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Quid est Deus? Quo nihil melius cogitari potest . . .
Quaerendus adhuc fuerat, qui nec satis adhuc inventus
est, nec quaeri nimis potest: at orando forte quam
disputando dignius quaeritur et invenitur facilius.
Proinde is sit finis libri, sed non finis quaerendi.

St. Bernard of Clairvaux : de Consideratione, V. 7 and 14.






PREFATORY NOTE

ArTER the publication of his Gifford lectures (From Morality to
Religion) my husband’s mind returned to a project he had long
considered, the construction of an argument which should show
that the life of reason is integral with the truth of the Christian
revelation. His conception was a massive one and his approach
was gradual ; first the Riddell Memorial lectures, then a course at
Bangor (unfortunately delivered extempore), followed by lectures
and addresses given during the war at Oxford when he was teaching
at New College. He did not begin to cast this book into shape,
however, until 1942, and he died in 1943. He had intended to
include all this preliminary material, and after his death I was
uncertain what he would have wished done with a book which
very shortly before his death he had said would take him another
two years to finish. I knew how intensely he desired to communi-
cate to the world his own conviction, and I knew also that his
scholarly sense would have made him withhold what was both
unrevised and unfinished. These two considerations seemed of
equal weight; but there were others which might affect the
balance, and I appealed to H. W. B. Joseph for advice.

Since their school days at Winchester, where H. W. B. Joseph,
as a Scholar, and W. G. de Burgh, as a Commoner, had entered
into the close intellectual companionship which was to last their
lives, they had submitted their work to each other for approval
or criticism, the approval in Joseph’s case being the occasion for
a display of wit or irony, for he was a poet as well as a philosopher,
and my husband in his youth was modest or careless as a writer,
being more felicitous in his use of the spoken word. However,
H. W. B. J.’s true opinion of his friend’s work was shown in the
minute attention he gave to any MS. submitted for his considera-
tion; while generations of my husband’s students can testify to
the high esteem in which ““ Joseph’s Logic ”” was held at Reading.
It was natural therefore to turn to him for advice as to whether
enough of the present book had been written to justify its publica-
tion. There was sufficient material to show the trend of the argu-
ment, and I felt that my husband’s observations upon Samuel
Alexander should not be lost to the world. If they could not add
to the reputation of that great philosopher they might contribute
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to a fuller understanding of the character of the work of a man
who was as widely beloved as he was tenderly revered by‘us both.

H. W. B. Joseph’s life was then very near its close, and in a
pencilled note he advised me to send the MS. to his brother-in-law,
Dr Clement C. J. Webb. Before this could be done, however,
scattered pages had to be assembled into a readable whole, and
a decision made as to the order of the existing chapters, these
having been numbered in some cases to show their place in the
longer book the author perpended. It was war-time, and all
my husband’s former colleagues were overworked. My deepest
gratitude, therefore, is due to Professor G. H. Langley for the
manner in which he put aside other work, and with his intimate
knowledge of the mind of the man who had formerly been his
tutor, made an analysis of the argument and arranged the chapters
in the order in which they now stand. I have also to thank him
for the synopsis of the argument in the Table of Contents.

The typescript was then sent to Dr Clement Webb, who, while
he sympathised with my reluctance to give to the world a book so
obviously (to those who knew its author) incomplete, gave me, as
his considered opinion, the advice to publish it, and recommended
me to ask the late Professor A. E. Taylor, who had been writing
the Memoir of my husband for the British Academy, to help in
identifying the scanty references which were our only guide to
some of the intended notes.

No one could have responded more willingly, but then A. E.
Taylor, like G. H. Langley, was moved by his own affection for
W. G. de Burgh. Not only did Professor Taylor supply notes
and references, enlisting the help of Professor Kemp Smith, but he
offered to break up into paragraphs the long, and as some think,
more characteristic, stretches of prose in which the arguments
progressed to their conclusion.

In the end, during the summer of 1945, I decided to visit
Professor Taylor in Edinburgh to get him to interpret his own
handwriting, a task that baffled himself, but not to a degree to
make him lose his urbanity, for all that he was required to spend
80 much time in enlightening my ignorance. It was then that he
expressed his approval of the book’s achieved form, saying, ‘‘ Not
one word to be added, not one word taken away,” advice to which
I have adhered, though first Professor Langley, and then Professor
Knox, albeit for different reasons, have questioned its wisdom.
A. E. Taylor also said that he would have liked to offer to edit it ;
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then, with his head a little on one side, his finger-tips joined—a
familiar attitude which seemed to imply that humility constrained
him when he was about to utter one of his profounder remarks—
‘“It is a very, very grave responsibility, editing a posthumous
work.”

Much time has passed since then, but it was not long before
A. E. T'’s hesitation in proffering further help was explained by
his sudden death, of which he may have had some prescience.
I had lost much in losing his support, and I owed henceforth
more than I can say to Dr Webb, whose continued interest in
the book and sympathy in the long delays in its production
caused by shortages of paper and printer’s labour did much to
allay my own impatience. I have a great deal to thank him for
besides his kindness in writing the Foreword to this volume.
His close attention to detail and his suggestions have been
invaluable, while his considerate and courteous replies to my
questions have been an inspiration at every stage of the book’s
production. Finally I must mention my gratitude for Dr
Nathaniel Micklem’s advice to send the paged-proof to Professor
T. M. Knox if I would rest assured that there would be no slips
to vex my husband. For then I became aware of another
affinity of taste between those two, the liking for compiling an
index. My husband always averred that making the index is
the most enjoyable part of writing a book. If Professor Knox
is less paradoxical, he yet made me feel that in completing this
work he was acting as my husband would have done and with
the same generous pleasure. In addition to making the index
and the last corrections, he has contributed notes and references
in most of the chapters. Except in his case, where it was thought
unnecessary, notes not supplied by the author have had their
contributor’s initials or name appended.

I cannot plose this account of my indebtedness without some
reference to A. E. Macdonald, my husband’s life-long friend
and publisher. He has shared with everyone else to the full
in the sense of responsibility indicated by A. E. Taylor, and
throughout has shown the kindest consideration for the wishes
of the writer of this book.

EpitH DE BURGH.
Reading,

October 24th, 1948.






FOREWORD

I coUNT it no small honour to have been invited to write some
words of introduction to the work upon which my friend Professor
W. G. de Burgh was engaged at the time of his death, and which
he proposed to call The Life of Reason. In this it was his intention
to state afresh the position at which he had arrived as the result
of his long experience as a thinker and a teacher. He had already,
in three books which were published in his lifetime,! insisted upon
the point that religion, the form of spiritual activity which
interested him most, is the concern of reason in the proper sense
of that word, and that therefore we can find satisfaction neither
in a religion which is not reasonable nor in an account of reality
which, while professing to be rational, ignores religious experience.
He was profoundly impressed by the importance of stemming a
movement of revolt against reason which he observed to be taking
place at the present day alike in Christian theology, in philosophy,
and even in natural science. He associated this revolt with a
manner of speaking which tended to restrict the use of the word
“ reason >’ to describe those processes of calculation and inference
which are peculiarly appropriate in the mathematical and physical
sciences, but are largely inapplicable elsewhere, especially when
we are dealing with individual persons, as in history or in social
intercourse, or in the expression of what may be called inner
experience, aesthetic, moral, or religious. For this manner of
speaking encouraged a belief that whatever comes to the mind
not through the processes employed by mathematicians and
physicists but through intuition or through modes of apprehension
which involve emotion, lies beyond the sphere of reason, and so
cannot claim to yield knowledge in the strict sense at all. Against
this widespread tendency to exclude reason from any concern
with much of human life on which we commonly set the highest
value, all de Burgh’s writings had been a passionate protest, a
protest which the book now before us was designed to renew and
to reinforce.

It is probable that, had his life been spared, he would have

1 Towards a Religious Philosophy, 1937 (Macdonald & Evans); From
Morality to Religion {Gifford Lectures at St. Andrews, 1938) (Macdonald &
Evans); Knowledge of the Individual (Riddell Memorial Lectures (Oxford
University Press), 1938).
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followed up his argument by a sequel devoted to the detailed
examination of the traditional articles of the Christian faith which
he professed, with a view to showing which of them could claim,
and in what sense, justification at the bar of reason. Such a
detailed examination would have been the natural completion
of his work, and one suggested by the emphasis which he laid
(see p. 197) on the “ existential ’ character of any philosophy
which can rightly be called Christian; and he seems to have
regarded it (see p. 207) as a duty which was imposed upon him
as a Christian ““to use” (I quote his own words) ““ what strength
remained to him in the closing years of life in drawing from * his
experience as a student and teacher of philosophy ‘‘ the materials
for a constructive argument to the truth of the Christian Gospel,
and for an answer to the speculative difficulties which still, after
nineteen centuries, hinder so many acute and earnest thinkers
from yielding to it their assent.”

But the accomplishment of this design was denied to him; and
we must perforce, with regret that he was debarred from carrying
out a project for which he was peculiarly well qualified, content
ourselves with the foundation laid in the work to which these few
remarks are intended to serve as a prelude.!

CremeNT C. J. WEBB.
Pitchceott, )

Aylesbury,
October 1st, 1948.

1 My thanks are due to the Editor of The Guardian for his kind per-
mission to utilize in this foreword an article contributed by the present writer
to the issue of that journal for February 11th, 1944.



CHAPTER

CONTENTS
THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF REASON

. The error of confining the scope of reason to analytic pro-

cedure of logical inference. The nature of reason as a
unity of diverse functions, each exhibiting rationality at
its own level of experience. Two questions are im-
portant : (1) the meaning of knowledge, and (2) the
relation between cognition and other forms of mental
activity. Beginning with (2) the three forms of con-
scious life, cognition, conation and feeling, are not co-
ordinate. The fundamental distinction is between the
theoretical and the practical. Feeling is essentially
integrated with cognitive and/or conative activity, and
arises out of responses of experients to stimuli provoca-
tive of evaluation. Returning to (1) knowledge has in
common with belief the character that it implies reflec-
tion on evidence for what is known, opined or believed.
In knowledge the grounds are seen to be sufficient to
warrant assertion: in opinion or belief they are in-
sufficient. In belief the cognitive part of our nature
is operative. It finds expression in statements which
claim truth.

. The key to the restricted view of reason is found in

science. Its achievements are the fruit of two methods :
the @ priori of mathematics, and the a posteriori of
experiment. In scientific method (1) the demand is for
clarity and distinctness, and the procedure essentially
abstract. The scientist abstracts because features
abstracted are amenable to quantitative measurement.
In reality there is no bare concept or bare sensum.
Philosophers must penetrate beyond abstraction. (2)
Clear and distinct ideas—concepts or sensa—are data of
inferential reasoning. But the act of passing from
premises to conclusions entails intellectual intuition.
Thus the question arises: Does intuitive apprehension
fall within the scope of reason? Inference is ancillary
to intuition, which is both the starting point and the
consummation of knowledge. (3) The aim of the re-
stricted view of reason lies in generalisation : it excludes
knowledge of the individual.

. The enlarged view of reason includes intuitive thinking,

aesthetic and scientific imagination, the higher levels

of emotion, and moral and religious faith. Wherever

there is conscious unification of diverse elements, or dis-

cernment or creation of form in given material, reason
X1
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isat work. Itsessential function is synthesis. Analysis
and inference have a secondary, though important, place.
The views of some Greek and modern thinkers. The
point common to all is their differentiation between
higher and lower planes of intellectual activity. The
ideal of reason is an activity of intellectual intuition.
Two corollaries follow : (1) We can think beyond the
bounds of our attainment—conceiving an ideal of un-
conditioned intellectual activity, and belief in its objec-
tive reality is an act of reasonable faith. (2) Human
reason is displayed at various levels in forms of know-
ledge approximating more or less closely to the ideal of
intellectual intuition.

Marks which distinguish the status of given forms of
activity : (a) Quantity. The criterion is comprehensive-
ness, according as the field of experience in which reason
discovers unity is of wider or narrower range. (b)
Quality. The criterion is qualitative significance or
individuality of the material synthesised. (c) Relation.
The test is two-fold according as relation is internal to
the structure of the synthesis, or is between one form of
rational synthesis and others. Conception of an ordered
hierarchy of types of speculative and practical reason,

- displaying religious experience as the crowmng type of

rational activity.

THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON—
SCIENCE

1. The natural starting point for the survey of forms of

knowledge is sense perception, which reveals the com-
presence of an objective situation with activity of mind.
What is apprehended is a spatio-temporal-causal con-
tinuum from which sensa are detached by abstraction.
Two distinctions: (1) Thought is directed either to
further speculation or to action, and in both reason is
operative and knowledge sought and won. (2) The per-
ceived is at once unique and exhibits general character.
Analogy between the universal factors manifest in
agscending levels of theoretical and of practical rational
activity. Modern science defines reason in terms of
mathematics, and the exact sciences furnish the model
for all thinking. Two reasons why thought fixed on
general characters as the key to knowledge are: (1)
thought is at home with universals, while the unique in
sense perception eludes its grasp; and (2) the procedure
renders possible a vast extension of knowledge.

2. The roots of science are in prescientific generalisations.

The Greeks were the first to make enquiry into the causes
and natures of things, and men of science continued
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such enquiry. Methods of science are instruments of
generalisation. Verification is by facts, but facts are
employed as amenable to generalisation. Science pur-
chased impersonality at tremendous cost. Significance
of the changed outlook of leading contemporary
scientists.

. Presuppositions of Newtonian physics. The physical

world is conceived as a complex of atomic bits of matter,
moving in homogeneous space in accordance with immu-
table laws, their varying combinations constituting the
things of perceptual experience. Motion is regarded as
change of spatial position; and efficient causation and
human agency are mysteries. The conception failed to
account for the continuity of motion. Modern physical
theory studies ‘“internal relations within a complex of
activity ”’ and is a revolutionary change of first principles.
It raises the problem of the ‘‘ Historicity of Things”.
Science must face the intrusion of what, on traditional
doctrine, is not science but history; although science is
concerned with events in their quantitative relations, and
history with human actions, their inner nature and value.
Science seeks knowledge of universals, history of the
individual.

The influence of scientific thinking has been both baneful
and beneficial to philosophy. Difference between philo-
sophy and science : (1) Philosophy is wider in range and
is a synthesising activity. (2) Science takes cognisance
only of fact, philosophy of fact and value.

Place of science in the scale of forms of knowledge.

THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON—
HISTORY .

. Two questions are important : (1) Is history a form of

knowledge? (2) Is it knowledge of the individual?
(1) History is a science, i.e. a body of reasoned know-
ledge. It is the business of the historian to discover,
in detachment from practical interests, what really
happened. But (2) the objects of history are human
actions expressive of purposes and motives. The his-
torian seeks, not impersonal law, but the interplay of
personal characters and relationships. Further, he
investigates the past, whereas for the scientist temporal
distinctions are irrelevant.

The historian notes common characters, but his general-
isations are empirical and aids to understanding what is
individual. The patterns of human acts he expresses
and the causal connections he employs are unique. By
a firm grasp of fact he achieves fuller intelligibility
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than the mathematician or physicist; since the patterns
traced are wholly immanent in events.

2. It may be maintained that the knowledge of the indi-

1v.

vidual disclosed in history is of a low grade, being
further removed from the real than the universals of
science. But the historian does not merely narrate
successive events; he endeavours to decipher coherent
patterns which render these intelligible.

. Relation of history to philosophy. Do history—know-

ledge of the individual—and science—knowledge of the
universal—in conjunction suffice to meet the demands of
metaphysics? No! The external collocation of two
branches of knowledge cannot serve as a basis for
rational unification. Historical knowledge has defects
obnoxious to metaphysical criticism. The historian
‘ takes for granted ’ events that happened in the past.
This assumption, and his concern with the individual,
raises many questions which he does not answer. The
philosopher cannot rest satisfied with the historian’s
uncritical assumptions.

Place of history in the scale of forms of rational know-
ledge.

THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON—
ART

. Art is a form of cognitive activity. The artist’s primary

intention is to reveal truth. The testimony of artists.
Plato’s conception.

In claiming that the artist’s activity is rational, we are
using ‘reason’ as covering all conscious synthesis of
differences in unity. Materials receive form under the
artist’s hand. Form is discovered, not imposed, by the
artist; hence it is significant. Emotional and intel-
lectual factors are inseparably combined in art. Strength
of feeling is a necessary condition of clear insight ; emotion
implies activity of thought, and is pregnant with com-
municable meaning. The relation of whole and parts
in a great work of art is self-evident, and could not be
changed without contradiction. The grasp of individu-
ality in art. Education in art is conveyed through the
influence of individual examples; insight is imparted
by familiatity with masterpieces.

. Two objections to art.as cognitive: (1) It is often

claimed that truth is confined to propositions. As
against this the inadequacy of the propositional expres-
sion of experience is explained. The deliverances of
clear and distinct consciousness require criticism by

PAGE
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reference to elements in experience that are dim and
massive—but important. The artist’s interest is to ex-
press the individual individually in sensuous images. It
is maintained the artist’s work is confined to the field of
imagination. The true artist expresses what he feels,
but the content expressed is conditioned by the general
life; his aim is to illuminate, by exercise of his freedom
of imagination, the truth of man’s experience.

. Art reveals truth of the individual conveyed sensuously

through symbols. These manifest : (1) The mind of the
artist; and his emotion clarified and rendered intelli-
gible. (2) The significance of the work of art and of
what it represents; and most works of art symbolise
a reality other than themselves. (3) The greatest works
of art seem to reveal hidden meaning in the universe;
they are visible signs of reality immanent in the product
and transcendent of it.

The place of art among forms of speculative reason.

THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON—
PHILOSOPHY AND RELIGION

. Philosophy is not identifiable with science or religion.

(1) Philosophy must criticise the assumptions of science.
Science deals with selected aspects of the world to the
exclusion of much that is of primary importance. The
scientist’s interest is fixed on the universal and measur-
able, and is comparatively indifferent to the particular
and individual; his standpoint is that of an external
observer, to exclusion of knowledge from within; he is
concerned with fact to exclusion of value; he takes for
granted the actuality of the spatio-temporal relations of
events. (2) Philosophy, unlike religion, is purely theo-
retical activity. Although religious theoria is primary
to religious praxis, religion is a ‘ way of life ’.

- Religion claims to reveal knowledge of God, and through

God of all that is. Such knowledge is intrinsically
rational despite two facts : (1) its primary manifestations
fall below the level of reflective thought, and (2) it is a
revelation accepted by faith. Religious knowledge
differs from that of metaphysics. It is (1) experiential
and (2) personal, implying direct communication of the
worshipper with Gmf

- Philosophy and religion both take all experience as their

province. For religious faith God is the constitutive
source of all being and value. Religion cannot remain
indifferent to secular knowledge—nhistory, science, philo-
sophy; but faith in divine transcendence carries with it
distinction between the religious and the secular; yet

PAGE
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CHAPTER PAGE
this distinction is not absolute. Religion and philosophy
both claim oecumenical sovereignty, but to assume a
double truth is self-contradictory. The issue must be

- judged at the bar of reason. If belief in religious revela-

tion is reasonable, the door is open for a religious philo-
sophy.

4, Can religion give knowledge? (1) Religious insight is
non-propositional. But if non-propositional knowledge
is possible in the case of art, it is conceivable in religion.
(2) The charge of incommunicability is unfounded. Re-
ligious experience is personal. General concepts are not
necessary for understanding persons, yet such under-
standing is rational. Consideration of the mystic’s
claim to truth. His experience is communicable.

5. The denial of religious knowledge by the Logical Posi-
tivists critically examined. Grounds for their view.
Their severance of the cognitive from the emotional con-
stituents of experience is uncritical and dogmaitic.

6. Christianity. There are two questions regarding the
speculative consistency of the Christian faith : Is Christi-
anity self-consistent ¢ Isit consistent with secular know-
ledge? Reasons for regarding the former as the more
serious. The intrinsic reasonableness of Christianity and
the claim for including its affirmations in a metaphysical
synthesis. Objections to its claim for consistency con-
sidered.

VI. REVELATION, FAITH AND REASON . . 107

1. Revelation and Reason.—Revelation and faith have their
place in rational knowledge. There is a revelational
factor in all knowledge. The distindtive characteristics
of religious revelation are: (1) The revelatum is God
Himself, and (2) revelation is through a creaturely con-
text. Nothing is discovered about God apart from
revelation. Natural and revealed theology. Know-
ledge imparted directly by special communication has
God as its proximate and immediate cause: But God
normally operates through secondary causes, and scien-
tists and historians are concerned with these alone.
View of Dr. Clement Webb. The reasonableness of
religious revelation. Experimental and inferential
grounds for belief. Belief is consequent on response
of the whole personality—emotions, will, intellect—to
the object revealed. The reasonableness of the demand
that God should span the chasm separating finite minds
from the transcendent Creator. The verdict on fhe
truth of revelation is primarily a judgement of speculative
reason, on its goodness of practical reason. The double
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task of surveying Christian faith and deciding on (1) its
truth, and (2) its value; such decision must rest on a
¢ total assertion ’.

2. Reason and Faith.—The distinction between faith and

VII.

reason; faith implies defective insight into its object;
whereas rational knowledge is either of self-evident
principles or of what follows from them. Superiority
and limitations of rational knowledge. The need for
faith. Faith moves from knowledge of God to that of
sensible creations; reason from knowledge of the creature
to that of the Creator. The distinction does not imply
opposition ; faith and reason are complementary modes
of apprehension; faith provides data provoking intel-
lectual effort—fides quaerens intellectum, while reason
provokes intellect to a synthetic intuition transcending
the evidence—intellectus quaerens fidem.

(1) Fides quaerens intellectum : Belief, knowledge, and
opinion as modes of apprehension. Explication of the
essential réle of faith in all intellectual enquiry; it is
integral to all rational activity, and not exclusively to
religious apprehension.

(2) Intellectus quaerens fidem. (The author did not com-
plete the writing of this section, but he has indicated the
nature of the argument he would have developed. He
intended to show how faith is the outcome as well as the
pre-supposition of all rational thinking, and how this fact
is exemplified by the character of the rational procedure
employed by man within the fields of science, ethics,
philosophy, and religion; in all of which faith can be
shewn to supervene as the final consummation of an
inferential process.)

THE FORMS OF PRACTICAL REASON (I) .

. (1) The practical function of reason as regulative of

action. Its enquiries are impersonal and have for their
object the truth of what man ought to do. The views of
Plato, Hume and the partisans of Naturalistic Ethics.
(2) The meaning of action as implying change of facts con-
sequent on volition. The distinction between action
and event.

. (3) Rational action is: (a’.) purposive. Description 'of

purposive activity from the inception of a project to its
enactment. Such activity derives unity from the iden-

* tity of purpose displayed throughout the process, and is

never wholly determined by what is outside the self.
(4)It is also (b) free, as implying capacity for initiating
action. Personal freedom is not absolute, but it entails
a volitional process throughout informed by initiative
as self-development of purpose, and demands natural

Xix
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causality as the condition of its effectuation. (5) Four
observations on the issue of freedom v. determinism.
These imply (6) that reason is active in determining the
ends of conduct, and not merely as calculative of means
for the satisfaction of natural desire.

. The development of rational knowledge from unreflect-

ive Elerception. Natural desire and action. Criticism
of Alexander’s view that an idea or project is not
an essential precondition of action. It is claimed that,
even when action is without thinking, a cognitive
factor enters into the experience. The possibility of the
idea of the project falling below level of general think-
ing. Action from desire or impulse and volition. Such
action is distinct from, not opposed to, rational volition.
Habitual conduct, unreflective custom, mastery of
technique, their functions and relation to creative
activity.

. Desire and reason. Rational desire, for what is universal

and of intrinsic worth, can only be realised in particular
goods; duty, which is universal, must find expression by
doing one’s duty here and now; desire provides the
matter in which alone the form of the good life is realised.
The place given to an act of will is determined alike by
the motive and by the nature of its object. Croce’s
distinction between ‘economic’ and ‘ethical’ action.
The importance of Kant’s view. Significance of the
child’s entry upon the moral life. Self-assertion and. the
rational life.

THE FORMS OF PRACTICAL REASON (II)

Forms of conduct in which reason is explicitly operative
in varying levels of approximation to the ideal of prac-
tical reason.

