In	ancient	Greek	philosophy,	Zenon,	a	key	figure	in	Stoicism,	suggested	that	the	universe	was	a	single,	indivisible	whole	a	reflection	of	the
divine	reason	or	logos.	This	perspective	laid	the	groundwork	for	later	pantheistic	thinkers	who	saw	the	universe	as	an	expression	of	the	divine.In	Hinduism,	the	concept	of	Brahman	embodies	the	idea	that	the	ultimate	reality	is	one	with	the	cosmos	and	all	its	manifestations.	The	Vedic	scriptures	speak	of	Nature	as	God,	suggesting	a	seamless
integration	between	the	natural	world	and	the	divine.	This	belief	in	the	sacredness	of	nature	and	the	cosmos	has	shaped	not	only	religious	practices	but	also	ethical	frameworks,	encouraging	respect	for	the	environment	and	the	interconnectedness	of	all	life.Similarly,	in	Ryan,	an	ancient	Egyptian	pantheon,	deities	like	Ra,	the	sun	god,	are	often
depicted	as	merging	with	the	natural	forces	they	represent.	These	beliefs	fostered	a	deep	reverence	for	the	Nile	River,	the	cycles	of	nature,	and	the	broader	universe,	blending	religious	practices	with	ecological	stewardship.Even	in	modern	times,	pantheistic	ideas	continue	to	influence	philosophical	thought	and	environmental	activism.	Thinkers	like
D.T.	Suzuki,	who	introduced	Zen	Buddhism	to	Western	audiences,	emphasized	the	interconnectedness	of	all	things	and	the	sacredness	of	nature.	Today,	many	environmental	movements	draw	inspiration	from	these	ancient	beliefs,	advocating	for	a	holistic	approach	to	conservation	that	respects	the	intrinsic	value	of	every	element	in	the	natural
world.As	we	navigate	the	complexities	of	our	modern	world,	embracing	pantheistic	ideas	can	serve	as	a	reminder	of	our	deep	connection	to	the	universe	and	the	importance	of	living	in	harmony	with	nature.	How	might	your	understanding	of	the	divine	change	if	you	viewed	it	through	the	lens	of	nature	itself?	Would	this	perspective	influence	how	you
interact	with	the	natural	world?	These	questions	invite	us	to	re-examine	our	place	within	the	grand	cosmic	tapestry,	seeing	ourselves	as	integral	parts	of	something	much	larger	and	more	wondrous	than	we	can	ever	fully	comprehend.The	Impact	of	Pantheism	TodayHow	does	pantheism,	this	ancient	belief	that	God	is	equivalent	to	nature	and	the
universe,	find	its	place	in	todays	rapidly	evolving	world?	The	impact	of	pantheism	on	contemporary	thought	and	culture	is	profound,	though	often	overlooked.Imagine	a	vast	forest,	where	every	tree,	every	leaf,	every	blade	of	grass	embodies	part	of	nature.	In	pantheistic	thinking,	each	element	of	this	forest	represents	not	just	a	physical	entity	but	a
piece	of	the	divine.	How	does	such	a	concept	resonate	in	todays	society,	where	technology	and	urbanization	often	overshadow	natural	beauty?One	cannot	ignore	the	relevance	of	pantheism	in	environmental	movements.	Many	activists	draw	inspiration	from	the	idea	that	every	living	being	is	interconnected	with	the	divine.	This	belief	encourages	them
to	fight	for	conservation	efforts,	seeing	it	as	a	way	to	protect	nature,	which	is	essentially	protecting	Gods	manifestation.Moreover,	pantheism	plays	a	significant	role	in	modern	spirituality	and	personal	development.	In	a	world	where	people	seek	meaningful	connections	beyond	the	superficial,	this	belief	offers	a	profound	sense	of	belonging.	By
equating	God	with	the	universe,	individuals	find	comfort	in	knowing	they	are	part	of	something	much	larger	than	themselves.	This	can	lead	to	a	greater	appreciation	for	lifes	simple	pleasures	and	a	deeper	understanding	of	ones	place	within	the	cosmos.But	how	does	pantheism	influence	our	daily	lives?	Consider	the	morning	commute:	as	you	watch
the	sunrise,	do	you	see	it	as	just	another	natural	event	or	as	an	act	of	divine	creation?	Pantheism	can	transform	mundane	experiences	into	moments	of	awe	and	reverence.	This	shift	in	perspective	can	bring	a	sense	of	peace	and	harmony	that	traditional	religious	practices	might	not	always	provide.As	we	move	forward,	pantheism	continues	to	shape
our	understanding	of	the	world.	From	environmental	advocacy	to	personal	growth,	its	influence	is	pervasive	yet	subtle.	It	reminds	us	that	while	technology	may	advance,	nature	remains	at	the	heart	of	what	it	means	to	be	alive.	The	question	then	arises:	can	we	incorporate	more	of	this	ancient	wisdom	into	our	modern	lives?Criticisms	and
Controversies	Surrounding	PantheismIs	pantheism	truly	as	harmonious	with	nature	and	the	universe	as	it	seems?	Critics	have	raised	several	valid	concerns,	questioning	its	philosophical	depth	and	theological	implications.	Many	argue	that	equating	God	to	the	universe	dilutes	the	concept	of	divinity,	making	it	too	broad	and	meaningless.	How	can	a
vast	cosmos	be	seen	as	equivalent	to	a	singular	divine	being	when	one	is	complex	and	multifaceted	while	the	other	seems	boundless?Another	critique	centers	around	the	notion	that	pantheism	might	lead	to	a	form	of	spiritual	complacency.	If	everything	is	divine,	then	everything	is	also	a	source	of	enlightenment.	This	could	result	in	a	lack	of	motivation
for	spiritual	growth	or	moral	action	since	one	can	find	divinity	in	every	aspect	of	life.The	debates	surrounding	pantheism	are	as	diverse	as	the	natural	world	itself.	Some	scholars	argue	that	it	simplifies	complex	theological	questions	and	offers	a	more	inclusive	approach	to	spirituality,	embracing	all	forms	of	existence	under	its	divine	umbrella.	Others
see	it	as	an	intellectual	shortcut	that	bypasses	the	need	for	deeper	spiritual	inquiry	and	personal	ethics.The	challenge	lies	in	navigating	these	critiques	while	maintaining	the	integrity	of	pantheistic	beliefs.	Can	one	truly	understand	the	universe	without	also	delving	into	the	profound	mysteries	of	existence?	And	how	can	we	reconcile	the	idea	of	a
divine	cosmos	with	the	existential	dilemmas	that	humans	face?As	we	explore	these	criticisms,	it	becomes	clear	that	pantheism	is	not	just	a	simple	philosophy	but	a	complex	web	of	beliefs	and	questions.	It	invites	us	to	look	at	the	world	in	new	ways,	but	also	challenges	us	to	think	deeply	about	our	place	within	this	vast	and	intricate
universe.ConclusionBy	the	end	of	this	article,	youll	have	a	solid	understanding	of	pantheism,	its	implications,	and	how	it	continues	to	shape	philosophical	discourse	today.

What's	a	pantheist.	What	do	pantheists	believe	happens	after	death.	What	do	pantheists	believe	about	human	nature.	What	does	a	pantheist	believe.	Beliefs	of	pantheism.	What	do	pantheists	believe	about
afterlife.	What	do	pantheists	believe	about	the	nature	of	knowledge.	What	do	pantheists	believe	about	salvation.	What	do	pantheists	believe	about	god.
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