. Law.—Law presupposes organised political society.

Such society is essentially self-governing, but actual
societies include non-social members who do not share in
the rule. Law as a form of political action is obeyed :
(a) by the free decision of the social members of the
community, and (b) under compulsion by the non-social.
It falls short of the requirements of practical reason,
(1) in its application by force to non-social members, and
(2) in its generality precluding perfect applicability to
articular cases. Once moral consciousness is developed
egal and political obligations derive authority wholly
from ethical principles.

. Morality.—Moral action is the first adequate expression

of practical reason : the act is willed for its own sake as
enjoined by objective moral law, and the determining
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principle is in the self. The two co-ordinated types of
ethical action, according as it is motivated by duty or
desire for good, and their relation. The distinction
between right and duty: right accordance with law,
duty with moral obligation. Significance of Kant’s con-
ception of the moral law as at once transcendent reality,
and the generative source of particular moral obligations.
Finite obligations and finite goods reveal implications
which possess objective validity beyond the sphere of
spatio-temporal process; they point to religion. Re-
ligion exhibits rational activity on a higher plane than
ethics.

3. Religion.—The ascending scale of forms of practical
reason with its base in infra-rational behaviour. The
difference is one of motive: self-interest, efficiency,
authority of state, duty or good, love of God; motive
is integral to action. The appropriation of lower by
higher levels. The aim of practical reason is the syn-
thesising of the claims of universality and singularity in
the sphere of will. Rules and principles. The yielding
of the authority of rule to that of principle. Such transi-
tion is fully exemplified in religion. The lex nova of the
New Testament transcends intelligibility, yet is an em-
bodiment of coherent purpose, exhibiting on the highest
plane the essential characteristics of the rational life.

4. Criteria for status of rational forms applied to the forms
of practical reason. These find their culmination in
religion.

THE PROBLEM OF IMMANENCE AND TRANS-
CENDENCE . . . . . 171

1. Introductory.—Consideration of Alexander’s criticism of
current theological answers to the problem of immanence
and transcendence; in which he claims that these offer
only a  pretence of immanence” since they deny
identity of nature in the Creator and the creature. Posi-
tion considered in reference to the Christian doctrines of
Incarnation and Creation.

2. The Incarnation.—Alexander contends that the imma-
nence of God, as historically revealed in a special being
as God-man, cannot be described in rational terms as a
synthesis of immanence and transcendence. As against
Alexander it is maintained (1) that immanence must
signify immanence in the created, and (2) that God is
immanent in Christ in a fullness that is unique, but that
incarnation cannot be restricted to the Second Person:
of the Trinity ; the Son is eternal; the Paraclete is homo-
osios with the Father; and infused caritas univocal with
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God’s love towards man. Whereas Alexander identifies
immanence with pantheism, levels of immanence are dis-
criminated. (3) The charge of the scientist that Chris-
tianity assigns to man a privileged status in the universe
also considered. While it is true that Man is part of
Nature, it is likewise true that Nature is part of Man.
God’s redemptive purpose is extended to all nature.
(4) Why God willed to become incarnate in a historical
individual is inexplicable, but if the abyss that parts God
and man is to be abolished, this can only be by an act
of God’s self-revelation. The thought of two equally
perfect God-men is incompatible with the principle of the
identity of indiscernibles. (5) Revelation, to enable men
to rise to knowledge of God, implies activity of reason by
the recipient. But can what is accommodated to human
apprehension be perfect ¢ Distinction between revelatum,
admittedly perfect, and revelatio, the perfect adjusted to
the faculties of man. The incarnation is indemonstrable,
but it offers a reasonable explanation of the facts of
experience.

3. Divine Creation.—Alexander’s view that the doctrine of

divine creation gives rise to fatal dilemmas, because of
the distortion of philosophical concepts to satisfy the
respective claims of transcendence and immanence.
Alexander holds that to accept the Christian doctrine of
creation out of nothing is to speak the language of
immanence while using the ideas of transcendence. But
the Christian ““ ex nihilo ” is a negative conception in-
tended to exclude anything, whether in God’s nature or
external to it, which furnishes material for creation.
What God freely causes to be is the universe in its
entirety, and in so acting He in no way derogates from
His own perfection, or adds a new realm of being to that
which is eternally His own being. The chief difficulty
concerns God’s subsequent relation to a relatively inde-
pendent world. Does historical process imply any lapse
of God’s changeless impassibility? No! The act of
creation is unique as an act, not of partial change, but
of total production of the created universe. The relation
between Creator and creature is unilateral and eludes
expression within the bounds of creaturely categories.

. Essence and existence.—We can never get away from

being: it confronts us: in our thoughts, dreams, and
fancies, as in the entities to which we ascribe objective
existenice. Experience presents a variety of objects of
each of which can be predicted : (1) existence, (2) deter-
minate character—specific or individual. These manifest
imperfection in that (1) in them essence and existence fall
apart, (2) while they have being, no finite object is being,
and (3) they are all characterised by becoming, i.e. they
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participate in not-being. Consciousness of deficiency
presupposes a mode of being that transcends it in which
(a) the distinction of essence and existence has no relevance,
(b) there is no becoming, and (c) existence does not par-
ticipate in but is being. Aquinas’s doctrine of analogia
entis explained. Being, and other predicates, are truly
ascribed to God, though under reservation. Res signifi-
cata as predicated of God and His creatures is univocal,
but the modus significands is profoundly different. The
subordination of possibility to actuality; the primacy
of existence to essence. The problem of principium
individuationis—no combination of general concepts will
yield individuality. The limits of scientific interpreta-
tion.

- God and History.—The conception of otherworldly exist-

ence, transcending but in intimate relation with exist-
ence in space-time, is a problem both for religion and
for metaphysics. The beginning of the historical process
is not an historical event, and the creation of time is not
a temporal occurrence. Neitherhistory nor science can
adequately account for historical events; but any such
events are dipolar and the phenomenal effects are amen-
able to the methods of science and history. Bradley’s
view. The problem of the weight that should be given by
the Christian philosopher to the importance of historical
fact in the scheme of Christian doctrine on the one hand
and to historical criticism on the other, has not received
the attention it deserves. Christian eschatology.

. Conclusion.—The whole corpus of religious knowledge,

natural and revealed, must be included in the province
of reason. Religion alone among the forms of rational
experience claims to achieve a synthesis of speculative
and practical reason. Of the two lines of defence open
to the advocates of Christianity, its truth and its effec-
tiveness for good, it is the former that holds the primacy.
If true, truth will manifest itself by the excellence of its
fruits; if false, falsity will betray itself by the incon-
sistency of life and conduct.

INDEX

xxiii
PAGR

208






CHAPTER 1
THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF REASON

§ I. I BEGIN my enquiry into the nature of Reason with a quota-
tion, not from a philosopher, but from a poet. Shelley opens
his Defence of Poetry by distinguishing * those two classes of
mental action, which are called reason and imagination ”. * The
former,” he says, ““ may be considered as mind contemplating the
relations borne by one thought to another, however produced,
and the latter, as mind acting upon those thoughts so as to
colour them with its own light, and composing from them, as
from elements, other thoughts, each containing within itself the
principle of its own integrity. The one (i.e., Imagination) is
76 mowelv or the principle of synthesis, and has for its objects
those forms which are common to universal nature and existence
itself; the other (i.e., Reason) is 76 Aoyilew,! or the principle of
analysis, and its action regards the relations of things as relations;
considering thoughts, not in their integral unity, but as the
algebraical representations which conduct to certain general
results. Reason is the enumeration of qualities already known;
imagination is the perception of the value of those qualities, both
separately and as a whole. Reason respects the differences, and
imagination the similitudes of things. Reason is to the imagina-
tion as the instrument to the agent, as the body to the spirit, as
the shadow to the substance.” 2

Two things are clear from this passage. The first is the narrow
compass allowed to the activity of reason. Its function is to
analyse the given contents of our ideas and to discover their
mutual relations. All activity of synthesis, all advance from
plurality to unity, from the parts to the whole, and all judgements
of value, are referred to the non-rational faculty of imagination.
The second, and the more striking, point to notice is that Shelley
holds this non-rational power of mind to be a faculty, not of
illusory apprehension, but of truth. It gives knowledge, know-
ledge of the substance, the reality, of things: its objects—the
voice here, as in the Hymn to Intellectual Beauty, is the voice of
Plato—are “those forms which are common to universal nature

1 (N.B. Shelley ought to have written ‘76 doyi{eofas.”—A. E. T.)
* Shelley, Defence of Poetry, opening paragraph.
B
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and existence itself ”. There is, to put it mildly, something strange
in this exclusion from the scope of reason of an activity which is
avowedly intellectual, and to which we owe what is most signifi-
cant in our knowledge of man and nature. It led Shelley to the
paradox of exalting poetry at the expense of philosophy, and of
declaring that not only Plato, but Berkeley, and even Bacon,
were poets. “A poem”, he said, “is the very image of life
expressed in its eternal truth; poetry is at once the centre and the
circumference of all knowledge . . . the root and blossom of all
systems of thought.”

It is yet more surprising to find that these views are not peculiar
to Shelley, but reflect in principle a conviction shared both by the
public and by philosophers, not only in Shelley’s generation, but
previously throughout the eighteenth century and down to the
present day. Ask any man of average intelligence what he
conceives to be the function of reason, and he will refer you
to the processes of logical reasoning, the deductive method of
the geometrician, or the inductive methods of the experimental
scientist, the historian, and the detective. Anything in our
beliefs that lies beyond these processes will be ascribed to non-
rational sources, to imagination, emotion, intuition, or faith.

Most modern philosophers—we shall call attention to the fow
exceptions presently—have followed in the same track. David
Hume, whose doctrines are being revived with so much vigour by
thinkers of our own day, is a conspicuous example. He dis-
tinguished reason from imagination in almost the same terms as
Shelley, confining the former in the strict sense (for his use of the
word is ambiguous) to the apprehension of the  relations of
ideas ’, and of what can be demonstrated therefrom; and
assigning to the latter all those synthetic operations which enable
us to extend our knowledge of matters of fact beyond the bounds of
past and present experience. As Professors Kemp Smith and
Price have recently shown us, it is this * blind propensity ”’ of
human nature that is chiefly responsible in Hume’s view not only
for the value-judgements of the moralist, but for our knowledge
of causal connections, of the self, and of the external world. Non-
rational instincts have the mastery alike in science and in conduct.
‘“ Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions, and
can never pretend to any other office than to serve and obey
them.” ! “ Nature, by an absolute and uncontrollable neces-

1 Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, Bk. I, Pt. III, Sect. III (Selby-
Bigge, p. 415).
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sity has determin’d us to judge as well as to breathe and
feel.”” 1

Now, Hume, as his modern interpreters have explained, was
entirely justified in holding that reason, if taken in the sense of
the faculty of logical ratiocination, plays only a subordinate role
in the development of human knowledge. His error lay in this
rigid circumseription of its scope, and in the consequent relegation
of the main source of men’s belief to the sphere of non-rational
feeling. It is this error, prevalent throughout the thought of the
last three centuries both in Europe and America, that I wish to
combat. I want to question the claim of reasoning to a monopoly
of the field of reason, and to show that even where the logical
processes are most in evidence—in the sciences and in philosophy
—they are empty and sterile when severed from other activities—
call them imagination, intuition, faith, or what you will—which,
as integral to all rational thinking, are entitled to be included with-
in its scope. Let me not be misunderstood. I admit, of course,
that logical inference is one form of rational activity, and that it
holds a predominant place in scientific enquiry, in judicial pro-
cedure, and over a great part of practical life. But even there it
is not the only form; the ratiocinations of the scientist or the
philosopher can function fruitfully only when enriched by in-
tellectual intuition and inspired by an intellectual faith. There
is a scientific, a historical, a metaphysical, as well as an sesthetic
imagination; all alike, in their divers manners, being essential to
the activity of rational thought. We may go farther and ask
whether the artist’s creation is to be held lacking in rationality,
simply because he has no use for general concepts or the methods
of logical argument.,

In morals, again, those who have identified the good life with
the life in accord with reason did not mean merely that its merit
consisted in the subsumption of particular acts under general
principles, still less that its principles were derived inductively
from empirical fact. Moreover, there is the claim of religion to
give knowledge, not only by the arguments of natural theology,
but also by faith in a revelation. All these claims, which as
claims to knowledge are claims to rationality, call for serious
consideration. Reason alone can be the arbiter of their validity.
To limit its scope to ratiocination is to prejudge the issue, and to
disqualify it for the task of arbitrament before the trial. Its

1 Hume, T'reatise of Human Nature, Bk. I, Pt. IV, Sect. I (Selby-Bigge,
p- 183).
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activities must be scrutinised in their full extension, without prima
facte restrictions. This is the task that I am attempting in this
book. I propose to survey the forms of rational activity, both in
thought and conduct, not in order to reach an abstract definition,
but in order to display the nature of reason as a unity of diverse
functions, each of which exhibits rationality at its own level of
theoretical or practical experience. I have used the term ‘‘ know-
ledge ”’, and before embarking on our enquiry must briefly indicate
the meaning I shall attach to it, and consider the relationship and
distinction between cognition and other forms of mental activity.
To begin with the second of these problems. We have all
been brought up to classify mental problems under the threefold
rubric of cognition, conation, and feeling. We shall see later
how this tripartite distinction is applied in our thinking about
value, and how it there presents itself as the distinction between
truth, goodness, and beauty as the norms related respectively to
the knowing, willing, and feeling consciousness. Here at the
outset I wish to question whether these three forms of conscious
life are rightly regarded as co-ordinate. The ancients held other-
wise, preferring a twofold differentiation into theoretical and
practical activities, and treating feeling in subordination to the
other two. Medieval thinkers followed the Greeks in this matter,
discussing art (poetic), for instance, as a variant mode of practical
activity.! Of course, from the beginnings of reflection on ex-
perience, pleasure and pain have arrested attention as distinctive
modes of consciousness, and both Plato and Aristotle spent much
time and thought over their analysis, especially in regard to the
claim of pleasure to be a good (or even to be the good) and to the
question whether pleasure and pain were processes, and if so,
what was the nature of the process. But it was not until the -
eighteenth century that the familiar triple differentiation of
conscious states made its appearance, being taken over by Kant
from Baumgarten.? Since then it has been accepted without
reserve both by psychologists'and philosophers save in recent days
by Benedetto Croce. In Croce’s view its chief service is to mark
the error when either the cognitive or the conative aspects of

1 Dante, for example, regards his Divina Commedia as falling under Ethic.

(The reference is probably to the letter to Can Grande (Ep. XIII, p.
440 of the Testo Critico of Dante, Florence, 1921) ‘‘ genus vero phylo-
sophie sub quo hic in toto et parte proceditur, est morale negotium,
sive ethica.”—A. E. T.)

t of. Kant’s Ueber Philosophie dberhaupt. (In Hartenstein’s edition,
Vol. VI, p. 379.—A. E. T.)
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mental life have been stressed to the exclusion of the other, as was
the case with the Rational Moralists in the eighteenth century,
who attempted to intellectualise morality to the point of obliter-
ating the differences between cognition and volition. The
“moral sense’ school, in order to emphasise this difference,
appealed to feeling as the faculty of moral approbation. Now,
the distinction between theoretical and practical activity, between
knowing and doing, is clear enough, and need not detain us
further. In knowing, the object known must be unaltered by the
act of knowing it. Otherwise ““ it ”’ is not known at all, but some-
thing other than it—to wit, the object as constituted wholly or in
part by the act of knowing it.

Kant was therefore entirely justified when he insisted that,
since the mind contributes perceptual and conceptual forms to the
matter given to sense-perception in the very act of knowing
everything, the object known, being thus clothed in vesture of the
mind’s own furnishing, can never be the reality as it exists in
independence (the noumenon), but only its appearance (the
phenomenon). In acting, on the other hand, the mind alters the
object acted upon. Otherwise nothing is done; there is no action.
But “ feeling ”’ is a very ambiguous term. It is sometimes used
(@) to mean states of pleasure or pain, which are subjective and
private to the experient; their esse is percipt, and they have no
existence save when they are being felt.! (b) It is used again to
cover the whole field of sentiments and emotions—love, joy, hope,
and the rest—as well as ‘ feelings ” of moral approbation and
disapprobation and of religious or @sthetic appreciation. The
whole realm of desire, and with it of conative activity, may thus be
brought under the head of * feeling ”’, as well as cognitive activities
of perception and thought, which (as we shall see presently) are
integral to these more complex emotional experiences. The
presumed tripartite distinction thus tends on all sides to vanish
under analysis. (c) Thirdly, we may mean by “ feeling” the
sense of living that accompanies all conscious experiences, what
Alexander distinguishes as ‘ enjoyment ”’, from ‘‘ contemplation ”’
of an apprehended object, the ““ ing ”’ factor in thinking, perceiving,
willing, as distinct from the ““ ed ” factor—i.e., what is perceived,
thought, or willed. There is sense in this distinction, though
complications arise when we reflect that we are aware of (and may
even be said to ““ know ”’) the various acts of consciousness (e.g.,
that I am now perceiving a cat in the street, now desiring food,

1 Alexander differs here, see S. T'. and D., Vol. II, pp. 123-5.
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now suffering from toothache) in relative detachment from the
object on which my consciousness is focused. In Alexander’s
language, I know myself as compresent with the object, though as
other than the object. The relation is a subject—subject relation,
so that cognition is implied in this sense of * feeling ’ as self-
consciousness. !

An analysis of any conscious process (Erlebnis) seems to disclose
the following elements—these elements are here presented in
a simplified form—as moments in every conscious experience.?
(1) An initial stimulus, coming from the world of our environment,
whether from a ““ thing ’ devoid of consciousness or from another
“gelf ’, and arousing attention and response from the experiencing
subject. It may be only a movement, of which the primitive
organism—say, the amoeba—thus takes note, without conscious
perception. But it is a datum, coming “ from *’ the world of given
fact, and bearing with it implicitly the character of * fromwards
which is made explicit to reflective consciousness as casual in its
relation to the experient. (2) A response on the part of the
experient, attended in the simplest cases by a valuation, as an
object of interest—i.e., by felt aversion or appetition—exciting
to appropriate action, which may be reflex (as in primitive
organisms) or conscious, at varying levels of deliberation. This
action, initiated from the experient and directed * towards ’ the
given environment, is productive of a change in the status quo ante
of the universe; it is not given fact, but something new, bearing the
stamp of the character of the initiating subject. On the higher
planes of consciousness this process is one of cognition (perception
or thought) followed by conation (an act of will). (3) The fortune
of this response, whether by way of success or failure, is once more
provocative of valuation, of satisfaction or dissatisfaction in the
experient. Thus the whole process, at the conscious level, is
attended by feeling, taken to mean a ‘‘ sense of living ”’, pleasurable
or painful as the case may be, a sense of living that is closely
integrated with the cognitive and conative aspects of the process.

1 Aristotle, who thought deeply on the matter, held that in the first
of the above-mentioned senses, that of pleasure-pain, feelings of pleasure
(at any raté) were complete in themselves and implied no process of
coming-to-be-pleased (E.N., X, 1173 b 2). He appears to have held the
same view, with more reason, of the activity of thinking, on its highest
plane of infallible intuition.

* The question whether processes take place below the level of con-
sciousness being left for the moment on one side. Dr. Whitehead, for
example, extends the range of analysis to all actual entities, be they
conscious, animate, or inanimate.
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The chief point to be remarked is that pleasure and pain are not
mere feelings which can be experienced as a pure type of mental
state, apart from cognitive or conative activity ; rather, as Spinoza
held, they are transitions, the one to a higher, the other to a lower
grade of being ; and, as such, they are conditioned by a theoretical
or practical * conatus’. Most pleasure and pain are con-
comitants, not only of effort, but also of ideational processes,
which may be very complex, involving any degree of reflective
thought. It should further be noted that the more complex
emotions not only presuppose cognition, but stimulate it. That
intensity of emotion generates knowledge is evident in personal
intercourse and, as will be illustrated in a subsequent chapter, in
ssthetic and religious experiences; our knowledge of a friend’s
character is defective unless enriched by intensity of affection;
and the like holds with our understanding of a work of art and
our knowledge of the nature and purposes of God. Emotion may
blind the lover to the defects in the loved object; but it is also
an essential condition of clear insight. In all these cases mere
‘“ outside ”’ information—the apprehension of the meaning and
truth of propositions ‘“ about * these objects (e.g., that my friend
18 sixty years old, a bachelor and hot-tempered ; that this painting
is a chef d’uvre of Raphael’s early period ; that God is impassible,
or that Christ atoned on the Cross for the sins of all mankind)—
is far from what we mean when we talk of ““ knowing " Jones, or
the work of a great master, or when we speak of the knowledge of
God that is life eternal.

Volition also has cognitive import; everyone knows that to act
in a given situation clarifies its nature in our apprehension, so
that features in it become manifest which we never dreamed of
before setting ourselves to act, however close had been our
theoretical examination.! The same is true, to an even more
marked extent, with persons; only by acting in co-operation
with them do we come to know what manner of men they are. So
erroneous is it to classify ‘‘ feelings > (whether pleasure-pain or
emotions) as a separate type of mental phenomena, exclusive of
cognition and/or will. Pleasure and pain are peculiarly deceptive,
being about the most abstract and ambiguous terms in the philo-
sophical vocabulary. What is there in common between the
experiences of savouring a bon-bon, of a hot bath after hard
exercise, of conversation with a friend, of hearing a symphony, of
completing a poem, of winning a victory, or of the view from

1 Alexander, S. T. and D., Vol. II, Bk. III, Ch. V, p. 118.
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Helvellyn or Westminster Bridge; or again between the throb of
toothache, the discomfort of a crowded train or scrum at football,
the sorrow at a friend’s death,.remorse for one’s own short-
comings, horror at the sight of a child crushed by a passing car?
Yet we call the one group pleasurable experiences and the other
painful. As though pleasure, in the sense of bodily bien-aise,
were not qualitatively different from joy, the sense of creative
achievement, implying hard endeavour and even suffering; so
that the saints assure us—and all religious experience confirms
this assurance—that the Cross is not extraneous to, but an
integral constituent of the Crown.! “The fire and the rose,”
as T. S. Eliot has put it,  are one.” 2

Pleasure, the sense of living, varies in quality with the life one
lives; and pain, as frustration of energy (to follow the Aristotelian
doctrine),® varies with the nature of the interest that fails to attain
its end, and of the obstacle that bars the way to its satisfaction.
All experiences are thus value experiences; even the initial
stimulus to the experiences, if grounded in the universe of sheer
fact, reaches us never as a bare datum, but as matter calling into
play subjective preference and resultant activity, which on the
higher levels of mental development takes the form of conscious
purpose.

To return now to the first mentioned of our two questipns—that
of the nature of knowledge as distinct from other cognitive activities
such as opinion and belief. Everyone is familiar with the Platonie
distinction of knowledge (émorjun) and opinion (86¢a), the
former being stable and certain and having intelligible realities
(Forms or Mathematicals) as its objects; the latter shifting and
fallible, and directed upon sensible objects; as also with the
subordinate distinctions within each, constituting a hierarchy of
levels of apprehension correlative to the hierarchy of levels of
reality in their objects. Hume, in like manner, draws a threefold
distinction between knowledge, proofs, and probabilities. By
knowledge, I mean the assurance arising from the comparison of
ideas. By proofs, those arguments which are deriv’d from the
relation of cause and effect, and which are entirely free from doubt
and uncertainty. By probability, that evidence which is still
attended with uncertainty.” ¢ Both Hume and: Plato confine

! Bergson, Les Deux Sources, ed. 6, pp. 48-49; (The Two Sources of
Morality and Religion, p. 89, Eng. trans.—A. E. T.

2 Little Gidding. 3 Aristotle, E.N., 1163 a 15.

‘l 2Ii;lme, Treatse of Human Nature, Bk. 1, Pt. ITI, Sect. XI (Selby-Bigge,
p. .
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knowledge, in its strict sense, to propositions which are either
intuitively or demonstratively certain—i.e., either self-evident or
rigorously demonstrable from self-evident intuitions. But Hume
admits, as Plato did not, an empirical certainty deserving to be
called knowledge in a wider sense, other than the absolute cer-
tainty of those truths whose denial implies a contradiction. Plato
held that when we pass from the realm of abstract essences to
statements about actual existents, the most we can hope for is to
render them highly probable. Hume, on the other hand, was not
prepared to reject the claim of the inductive sciences to give
knowledge. What is immediately apprehended by sense, be it a
perceptual object or a bare sensum, is certainly known, as is also
the object of an immediately antecedent memory. Hume would
add further such empirical facts as are connected with present
impressions by verifiable causal laws. Knowledge, in short, is
extended to cover the whole field of certified belief. That I had
a father and mother, and that I was born in a certain year, and
that I shall one day die, are more than opinions or beliefs, and
possess more than even a very high degree of probability : they
are truths known with certainty, despite the fact that any one of
them might be false without a contradiction; and the same is the
case with a multitude of past, as well as of present facts.! Now
knowledge, whether we take it in the stricter or in the lower
Humeian sense, has this in common with opinion and belief, that
it implies reflection on the evidence of what is known, opined, or
believed. In the case of knowledge, the grounds are seen to be
sufficient to warrant the assertion; in that of opinion, they are
seen to be insufficient. A belief is an opinion the evidence for
which, though insufficient for knowledge, is relatively strong. Of
the affinity and the difference between religious faith and other
beliefs we shall have more to say in a later chapter. Religious
faith, unlike such a belief as we entertain on the structure of the
atom or on the Lucan authorship of the Acts of the Apostles,
implies an assent that is not merely theoretical, but an act of will.
It has this in common, however, with all cases of belief, that it is
incompatible with complete insight into the necessity of the

proposition which is its object.
What, then, are we to say about convmtlons that we ‘ take
for granted ” without question, where there is no antecedent
1 See G. E. Moore in Contemporary British Philosophy, Second Series ;

and N. Malcolm, ‘ Certainty and Empmcal Statements ”’, Mind, N.S.
201, January 1942.
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reflection on the sufficiency or insufficiency of the grounds, as
when in a particular instance I act unhesitatingly on the assump-
tion that the man I see in front of me is my old friend Jones, and
slap him on the shoulder, only to realise that I was mistaken; !
or, more generally, when, on looking out of the window, I “ take
for granted ’ that the sycamore tree in the quad is a physical
object belonging to a real external world. The like holds of my
conviction of freedom of will in the moment of setting myself to
act. These are not strictly cases of belief, for it has never entered
my mind to enquire into the evidence. It is clear, however, that
here, as in belief, and yet more obviously in knowledge, the
“ cognitive "’ part of our nature, and not merely (as Hume held)
the “ sensitive ”’, is operative; to relegate such activities to
“ feeling ”’ or emotion is palpably absurd. They find their natural
expression in statements that claim truth, and that (save in the
case of self-evident or demonstrative knowledge) may actually be
either true or false. Of intuition and its relation to inference 1
shall have more to say in the ensuing section of this chapter. My
immediate purpose is merely to show that the term “ knowledge *’
is used both with a stricter and also with a more extended mean-
ing, and that, unless we are prepared to break with linguistic
usage, we must allow not only for knowledge ot analytic proposi-
tions containing no reference to actual existence, but for such
empirical propositions as are not merely probably but entirely true.

§ II. Thus far by way of preface. We must now consider more
fully the restricted view of reason prevalent in modern thought and
the grounds that have led to its acceptance. For error has its
rationale as well as truth. I shall, then, by a further appeal to
history, go on to state the prima facie justification for the wider
view for which I am contending.

The key to the current usage is to be found in science, in
the new physics founded by Copernicus and Galileo, for which
Descartes was the first to provide a lodging in metaphysics. It is
not to be wondered at that the swift advance of scientific know-
ledge during the last three centuries should have lured philosophers
to assimilate its postulates and its procedure with little thought
for its limitations. It has enlarged beyond belief our mastery of
our physical environment. These achievements were the fruit
of the union of two methods, which stand in sharp contrast one

1 Reference to Cook Wilson, who considers only such particular
kla%an';es. (Statement and Inference, Vol. I, Pts. II and III, pp. 98 ff.—
.E.T.)
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to the other—the a priors method of mathematics, and the a
posteriori method of experimental observation of the facts. Each
of these methods found a home in philosophy, which was parted
henceforward into two camps, the Rationalist and the Empirical.
Descartes was the protagonist of the one, Hume of the other.
For both parties reason meant the thinking exemplified in the
sciences. If you seek reason in its purity, you will find it, as
Descartes insisted, in mathematics, which deals with relations of
ideas divorced from actuality. Here alone are the requirements of
demonstration fully satisfied; when we pass to matters of fact,
to statements about existents, the most we can hope for is to
render them highly probable.

Difficulties arise, as Hume showed, when the range of knowledge
is thus stretched to cover the events of nature and history. Other
factors besides reason are brought into play. Nor is it easy to
discover the logical groundwork of inductive inference. But no
serious thinker, not even Hume, would reject the claim of the
inductive sciences to give knowledge in the wider sense of the
term.! Reason must at least be stretched that far. It is when
men’s beliefs, whether of fact or value, travel beyond the scientifio
enclosure that they incur the stigma of irrationality. This is the
sense in which we speak of the eighteenth century as par excellence
the age of rationalism. Faith in reason is the watchword, reason
being understood as the faculty exercised in scientific reasoning,
with its perfect exemplar in the mathematical sciences. In the
rigorous application of its methods lies the secret alike of man'’s
speculative achievements and of his hopes of future happiness.
There is a touch of simplicity, that is provocative at once of
compassion and envy, in this strange fusion of emotion and
reason that led the devotees of science in its most impersonal
expression to bow before a deity to whose authority any indulgence
in faith or worship constituted an act of treason.

Let us look more closely into these methods. In so doing we
shall be led perforce to anticipate the theme of the succeeding
chapter by indicating some of the more salient features character-
istic of scientific thinking. (1) We note, first, the demand for
clarity and distinctness. ‘‘ The object of philosophy,” it has been
said, “is the logical clarification of thoughts”, be they the
distinet concepts of the Cartesians or the distinct perceptions of

1 Hume’s distinction between probability and proof: * EmIpi'ica.l ”
certainty, quoted above on p. 8. ume, Bk. I, Pt. III, Sect. X1 (Selby-
Bigge, p. 124).
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the British Empiricists. Think of the geometer’s definition of a
circle or of the physicist’s of energy, and of the precision requisite
in the conduct of a scientific experimeht, or for observation, say,
of a ship’s exact position at a certain moment on a given day.
The vague penumbra that clouds our initial experience is ruled out
of the picture; only those features that admit of quantitative
measurement are regarded as a revelation of reality. A like
demand is made on language : one must say what one means,
and no more, and infer simply what follows. Clarity and dis-
tinctness are the notes that distinguish the poetry of Pope from
that of Donne or Crashaw, the philosophical writing of Butler and
Hume from that of the Cambridge Platonists. Those writers
to-day who fix attention on analysis of sentences are true to type.

Now, what is noteworthy in this procedure is its abstractness.
Neither Descartes’ clear and distinct concepts nor Hume’s dis-
tinct perceptions have ontological validity. There is in reality
no such independent item as a bare concept, nor, pace a host
of contemporary philosophers, as a bare sensum. Both when
severed from their context are entia rationis, not res vere. They
are luminous spots discriminated within a massive continuum
of experience, within a whole which, though as yet obscure and
undifferentiated, is pregnant with possibilities for knowledge.
Hear Dr. Whitehead : “ ‘I see a blue stain out there ’ implies the
privacy of the ego and the externality of ‘out there’. There
is the presupposition of ‘me’ and the ‘world beyond’. But
consciousness is concentrated on the quality blue in that position.
Nothing can be more simple or more abstract. And yet, unless
the physicist and the physiologist are talking nonsense, there is a
terrific tale of complex activity omitted in the abstraction.”?
What is omitted, he goes on to say, is the self, the external world,
and the causal agency of self on world and of world on self. No
wonder the Cartesians were hard put to it to discover causal
relationships between discrete concepts, and the empiricists to
discover them between discrete perceptions. For clear and
distinct apprehension * everything is what it is and is not another
thing ”’; the synthetic relationships present, though not clearly
and distinetly, from the outset, must be read in ab extra as the
acts either of God, the asylum ignorantice, or, as Hume declared,
the effect of ‘ blind propensities *’ of the human mind.

Again, everyone knows how the criterion of clearness and dis-
tinctness led Descartes to the severance of mind and body as

1 Whitehead, Modes of Thought, p. 166, on impression of causal activity.
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distinet substances. This dualism, with its baneful offspring,
representative perception, cumbered European thought for more
than two centuries and, as the ideology of Christian Science and
theosophy bears witness, is still a source of confusion in the mind
of the public of the present day. The physicist has every reason
to abstract those features of the objective world which are amen-
able to quantitative measurement and to regard them for his
purposes as the reality. ‘ Wisdom is justified of all her children.”
But philosophy is more than the handmaid of science; nor is
there anything in the universe of being that is alien to its rational
enquiry. It is the philosopher’s business to penetrate behind
abstractions and to use reason in its wider function of interpreting
the clear concepts and percepts of the scientist in their relations
within the totalityjof experience.

(2) Secondly, clear and distinct ideas, be they concepts or
sensa, formed the data for inferential reasoning. The function
of reason, it was held, was to prove, passing from premisses to
conclusions, either deductively, or inductively, by probable
arguments, as in the experimental sciences: Problems arise
here in regard to the scope of reason which cause no little em-
barrassment to the philosopher. Does the intuitive apprehension
of the premisses fall within its scope? Demonstration must start
from self-evident principles, or we are involved in a vicious
regress ad infinitum ; and how can these be apprehended, save by
intellectual intuition? In the case of the self-evident truths of
logic and mathematics an intuitive activity of reason was readily
allowed. But these are concerned solely with relations of ideas,
and yield no knowledge of matters of fact. Outside this field it
would be hard to discover, among propositions that have been put
forward as self-evident, any that have not been challenged at some
time by serious thinkers. Even Descartes’ ‘‘ Cogito ”’, to say
nothing of the string of eternal truths, such as the assumption of
substance as the support of qualities and the Principle of Causality
that he agssumes as self-evident in his Meditations, has failed to win
unqualified acceptance from his successors. Moreover, the self-
evidence of mathematical first principles has been recently dis-
puted; they are, we are told, rather postulates assumed as the
groundwork of a system of mathematical inferences. We seem
to be left with the Principle of Contradiction, and possibly certain
other logical principles, as the only propositions that can make
good a claim to intuitive self-evidence.

Here it must be noted that there are diverse types of intuitive
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knowledge, having only this in common, that they are apprehended
by direct insight, without any process of logical mediation.
Besides this intellectual intuition of which we have been speaking,
there is sensible intuition, whether it be of sensa or of perceptual
objects, and beliefs which are ‘‘taken for granted ”’ without
reflection, such as those in moral freedom and in the reality of the
external world. Moreover, a distinction must be drawn between
intuitions that, like those of self-evident principles or of sensa,
are infallible, and those, if they are to be called intuitions, which
are liable to error. In deductive reasoning, intuition of the
former type is not restricted to the initial premisses, but, as
Descartes insisted, accompanies the inferential process at every
stage. The mind must see that this follows necessarily from that.?
With inductive reasoning the case is different. The conclusion,
normally, is not even empirically certain, but only probable, the
degree of probability varying with the strength of the evidence.

Most philosophers have followed Plato and Aristotle in confining
intuition to necessary truth; but surely a factor of immediate
apprehension must be recognised beyond that limit. If we refuse
to call it intuition, on the ground that error is possible, some other
term is needed to mark the distinction' alike from self-evident
intuition and from mediated inference. The hypothesis that
flashes upon the mind of the historian or the scientist is doubtless
mediated by his previous studies; but the mediation is psycho-
logical and not logical, for the hypothesis, though it cries out for
subsequent verification, cannot be fully accounted for in terms of
its antecedents. Its verification, again, calls into play the power
of rational intuition. In drawing by induction a probable con-
clusion, we must see, as Dr. Ewing puts it, that the particular
kind of evidence used in & particular case makes the conclusion
probable. A like insight, which, though not infallible, is intuitive,
in that it goes beyond the formal features of the argument and
defies adequate expression in propositions about elements in the
reasoning process, is implied in all judgements of value, as also in
what Stocks calls ““ total ”’ assertions 3—¢.e., the apprehension of a
unitary whole which is more than the sum of its constituent parts,
such as—as we shall see presently—attends all knowing processes.

1 Descartes, Regulae, ITI, Méthode, Pt. II. Price holds, against Ewing
(Reason and Intuition, p. 9), that the intuition is part and parcel of the
inf?xé%nce. But the two moments are surely distinguishable. See below,
p. 126.

2 For “ total assertions ’ see J. L. Stocks, Reason and Intustion (London,
1939), pp. 38 ff.
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Rationalisation demands ‘‘ proof ”’, but the very demand is a
confession of failure in rationalisation. Proof, though it sounds
strange to say so, has this in common with faith, that it implies
defective insight into the truth of what is demonstrated. The
ideal of knowledge is intuitive self-evidence, an intellectual vision
possessed both of the immediacy of sense perception and of the
closer articulation of structure that finite minds can only appre-
hend by the arduous route of discursive thinking. But the goal is
self-evidence, and inference is but the instrument which we are
compelled to use in our effort to attain it. Only by the_ intel-
lectus infinitus Dei is the consummation fully realised. ‘ Phil-
osophy ”’, says Whitehead, ‘“is either self-evident or it is not
philosophy.” *  “The aim of philosophy is sheer disclosure.”
‘“ All inference in philosophy is a sign of that imperfection which
clings to all human endeavour. When the word ‘ proof > has been
uttered the next notion to enter the mind is ‘ half-heartedness ’.”
We seek proof only when we have grounds for doubt. That is
why the familiar * proofs ”’ of God’s existence rarely avail to
convince the sceptic. As Whitehead puts it in a criticism of
Hume, ““ A young man does not initiate his experience by dancing
with impressions of sensation and then proceed to conjecture a
partner .

Thus we see that the value of inference is ancillary to that of
intuition and other forms of immediate apprehension at both ends
of the scale. Analysis, and reasoning from the part to the whole,
can never be the first or the last word in philosophical method.
The starting point, however darkly envisaged, is intuitive aware-
ness of a whole that defies analytical dissection. And the ideal
consummation when analysis has done its work is again intuitive
knowledge, the synthetic vision of a totality that is more than the
aggregate of its constituents. The inferential function of reason is
subordinate to the intuitive all along the line. The root of the
error, alike of Descartes and his rationalist disciples, and of Hume’s
empiricism, lay in their endeavour to interpret the mind’s growth
in knowledge on the principle of mechanical composition that had
proved so amazingly fruitful in the physical sciences. You start
with simple atomic items of knowledge and build them like bricks
into more and more complex systems.? Such a method of explana-
tion does violence to the actual nature of the thinking process

1 Modes of Thought, pp. 66, 67. On vision see A. E. Taylor, *“ Knowing
and Believing ”, Philosophical Studies (London, 1934). Cf. p. 121 below.
3 (Gibson, Locke’s Theory of Knowledge, Ch. III, pp. 46-50.—A. E. T.)
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which is conditioned from the outset by an indeterminate and
schematic apprehension of the whole. An infant’s first sensation,
it has been said, is the universe.! In Aristotle’s words, 7 Yvx) mws
éori mdvra.? If we would rightly envisage the process of *‘ coming
to know ”’, we should reverse the method of science and take our
start, not from isolated fragments whether percepts or concepts,
each of which is just what it is and not another, but from the
context within which they are perceived or thought. Imagine the
experience of waking to consciousness in a strange room after
undergoing an operation under an an®sthetic. It is an experience
of the environment as a vague whole, within which the patient
gradually comes to discriminate, say, a ray of sunlight through
a window, or a nurse moving about the room; particular items
that stand out from a massive and indeterminate penumbra or
background, which is even a more essential factor in the experience
than the clear and distinct items of detail. The context persists
even after the recovery of full consciousness. So it is with all
grades of knowing.

I enter upon the study of an unfamiliar branch of learning
(let us say, of Chinese history) about which I realise that I “ know
nothing . In fact, my ignorance is far from total; were it so,
I could never take the step on to the unknown ground. I have
no distinct knowledge of any items, but a confused, undifferen-
tiated idea of the past of China as a whole, with, probably, a
few fragments of more detailed information—e.g., that the Ming
dynasty was famous for its pottery, or some uncertain associa-
tions that have gathered round the name of Confucius and the
Great Wall, or have been gleaned from books I have read about
Buddhism. As my study goes forward, the structure of Chinese
history is gradually articulated in my mind, until I have a fairly
clear view of the more significant details in their inter-relation
within the whole subject. But the apprehension of the whole,
thus progressively clarified, is an essential constituent of the
content of my knowledge from start to finish. I take one more
illustration. I attend a concert and listen to a Beethoven
symphony, hearing it as a whole, but, owing to my defective
musical education, without any appreciation of the several parts.
With the aid of an expert, I study the score in detail on my return
home until, on a second hearing, I am able to appreciate the

1 Wm. James, Principles of Psychology, 11, P 8: ‘““The first sensation
which an infant gets is for him the Universe .
3 De Anima, 431 b 21.
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contributions of the several instruments, the inter-weaving of
the various themes, and the manner of their development, etc.,
until finally, after prolonged training, I can grasp the structure
of the symphony with the insight, say, of a competent conductor
of an orchestra. Here again, knowledge of the whole conditions
knowledge of the parts. However often I hear the symphony,
however fully I understand its structure, I always hear it as a
whole.

Thus universally in mental growth, particular percepts and
concepts function relatively to their context, a context that widens
ever with the advance of knowledge and that in the event defies
any limitation short of the whole universe of reality. The analogy
of mechanical composition is wholly irrelevant to the analysis of
the facts of mental life. In later chapters we shall see how, while
science (in its search for truth) concentrates on the clear and
distinet as the basis of its construction, the vague and confused
context finds its own methods of elucidation in the very different
forms of knowledge disclosed in sesthetic and religious experience.
The distinction between the two lines of approach has been im-
pressively stressed by Pascal,! as that between Uesprit de finesse,
characteristic of les intuitifs, and lesprit de géometrie, character-
istic of les logiciens, the one as appropriate to scientific enquiry,
the other to the understanding of religious truth.

(3) With my third point I can deal very briefly, for it will arise
again for detailed consideration in the course of the next chapter.
The main interest of reason, on this view, lies in generalisation.
Its aim, both in scientific thought and in conduct, is to make
particulars, events, or things or persons intelligible as instances of
a general law. Any phenomenon that resists such interpretations
is regarded as a surd-factor, provoking reason to the task of ratio-
cination. So, in conduct, virtue is held to lie in conformity to
moral rules, expressive of the means requisite for the attainment
of ends determined by non-rational impulses of human nature.
Here, too, “ reason is and ought to be the slave of the passions ”.
Judgements of value are matters of feeling, and fall beyond its
scope. That the real is individual is not questioned; only, as
such, it lies outside the pale of knowledge. Hume’s sensa, be it
noted, were instances of general qualities. The problem of know-
ledge of the individual, like that of the principle of individuation,
has hardly troubled the modern mind.

This blind faith that scientific reason had discovered a sure path

1 Pensées, Brunschvicg ed., Pt. I, 1-4.
o



18 THE LIFE OF REASON

to progress and could unlock for man the gate to an earthly
millennium was bound to provoke reaction. The revolt, when it
came, proved a veritable disaster, alike in speculative theory and
practice. For it was enlisted under the banner, not of reason, but
of irrationality. I give three illustrations of its tragic issues on
modern civilisation. (2) In the domain of theory an appeal is
voiced from all quarters from the verdict of scientific reason to
that of other and supra-intellectual powers of mind. The poets,
as we have seen, were first in the field with their claims on behalf
of the synthetic imagination to be the organ of truth. Later in
the day the “ owl of Minerva ” echoed the note of rebellion;
for the protests of the post-Kantian Idealists in the name of reason
against the abstractions of the scientific ‘“ understanding ”’ had
passed unheeded save by the few whose ears were open to the still,
small voice of metaphysics. A wider response was evoked by the
two philosophies which influenced most deeply the thought of
Europe and America in the closing decades of the nineteenth
century—those of Bergson and William James. Both were
avowedly anti-intellectualist, the one in his exaltation of intuition,
the other in his exaltation of the will. In the meantime, even
physical science, which in the seventeenth century had given birth
to the restricted view of reason of which we have been treating,
suffered violence from within its own borders, being driven by the
logic of its own progress to a radical reconstruction that has
rendered the maintenance of that restricted view no longer
practicable. Of this revolution in the physicists’ conception of
the universe I shall speak in the next chapter.

(b) My second illustration is from religion. Descartes had
claimed that the idea of God was of all ideas the clearest and
most distinct, the metaphysical prius of all knowledge save that
of the thinking self. Descartes’ God was wholly transcendent,
and His purposes in the creation and conservation of the world
were ascertainable only through revelation. The ensuing age
of Rationalism made short work of revelation; when natural
theology—i.e., the arid deism of Voltaire—followed suit, science
and religion were parted by an abyss which the reason of the
eighteenth century was powerless to bridge. For Catholicism,
inheriting the great medieval tradition, a reasonable faith was
never a contradiction; but for Protestantism it was otherwise.
Schleiermacher, like the Methodists and Pietists before him, fell
back on emotion; in his case, on the feeling of dependence upon
God. So to-day, in reaction against a religious philosophy of
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immanence, we find Karl Barth reaffirming Luther’s rejection of
the “ harlot reason ”’, wholly corrupted by the sin of our first
parents, and appealing to a supernatural ““ Word of God ”’ that
has no affinities with the word of human reason.

(¢c) Once more, when we turn to the fields of morality, law, and
politics, we are confronted by a like disparagement of the claims
of reason and a like appeal to emotional and pragmatic interests.
I am not thinking merely of William James’s Pragmatism, which
was put forward, in reaction to a narrow intellectualism, as a
reasoned philosophical theory. I have rather in mind one of the
most remarkable books of the last century, George Sorel’s Réflexions
sur la violence, with its advocacy of the ‘“ myth ” of the general
strike as a watchword for syndicalism, in opposition to theoretical
Utopias and all ideals backed by rational argument. Communism,
Fascism, and National Socialism, for all their differences, have this
in common : that each offers to the faithful a religious gospel,
whose credentials lie in the power to stir passion and to ensure a
practical triumph. Truth is banished from the realm of value;
knowledge is prized, not for its own sake, but solely as an in-
strument in the hands of governments for the furtherance of
the temporal efficiency of a class, a nation, or a race. With
reason thus enslaved to the passions, morality vanishes in
immoralism.

§ ITI. Asphilosophical error has its share of responsibility for the
ills of the world, so a return to philosophical truth is a condition of
their amelioration. There is manifestly a call, in the interests
both of theory and practice, for an enlarged view of reason—a
view that will sanction the inclusion of intuitive thinking, ssthetic
and scientific imagination, the higher levels of emotion, and moral
and religious faith, within the scope of the intellectual life. Not
that reason can be taken as co-extensive with mind, or even with
consciousness. For mind covers unconscious as well as conscious
processes, while consciousness includes phenomena of infra-
rational sentience and the ‘ blind propensities ”’ in which Hume
professed to find the mainspring of our beliefs. My contention is,
that wherever in our experience there is conscious unification of
diverse elements, be the unity discovered in the real, or con-
structed by human agency ; wherever we discern or produce form
in a given material, be it in sense-perception, in a work of art, in
moral or economic action, in scientific, philosophical, or religious
thinking—there intellect or reason (I use these terms synony-
mously) is at work. In a word, the essential function of reason



20 THE LIFE OF REASON

is, as Shelley said of the imagination, that of synthesis. It is in
relation to this synthetic activity that analysis and logical inference
have their secondary, though vitally important, place.

In contending for a re-establishment of this wider view of reason,
I am not embarking on a hitherto uncharted sea. Two illustra-
tions, drawn from the history of philosophy, will help to a prima
facte justification of my case. (a) It will be remembered how
Plato, in the Republic, distinguished, within the sphere of know-
ledge (émorrun), a higher faculty (vorjois) exercised in dialectic,
from the lower faculty (didvoia) exercised in the mathematical
sciences, and how the former of these found its consummation
in the intuitive vision of the essential Form of Good.!

For Aristotle, again, the function of Nous, as distinguished
from what he termed émaorijun, was intuitive, alike of the universal
in the particulars and of self-evident principles of thought and
conduct. He held that God’s whole life consists in the timeless
intuition of His own intellectual activity (vénois vorjoews).?
The Christian thinkers of the Middle Ages, both Platonists and
Aristotelians, held firmly to this distinction within the field of
Reason, translating the word vois as intellectus, dudvoia as ratio.
Spinoza, who in this respect at least was far more of a Platonist
than a Cartesian, appropriated the same tradition; he used the
term ratio to denote the second of his three grades of apprehension,
that of scientific knowledge, while he designated the highest grade,
exemplified by God’s infinite intellect, and man’s as participating
therein, as scientia intuitiva.®

(b) The second illustration is drawn from German Idealism.
Kant and Hegel, revolting from the narrow rationalism of the
so-called Age of Enlightenment, reaffirmed the distinction, but
with an inversion of terminology. For them Reason (Vernunft)
is the faculty that grasps the unconditioned—i.e., the conditions
in their totality; Understanding (Verstand) the faculty that
passes discursively from part to part within the whole. ‘ The
essential aim of Reason,” wrote Kant, ““is to give unity to the
various cognitions of the understanding, to discover an un-
conditioned which will complete its unity.”* ‘Thought, as
understanding,” said Hegel, ‘ sticks to fixity of characters and
their distinctness from one another : every such limited abstract

! (Republic, 510 b-511 a.—A. E. T.)

2 Aristotle, Met., 1074 b, 20—35.

3 Ethics, 11, 40, schol 2; de Intellectus Emendatione, pp. 9-10 (vol. 2,

VVL). ¢ Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A 326-B 383.
The words in the text appear to be a paraphrase of Kant, who writes
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it treats as having a subsistence and being of its own.” ¢ Reason-
ableness, on the contrary, just consists in/embracing within itself
these opposites ”’ (Mind and matter, for instance, or Free-will and
Necessity) ““ as unsubstantial elements. Thus the reason-world
may be equally styled mystical, not, however, because thought
cannot both reach and comprehend it, but merely because it lies
beyond the compass of understanding.”? We need not trouble
ourselves over differences of terminology ; the point common to all
thinkers, Greek and modern, is their differentiation between a
higher and a lower plane of intellectual activity—between the
function of reason in intuitive synthesis, and its lower discursive
function in logical analysis. Be it observed, however, that they
one and all affirm the continuity of these operations and the
necessity for the mind to pass through the lower grades of appre-
hension in its pilgrimage towards the goal of rationality.

The modern world has gone on its way—in bondage, as we have
seen, to science—heedless of the lessons to be learned from these
great thinkers. Aristotle and the scholastics lay under a cloud;
Kant and Hegel, save for a handful of academic disciples, were as
voices crying in the wilderness. In appealing to their authority
for our present purpose, however, we must note one point on which
they were at variance. All were agreed in holding that the ideal
of reason was an activity of intellectual intuition. But they

(trans. by H. A. Hodges), * The sole aim of the transcendental concept of
reason is always the absolute totality in the synthesis of conditions, and
it never stops until it reaches that which is absolutely and in every respect
unconditioned. . . . Reason reserves for itself only the absolute totality
in the use of the concepts of the understanding, and seeks to carry out
to the absolutely unconditioned that synthetic unity which is thought in
the category. . . . Accordingly reason is concerned only with the use of
the understanding . . . in order to prescribe for it a direction towards a
certain unity of which the understanding has no conception, and whose
aim is to comprehend all the acts of the understanding, in relation to each
and every object, in an absolute whole.”

1 Encyclopaedia, §§ 80, 82. Note on Verstehen in Dilthey.

H. A. Hodges comments :—‘‘ The sense given to the word ‘ understanding’
(das Verstehen) in Dilthey and his German-speaking successors introduces a
further complication. Dilthey is not concerned, like Hegel, with high
speculative themes; but with the cognitive processes at work in the minds
of artists and historians, the imaginative insight which understands
(versteht) human thoughts, feelings, and actions in terms of the mind as a
living and developing whole. ‘ In understanding we start from the system
of the whole, which is given to us as a living reality, to make the particular
intelligible to ourselves in terms of it ’ (G.S. V 172). This Verstehen has
more in common with Bergson’s intuition than with Kant’s or Hegel’s
Vernunft. It is contrasted with das Erkldren, the abstract analytical
intelligence, which explains (erkldrt) events by reference to causes and
general laws; and to this latter Dilthey occasionally applies indifferently
the terms Verstand, Vernunft, and ratio.”
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differed on the question whether that ideal was realisable by the
human mind. Plato believed it possible for the philosopher, in
the course of his earthly life, to attain to the direct vision of the
absolute reality, to think, as a living disciple of Hegel has worded
it, * from the standpoint of the Absolute ”’. Spinoza shared this
belief : ‘“ The human mind,” he said, “ has adequate knowledge
of the infinite and eternal essence of God.”! The medievals
thought otherwise. And surely they were right. The fact that
man must needs come by his knowledge by a temporal process, that
his intuition is throughout conditioned by discursive thinking,
shows that his intellectual faculty is not merely factually but
necessarily imperfect. Moreover, he is only enabled—as Aquinas
and Kant alike insist—to apprehend intelligible objects mediately,
from a basis of sense-perception. This is why human knowledge
is always approximative, admitting of degrees. It is never in-
fallible; not even in the judgements of pure mathematics, which
(pace the Positivists) are not tautologous, nor in awareness of
sensa, which (pace the Positivists) are products of reflective
abstraction operating on objects of sense-perception. In a word,
if T have any absolute knowledge, it is the knowledge that I am
not the Absolute, and that, not being the Absolute, I cannot think
the Absolute’s thoughts. The doctrine which is dominant in
Hindu metaphysics, and periodically haunts Western thought,
that it is not I who think, but the Absolute (or universal or trans-
cendental) Mind that thinks in me, is fatal to finite individuality ;
as Aquinas showed conclusively in his masterly tractate de unitate
intellectus contra Averroistas. His refutation holds still against
such thinkers as Gentile.

But this recognition of the inherent limitations of human
reason carries with it two corollaries. It implies, first, that we
can think beyond the bounds of our attainment, conceiving an
ideal form of intellectual activity, an intuitive understanding,
unconditioned by symbolic mediation or temporal process. Here
Descartes was surely in the right, however he may have erred in
thinking that the concept was clear and distinct and in ascribing to
it, as such, ontological validity. Even if it be regarded, in Kant’s
phrase, as a regulative idea with purely epistemological significance,
it remains a requisite condition of all discursive thinking. And if
this be so, is not the belief in its objective reality, as something
more than a projection of our own imagining, to be regarded as an
act of reasonable faith? May we not, in this purely metaphysical

1 Ethics, I1, 47.
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application, reverse Anselm’s famous dictum, and speak, not only
of fides quaerens intellectum, but of intellectus quaerens fidem ?

Secondly, the activity of human reason is displayed on various
levels, in forms of knowledge approximating more or less closely
to the ideal of intellectual intuition. These graded forms are
neither co-ordinate with one another nor mutually exclusive; as
Collingwood has shown in his book, Philosophical Method, they
are ordered in a continuous series, each exhibiting in its degree
of adequacy, the essential nature of rational knowledge. The
lower forms are included in the higher, being taken up into and
appropriated by the latter, as the unification achieved in per-
ceptual experience is enriched by scientific or zsthetic inter-
pretation, or that of prudential action on the plane of moral and
religious praxis. This hierarchical conception of reason originated,
as we have seen, with Plato, and is dominant throughout ancient,
medieval, and modern Platonism.

The marks that enable us to distinguish the status of a glven
form of activity, whether of speculative or practical reason, in the
scale, may be distinguished by means of the logical categories of
quantity, quality, and relation. (1) The quantitative criterion
is that of comprehensiveness according as the field of experience
in which reason discovers synthetic unity is of wider or narrower
range, as the Copernican hypothesis proved more comprehensive
than the Ptolemaic, and Einstein’s formula of gravitation than
that of Newton. So, in practice, Christian morality recognises
obligations to all mankind, independently of race or social status,
counting distinctions of Greek and Barbarian, bond or free, as
morally irrelevant. But this quantitative criterion must, as we
shall see in the sequel, be accepted subject to reservation; it
holds ceteris paribus, and has frequently to be overriden by other
and more important considerations. The greatness of Gibbon’s
history depends doubtless in part on the vast sweep of past events
embraced within its synthesis, but the mere fact of its compre-
hensiveness no more suffices to determine its value as a historical
achievement than the mere size of the canvas or the wealth of
incident depicted to determine that of a painting. In questions
of valuation, quality always maintains its priority over quantity.
This brings us to (2) the criterion of qualitative significance or
individuality in the material that is gathered into synthesis.
Psychology, judged by this measure, ranks higher than Zoology or
Botany, in that its subject is man, who exhibits a richer complex of
characters than a mollusc or an orchid and is of * more value than
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many sparrows ~’. So, again, the history. of the Renaissance or
the Russian revolution has qualitative precedence over that of
early Mexico or of medieval Scotland, without prejudice to the
relative claims that those possess on the attention of the historian.
There is in all these matters a scale of importance that is no mere
subjective preference, but objective, determined by their worth as
contributions to humanistic culture.

Thirdly, (3) as regards relation, the test is twofold, according as
the relation is internal to the structure of the synthesis (iii, a), or
between one form of rational synthesis and others (iii, b). In the
former case (iii, a) the test is the completeness of integration
of the form and the matter, of the unifying principle and the
content unified thereby. We shall see that the relation of a
scientific generalisation to its instances is more extraneous and
contingent than that of a historical or sesthetic pattern to the
details that it brings’into unification. So a moral rule differs
from a moral principle in that the former hangs loose from the
cases of its application, while the latter is so closely integrated
with the particular acts in which it is exemplified as to be incon-
ceivable apart from them, or they from it. Lastly, (iii, b), that
form of synthesis holds the higher place in the hierarchy which
gathers up within itself and appropriates other forms of inferior
rank, as the low-grade unification achieved in perceptual experience
is at once included and enriched in different ways by scientific
and @sthetic interpretation, or that of economic action on the
plane of moral and religious praxis. The criterion here is not that
of range of particular detail, as with the test of comprehensiveness,
for the lower-grade syntheses included in the higher are themselves
distinctive types of rational unification, and, moreover, undergo
modification in being aufgehoben on a higher plane. This con-
ception of an ordered hierarchy of types both of speculative and of
practical reason is fundamental as determining the structure of the
present volume. Its ultimate aim is to display religious experience
as the crowning type of rational activity, as the synthesis of the
highest activity of speculative reason and the highest activity of
practical reason in a single form of rational life. °



CHAPTER II
THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON

Science

§ I. WE have suggested that in human experience reason is dis-
played on varying levels, bearing fruit in a hierarchy of forms of
knowledge. Our survey of these forms has for its natural starting-
point the simplest act of apprehension, sense-perception. Prin-
cipium nostre cognitionis est a sensu. This dictum of Aquinas,
heralding Kant’s assertion that concepts apart from sense-
intuition (4Anschauung) are empty, is one of many points of
affinity between these two philosophers, which lead us to question
the rigorous application of the dilemma, ‘“either St. Thomas or
Kant ”’, which is often presented to us, like a pistol, by con-
temporary exponents of the Angelic Doctor. Now analysis of
sense-perception reveals the compresence, on the one hand of an
objective situation, on the other of an activity of mind which,
though sensuous, is already implicitly intellectual. I have said
that I cannot follow Hume or his modern disciples in the view that
our knowledge is founded on isolated sense-data, private to the
sentient individual and destitute of intrinsic causal connexion.
What is apprehended in perception from the outset is an objective
spatio-temporal-causal continuum, from which the so-called sensa
are detached by an artificial process of abstraction. I hold with
Whitehead that awareness of self and awareness of an external
world are present, though obscurely, in the simplest act of per-
ception. I believe that Whitehead’s doctrine of ‘ perception in
the mode of causal efficacy ”’ conditioning ‘‘ perception in the
mode of presentation ”’ is one of the most important advances in
recent epistemology. That it has excited so little attention can be
due only to the inveterate reluctance of philosophers to swing
free of the fetters of orthodox tradition. ;
A moment’s reflection on perceptual experience brings to light
two distinctions, pointing respectively to two different lines of
intellectual advance. In the first place, thought may be directed
either to further speculation or to action. The interest provoked
by the percept may be theoretical or practical. I see the moon
eclipsed or the railway lines apparently convergent, and seek to
know the reason of these phenomena. Or a telegram is handed to
26
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me that summons me to a distant part of England, and I am
straightway moved to act in a way befitting the emergency. The
action, to be effective, must be grounded on knowledge. In the
former case I acquire knowledge for its own sake; in the latter
for the sake of what I want to do (verum relatum ad opus). Butin
both cases reason is operative and knowledge is used and won.
Just as in pursuing a purely theoretical enquiry—e.g., the solution
of a mathematical problem, the setting ourselves to the task implies
action—so, as we noted in the opening chapter in connexion with
knowledge through personal intercourse, action generates know-
ledge, quite apart from any speculative ‘‘ interest ’. We see here
the basis for the distinction between the activities of speculative and
practical reason. It is often said that the satisfaction of practical
needs is more primitive and fundamental than any purely
theoretical interest. I am not convinced that this is unreservedly
true.

“ All men by nature desire knowledge,” are the opening words
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics ; and Thomas Hobbes of Malmesbury,
voicing his own preference for disinterested intellectual enquiry,
wrote : ¢ Curiosity, the desire to know how and why, a lust of
the mind, that, by a perseverance of delight in the continual and
indefatigable generation of knowledge, exceedeth the short
vehemence of any carnal pleasure.””’! Whether this desire is
primitive, or has its source in the exigencies of practical life, is an
open question; a baby seems to enjoy ‘‘seeing the wheels go
round ”’ apart from any utility to be served, and animals seem
to like looking and smelling round where there is no question of
prey or danger. Why should not babies and animals be curious,
as well as ourselves? The human mind, as Plato long ago
remarked, cannot long rest content with the flux of sense per-
ception. Now, as soon as the mind reflects on the nature of what
it perceives, the second of the distinctions to which I have just
referred comes into play. This distinction is that between know-
ledge of the universal and of the individual. Everything that I
perceive is at once unique and exhibits general characters; it is a
particular instance of a sort or class or kind. In perception these
two features- are given in integration; in Aristotle’s language,
what we perceive is a ‘‘ this-such ”’, never a bare * this . But
in subsequent reflection reason, both in its theoretical and in its
practical exercise, fixes attention, now on the factor of generality
in isolation from the particular, as in the conceptual thinking of

! Leviathan, Ch. VI.
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science and the philosophy which takes science as its model, now
on the factor of uniqueness, as in history, art, and personal co-
operation. Our chief concern in this chapter is with the specula-
tive activity of reason as concentrated on the factor of generality—
1.e., with reason in the form of science—but first I would illustrate
how this second distinction, between the universal and the par-
ticular, applies also to practical reason. On the line of practice,
the universalising function of reason is exhibited, primarily, in
the calculation of means to the satisfaction of man’s material
needs, in the sowing of crops and the fashioning of tools; later, in
the adoption of empirical rules for the direction of communal
life, in the enactment of laws, and, at a yet higher stage, in
the recognition of general moral obligations. Such universals,
on ascending levels of expediency, legality, and morality, are
analogous to the ascending levels of scientific and philosophical
generalisation on the line of speculative research. Of yet greater
significance is the knowledge of individuals that comes by way of
practical experience, in men’s intuitive judgements of utility,
equity, and duty. There is here no question of the application of
general rules; Bradley’s use in this connexion of the phrase
“intuitive subsumption’ is misleading, as conveying, like
Aristotle’s ‘‘ practical syllogism ”’, the suggestion of a universal
premise. Doubtless all rational action means action on principle ;
but a principle is one thing, a rule another. A rule is abstract,
and can be formulated, like a class-concept, in general terms;
a practical principle is a concrete pattern of behaviour, which
defies formulation, and is individual and unique. We shall see
later how an act embodying moral principle is on a higher plane
of rationality than an act done in obedience to a rule. In the
highest form of praxis, conformity to rule is wholly subservient
to a principle freed from every vestige of impersonality, the love
generated in communion between man and God.

For the present we leave practical reason on one side and confine
ourselves to theoretical reason as displayed in knowledge of the
universal factor in experiences.

It is an ancient and a hallowed doctrine, with its roots deep set
in philosophical tradition, that the object of knowledge is the
universal. ‘‘ Sense-perception (aiofnais) is of particulars: know-
ledge (émorjun)—the knowledge, that is, of science and philosophy
—is of universals.” So wrote the first and greatest of the
Platonists.! Of course, the doctrine was open to qualification.

1 Aristotle, De Anima, 417 b 22-3.
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Sensible things, which for Plato were objects of opinion or “ bastard
reasoning ™ (véfos loywouds), were for Aristotle genuine realities ; !
but knowledge of them was only through the form, the universal,
immanent in the concrete individuals. The element of unique-
ness, the ““ this ” in the * this-such ”’, eludes the grasp of mind.
At the summit of the scale of being, again, individuality reasserted
itself. Plato’s transcendent Forms were no  bloodless cate-
gories ”’, but individual substances, as were also Aristotle’s First
Movers and, supreme among them, pure form and pure activity,
his living and self-conscious God. Here assuredly are individual
reals that are completely knowable; yet even here the knowledge
is not immediate, but conditioned by inferential processes which
are throughout conversant with universals. Thus, with rare
exceptions, for the Greek philosophers knowledge was of the
universal, by the universal, for the universal. How else could the
world reveal itself as the realm of reason and of law? They
followed their star—these first discoverers of science—undaunted
by the gulf that severed their ontology from their theory of know-
ledge. The individual was the real, yet it remained, in its
individuality, unknowable. Hence the age-long wrestling, pro-
tracted into the Middle Ages as the conflict between Thomists and
Scotists, over the principle of individuation.

For the doctrine that knowledge is of the universal had come to
stay. It was reaffirmed, after the rediscovery of the Aristotelian
Corpus in the thirteenth century, by Aquinas, in face alike of the
heightened significance imparted to human personality by the
dogma of the Incarnation and of the cherished claim of Augustinian
Platonism to intuitive knowledge of the self and of God. I give
an instance anticipatory of the discussions in a later chapter.
Aquinas readily allows that in mystical contemplation the con-
tactus of the soul with God in love gives birth to direct insight
into the divine nature, an experiential knowledge that anticipates
even on earth the visio Dei granted to the redeemed in Paradise.
But he is careful to distinguish this non-conceptual mode of
apprehension from the knowledge of science and metaphysics.
The one is sapientia, infused by supernatural grace; the other is
scientia, the fruit of natural reason.? His insistence on this
distinction is due not merely to his desire to emphasise against
Pantheism the abyss that parts the being of the Creator from that
of the creature, but also to his staunch adherence to the Aristo-

1 Aristotle, De Anima, book II.
1 (S.T.,,1a,q 12, arti 11, 13. de Merit., ¢ XIII.—A. E. T.)
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telian formula that all human knowledge is by concepts abstracted
from sense-particulars. The advent of modern science, for which
the doors had been thrown open by St. Thomas, while it brought
new strength to the traditional doctrine, imposed on it also a new
restriction. We have seen how the activity of reason was defined
by Descartes in terms of the method of mathematics. Its concern
is exclusively with universals; from clear and distinect concepts,
apprehended by intuition, it deduces the orderly system of the
universe. Henceforward the exact sciences furnished the model
for all thinking. Truths of contingent fact were but the raw
material, deserving the name of knowledge only when interpreted
as instances of general law. Men set themselves to reduce the
whole world of experience, in Dilthey’s words, to  laws of rela-
tion, expressible in fixed concepts, which produce in all cases
the same outlines, for economic life, for legal organisation, for the
moral law, for faith in reason, for msthetic rules””. Such was the
Rationalism that mastered the mind of Europe through the so-
called epoch of enlightenment.

The prejudice persists alike in the mind of the public and
among professed philosophers. The Logical Positivists confine
the sphere of knowledge to that of the scientific understanding.
The neo-Thomists, with a wider speculative outlook, still follow
their master in restricting truth to propositional statements
and rational activity to the manipulation of general concepts.
Alexander has placed on record his conviction that “ truth is
utterly conversant with universals ”. This reluctance on the
part of philosophers to allow that individuals can be known in
their individuality without the aid either of general concepts or
even of propositional formulation, is evidence of how hard it is
for the modern mind to question the tradition established by the
first founders of science more than two thousand years ago. Of
course, the tradition, however exaggerated its claim to exclusive
sovereignty, is grounded on a firm foundation of truth.

There are two reasons why thought fixes on the general char-
acters of things as the key to knowledge. (a) They can be com-
pletely known and completely understood. Thought is at home
with universals, for these are intelligibilia, akin to thought. The
red rose I can see; I cannot see redness or rosiness. As Alice
observed to the dormouse, “ You can’t draw a picture of a much-
ness ’. But universals can be thought; and by thinking them
we come to understand—partially at any rate—the unique
reality. But the unique factor in the objects of sense-perception—
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the “ this ”’ in the ‘‘ this-such ”—eludes the grasp of mind; the
“ such ’—the factor of generality—alone gives purchase to the
intellect in its desire to know. What we have to consider is
whether the field of rational knowledge is restricted to knowledge
of, and through, general concepts, or whether it must not be
enlarged to cover a knowledge that is non-conceptual, of the
individual in its individuality. Our survey of the Forms of
Speculative Reason must include the claims, not only of Science
and Philosophy, but of History, Art, and Religion. Of this
more presently. (b) The second reason for concentration on the
common characters of things is the vast extension of knowledge it
renders possible. The data of perception, as we perceive them, are
at once limited in range and infinite in their variety. Grouped in
classes and orders, the chaos is progressively transformed into a
cosmos; things remote in space and time—the flora and fauna of
Britain and Australia, the eclipses of antiquity and of the far
future—can be co-ordinated as instances of common kinds and
universal laws. I need not labour an obvious point; our debt to
the sciences in thus enlarging knowledge of man and Nature goes
far to justify the traditional faith, not only of the public, but of
philosophers, in scientific methods as a model for all rational
enquiry. In homage to this long-standing tradition, we com-
- mence our survey with science.

§ I1I. Science breathes the air of generality. Its roots at the
outset were planted in the pre-scientific generalisations of popular
thinking, the rough-and-ready groupings and distinctions pro-
voked by objects of>sense-perception. ‘‘The ox knoweth his
owner, and the ass his master’s crib’’; but these instinctive
discriminations, be they of singulars or of their kinds—e.g., of
another animal of the same species and of its sex—fall below the
level of free ideation and imply no recognition of the character or
kind as such. The initial generalisations in which science has its
birth are already conceptual, like a greengrocer’s notion of the
difference between swedes and turnips, and serve as a basis
for the conceptual clarification rendered possible by scientific
methods. We can discern the dawn of what deserves to be called
science in the accurate observations of the movements of the
heavenly bodies by Chaldean astrologers, or the equally precise
and equally empirical measurements of Egyptian land-surveyors.
Here it is not the registration of data, but their interpretation,
that falls short of the requirements of science. For a truly
scientific explanation of phenomena the world had to await the
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coming of the Hellenic genius; with the awakening of that new
source of intellectual energy, Athene sprang in full panoply from
the head of Zeus.! Men set themselves resolutely to discover by
rational enquiry the causes and natures of things. They have
pressed forward on that road, almost without interruption, ever
since.2 If progress can be traced in any branch of human civilisa-
tion, it is in science. At the upper end of the process of scientific
enquiry the results achieved are reabsorbed into the cultural
outlook of the public, mainly by way of their practical applica-
tions. But the intervening stages of the process elude popular
comprehension ; their abstractness and complexity render them
caviare to the general, like the niceties of scholastic theology in
the period immediately preceding the Reformation. It is even
possible that the historical tragedy may be re-enacted—with a
difference, be it understood—and that the industrial workers of
Europe and America, appalled by the power placed within the
grasp of governments by the fruits of applied science, may unite in
passionate rebellion against the cult of the Deus absconditus of the
laboratory.

But if science suffers violence in its applications, the rulers of
the nations are to blame, not the scientists. Our present concern
is rather with pure science and, especially, with its methods. Of
these methods we have already had much to say in our exposition
of the narrower view of Reason in the opening chapter. We there
noted that the achievements of modern Physics were due to the
truly amazing marriage of the deductive, @ priori, method of
mathematics and the inductive, a posteriori, method of observa-
tion and experiment. Both alike are instruments of generalisa-
tion (entia rationis). The concepts and formule of pure mathe-
matics are pure essences, universals untainted by any infection of
particularity. They are, in the old phrase, ‘‘ eternal truths ”,
truths of ““ possible ” existence, which hold without any reference
to temporal events or “ actual ”’ existence. In the hands of the
mathematical physicist the ‘ whole choir of heaven and earth ”’
appears to vanish, as Bergson put it, ““in algebraical smoke .
Or, to quote Whitehead, ‘‘ Science in its perfection relapses into
the study of differential equations. The concrete world has
slipped through the scientific net.”

If you ask for the raison d’étre of existence, science can give no

1 Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 3rd edn., p. 23. * The Greeks . . .
made at least three discoveries of capital importance in the course of two
or three generations.”

2 ““On Progress,” Legacy of the Ancient World, Ch. XII.
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answer. It can tell you the nature of what exists—i.e., it can
solve the problem of essence—but existence is accepted as brute
fact that allows of no explanation. If you must account for it,
you have perforce to fall back on God as the Creator, and God, for
science, is the asylum ignorantice. “ The question of attributing
a mysterious property called existence to the physical universe ”,
writes Eddington, ‘ never arises for the physicist.”1 As though
anyone supposed that existence was a property ! If the explana-
tion be sought of particular existences—i.e., of the existence of
this phenomenon here and now—the answer is given, not in terms
of essences or general characters, but in terms of efficient causes—
i.e., of other equally contingent existences. In other words, the
explanation is historical rather than scientific. But of this more
presently. Moreover, if the scientist does consent to the theistic
hypothesis, he is prone to interpret God as a Creator of pure
essences; in other words, as a super-human geometrician. We
can easily understand the temper of the scientist, who prefers
even the most paradoxical explanation of individual existence
rather than bring God into the picture. This has now become a
metaphysical prejudice, and is often shared by the philosopher.
So thought Plato and Descartes ; so thinks Sir James Jeans to-day.
God creates an actual universe, it is true ; but in the likeness of the
eternal truths.

What, then, about the method of experiment? Here again,
the be-all and end-all is generalisation. Assuredly the results of
mathematical calculation are at every point submitted to the test
of verification by the facts. Huxley used to say that Herbert
Spencer’s idea of a tragedy was a generalisation killed by a fact.
But of what sort are the facts which the scientist regards as crucial
for his hypothesis ? They are the facts as amenable to generalisa-
tion. They are indeed perceptible, directly or indirectly, by
sense; but they differ tofo ceelo from the facts of ordinary percep-
tion. What resemblance is there between the chair on which I
am now seated and the physicist’s electrons and protons seething
with immeasurable velocity in empty space ? The scientist’s facts
are pointer-readings—i.e., facts qud amenable to quantitative
formulatiot and mathematical treatment. Thus at an early
stage the so-called secondary qualities, in which lie the interest of
Nature for the poet and the painter, went to the wall, as relative
to the intrusion of percipient mind; the primary qualities—i.e.,
the mathematical—alone were allowed a rightful place in Nature.

1 cf. Gilson, God and Philosophy, p. 130 n.
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The concrete world of our acquaintance has indeed ‘ slipped
through the scientific net ”’; we are left stranded in an incredible,
unimaginable, universe of abstractions.

What, then, becomes of individuality? The individual is a
mere specimen, an instance of a class, species, or law, a standardised
unit distinguishable from others by a merely numerical difference.
The interplay of personal relationships, from which human life
draws nearly all its interest and meaning, has no relevance for
scientific enquiry. To know a man’s temperature or his weight
may be of vital practical moment as an index to his health, but
gives little insight into his personality. When we consider how
not only the problems of real existence and individuality, but all
cognisance of values, falls outside the range of science, we realise
at what a tremendous cost science purchases her lauded im-
personality. True, there is compensation in the removal of the
temptation to sacrifice truth to the urge for wish-fulfilment. The
fact that the scientist throws all the energy of his personality with
its attendant emotional intensity into his researches is irrelevant
to the impersonality of his method and the disinterestedness of
his aim. There is an atmosphere of intellectual integrity in the
laboratory that renders its climate more bracing than that breathed
by enquirers into matters which, like theology or metaphysics,
are more intimately bound up with man’s personal interests and
values.

Two qualifications must be noted to this view of science as
exclusively concerned with the factor of generality. What we
have been saying holds rather of the tradition dominant during
the last three centuries than of the changed outlook that is open-
ing before science at the present day. We shall see presently
how the very progress of science within its own borders is leading
to a reconstruction of scientific principles that carries with it
the inclusion of much that has hitherto been excluded from its
province.

The second qualification points to a similar conclusion. The
general thinking of science is not the only avenue to knowledge
of nature. Natural objects, animate and inanimate, can be
known in their individuality by a personal sympathy and under-
standing analogeus to our insight into other human selves. To
this, not only the poets and painters bear witness, as in Shelley’s
Sensitive Plant and Ode to the Skylark, but lovers of Nature, by no
means ignorant of science, such as W. H. Hudson or Lord Grey

of Fallodon, who won, in quasi-personal intimacy with birds and
D
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other animals, a knowledge of the individual as fully deserving of
the name as the general truths discovered in a biological observa-
tory. We have here a pregnant illustration of the mutual en-
richment furnished by two widely different lines of intellectual
approach when functioning in co-operation : that of the observer
who contemplates the object from the outside and that of the
observer who (to use Alexander’s term) ‘ enjoys ” the experience
from within.

" The psychologist, for example, is rigorously faithful to the
methods of science when he rejects the aid of introspection and
restricts his task to observation of the overt behaviour of his
subject. On the alternative line of approach, the object, be it the
enquirer himself or another conscious self, is a subject-object,
with whom he stands in an inter-subjective relation. In the case
of introspection, the relation is that of “I1” to “I”’; in that of
direct personal communion with another self, it is that of “I1”
to “ Thou”. It may be added that the observer also is a uni-
versal; it is not “I” as “I” who make the observation, but
“I1” as equivalent to ‘‘ any careful and competent observer .
So punctilious is the etiquette.of the scientist in ensuring against
the intrusion of personality. The bearing of this distinction on
religious experience will engage our attention in a later chapter.

§ I1I. Thus far our analysis of the methods of science has followed
the tradition of the classical Physics, inaugurated by Galileo at
the close of the sixteenth century and expounded in finished
form a hundred years later by Newton, since when it has borne
unchallenged sway over the thought both of scientists and of
philosophers. Kant’s presentation of the phenomenal world as a
causally determined mechanical system was modelled strictly on
Newtonian physics. But the last half-century has witnessed a
radical reconstruction of the classical doctrine, due in part to the
concentration of interest on the biological, psychological, and
sociological sciences, but chiefly to the fact that the further
working out of the first fruits of the Newtonian physics has proved
fatal to the very principles that rendered these advances possible.
The revolution thus effected has as yet been very imperfectly
assimilated, even by those who are most accessible to its influence.
Scientists are naturally disinclined to discard traditional principles
that have proved themselves over a period of three centuries to
be so amazingly fruitful in furthering scientific progress. More-
over, the latest discoveries in one branch of science are slow in
reaching the minds of specialists in other branches. Biologists
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to-day still work within their own field with conceptions that
belong to the physics of the last century—e.g., they think of genes
as determining heredity, as though they were bits of matter that
remain unchanged amid all changes of their environment. Even
the physicists are unconsciously influenced by the force of a
tradition that is irreconcileable with their explicit doctrines.
There is hardly cause for surprise in the almost unquestioning
adhesion of philosophers—e.g., of the Logical Positivists—to the
pre-suppositions of Newtonian physics, and of their heedlessness
of the voice of thinkers who, like Dr. Whitehead, persist in
exposing their error. ,

What, then, were these presuppositions ? Save in one particular,
the relegation of ‘‘ secondary ’ qualities to the percipient mind,
they were, as we should expect, very much what the plain man
takes for granted in his ‘“ common-sense ’ view of the physical
world. Only those qualities were held to be real which, as amen-
able to measurement, lent themselves to mathematical treatment.
The world was conceived as a complex of atomic bits of matter,
impenetrable, and inert, moving about in an unchanging, homo-
geneous space in accordance with immutable laws of motion, each
constituting by their varying combinations the ‘‘ things ”’ of our
ordinary perceptual experience. Motion was geometrically inter-
preted as change of spatial position, the only form of mutual
connectedness of which bits of matter were susceptible. ‘ Give
me matter and motion ’, wrote Descartes in Le Monde, « and I will
construct the universe.”” The physical universe, be it understood,
exclusive of any relation to mind; for by the Two-Substance
theory, mind was mind, matter was matter, in sheer juxtaposi-
tion, with no internal basis of relationship. Little wonder that
efficient Causality in Nature, to say nothing of human agency,
was a mystery that defied explanation in terms of such a doctrine.
That there was truth in it goes without saying, for it bore amazing
fruits throughout the two succeeding centuries.

The error that brought about its eventual downfall was, in
Whitehead’s phrase, ‘the fallacy of simple location . All
change was interpreted kaleidoscopically, as the shifting of a self-
identical bit of matter from a point of space s,, at the instaht of
time ¢;, to point s, at the instant ¢,. The business of the physicist
was that of determining with precision the position of a particle .
at a given instant, space being regarded as an aggregate of discrete
points; time as an aggregate of discrete instants. How could the
continuity of motion be thus explained? In fact, not one of the
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afore-mentioned presuppositions has stood its ground against the
advancing tide of contemporary physics.

The secondary qualities, though irrelevant to the physicist’s
technical enquiries, are no longer for that reason dogmatically
extruded from Nature; their objectivity remains an open ques-
tion, on which the philosopher, as well as the scientist, can claim a
hearing. Space can no longer be regarded as a homogeneous and
inert receptacle for matter; even the hypothesis, prevalent in the
last century, that it was filled with ether, has yielded to the
recognition that it is the field of ceaseless unperceived activity.
So too matter, once held to be self-contained and localised in a
static framework of spatial relations, has been reduced to energy,
i.e., to activity, and each bit, so far from being an isolable atom,
is so blended with its environment in a system of inter-related
agitations that of nothing in the physical universe can it be said,
as of old, that it is just what it is and not another thing. What
the new physics studies is *“ the internal relations within a complex
state of activity ’.1 In truth, there are no such things as things.
The traditional concept of Substance is out of date, and clamant
for reconstruction. If applicable anywhere, it is not to material
objects, but to the thinking and willing self. On the other hand,
Causal activity, as distinct from mere phenomenal sequence, has
come into its own. The esse of things is not percipi or concipi, but
operari. All Nature, animate or inanimate, is active process.
Bergson’s bugbear, a static world where fout est donné, has
wrought out its own refutation within the domain of physics.

Now, if this be the case—and it is hard to gainsay it without
falling out of step with the march of contemporary science—
it raises the further question of what Samuel Alexander has called
““ the historicity of things’: If we follow Whitehead in his
philosophy of organism, we must conceive every event in the
universe as a process, stamped, consciously or unconsciously, by
intrinsic spontaneity, and with its activity implicitly or explicitly
directed by something analogous, on widely varying levels, to
valuation and purpose. If so, then science must face the intrusion
of what, on the traditional doctrine, is not science at all, but
history. The revolutionary change in scientific thought, of which
we have been speaking, was one not simply in details, but in first
principles. Moreover, the last three centuries have witnessed,
side by side with the development of mechanical physics and its
applications, the rise, in logical sequence, of chemistry, biology,

! Whitehead, Modes of Thought, p. 192.
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physiology, and, more recently, of psychology and the social
sciences. It has been the endeavour of enquirers in all these
branches of science, while preserving their autonomy as specialists
within their own field, to interpret its phenomena as far as pos-
gible in accordance with the principles of classical physics. In
chemistry this effort has been almost wholly successful; in the
biological sciences, as the controversy between the advocates of
Vitalism and those of Mechanism testifies, the task of interpreting
the facts of organic life in physico-chemical terms has proved
more difficult ; while the psychologists, pace the Behaviourists, are
by no means unanimous in its favour. Evolutionary science
provokes questions which the seventeenth-century founders of
physios never dreamed of asking, and to which, had they asked
them, they would have been powerless to give an answer. The
physicists of to-day both ask and strive to answer them; thus
fashioning a bridge that goes far to span the gulf that parts them
from the biologists and psychologists. I give three examples.
(1) When the philosopher puts to the biologist, as he needs must,
the question ‘ What precisely is it that develops in the evolu-
tionary process ? >’ it is by no means easy to get an answer. Isit
the individual organism, or the species? And is the latter a res
vera or an ens rationis? But how can an ens rationis be capable of
development ? The second question (2) concerns the immanent
teleology of Nature. Nature, for the new physics, is the theatre of
activity, but of activity for what? The physicist can give no
answer. In his equations there is no place for values, save for
those of algebra. But biology is bound to take note of quasi-
purposive action in living organisms. They behave unquestion-
ably as if they had been purposed ; but yet by no designing mind.
Can reason rest content with an activity without a goal, or with a
purpose without a purposer? The acorn does not purpose to
grow into the oak; to talk of Nature’s purposes is but to hypo-
statise an abstraction; and the biologist, in common with all
scientists, will have recourse to any extravagance, even the appeal
to chance,! rather than bring God on to the scientific stage as agent.
The third problem (3) is that of existence. We have already
remarked that the existence of no finite entity follows of necessity
from its nature or essence. As Spinoza put it, if at a given time
there are twenty men existing in the world, the ground for the
existence of just this number cannot be found in human nature
as such,? but only in contingent temporal antecedents. Hence,

1 Gilson, God and Philosophy. * Spinoza, Ethics, I, 8, Schol 2.
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pace Hume, science tends to eliminate all trace of necessary
connexion from efficient causality, which it reduces solely to a
rule of uniform sequence. This is tantamount to throwing up
the sponge in the search for a rational explanation. Hence,
again, the prevailing tendency to dispense altogether with the
concept of Causality and to replace it by a law regulating the
succession of events.! Moreover, even if we hold fast to the causal
concept, we find ourselves landed in an infinite causal regress.
Sooner or later the question confronts us; why any existence at
all? This, of course, is the nerve of the time-honoured Cos-
mological argument to theism. It explains, too, how, even in
these latter days, the hypothesis of a Creator-deity often finds
favour in scientific circles.2

Such are the problems that the scientific view of Nature pro-
vokes in the minds, not of scientific enquirers, but of philosophers
reflecting on the view of Nature that results from scientific
enquiries. It will be noted that all the examples we have given
are closely relevant to the concept of Nature as a temporal process.
Alexander’s phrase, above quoted, must however not be mis-
understood. Recognition of the “ historicity of things ”, in the
sense we have explained, does not mean that science has ceased to
be science and has become history. There remain two essential
points of difference.

(1) Science is concerned with events, in their quantitative and
measurable relations; its aim is to interpret the qualitative wealth
of Nature in terms of mathematical equations (identities). The
objects of history, on the other hand, are human actions; it treats
of but a small selection from the totality of events, and its interest
is concentrated on their quality, on their inner nature, as ex-
pressive of human purposes and motives. The historian, like
the scientist, is impersonal in his disinterested search for truth;
but the truth he seeks is not, like that of science, of impersonal law,
but of the interplay of personal character and personal relation-
ships. (2) While the objects of science are universals, be they
species, class-conoepts, or laws of Nature, history gives knowledge
of the individual. Of course, the scientist takes account of in-
dividual facts both as initial data and as the test in verification.
But, as we have seen, his interest, qud scientist, is in the establish-
ment of uniformities; the status of the individual is in his eyes

! See B. Russell : On the notion of cause.

! Eddington, Nature of the Physical World, Ch. XV ; Jeans, Mysterious
Universe, Ch. V.
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that of an instance in a group of instances, explicable in terms of a
conjunction of universals. Then, and then only, is it rendered
scientifically intelligible; otherwise it is the occasion of a problem,
an irrational crying out for rationalisation. For the historian,
the individual claims a status in reality as such. But of this claim
we shall have more to say in the succeeding chapter.

§ IV. It has been necessary, more than once in the opening stages
of this enquiry, to refer to the impression that scientific thinking
has made on the minds of philosophers, especially in the age that
followed the disintegration of the medieval outlook upon life.
The influence has proved baneful as well as beneficial to philosophy,
and especially in reinforcing the narrow conception of reason
against which the present bopk is an emphatic protest. The
study of history offers an alternative that, as we shall see, goes far
to counter-balance the shortcoming inherent in a purely scientific
culture. It is therefore matter for regret that so few contemporary
students of philosophy approach the subject with a preparation
of historical training. If, for instance, the advocates of Logical
Positivism had been so prepared, they would surely have been less
inclined to limit verifiability to what the physicist intends by that
term in the laboratory, and more inclined to admit the claim of
much else that is important, not only forliving, but for living well,
instead of ruling it out of the realm of rational knowledge as
the offspring of irrational emotion. Humanistic studies, and
history in particular, furnish the needed complement to the
sciences.

How, then, are we to mark the difference between science and
philosophy ¢ To discuss this question at the present stage of our
enquiry would be premature; for it belongs rather to the con-
sideration of the philosophical than of the scientific forms of
knowledge. Our present concern is with the latter, and with
philosophy only in so far as it is integral to scientific reflection
upon Nature. That metaphysical problems, both ontological
(What is real ?) and epistemological (What is knowable and how
do we know it?), arise naturally within the field of scientific
thinking has been made clear in the course of the preceding pages,
witnessing to the impossibility of drawing hard-and-fast lines of
demarcation either between the various sciences of Nature or
between these and what is distinguishable from them as philosophy.
The difference between philosophy considered as an autonomous
branch of knowledge and the philosophy which has its source and
home in science is primarily one of method. In their excursions
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into metaphysics, scientists tend naturally to handle problems
that fall beyond the bounds of science in the light of assumptions
and methods that properly belong, not to philosophy, but to the
sciences. The history of thought in the three centuries that
intervene between the foundation of modern physics by Galileo
with its assimilation in a philosophical system by Descartes, and
the revolutionary changes in scientific theory to which we have
referred, affords abundant illustration. (1) The extrusion of
mind from physical Nature and the adoption, in the interest of
physics, of the Cartesian doctrine of two mutually exclusive
substances rendered hopeless any explanation of the Mind—
body relations. The opinion of leading scientists wavered, then
as now, between the frank avowal of Materialism, consciousness
being relegated to the paradoxical status of an epi-phenomenon,
incidental to physical process; and Subjective Idealism, a meta-
physical doctrine that in effect reduced the physical to terms of
mind (ideas). The former alternative drew scientific support from
its acceptance of a physiological explanation of sense-perception.
The interest of Physics in the measurable characteristics of
physical objects led early in the day to the distinction of primary
qualities—those, -i.e., amenable to quantitative treatment—from
the secondary, which were thenceforth regarded as effects of the
real primary qualities on the mind of the percipient. (2) Similarly,
the principle, affirmed by the physicists, that all wholes are
aggregates of atomic parts, each of which is distinet and immut-
able, was universalised into a philosophical dogma and employed
by Locke and his successors to account for complex ideas and
mental systems in terms of their simple psychical constituents.
(3) An analogous mechanical explanation of mental life as deter-
mined throughout without remainder by causal antecedents
decided the issue of free-will versus determinism in favour of the
latter alternative. (4) We have referred above to the fallacy of
simple location, which is at the root of all these doctrines and
renders impossible any explanation of real continuity or real
development, in a world where tout est donné from the outset.
The universe was reduced to a collection of disjointed facts,
related only externally to one another, scientific explanation (sic)
being little more than a statement of de facto collocations. In
Wittgenstein’s celebrated opening phrase : ‘ The world is every-
thing that is the case.” ! Such a statement may content the
scientist, while indulging in metaphysical speculations from within
1 Tractatus Logico-philosophicus, 1.
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his own ring-wall; but it is hardly likely to meet the philosopher’s
demand for a rational explanation of experience. Of these
matters more hereafter, when we come to treat of the nature and
function of philosophy on its own ground. Two remarks only
can here be added.

In the first place, philosophy is obviously wider in the range of
subjects of which it treats, not only than any particular science,
but even than the sum of all the sciences, physical, biological, and
sociological, in correlation. Philosophy is nothing if not sys-
tematic, and its synthesis is no mere aggregation of materials,
but involves the imposition of a formal principle of unity which
effects radical transformation of their character as bare materials.
The less comprehensive generalisations, on entering into a more
comprehensive, are submitted to a criticism which cannot leave
them standing as they were. In the second place, science confines
its task to the statement and interpretation of what takes place
in the spatio-temporal process, leaving the problem of its signi-
ficance and value on one side. Philosophy, on the contrary,
takes cognisance of both realms, that of fact and that of value,
and of their apparent dualism, seeking so to understand their
relationship as to view them, not in external togetherness, the
one and the other, but as integral factors in one universe. The
attempts that have been made in recent years to determine value
in terms of the evolutionary process! have scarcely proved
successful, and derive such plausibility as they possess from an
illegitimate subreption, by which concepts that are metaphysical
and non-scientific are smuggled into what is apparently a purely
naturalistic account of evolution. If the unwarranted assumption
that what comes later in the process is ipso facto ethically better be
discarded, the determination of good must be introduced ab extra,
as something to which the actual course of temporal events is
quite irrelevant and offers no clue.

But it is not our intention at this stage to discuss metaphysical
knowledge in distinction from other forms of speculative Reason.
What metaphysics is will become clear in connexion with each
specific form of knowledge, as we criticise its limitations and thus
exhibit the proper function of metaphysics in concreto. We close
therefore our account of science by a brief indication of its place
in the scale of knowledge in the light of the criteria stated in the
preceding chapter.

In respect (1) to comprehensiveness, it achieves a vast and ever-

1 E.g., Dr. Waddington’s Science and Ethics.
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expanding unification of all natural phenomena under universal
laws, as is evident from a comparison of Galileo’s physical principles
with those of Newton, and of Newton’s with Einstein’s. But its
synthesis, as we have seen, is restricted to the measurable char-
acteristics which prove of less and less significance the higher we
advance in the evolutionary scale. The price paid for com-
prehensiveness is the failure to penetrate the secret of (2) In-
dividuality. Science tends to treat the individual as a standard-
ised unit, distinguishable from others by a merely numerical
difference. The principle of individuation is thus not solved,
but shelved. It is not merely that the heavens no longer declare
the glory of the Lord; with the reduction of quality to quantity,
all other glory, save that revealed to the mathematical intelli-
génce, has been eliminated 'from the universe. As a form of
speculative knowledge, science gives but a superficial insight
into the nature of reality. Its importance for human life is
mainly practical. By rendering prediction possible, it enables
man to become master of his physical environment. Thirdly (3),
in its internal structure, scientific knowledge is characterised by
lack of integration. The universal and the particular, the form
and the matter, fall apart, and the bond which unites them is
relatively external and contingent. On the one side, there is
the timeless essence, the concept, the formula or the law; on the
other, the infinite manifold of particular instances. Either the
individual in its autonomy stands over against the law in un-
reconciled dualism, or, if the law be regarded as purely immanent,
the individual loses its character of uniqueness and is swallowed
up into the universal. It suffers a like fate with that which befalls
human personality in Eastern mysticism, where the finite self is
absorbed in the timeless being of the Absolute. In either case the
secular problem of the One and the Many remains unanswered.
This is not to question the claim of science to give truth, within
the limits of its generality. But the truth of science is not the
whole or the only truth. This criticism of science makes clear the
reason why it also fails (4) to gather up other forms of knowledge
within its synthesis. Here is a further distinction between science
and philosophy. The only less perfect form that is comprised in
science is the direct knowledge of perceptual experience, which is
mediated and established by the conceptual knowledge of science.
In other words, science is not philosophy, for all the splendour of
its achievements. It fails, as science, to reach the goal of reason,
and calls for supplementation by other avenues of knowledge,
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which, like that of history and art, have for their object the
individual in his individuality.

This is the ground of the demand, constantly voiced in recent
years from both quarters, for the association of humane studies
with those of the sciences in the training of the citizen for the
service of the community. On the one side, scientists have come
to recognise the need for an education of human personality as a
unity of mind and body in relation to both man’s physical and his
gocial environment. It is not merely that psychology and the
social sciences are winning acknowledgement as branches of science
even from physicists and chemists; or that the higher activities of
the spirit are regarded as linked by a continuous process of develop-
ment with instincts common to man with primitive forms of
organic life. Such recognition as this would be perfectly com-
patible with a purely Naturalistic interpretation of art, morality,
and religion, as well as of science and philosophy. Attempts are
naturally made by scientists to work out this line of explanation by
the application of established scientific methods; but they can
hardly be said to have proved successful in carrying conviction to
the minds of intelligent educationalists. What is noteworthy is
the growing belief, even in scientific circles, that science is not
enough. Doubtless, by insisting on its relevance for human life
and conduct, the teaching of science can be orientated humanistic-
ally, and liberated from the materialist associations, both in theory
and in practice. But there are serious difficulties to be faced in this
endeavour. The young student of science is naturally prejudiced
in favour of the principles and methods of his favourite study, and
prone to universalise their relevance in every field of knowledge.
Teachers as well as students are apt to under-value any interest
in their subject that is not grounded on practical work in a labora-
tory, and to view with scepticism the project of explaining the
significance of scientific discoveries to those in other Faculties
who have not the leisure or the proficiency requisite for labora-
tory training. There is, again, a deep-rooted assurance among
scientists that teaching and lecturing, unless it be of prospective
researchers, is of secondary importance in comparison with
detailed research. Few of them are qualified to conjure with the
wand that enabled Huxley in an earlier generation, like Lord
Russell at the present day, to bring the arcana of the laboratory
within the compass of the intelligent public.

From the side of humanism, the relations between art and
poetry and science have been more intimate and marked by a
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greater mutual respect than those between science and meta-
physics. The poet, employing the language of imagery rather
than of concept, can celebrate the wonders of science without risk
of infringing the prerogatives of scientific method. Historically,
the rivalry of a classical and a scientific training is of modern
growth, and was unknown alike to the great humanists and the
great scientists of the age of the Renaissance. The latter especi-
ally were fully aware that their discoveries were in the direct line
of the tradition of Hellenic science. The breach arose, partly
because of the degenerate classicism for which facility in the
composition of Latin verses masqueraded as the hall-mark of
humanistic culture, partly because of the dominance over the
mind of the public of the more purely technical and utilitarian
applications of the sciences; and was widened by the tendency
to materialism that marked the outlook of this country during
the nineteenth century.



CHAPTER III
THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON

History
§ I. Two questions confront us at the outset. Is history a form
of knowledge? And, if so, is it knowledge of the individual?
Though few of our contemporaries, even in the ranks of scisntists,
would disallow its claim to give truth, it was not always thus.
The Greeks thought of history as an art, under a Muse’s patronage.
For Descartes it was a fable convenue to be ranked with poetry
among belles letires. 'When Dr. Johnson observed, ¢ There is but
a shallow stream of thought in history,” and Boswell, who had
written a history of Corsica, was moved to protest, * But surely,
Sir, a historian has reflection ”’; the answer came sharp : ‘“ Why
yes, Sir, and so has a cat when she catches a mouse for her
kitten.” Boswell also tells us how Sir Robert Walpole, when his
son Horace prepared to read him a work on history, said : ““ Any-
thing but history : that must be false.” Yet the contempt,
general in the age of Rationalism, was not wholly idle : in their
desire to expose the errors of historians, the rationalists laid
the foundations of historical ecriticism. To-day all this has
changed. To ask whether history is rightly called a science is
to raise a verbal issue. If by science we mean scientia or Wissen-
schaft, i.e., a body of reasoned knowledge, with a specialised
technique and logical method, history is assuredly a science.
If, however, we restrict science to the use canonised by the
physicist, with its essence in the quantitative measurement of
phenomena and their explanation by general laws, the historian
would be the first to repudiate the title. He is master in lis own
house, where he exhibits a technique as elaborate and fruitful as
that practised by the physicist in his laboratory. The point is
worth insisting on, because of the violence to which historical
truth is being subjected at the present time. In many countries
governments have set themselves, with the aid of the potent
instruments made available by science, to teach their young
citizens a distorted history, in the interest of the great Leviathan,
the Totalitarian State. The menace is the more serious, in that
historical studies, more even than the physical sciences, can train
the mind to reverence for truth of fact. For history is concerned
46
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with facts for their own sake, not, like science, as instances of
general law.! \

Moreover, we discern in contemporary science a distressing
uncertainty as to its own validity and, in certain quarters, a
tendency to coquet with a pragmatic theory of truth. The
historian shows no such hesitation. Propaganda may make good
pol?tlics : it makes bad history, or rather, it makes what is not
histoxy at all. Doubtless the fathers of history in days of old—
Herodbtus, Thucydides, Livy—were interested primarily, though
not exiusively, in the relevance of past happenings for their race
and time; and a like interest still prompts to research into the
past of ﬁhe beloved community, be it family or township, nation or
church.! But in history, as understood by modern scholars, this
motive ig ancillary and unessential. The belief, still prevalent
even am¢ng intelligent students, that the value of history lies in
its bearings on the present, rests on a misconception of the proper
function of the historian.2 His sole business, qud historian, is to
discover, in, detachment from all practical interests, what really
happened in the past.

The second question—as to the object of historical knowledge—
brings us to the contrast between history and science. The con-
trast is two-fold. In the first place, science is concerned with
events in their quantitative and measurable relations : its aim
is to interpret the qualitative wealth of Nature in terms of mathe-
matical equations. The objects of history are human actions;
it treats of a small selection from the totality of events, and its
interest is in their quality, their inner nature, as expressive of
human purposes and motives.3 The historian is impersonal in his
disinterested search for truth; but the truth he seeks is not, like
that of science, of impersonal law, but of the interplay of personal
character and personal relationships. Moreover, the actions he
investizates are confined to the past; whereas for science temporal
distinctions are secondary and, in the long run, irrelevant. A
mathematical equation is not an event in time. The * historicity
of things ” means for science something very different from its
meaning for history. Even if we follow Dr. Whitehead in

1 Although the historian studies the facts, not in isolation, but, as we
shall see later, as forming patterns through their systematic inter-
connexions.

? The term {oropia was used by the Greeks to cover any record of fact,
and the biological sciences are still sometimes spoken of as *“‘natural history’.

® An action implies a purposive agent. To deny real agency in the
interests of a so-called scientific determinism is to obliterate the distinction
between an ¢ action and a mere event.
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ascribing to all occasions in the process of nature a ‘‘ subjective
form ”’, analogous to what on higher levels is known as desire and
will, such a factor must'be eliminated before the physical sciences
can get to work. But the essential difference between the objects
of history and of science is that the former are individual. I
need not labour the point, already noted, that science lives and
moves and has its being in the realm of universals. My task in this
chapter is to make clear that the concern of history is with the
individual, and that, contrary to the main stream of orthodox
epistemology, the individual can by this means be known.

§ II. Half a century ago there were those who held with Comte,
Buckle, and Herbert Spencer, that it was the historian’s business
to follow the method of the physical sciences and establish
sociological generalisations. Few, if any, working historians
would tolerate that view to-day. In intention, if not invariably
in his procedure, the historian abhors the universal. This is
where history differs from sociology, which, for all its historical
material, is a branch of science. When Maitland remarked of
Political Science that it was * either history or humbug ”’, he was
voicing the predilections of an historian. Nor have the recent
changes in scientific outlook, that have led scientists to speak of
statistical uniformities where once they spoke of laws of nature,
brought about a rapprochement.

It lies beyond my purpose to discuss the claims of sociology and
anthropology; I am simply pointing out that they are not history.
Of course the historian notes the common characters of events and
persons, and uses general concepts to express them, just as he uses
the generalisations of physics, economics, or psychology when
they are relevant to his own enquiry. His constant references to
principles of human nature are the outcome of intuitive sympathy
and understanding rather than of a knowledge of psychology ;
as when he fixes the date of the battle of Gaugamela by that of an
eclipse, or appeals to physiology to account for Alexander’s death
from a tropical disease. But these are only provisional aids to
an understanding of what is individual. He pierces through
resemblances to differences with a glance as swift as that with
which a mother discriminates between her new-born twins. When
he frames a general proposition, such as, ““ all dictators tend to
over-reach themselves ”’, or, ‘“ all French ministries under the
Second Republic have been short-lived ”, the generality is
enumerative, in sharp contrast to the universality of a scientific
law. “ During a long course of historical enquiry ”, wrote
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Eduard Meyer, “ I have never myself discovered a law of history,
nor have I ever met with one in the mind of any other.”

Again, a scientific law is hypothetical, stating what is uni-
versally the case if certain conditions are fulfilled ; the historian’s
judgements are categorical and wholly concerned with actuality.
To ask what would have happened if what did happen had not
happened—if, for instance, Hannibal had marched on Rome after
Cannae, or Napoleon had won Waterloo—is, in his eyes, to trifle
with a serious subject. Nor are the terms conjoined general
characters; they are individual persons, acts, or happenings.
When the historian tells us that Darnley’s participation in the
murder of Rizzio was a contributory cause of Mary’s complicity
(assuming for the moment that she was guilty) in the tragedy of
Kirk o’ Field, he is not thinking of conjugal jealousy or resentment
as adjectival properties, but of their concrete embodiment in the
persons of the historical drama. Mary’s jealousy, and Othello’s,
are not viewed as instances of a common characteristic; each is
unique and differs toto celo from the other. That jealousy excites
suspicion in a lover may be a true generalisation in psychology,
but it is a very jejune aid to an understanding of the suspicion of
Monmouth provoked in the future James the Second by his rival’s
triumph in an affaire de ceeur. The terms of the causal relation
are not abstract characteristics, but the unique personalities of
James and Monmouth. The significant concepts of history, such
as the Feudal System or the Russian Revolution, are not universal,
but individual; they express neither a common character in a
plurality of instances nor a collection of separate particulars, but a
system or pattern of human acts. What use has the historian
for the general concept of feudal-system-ness? The term
‘ pattern’ is ambiguous; for some patterns are repeatable,
others are not. A historical pattern is of the latter sort; it is
as unique as the doings that compose its structure. A pattern
may be either general or singular. In the former case, the filling,
the material content, is variable, and can be distinguished, more or
less clearly, in abstraction from the pattern. This is the case with
the official stamp, or the printed instructions on an identity card.
There is no such externality in the relation of a historical pattern
to the data that compose it. The facts are integral to the syn-
thesis, the synthesis to the facts, which, as we come to know them,
reveal the scheme of their unification, and this in turn determines
the vexed question of their authenticity. A few of them, e.g.,
statistics of birthrate, may be given, so to speak, ready-made;
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but even here their significance is relative to their place in the
pattern. For the most part they rest on doubtful authority and
await confirmation in the light of their context. Nor is the
historian content with the discovery of these individual patterns;
he presses forward to show their relevance and their limitations in
the light of the particular facts. What really stirs his interest is
not the Reformation as a group-label, but Luther in his controversy
with Zwingli at Marburg, chalking the words Hoc est corpus
meum on the table at which he sat. Nor is he concerned, as is
the scientist, with prediction; for prediction implies repeatability.
Of course, history, like any other study that throws light on
human conduct, may furnish guidance to the statesman in the
handling of a political crisis. But prophecy is not the business of
the historian. When Macaulay wrote, “ No past event has an
intrinsic importance. The knowledge of it is valuable only as it
leads us to form just calculations with respect to the future,”
he wrote, not as the great historian that he was, but as, what he
was also, a practical statesman.! Moreover, he was the child of
an age overmuch swayed by the influence of science. If we seek
an example of this influence in an extreme form, we can find it in
Dialectical Materialism, the monstrous progeny of the union of the
Hegelian philosophy and the scientific rationalism of the eighteenth
century. Marx foretold the fall of Capitalism and the advent of
the classless millennium as the inevitable issue of the economic law.
History was long in shaking itself free from the incubus of science.
Now even the Logical Positivists have renounced the doctrine
that statements about past history are rules for the prediction of
future experience, awaiting that future experience for verification.

It may be urged that the historian makes use at every turn
of the causal relation, and that any causal connexion is in principle
universal. But his causal connexions, unlike those of science, are
as unique as are the events connected. Scientific causes are in
fact laws; they are common characters taken in abstraction from
the phenomena exhibiting them, such that whenever any exempli-
fying phenomenon occurs, another phenomenon, exemplifying a
different character, appears also. Historical causes, being acts of

1 Seeley, Expansion of England: * History fades into mere literature
when it loses sight of its relation to politics.” ‘I do not in the least want
to know,” said the late Lord Morley in & speech at Birmingham, * what
happened in the past, except as it enables me to see my way more clearly
through what is happening to-day.” When the late Lord Crewe was
appointed an attaché at Washington, he formed the habit of recording his
anticipations of coming political events, and remarked that they were

almost invariably falsified.
B
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human will, are always individual. Even when they are not acts
of human will (e.g., the Black Death), they are still individual.
To say that a universal proposition of the form “ if x then always
y ”’ is logically implicit in these individual connexions is irrelevant ;
for, as we have noted, the historian has no interest in hypothetical
recurrences. That the facts of history are unique will not be
questioned. But what about the historian’s interpretation of the
facts ? He is no mere chronicler; and if he offers an explanation,
it must surely be in general terms. He seeks the cause of a
particular event, and finds it in antecedent events which also are
particulars; but is not the relation between them general? Are
we not told that ““ every assertion of a particular causal connexion
involves the assertion of a causal law *’ ¢

It has been suggested by a distinguished Oxford Professor that
‘““ history is the instance par excellence of Russell’s theory of
descriptions, and that the interconnexion of characters which make
up the description is by means of universal propositions ”’. A
universal proposition may be made about a single individual :
“ Smith always goes to church on Sunday.” ‘The logical
subject here ”’, he goes on to say, ““ is not ‘ Smith ’ but ¢ events in
Smith’s life’. The correct analysis of the proposition is: ¢ For
all z, “z is a Sunday in Smith’s life”” implies “z contains a
church-going ’’. Now, this seems to me to be irrelevant. The
historian’s universal is enumerative, and to present it as an
implication involves a perversion of the historian’s meaning.
It involves the reduction of a categorical judgement to a hypo-
thetical, annulling the real distinction between science and
history. The historian’s implication is not logical, but of matters
of fact. The dream, fostered in ancient Greece and revived in
recent times by Nietzsche, of recurring cycles, when the old story
will be re-enacted in minutest detail, lies outside the field of
history; the repetition of the same events with merely a time
difference furnishes the historian with no new material. Indeed,
there is much to be said for the view that the causal relation strictly
holds only in the case of human agency, and that its application by
science to events involves an unwitting anthropomorphism. The
point I want to stress is, that while thus subordinating the factor
of universality, the historian is able to construct a body of reasoned
knowledge. His inferences from particulars to particulars are on
a very different plane from those of Mill’s ‘village matron ’.
The skilled detective offers a closer analogy. By his reasoning he
makes explicit, not an indeterminate universal, but a definite and
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intelligible pattern. He offers a new type of rational synthesis
which is at once the complement and the correction of that ex-
hibited by science. Historical thinking is none the less logical
for being largely a matter of intuitive insight into the personal
relationships of individuals. But its methods have received little
attention in modern treatises on logic. The nearest approach to
an adequate treatment is in Newman’s great chapters on Informal
Inference and the Illative sense in the Grammar of Assent, a work
which, after the neglect of three-quarters of a century, is at last
winning the recognition it deserves. Indeed, history, by its firm
grasp of concrete fact, to the exclusion of all that savours of
conceptual abstraction, achieves an even fuller intelligibility than
mathematics or physics. The integration of the moments of
universality and particularity is more complete; for the pattern
traced by the historian is wholly immanent in the events that
constitute it. It is no timeless subsistent standing over against
the temporal process, but that process itself exhibited in its full
actuality. It is therefore a qualitative order of elements taken in
all their qualitative diversity. The Hegelian doctrine of the
““ concrete universal ”’, adopted by Bradley and Bosanquet in
this country and by Croce and Gentile in Italy, finds apt exempli-
fication in the historian’s pattern, as also (as we shall see in the
next chapter) in that of a work of art. The term * concrete
universal ”’, thus used to designate unique wholes, is an unfortunate
misnomer; such so-called ‘‘universals’’ being, as Alexander
remarked, ““ universes *’ rather than ‘“ universals ’. The pattern
is not an abstraction from the facts ; it is the facts that are abstract
till seen as constitutive of the pattern. That is why the historian
has no data in the strict sense of the term ; the so-called data must
win their right to the title in the course of his critical investigation.
The process of discovering the pattern is the process of deter-
mining its constituents, and wvice versa. Can it be questioned
that such a progressive synthesis of differents bears the hall-mark
of speculative Reason? Let no one be misled into questioning
this by the historian’s frequent appeal to contingency and chance.
There is here no denial of causality; all that he means is that the
particular train of events engaging his interest is broken by the
sudden intrusion of a cause that belongs to another series. The
concept of chance merely illustrates the necessity for provisional
isolation of a selected causal thread. Thus the introduction of a
bacillus into Alexander’s organism at Babylon in 323 may be
regarded as a contingent intrusion into the course of his political
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and military designs. But what thus strikes the historian,
viewing events from a certain angle, as accidental is, from another
standpoint, say that of the biologist, entirely intelligible. A
competent modern doctor, trained in a school of tropical medicine,
would probably have been able to save Alexander’s life. Of
course the historian is perfectly aware of this. It is only when he
lapses into language that implies objective contingency, and speaks,
as Bury, for instance, does, of chance as having * power over
the course of events ”’, that, transgressing the limits of history, he
delivers himself over into the hands of the philosopher. To refer
events to chance as a real ground of explanation is as illegitimate
in history as to refer them to supernatural intervention.

§ III. At this point we shall be faced with an objection from the
quarter of metaphysics. History, we shall be told, gives know-
ledge of the individual; but the individuality is of a low grade,
farther removed from that of the real than even the abstract
universals of science. ‘ History ”’, writes Bosanquet, “is a
hybrid form of experience incapable of any considerable degree of
‘being ’ or trueness. The doubtful story of successive events
cannot amalgamate with the complete interpretation of the social
mind, of art, or of religion. . . . The great things which are
necessary in themselves, become within the narrative contingent,
or ascribed by most doubtful assumptions of insight to this actor
or that on the historical stage.”” 1 The hybrid nature of history,
he goes on to explain, is due to the erroneous identification of
concreteness with contingency. History seeks reality in what is
given in spatio-temporal externality, to the neglect of its inter-
pretation by thought. True individuality is to be found rather
in the “ concrete and necessary living worlds ” of social morality,
art, philosophy, and religion.

If we want an illustration of the hybrid, surely we have it here.
Never have truth and falsehood been so blended in integration as
in the passage which I have quoted. The error will be apparent
from what has been already said. The historian no more remains
satisfied with contingency than the scientist ; his task is to decipher
the coherent pattern which shall render the facts intelligible to
reason. Bosanquet writes as if the historian’s business was merely
to collect and record, and not to judge. But the error in his
statement must not blind us to the truth. History fails to realise
the ideal of rational knowledge, not because it confines itself to
successive events in their prima-facie contingency, but because,

1 Bosanquet, Principle of Individuality and Value, p. 78.
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like every departmental study, its enquiry is limited and rests
on uncriticised assumptions. It assumes the reality of the time-
process, and within that process the severance of past from present.
The historian no more questions than does the man in the street
that events really happened in the past. His sole concern is to
discover what those happenings were. Thus, though in a very
different sense, history, like science, is based upon abstraction.
It isolates the temporal process from all that lies beyond. It
takes the individuals whose actions it strives to understand for
granted as they appear within that process; fixing, for example,
the limits of personal existence by bodily birth and death, heedless
of the problem of the principium individuationis or of any char-
acter of human personality that points beyond this bourne of time
and space. This is where the synthesis of history falls short in
the view of reason, when compared with that of metaphysics or
religion.

There are two doctrines in modern philosophy, either of which,
could it be maintained, would be fatal to the claims of history—
Hegel’s theory of a philosophy of history, and Croce’s identifica-
tion of history and philosophy. The error in Bosanquet’s
criticism lies in his adherence to the one, its truth in his rejection
of the other.

(1) Hegel held that the course of history reveals the self-develop-
ment of the Absolute Idea, not, indeed, in its super-temporal
reality, but as manifesting itself in time. To interpret history as
exemplifying this dialectic movement is obviously the task of a
philosopher. All that is left for the historian to do is to harvest
the empirical material and hand it over to the philosopher for
rational explanation. Little wonder that he rejects such a doctrine
as anathema ! Deny him the right to interpret his own data and
he ceases to be an historian and becomes an annalist. If, on the
other hand, the right be granted, what limit can be placed upon
its exercise ? In fact, the historian judges his material from the
outset, right on to the end of his enquiry. The facts, we have seen,
are not given him ready-made to be taken at their face value, but
are accepted or discarded in accordance with his reasoned judge-
ment on the evidence. His aim, we have also seen, is to order
them in coherent patterns; and the coherence is discovered
empirically, not imposed a priori by metaphysics. The attempt
to explain the Greek genius or the Corporative State by reference
to the dialectic process of the Absolute is as irrelevant to history as
is the appeal to supernatural intervention or to a divine theodicy.
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Moreover, it leads to a false distinction among historical events.
Those facts only which exemplify the process are allowed to be
significant. The rest are contingent aberrations, of no historical
importance. But, as Croce has convincingly shown, no event can
be ruled out as intrinsically unimportant for the historian. It
is not the business of history, nor of a philosophy of history, to
justify the ways of God—or of the Absolute—to man.

(2) In place of the untenable conception of a philosophy of
history, Croce maintains that philosophy and history are one and
the same. His mistrust of any doctrine that implies a reality
transcendent of the temporal process led him to react against
Hegel’s system wherever it indicated a severance of the eternal
from the temporal. For Croce, the course of history does not
manifest the dialectic movement of the Absolute ; it is that move-
ment itself, and as such is the common object of the philosopher
and the historian. The knowledge of both finds its full expres-
sion in the individual judgement, wherein the concept—i.e.,
the so-called * concrete universal ”—is affirmed of an individual
subject. Of course, Croce recognises that in practice there must
be division of labour, and that actual philosophers and actual
historians must work by different methods to their common goal.
But in essence, and for philosophical reflection, the two enquiries
are identical. This view is surely open to grave objection. We
grant that with perfect knowledge, reality would be grasped in an
intellectual intuition wherein the differences of universal and
particular would vanish in unbroken synthesis. In that con-
summation—say, in the infellectus infinitus Dei—not only
philosophy and history, but these and all other forms of know-
ledge would cease to be distinguishable. Such a perfect appre-
hension is, however, a  regulative ideal ’, beyond the reach of
finite mind. Croce’s position rests on the assumption, which
becomes fully. explicit in Gentile, that when I, the human in-
dividual, really think, my thinking is the act of the Absolute,
immanent in my mind. If this be so, what is the fate of the
empirical individual, Croce or Gentile, me or you? Either to be
swallowed up in mind universal, or to be left, homeless and un-
befriended, in a limbo of unreality. With the empirical individual
vanishes also the empirical course of history. Bosanquet sees
this, and in consequence rightly insists that in the historical
judgement the moment of universality is strictly subordinated.
But he fails to see that, despite this subordination, history can
yet give rational knowledge of the individual. It is true that
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history stops short of thinking out what either universality or
individuality means. Its synthesis, like that of science, is on &
lower plane of rationality than that of metaphysics. It refuses to
question its own presuppositions or to follow thought into any
other region save that of occurrences in time. No more than
science can it offer a self-contained and self-explanatory whole.
In this refusal, however, the historian, like the scientist, takes his
stand upon his own rights. Were he to do otherwise, history
would cease to be history and would become philosophy.

§ IV. How, then, does history stand in relation to philosophy ?
The preceding sections of this chapter have already prepared the
way for an answer. History, we have seen, gives knowledge of
the individual. This might give grounds for the suggestion that
the conjunction of historical and scientific knowledge—the one
being concerned with the universal, the other with the particular,
factors in all real entities—suffices to meet the demands of meta-
physics for complete knowledge of reality. Since all that is, both
exists and possesses a distinctive essence, and since the task of
science is to grasp the essences of things, and that of history to
account causally for their existence, what more is needed by way
of knowledge? The business of speculative reason has been
accomplished, and it only remains for practical reason to exercise
its function of regulating action in the world thus rendered
accessible to our knowledge. But this optimistic fancy rests on
illusion and error. For one thing, such an external collocation
of two branches of knowledge cannot furnish a philosophical
synthesis. Metaphysics, for all that phenomenalism may declare,
has no place in its vocabulary for the conjunction ““ and ”. Mere
togetherness, be it even the Herbartian “ Zusammenheit ’, which
compares favourably with more recent forms of pluralism, cannot
serve as a bond of rational unification. The most serious obstacle,
however, to the suggestion is that the conjunction would display
the shortcomings of both its constituent members. Those of
science have already been indicated in the preceding chapter.
But historical knowledge has its own defects, differing from those
of science, but equally obnoxious to metaphysical criticism ;
and, in particular, these two. The historian takes for granted
that events really happened in the past. What, the philosopher
will ask, constitutes a single event; or, to confine ourselves to
human actions, a single act? I suppose that the historian dis-
criminates Ceesar’s murder or the taking of the Bastille, as regards
its beginning and end, by the qualitative change observable in the
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continuum of events and actions engaging his interest. He will
not worry overmuch about the precise degree of discontinuity which
justifies him in distinguishing this or that event or action within
the changing continuum. He takes both the continuity and the
discreteness for granted, much as all men do in ordinary life, and
concerns himself with the way in which diverse strands of con-
tinuity, within the whole known past, give rise, by their causal
interaction, to breaks of a decisive character, such, for example, as
the intrusion of Attila and the Huns into the provinces of the
decaying Roman Empire. We shall return presently to this un-
answered problem of what constitutes historical individuality.
We have first to ask, in pursuance of our initial enquiry, the
meaning of ‘ what really happened in the past . The phrase
raises difficulties both for theory of knowledge and for meta-
physics. A fact cannot be taken into account by the historian
unless it is known; does his knowing of it affect what the fact is, or
does it not ¢ Of course he will reply that it does not; but how
can he be sure unless he has occult access to what the fact is with-
out knowing it ? This is a problem for the theory of knowledge,
and a cursory acquaintance with Kant’s Kritik suffices to assure us
of its gravity. In any case, the historian’s aim is to record, not
strictly what really happened, but what the evidence before him
(here and now, in the present, be its antiquity what it may)
obliges him to believe really to have happened. He takes for
granted, that is to say, a * correspondence ”’ theory of truth.

What, again, about the  taking for granted *’ of the reality of the
temporal process and, particularly, of the temporal past? Can
an event occur in time unless there be in some mode of being, non-
temporal objects which are, in Dr. Whitehead’s cryptic phrase,
‘ ingredient ”’ into events, bestowing upon them their quality
and character? And, if so, what is the status in the universe
of these timeless entities? This is a metaphysical problem, of
which the historian (as such) takes no more heed than he does
of the epistemological. Above all, what is the “ past’’? The
events recorded by the historian in their own order and relation-
ship, though continuous with the present, belong not to the
present, but to the past. Yet the past can only be known in so
far as it enters into his present experience. He must have before
his eyes, here and now (or, if not before his eyes, at least as present
in his mind), the potsherd or the charter to which he assigns a date
centuries ago, or at any rate the treatise recording what was thus
present to another observer. What is this ‘“ past ”’ to which he
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relegates an object of his actual present experience? I do not
dream of cavilling at his procedure; I am simply pointing out
that the whole problem of time is on our hands. The nature of
change, its implication of a permanent substance, the distinction
of past, present, and future, in what sense the past can be said, as
past, to ““ be ”’, the relativity of this distinction to the experiencing
subject and its difference from the seemingly more objective
relation of “ before and after "’—all these are questions to which
the philosopher, when confronted with the historian’s claim to give
knowledge, is compelled to set himself to give an answer. They lie
beyond the historian’s province; he * takes for granted ” what
the metaphysician is bound to question : the fact that, like the
student of the several mathematical sciences in Plato’s Republic,
he works from unproved assumptions (dmoféoeis), is a sign that
his enquiry is on a lower plane of knowledge than that of the
‘“ dialectic ”’ of the philosopher. The same is the case with the
problem, on which we have already touched, of the nature and
limits of individuality. The historian, like the man in the street,
knows an individual person, event, or action when he sees one, but
feels no need to think out, or even to put the question, wherein
individuality consists. He cuts the Gordian knot, by appealing,
now to difference of time and place (as though space or time could
individuate), now to marked breaks of continuity, now to qualita-
tive changes in the course of events; most frequently, to all these
in combination.

There is the further problem, to which reference has already
been made in connexion with Bosanquet’s strictures on history,
of varying levels of individuality. What significance, if any,
are we to attach to the concept of corporate personality ? Is
the State, to take a relevant illustration, an individual of higher
grade than any single citizen ? The limits of personal individu-
ality, for instance, are fixed by bodily birth and death. In the
case of events and actions, the distinction is more arbitrary. The
Marquis of Anglesey had his leg shot off at Waterloo; that, I
suppose, was & single unique event, but it falls within the larger
event of the battle, which in its turn was but a phase in the
Napoleonic struggle; so that we are carried forward indefinitely
till the initial fact expands into the still-expanding fact of the
whole universe of actuality. Where are we to draw the line ?
Moreover, the most minute and transitory occurrence proves,
under the historian’s microscope, to be a vast complex of yet
more minute and transitory occurrences. Thus we find ourselves
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drifting without a sure lodestar for our guidance between the
extremes of the infinitely great and the infinitely little. Neither
the events of history nor the periods, nor the peoples, nor the
institutions, nor the persons are self-contained individuals.
Where again are we to look, within the series of changes of the
individuals we take for granted, for a permanent subject of
change? Or can we dispense altogether, as many thinkers !
would urge to-day, with the concept of individual substance ?
The difficulty is more obvious in the case of events and their
patterns than in the case of human agents. Where is the under-
lying identity in the battle of Salamis, in the American constitu-
tion, or in the Russian Revolution? A similar problem arises in
discriminating individual causal strands within the tangled web of
the historical process. The historian, in designating indefinable
individuals as suits his purpose, is entirely within his rights. But
the philosopher, who cannot rest satisfied with such a rough-and-
ready designation, seeks to know the principium individuationss.
These speculative problems, of Time and Change and of In-
dividuality, are, of course, not peculiar to history. They are
provoked, sooner or later, everywhere by reflection upon the
process of Nature and upon practical life. But they are evoked
by history in an acute form, and, as indicating the historian’s
uncriticised assumptions, they mark the difference between
history and philosophy.

We are now in a position to apply our criteria to determine the
place of history in the scale of forms of rational knowledge. As
compared with science, history is obviously (1) less comprehensive,
in that its concern is only with human actions and, among them,
with those only that are past. But the test of comprehensiveness,
while relevant in estimating the grade of synthesis within a given
branch of knowledge, is of secondary moment when we come to
compare one branch of knowledge with another. What history
loses in comprehensiveness is more than compensated by its fuller
grasp of (2) individuality and qualitative character. Science
deals with abstractions, history with the concrete. Of the short-
comings that attend the historian’s effort to render individuality
intelligible, we have already spoken. We have noted again how
purpose and value come within his cognisance. But hisstandard of
valuation is restricted to the.scene of man’s historical development.
If it be the case—I am not here raising the issue—that causes of an
other-worldly order affect the lives of individuals and contribute

! K.g., Bergson.
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to shape the course of history, such agency lies beyond the ken of
the historian. It is his task to account for events by reference
to their temporal antecedents and to measure their relative
significance by the standard of this-worldly civilisation. This,
as I have explained elsewhere,! is why historical greatness diverges
so widely from moral and religious goodness. It is not the
historian’s business to offer a theodicy or to justify the ways of
God to man. Further (3), we have seen how superior is the
historian’s synthesis to that of the scientist in respect of the close
integration of the unifying pattern with the manifold of events
that are the materials brought into unification. The unique
pattern is not imposed on, or read into the facts by the historian;
but is discovered by him in the facts. They °fall’ naturally
into this pattern rather than into that; we cannot abstract the
pattern, setting the facts on one side; for only as constituting the
pattern do they exist as facts. Finally, (4) while science in its
purity is unhistorical, there is a real sense in which history gathers
into its treasury the results of science. The theme of history is
purposive human action, but such action is possible only in a
context of physical uniformity. While pure science leaves no
room for history, history of necessity leaves room for science.
Here once more historical knowledge shows itself to be, not the
contradictory of scientific knowledge, but its complement. Thus
it presupposes both the types of knowledge, the perceptual and
the scientific, that have hitherto come before us for consideration.
Other types, and notably @®sthetic and religious knowledge, fall
‘wholly outside the purview of the historian. The metaphysical
synthesis must embrace them all. Here is a further reason, over
and above the speculative refusals we have indicated, for declin-
ing to identify history with philosophy. It is not that there is
any irreconcileable discrepancy between them. Historians have
rarely yielded to the temptation of imagining that the course of past
events provides the key for unlocking the myateries of the universe.
But philosophers have not invariably showun a like modesty in
their attitude towards history. Only when the philosopher,
mistaking his vocation for that of the historian, claims the
prerogative of reshaping the historian’s hard-won harvest of
materials into an a priori philosophy of history, does he expose
himself to the scornful rejoinder : Que faites-vous dans cette galére ?

1 Proceedings of the Aristotelian Soctety, Presidential Address, 1931-32.



CHAPTER 1V
THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON

Art

WE have seen that historical knowledge is complementary to
that of science, ranking parallel to science in the hierarchy of
forms of reason. We have seen, too, that both history and
science, as departmental studies involving arrests of thought,
stand lower in the scale than metaphysics. As science calls a
halt in presence of the universal, so does history in presence of the
order of past events. Its knowledge of the individual falls short
of full comprehension. Hence both forms of synthesis alike fail
to give speculative satisfaction. But the individuality of things
is known in other ways than by the way of history. There is the
knowledge that comes through art. If art gives knowledge, the
knowledge, like that of history, is of the individual. Ifit does not,
it cannot have a place among the forms of rational activity. In
one respect historical knowledge holds a place midway between
art and philosophy. It is more purely intellectual than the one,
less so than the other. Like philosophy, history is expressed in
propositions and achieves its synthesis by inference from explicit
premisses. Art, on the other hand, is non-inferential ; its products
are sensuous, and, as in all objects of sense-perception, the uni-
versal and the particular are preserved there in unbroken fusion.
Yet the artist’s work is rational, with coherence and intelligible
meaning. Moreover, as Plato discerned long ago, art claims to
reveal truth. The validity of that claim will be the subject of the
present chapter.

§ I. The view I am about to put forward, that art is a form of
cognitive activity, revealing truth, will be regarded by many as
a paradox. Is not art, it will be said, an affair not of the intellect,
but of the imagination ? Is not the power of the artist exhibited
precisely in his emancipation from the tyranny of the actual
that restricts the freedom of the historian and the scientist ? And
in what sense can we ascribe truth to sensuous imagery that defies
translation into the alien forms of verbal statement? Aisthetic
judgements, theories about art, may claim truth or falsity, but not
the works of art themselves. Now it is the case that when
philosophers treat of art—and sesthetic theory is not the branch

60
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on which philosophy has most to pride itself—they generally
assume that the regulative concept of their enquiry is that of
‘beauty ’. There is, I know, a notable exception, to which I
shall refer presently. But Plato lived long since, and modern
thought has become accustomed to a triad of ideal values, good-
ness, truth, and beauty, the two former of which mark the aims
respectively of moral action and intellectual research, while the
last-mentioned is the goal of aspiration for the artist. This
triadic scheme, which corresponds broadly to the distinction of
conation, cognition, and feeling, has been subjected to criticism
in the opening chapter. It made its appearance in the second half
of the eighteenth century, when the spirit of Romanticism rose in
revolt against the restricted view of reason of which I have spoken.
Kant took over the threefold division of faculties from Baum-
garten, but the true prophet of the movement was Goethe, with
his apotheosis of the schone Seele and his bidding : im Guten,
Schonen, Wahren resolut zu leben. I distrust the triad, partly on
the ground already mentioned, because it leaves out other ideal
values, irreducible to the familiar three—holiness, for instance,
and historical greatness—partly because those specified are not
mutually exclusive. The artist desires to express not only what is
beautiful, but what is true. Of course, many works of art are
beautiful—a Schubert song, for instance, or Salisbury Cathedral,
or the Mona Lisa—but this is not always so; sublimity, as Kant
and other thinkers have been ready to recognise, is not the same as
beauty, and there are works to which none can deny @sthetic
value, which are almost positively ugly. Think of the grotesque
figures in medieval sculpture or certain drawings of deformed faces
by Leonardo ! Tartuffe and Madame Bovary are the creations of
two great artists; yet what critic with a sense of the fitness of
words would dream of classifying either of them as beautiful ?
Unless (I have actually seen this suggested by a writer on ssthetics)
we extend the concept of beauty so as to cover the ugly in art as
one of its specific forms. Beauty is, I venture to suggest, most
evidently displayed in Nature, rather than in art; indeed, I
question whether there is anything in Nature, including under
that term human and animal forms, that is not beautiful, until it
has been disfigured by the hand of man. Though art be the
child of Nature, and therewith, as Dante said after Plato, the
grandchild of Nature’s God,! yet the progeny has its distinctive

1 Divina Commedia, Inferno XI, 105:—* S che vostr’ arte a Dio quass
¢ nipote.”
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features, which call for specific characterisation. My point is
that the artist’s primary intention is to achieve truth. This is
the paradox I am contending for, and which I fear will provoke
ridicule from other philosophers. The Logical Positivists will
tell me frankly that I am talking nonsense. They will repeat,
with a host of others, that the artist’s aim is to give pleasure to
himself in the making of his work and to others in the contempla-
tion of it. Of course, art does bring satisfaction in these ways.
But the term  pleasure” is a misnomer when applied pro-
miscuously to any and all types of specific satisfaction. It is not
a ‘‘ determinable ", like colour, allowing of specific determinates
(such as red or green). There is no clearly discernible common
factor; eesthetic, intellectual, religious satisfactions are not
comparable with physical. The artist’s satisfaction in “ creating "’
is joy rather than pleasure, and is not exclusive of suffering. The
crudities of Hedonism have long ago been exposed ad nauseam.
To apply a Hedonistic criterion in the case of art is idle folly.
The view that sesthetic enjoyment is purely emotional will be
criticised below. I want, therefore, to preface my argument
with an appeal, after the manner of the medieval Summe, to
authority—the authority, be it understood, of the artists
themselves.

If we free our minds for a moment from bondage to abstract
theory, and ask the artists to tell us what they are really trying
to express, we shall find them-—poets, musicians, painters,
sculptors—proclaiming with an almost united voice that their
works are a revelation of truth. They believe that these give a
knowledge of reality as genuine as do history or science.  The
rest may reason and welcome : ’tis we musicians know.” To a
friend who expressed dissatisfaction with the decoration of
Whistler’s studio, adding that it was merely a matter of “ taste ”,
the painter answered : ‘ Remember, so that you may not make
the mistake again, it is not a matter of taste, it is a matter of
knowledge.”” So Wordsworth, in the Preface of Lyrical Ballads,
vents his indignation on those who talk of a * taste ”’ for poetry,
ag if it were a * taste for Frontiniac or sherry . “ The poet,”
he says, ““ singing a song in which all human beings join with him,
rejoices in the presence of truth as our visible friend and, com-
panion. Poetry is the breath and finer spirit of all knowledge.”
Even in the Romantics the passion for beauty is blended with
the passion for truth; witness the words quoted from Shelley
in the first chapter. Keats identified truth with beauty, beauty
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with truth; Shelley’s vision was of a beauty * intellectual ”*, the
unique transcendent Form of Plato’s Symposium. Michelangelo
left on record that the artist’s mind grasps no concept (concetto)
that he has not discovered in the marble.! The concetto of which
he wrote was assuredly not the general concept of the logician,
but it was none the less an object of the intellect. The artist
claims for his work that it expresses life, and expresses it
faithfully—that is to say, in its truth.

I call as witness the one great philosopher who was also a
consummate artist, and whose judgement therefore outweighs
that of a hundred less qualified critics. Plato at least can be
trusted, when writing of art, not to fall a victim to ignoratio elenchi.
As every one knows, he banished all but the simplest and most
austere forms of art from his Republic, on the ground, not that art
failed in beauty—far from it : therein lay its menace—but that
it failed in truth. He saw clearly that art claims to impart know-
ledge, that by the validity of that claim it must stand or fall. He
denied its validity, but on what grounds? Because in his view
the only truth attainable was truth of universals, the conceptual
truth attained in the mathematical sciences and in dialectic.
Judged by this criterion, the artist’s work stands condemned.
Plato analysed the artist’s product, as if it were an attempt to
express scientific truth, the truth of general notions, laws, and
uniformities. A truth that should find adequate and complete
expression in sensuous imagery lay beyond his comprehension.
Such must needs belong to a world of half-realities, the objects
not of knowledge but of shifting and fallible opinion. No wonder,
then, that in Plato’s final verdict the artist’s work stands removed,
in the third degree, ‘‘ from the king and from truth .2 He held,
moreover, that art appeals to irrational emotion, in conflict with
the desire of reason for the Good.? We are not concerned here
with a refutation of his conclusions. The relevant point is that,
as artist and as philosopher, he grasped the issue, that art claims
to be a rational activity, giving insight into truth.

§ II. In speaking of the artist’s activity as ‘ rational ’, we are
using the term ‘“reason” in the sense defined in the opening
chapter, as covering all conscious synthesis of differences in unity.

1 Michelangelo, Sonnet 15:—“Non ha Uottimo artista alcun concetto
ch’un marmo solo in 8¢ non circonscriva.”

3 Republic, X, 597 e. Art fails to give what science, history and normal
perception give, viz., true opinion; its object falls within the sphere of
elxaoia not of niors.

b 3 Aristotle answered this criticism by his doctrine of xdfapois, see
elow.
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In every art, be it painting, sculpture, musie, poetry, architecture,
or dancing, the materials receive definite form under the artist’s
hand. This is true of the physical materials—the stone and the
marble, the tones, the verbal sounds; the marble gets unity of
form in the statue, the tones in the symphony, the words in the
poem. It is equally true of the psychical materials, the passion-
alitd, to use Croce’s term, or emotional sizzle, say, of disappointed
love, that moves the artist to compose the poem or the song.
Whether this emotional material is ever merely emotional, to
the total exclusion of reflective thought, is, as we shall see presently,
more than doubtful; but thought at all events comes into play
as the emotion is clarified in the @sthetic process. Atsthetic
activity, though it presupposes passionate experience, demands a
relative detachment that bears witness to its intellectual quality.
The emotion must be controlled and tranquillised, if it is to find
expression in a work of art. Alsthetic experience is in this
analogous to that of religion. This is the truth in Aristotle’s
doctrine of tragic catharsis : the catharsis is not merely an emo-
tional purgation in the spectator, but in the artist himself.
Aisthetic * distance ” is essential to effective creation; emotional
discernment implies calm after the storm. Cessit furor et rabida
ora quierunt. So Milton, at the close of Samson Agonistes,
‘‘ His servants he, with new acquist
Of true experience from this great event,

With peace and consolation hath dismissed,
And calm of mind, all passion spent.”

The form imparted gives unity and coherence to the physical and
psychical materials, and, further, is itself a unification of inward
diversity. These distinctions are relative and secondary: in
the finished work, what comes from the physical materials is
blended with what comes from the artist’s mind. The artist does
not merely impose or impute form; he discovers it.! The
sculptor, in the words of Michelangelo, already quoted, finds
the concetto of the statue in the marble. Moreover, the form thus

! Alexander, Philosophical and Literary Pieces, pp. 220 ff. “ Vivos
ducent de marmore vultus,” Virg., Aen. VI, 848; cf. Browning :—

“ The thousand sights and sounds that broke
In on him at the chisel’s stroke,”

and William Morris’ glassmaker who said that the metal was alive in his
hands, coaxing him to make something beautiful (Lectures on Art,  Art and
the Material”’, p. 195).

Bosanquet, Individuality and Value, pp. 165-6. On * emotional aware-
ness ”’, see Laird, Recent Philosophy, Home Univ. Lib., pp. 218-20, on Meinong
and Brentano.
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at once imparted to and elicited from the materials is, in Mr.
Clive Bell’s phrase, ‘significant’; it is intelligible, both to the
artist himself and to his audience. If this be so, then thought is
operative in the process of creation. Aisthetic activity cannot be
interpreted in terms either of practice or of feeling. Of course,
the artist does something; heis a ‘“ maker ’; he brings into being
by his will an entity that was not there before. He has enriched
the universe with a new reality, one, be it noted, that clamours to
be known and understood. But he does this because he sees
something and wants to reveal the vision to himself and to the
world. Here, at least, Croce is right; the essence of ssthetic
activity is theoretic intuition.! Moreover, the vision expands and
becomes determinate in and through the process in which it
achieves expression. Much, again, of the greatest art is concerned
with conduct; alike in tragedy and in comedy the dramatist’s
interest is chiefly in moral character and action. I am not
thinking of art inspired by a didactic motive, which rarely achieves
even a succés d’estime. Yet we should remember that the Greek
dramatist was held, by himself and by his audience, to be an ethical
teacher, and that Dante expressly tells us that the Divina Com-
media falls within the sphere of moral philosophy. Byron said—
presumaiﬂy after intercourse with Shelley—that ‘‘ the highest of
all poetry is the ethical, as the highest of all objects must be moral
truth ’. Even if we replace the word ‘ethical ’ by ‘religious’,
we can hardly go so far as this. Suffice it to say that the artist,
like the philosopher, is, after his own fashion, *“ a spectator of all
time and of all being ”’, and that moral issues, together with all
else that has significance in life, fall within his field of vision.
Nor, again, can we cut the knot by saying that art is the expression
of emotion. It is this certainly, but it is more than this; thought
comes into play, both as distinct from emotion and in fusion with
it. In Lucretius, for instance, and in Dante,—as in Robert
Bridges’s Testament of Beauty—much effort of patient philo-
sophical enquiry must have occupied these poets’ minds inde-
pendently of the integration of thought with emotion in the

1 On detachment of art from practical purposes, see Alexander, Beauty
and other Forms of Value, ch. ii. e artist gives to the materials a character
which they do not possess on their own and which is of no practical use;
cf. Plato’s painted bed, Republic, X, 597.

The Medievals, who followed Aristotle’s doctrine of réxvy, regarded art
a8 practical; according to St. Thomas the function of the poet is to lead
us to virtue by means of some representation which anticipates it. But
his activity is that of practical reason (‘‘ Art is a certain imposition of
ordelxl- by reason ’). The images of the artist are means of imparting moral
truth.

¥
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production of their poetic work. But, within the actual process
of production, the emotional and the intellectual factors are
inseparably conjoined. We must guard against the fallacy of
supposing that the ssthetic element in the artist’s work can be
separated out from the intellectual and ascribed to non-rational
emotion. It is not only the Logical Positivists who are guilty
of this error. Professor Stocks, for instance, writes in his Riddell
Lectures,! “ Whatever truth is appropriated to the poetic purpose
retains its meaning and its theoretical value unaffected by that
appropriation and unadulterated by specifically poetic material ».
Such a severance of factors is fatal to the claim of art, as such, to
give knowledge. A work of art is a unitary whole, which resists
subjection to this sort of analysis; you cannot, as in the curate’s
egg, discriminate °‘ parts’ of it that are  excellent’. You
cannot analyse a work of art so as to say of one aspect or fragment; :
“this is a piece of sheer emotion ” or “this is a piece of pure
thinking . In so far as this is possible, as is the case with a few,
a very few, passages in Lucretius, there is failure to achieve
the wsthetic synthesis. Everything depends on the nature and
quality of the emotion.

Bergson has called attention to the potency of the higher
emotions to generate ideas, illustrating what may well be true at
all levels of experience, that of the three capacities of mind,
conation, feeling, and cognition, no one is ever present without
the others. In art, as in human intercourse and, above all, in
religion, it seems as though strength of feeling were a necessary
condition of clear insight. Emotion may blind men’s vision, in
art as elsewhere, in proportion to its intensity; yet, as has been
noted above, it may also prove, in proportion to its intensity, the
only key to an understanding. In any case, emotion, on the plane
of @sthetic production and even of @sthetic appreciation, is more
than subjective feeling; and the difference lies in its intellectuality.
We may say, if we like, that the emotion is universalised by
integration with thought, provided that we are on our guard
against associating the term ‘thought’ with the universals of
logic. The phrase means merely that the emotion is directed
towards an’ objective reality and is pregnant with communicable
meaning. If we ask as to the factor in wmsthetic experience that
is more than will or emotion, what can it be but activity of
thought? And where thought is active, knowledge and truth
are never far away. I would point, in confirmation of this posi-

! Reason and Intuition (London, 1939), p. 25.
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tion, to what may be properly called the ‘‘ logic ”’ immanent in
the msthetic product. It may be objected that the artist’s own
testimony is open to question; for he is notoriously unversed in
giving reasons for what he does. The Logical Positivists, again,
may argue that his so-called statements are mere emotional
ejaculations, that he swears in paint as he might swear in words;
or that the alleged communicability is a case of ‘ empathy .
But who can deny that the artist achieves a synthesis of the
manifold, or that his synthesis is, in the literal sense, intelligible ?
As we pass from the work as a whole to its parts—by a movement
the reverse of that of science or history—we are impressed by its
gelf-evidence. ' It is, we say, ‘ just right *’; alter a line or a note,
and coherence vanishes in chaos. *‘ Quoi de plus construit, quos
de plus savant qu’'une symphonie de Beethoven,” wrote Bergson.
When we speak of @sthetic contradictions, either as improving the
merit of a composition, or as resolved, as is often the case, in
harmony, this is no idle metaphor, but literal truth. Moreover,
a work of art displays a clarity and distinctness, as a whole and in
every detail, that rivals, if it does not surpass, that of the concepts
of the scientist. Dr. Whitehead tells us that *“ the analogy between
sesthetics and logic is one of the undeveloped topics of philosophy .
“Logic”’, he goes on to say, ‘ concentrates attention upon high
abstractions, and @sthetic keeps as close to the concrete as the
necessities of finite understanding permit.”” ! But the analogy
suffices to justify the claim of art to be a form of intellectual activity.
Truth is attainable and expressible otherwise than by general
thinking, and by symbols other than those of verbal language.
Consider again, more closely, the coherence immanent in the
completed work of art. Every word, every note, every line, and
shade of colour has its appointed place in the structure; it is
necessary, not contingent to the synthesis, and could not be other-
wise without detriment to the whole. ‘‘ An artist might say,”
wrote Nettleship, ¢ < These two colours, or these two lines, cannot
be thus combined, for they contradict one another’; and this
expresses a principle the same in kind as that expressed in the
statement that two straight lines cannot enclose a space.”’? These
last words need qualification; for the object of the artist’s judge-
ment is an individual, that of the mathematician’s is a universal.
Samuel Alexander tells us that “if there is such a thing as a
‘ concrete universal ’, it is to be found surely in a work of art,”

1 Whitehead, Modes of Thought, p. 84.
2 Nettleship, Remains, I, 178; cf. ibid., pp. 62 ff.
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adding that this is the best evidence that the concrete universal
is a misnomer and does not exist except in art. We have seen,
however, that it—or rather what is so misnamed—exists in
history. But it exists also in art and on a higher level of uni-
fication than in history. The @msthetic form is fused with the
diversity of content even more completely than is the historian’s
pattern with its constituent events. In music, as Pater observed,
*“ it is impossible to distinguish the form from the substance, the
subject from the expression ”’. Where the artist’s synthesis falls
short is in its restriction to a single ssthetic product. The
coherence and the contradictions have no relevance beyond
these limits. There are as many “logics ”’ of art—if we are to
use this term—as there are wsthetic compositions. Art, as
Collingwood has put it, is “* monadic ”, each work is a self-
contained whole, to be judged in isolation from any other. It
is true that it stands in an intimate relation to its temporal
antecedents—the artist’s earlier productions, the influence of
teachers, and of a school, the prevalent culture of his time.
Kunstgeschichte is no idle enquiry. In the case of certain arts—
architecture, painting, sculpture—there is also an inner relation
to the spatial environment; a Greek temple calls for constant
sunlight, a picture by El Greco for a baroque frame. But these
reservations are of secondary importance. Art, like history and
science, is marked by its specific arrest of thought; like sense-
perception, it has to pay the price of its grasp on individuality.
But within these limits its synthesis is well-nigh perfect. There
are doubtless grades of msthetic unification, which are also grades
of intellectuality, determined by the range and variety of the con-
tent unified, not merely by the completeness of the wsthetic
synthesis.!  Of two works of art, each of which is equally perfect
in its kind, we distinguish one as greater than the other. You
would not rank a folk-song, however beautiful, on the same level
as the B Minor Mass. It is not that the folk-song is deficient
in unity or form, but that the material unified is much less complex
and its range much less varied than in the B Minor Mass. Or
compare a simple lyric, like Burns’s Highland Mary, with a drama
that embraces, as we say, the whole wealth of human life, like
King Lear. The synthesis in the latter is more impressive, because
it is displayed in so significant a variety of differences. Alsthetic

1 Hegel, Logic, § 80, Zusatz (Wallace's trans., E 146) on need of
Verstand in art—e.g., preservation of distinction of characters in a drama,
and of their several aims and interests.
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greatness is not determined by quantitative magnitude, as when
we speak of a great river or a great fortune. It is an affair of
quality ; magnitude enters into the ssthetic estimate as a qualita-
tive factor. We recall Coleridge’s saying about Milton: If
there be one character of genius, predominant in Milton, it is this,
that he never passes off bigness for greatness.” The hall-mark
of reason everywhere is system, coherence, harmony, unity of
structure; and we judge its achievement in art to be greater or
less in proportion as these characters are displayed in a more or
less complex wealth of significant content.

Plato asked in the Meno whether goodness could be taught,
holding that, if it were teachable, it was a form of knowledge,
but not otherwise. Let us ask the same question about art.
Can it be imparted by instruction? Is education in art possible ?
The greatest artists will be the first to acknowledge their debt
to their masters; think, for example, what Raphael owed to
Perugino! “T lisped in numbers, for the numbers came ”;
yet where would have been the cadence and polish of Pope’s verses,
had it not been for Milton and Dryden? As regards appreciation
of art by those who share in no creative gift, all of us can bear
witness how our taste and critical judgement were formed by
reading, seeing, hearing the works of great artists. They evoke
in those qualified to appreciate them a response—Mr. Garrod
calls it a “ click ”’ 1—of the whole personality, of intellect as well
as of emotion, serving as a guarantee of truth of art. I am not
thinking, of course, of training by general rules; these—the
principles of harmony and counterpoint, for instance—have their
due place in the artist’s education, but are of secondary import-
ance. They are like the rules prescribed for religious observance,
which are the conditions rather than the essence of spiritual
progress. The artist, like the saint, devotes his whole personality
to his vocation, his physical and inferior mental powers, as well
as his intellect and creative imagination. The teaching I have
in mind is not through concepts and general maxims, but from
first to last through the influence of individual example. Educa-
tion in art means something more than the words suggest on a first
hearing; it means training to a specific “ way of life ”. Plato
saw this clearly when, in the tenth book of the Republic, he con-
strued the question, does art give knowledge? in the sense, is
the poet able to train good statesmen and teach virtue to his
fellow citizens ? As we all know, he answered the question in the

1 Garrod, The Profession of Poetry, pp. 27-8.
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negative. But was he right in so doing? Let us look back for a
moment over the last four centuries, to the ideal of humanistic
culture inaugurated by Colet and Erasmus and the other great
teachers of the Renaissance. Why did they lay such stress on a
training in the Greek and Latin classics ? Their interest was not
primarily that of the grammarian or the philologist or the historian,
still less that of the antiquary, however largely these may have
loomed in the minds of their more degenerate successors. They
believed that a knowledge of the art of literature imparted to the
learner, not by general rules like those of syntax but by a growing
familiarity with individual masterpieces, a habit of mind, an
insight into man’s nature, and an understanding of life—in other
words, a breadth and richness of culture—that qualified him, as
could no other type of training, for the service of God and of his
fellows. Their aim was to habituate the young to the love of
excellence, to like the right things and eschew the wrong, by means
of education in art. They knew, in short, that art gives knowledge
and can teach a ‘‘ way of life .

Now, if this be so, art is not merely a matter of subjective
preference, but of objective truth, on which it behoves a man to
exercise his intellect. There is a right and a wrong in art, as there
is in conduct, and the knowledge of it is communicable and can be
shared. The world of art is a public world, not assuredly like
that of science, of universals; but of individuals, which are none
the less pregnant with a message for all mankind. Why is it,
we may ask, that artists are so peculiarly sensitive to the criticism
and the appreciation of the general public? It is certainly not,
as the vulgar are too ready to suppose, because they are of all
men the most vainglorious and egoistic. The reason is precisely
the reverse. It is a token of their disinterestedness. They know
that their art is a communicable possession, a revelation for all
mankind. Conscious of the significance of their productions, they
are moved by the unselfish desire for all to share init. Just as the
scholar must write or teach, or else his learning atrophies within
him; so the artist must needs communicate the fruits of his
genius to the world. But this means that his art is no private or
personal monopoly, but something that can be taught and learnt
and known.

§ III. I pass now to the two objections stated at the outset.
Truth and error, it will be said, are confined to propositions;
and art, with the doubtful exception of literature, is non-pro-
positional. Moreaver, the artist’s work belongs to the world of
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imagination, and how can truth be ascribed to that which has no
relation to reality ?

(i) In answer to the first objection, I refuse to limit truth to
the truth of propositions. I cannot believe that truth first
enters into an experience when it is analysed into subject and
predicate or into two or more subjects in relation. Even in sense-
perception, the percept must be true or false prior to its formula-
tion in a statement.! You can hardly escape this admission by
the verbal device of calling a percept veridical or illusory. More-
over, the propositional statement is never, except perhaps in
mathematics, an adequate expression of the experience. An
experience of the real is always of an “ other ’ that transcends
analysis, and implies a revelation of truth ex parte realitatis.
This means that in all apprehension by a human mind there are
degrees of knowledge and of truth. To question this is to raise
the issue of a pluralistic metaphysics, which lies beyond the scope
of the present book. I am not disputing that the notion of truth,
like that of knowledge, implies reference to a compresent mind.
Truth is reality as known by a Knower ! What I deny is that the
mind puts the truth there, that what is asserted is made true by the
act of predication. Consider, again, the ideal of knowledge; ag
realised e.g. in the intellectus infinitus Dei. Can we conceive it
otherwise than as an intuitive apprehension of a reality that is
fully adequate to the object known, without the presence of the
discursive and inferential thinking which mark the limitations of
finite mind ¢ To such perfect knowledge we cannot refuse the
name of truth. The possibility of error is indeed excluded;
but is there not a sense in which the field of truth is wider than that
of possible error, as there is a sense in which there is goodness
beyond the possibility of evil? Truth and goodness are positive
concepts, independent of relation to error and evil. Error and
evil are relative to them; but they are absolute. Veritas est
norma sui et falsi. There is a supra-conceptual truth, ascribable
to God—and, if we follow St. Thomas, to the redeemed in Paradise
—of which human intellects have a faint anticipatory experience
even on earth. (I shall return to this point later.?) By finite
minds the issue of truth can be raised wherever reality is appre-
hended through symbols. The symbolism may be that of verbal
language, taking shape in propositions; though even here we must

1 T. 8. Eliot on Kipling and Dryden :—* By both the medium was
employed to convey a simple forceful statement, rather than a musical
pattern of emotional overtones.”

3 See pp. 95, 121-2, 193.
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take account, as the late Professor Bowman has insisted, not only
of truth of predication but of truth of terms.! Or, again, the
symbolism may be that of tones or colours or that of act and
gesture. The smile of a hypocrite, says Dr. Whitehead, is
deceptive, though he is truly smiling.2 A fact of history may be
understood and communicated, truly or falsely, either by a written
narrative or by Velasquez’s picture of the Burgomaster handing
the city’s keys to Spinola. The symbol is, in every case, the
instrument by which alone finite mind is enabled to apprehend the
object. In scholastic phrase, it is the id quo, not the id quod, of
cognition. The object apprehended, under this limiting condition,
is not the symbol, but reality. The symbol, taken per se, without
reference to the object, is an appearance. Dr. Whitehead holds
that wherever the distinction of Appearance and Reality is in
evidence, the question arises of the truth or falsity of the appear-
ance. ‘‘This bare ‘truth or falsehood’ of propositions ”, he writes,?
“is a comparatively superficial factor affecting the discursive
interests of the intellect.” ‘‘The deliverances of clear and dis-
tinet consciousness require criticism by reference to elements in
experience which are neither clear nor distinct. On the contrary,
they are dim, massive, and important.” ¢ The type of truth
which human art seeks lies in the eliciting of this background
to haunt the object presented for clear consciousness.” ¢ Pro-
positional truth has its prerogative, to which history, science, and
philosophy bear witness; it implies the translation of experience
into clear and distinct statements. In art the symbolism is of
another order. And the like holds of religious experience; when
the Christian speaks of Christ as ‘‘ the way, the truth, and the
life ’, does he not mean precisely what he says? The truth of
the Second Person of the Trinity is not that of a proposition.
The fact that the truth of art is both individual and non-
propositional does not, of course, preclude the artist, any more
than the historian, from making use of scientific generalisations
for his own purposes; the painter may study the chemistry of
colours, the sculptor anatomy, the writer of fiction (alas!)
psychology. He may even weave a metaphysical system into the
texture of his poem, as did Lucretius and Dante. More frequently
he draws inspiration from history, as even in music—witness the
Elijah and Judas Maccabeus; or the Eroica Symphony, com-

1 Bowman, Studies in the Philosophy of Religion, Vol. 1, Pt. I, Ch. II,
p- 69. * Adventures of Ideas, p. 309.
3 Op. cit., p. 3717. ¢ Op. cit., p. 348.
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posed when Beethoven’s imagination was kindled by Napoleon’s
victory at Jena. Allegorical art, whether literary or pictorial,
aims directly at individualising a universal, and the same holds,
as George Meredith showed in his Essay on the Comic Spirit and
in the Egoist, of comedy. Much contemporary art, again, is
influenced consciously by theory; not least so when it revolts
against intellectualism, as in the preference for primitive forms
over the rationalised products of the Greek classical period.

But all this is secondary; the artist’s interest is to express the
individual individually in a sensuous image. The case of literature
is exceptional only in semblance. Concepts are to be found,
indeed, in every line, and the form, as in an historical or a scientific
treatise, is propositional; but what distinguishes the composition,
be it prose or poetry, as a work of art is the fusion of the verbal
symbols with individual meaning. This, I think, is the point of
Alexander’s distinction between the ordinary use of words ““ with
meaning ”” and their @sthetic use, as *“ charged with meaning "’—
the meaning in the latter case being wholly individualised.! Thisis
effected, not merely by reference to an individual object, but by
fusion of the meaning with the sound and rhythm of the words.
What is it that distinguishes Butler’s phrase: * Each thing is
what it is and is not another thing ’, from Milton’s

“ Though fall’n on evil days,
On evil days though fallen, and evil tongues " ?

The difference is twofold. Butler’s words convey their meaning
perfectly ; but Milton’s words are a very part of the meaning they
convey. The concepts are aufgehoben in a sensuous image.
Butler’s construction is logical, Milton’s is intuitional. Goethe
placed it on record that Faust developed in his mind as a sequence
of images. It was not thought out inferentially, like a work of
metaphysics. Further, Milton’s words are pregnant with sugges-
tion that carries far beyond their literal meaning. The cadence,
the very repetitions—each with its unique effect, as when the
same note is sounded twice in music—combine to give the image
a mysterious far-reaching significance, as a child’s glance may
reveal undiscovered depths of love or wonder, or as a look in
Dante’s face at Verona moved the bystanders to whisper : * That
is the man who has passed through Hell.”

(ii) The second objection can be dealt with more briefly. It
has never been put forward seriously in the extreme form in which

1 Beauty and Other Forms of Value (London, 1933), p. 38.
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we stated it. A work of art is a real entity, called into being by
an actually existing artist. It expresses what he actually sees
and feels; and its content is governed by the general conditions
of actual life. Oberon is male, Titania female; the distinction of
sex and the motives of love and jealousy in the fairyland of the
Midsummer Night's Dream are the same as in Elizabethan England.
Above all, the artist’s aim is to disclose and illumine the truth of
man’s actual experience. His freedom of imagination is but an
instrument that enables him to recover more firmly his grasp on
reality. Moreover, this conditioned freedom is not displayed in
art alone. It is the specific form of the synthetic activity that
characterises mind in all its manifestations. Even the historian,
whose sole purpose is to know what really happened in the past,
displays freedom of selective activity and imaginative reconstruc-
tion in the discovery of the objective pattern of events. In the
sciences there is abundant scope for play of constructive imagina-
tion. Pure mathematics moves wholly, or almost wholly, in the
realm of the possible; the geometrician, once started on his
flight, can visit imaginary worlds, indifferent to the facts of actual
existence, ‘ voyaging”, even more freely than did Newton,
‘“ through strange seas of thought, alone . A moment’s reflection
on the nature of universals, on the concept “any ”, wafts the
thinker away from the limits of actuality into a realm of *“ eternal
objects ”. The laws of science, if they are more than statistical
uniformities, are avowedly hypothetical. I need not labour the
point further; the relative discontinuity with existence that
justifies us in speaking, by a pardonable exaggeration, of the
artist’s work as a ‘‘ creation ”, gives no more ground than it does
in science for questioning its claim to reveal truth.

§ IV. What is the truth that art reveals? This is our final
question. We have seen that it is truth of the individual and that
it is conveyed sensuously, through images. Obviously, it is not
the truth of science ; to tell the physicist who is enquiring into the
nature of Space-Time that

“ The splendours of the firmament of Time
May be eclipsed, but are extinguished not

will hardly assist him in his researches. This is not to deny a
certain measure of relatlonshlp ; a8 a knowledge of anatomy may
prove useful to the sculptor or of mechanics to the architect, so
the painter may contribute to the scientific knowledge of perceptual
experience by his analysis of the visual field into spots of colour,
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But this is another story. The question before us is what do the
sesthetic symbols tell us of the individual real ?

In the first place, they reveal the mind of the artist, and this
not only to the audience but to the artist himself. His emotion is
clarified and tranquillised in the process of wsthetic expression,
and is thereby rendered intelligible to himself. We touch here
on the ancient doctrine of the purificatory function of art, a
purification effected through self-knowledge. The artist, dis-
tracted by the agony of unrequited love, breaks into song and in
the very act wins liberation from his bondage : Ich grolle nicht,
und wenn das Herz auch bricht. As we remarked earlier in this
chapter, the outcome of his activity is “ calm of mind, all passion
spent ”’; an intellectual calm, the fruit of his ‘“ new acquist of true
experience ’. The spectator, likewise, in hearing or seeing the
work of art, is enabled in some measure to know its author. We
surely do get insight into Beethoven’s mind when we listen to the
Fifth Symphony ; and, be it added, not only into Beethoven’s, but
into our own. For this to be possible the work must be a true
expression of the artist’s thought and feeling.? This is what we
mean when we insist that he must be true to himself in the exercise
of his vocation. Self-knowledge comes of necessity to all artists,
according to the measure of their capacity. But all are not alike
in disclosing their personality to the spectator. In his youthful
essay on Shelley, Browning drew the distinction between the
“ subjective ”’ and the  objective” poet. By the former he
meant one who, like Shelley, is more interested in expressing his
own thoughts than in the impersonal order of the universe. Or,
more correctly (for Shelley fully shared in the scientist’s interest
in that impersonal order, as the Prometheus Unbound amply
evidences), he identified the order of the universe with the thought
of his own mind. Shelley, to whom Berkeley’s philosophy came
as a truism, saw in the skylark no bird—* bird thou never wert
—but a creature woven of kindred stuff to his own mind,

¢ Like a poet hidden
In the light of thought,
Singing hymns unbidden,
Till the world is wrought
To sympathy with hopes and fears it heeded not.” *

It was Browning, too, who, after quoting Keats’s line, *“ with this

1 See Garrod—The Profession of Poetry. p. 61—on this truth of * corre-
spondence '’ with the poet’s state of mind, as distinct from the higher
truth of Imagination.

2 T owe this illustration to Mrs. Olwen Campbell’s Shelley and the
Unromandtics.
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key Shakespere unlocked his heart ’, added the words, ‘‘ If so, the
less Shakespere he . Shelley was always unlocking his heart in
his poetry, and seems indeed to unlock little else; whereas
Shakespeare, even in the Sonnets, is a deus absconditus, who keeps
his personality veiled and mysterious. It is what he sees in nature
and in human life that he shares with his audience. It is perhaps
truer to say that the greatest artists unite both characters;
they reveal themselves in their passionate impersonality. So in
Beethoven intensity of passion is fused with a revelation that is
truly intellectual of the order of objective reality. Chopin, on the
other hand, like Shelley, is an example of the subjective composer ;
his music primarily reflects his own emotional mood.!

This brings me to my second point; the work of art gives know-
ledge, not only of its maker’s personality, but of itself and what it
represents. As a new entity in the world of actuality, it is a
possible object of knowledge; and to know it is not merely to
know the fact of its existence, but its meaning. Where, as
frequently in music, or in the pattern on the carpet, the work is
not representative, its meaning lies in itself; we may call it, if we
like, self-representative.? But most art, including all music to
which words are set, symbolises a reality other than itself. The
B Minor Mass and the Passion music are thus representative.
You gain a fuller understanding of the meaning of the Passion,
as recorded in the first and fourth Gospels, through hearing Bach’s
music. You cannot, on the level of art, press the distinction of
fact and value, as is possible, at least within limits, in history or
science ; for in art the value is inseparable from the meaning. The
Passion music and a Crucifixion by a great painter give knowledge
of the facts and of their significance in indissoluble integration.
No one, not even the artist himself, can adequately state in words
the truth thus revealed. To do so would involve a transposition
from one mode of symbolism into another. The thing can, of
course, be attempted; as when it was written of the Mona Lisa
that “ her eyelids are a little weary ”’, or, to take the most famous
instance, in comparing the Laocoon with Virgil’s description in the
second Aineid; but the process involves mutilation and recon-
struction: - A work of art is unique and the truth it imparts is
individual; the knowledge conveyed by the Passion music is not
identical with that conveyed by a painting of the Crucifixion, and

1 Even when he was moved to compose an étude by the objective
occurrence of the c%)ture of his native town by the Russians.

* See Alexander (Beauty and Other Forms of Value, p. 44) on Hanslick's
views on music (Arabesques). / .
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both are different from that conveyed by the verbal narrative.
The demand for transposition is strictly preposterous; as though
you were to bid an architect render Who is Sylvia ? in stone, or
suggest to a musician that he should compose a fugue on the
multiplication table. The artist has already stated his truth in
paint or stone or sound. What would be the point (even were
such transposition possible) in his restating it in a different and less
adequate form? The answer to the question, What is stated ?
is to point to the painting or to play the music. Translation, even
from one language to another, always does violence to the original.
The td quo, the symbolic medium, is different; at best, the
outcome of the transposition is a new and original work of art.
But the id quod, the reality represented, may be one and the same.

. The impracticability of translating the truth of art into the
form of a verbal statement hampers us still more when we come
to a third and wider sense in which art gives knowledge. The
greatest works of art seem to possess a mysterious power to reveal
the inner meaning of the universe, a power of which all must be
conscious, but which none but the poet can express in words
without vagueness and banality. The ‘“ dim and undetermined
sense of unknown modes of being ’’ that haunts man’s experience,
alike of himself and of the universe, from birth to the grave,
finds determinate expression in the perfectly clear and distinct
symbols of the artist. As a living writer has put it, such works
‘“ are not self-contained, but point beyond themselves ", as if the
experience could lift the spectator ‘“ to a height from which he
could contemplate all time and all existence, or as if the artist
in creating them had tried to pack into his recalcitrant material
of sound or colour or language all the incalculable mysteries of
the universe or of the human mind.”* He goes on to illustrate
by reference to ‘‘ the intimate and unearthly beauties ”’ of Beet-
hoven’s later string quartets; and it is true that music, the most
purely sensuous of all the arts, can impart in a unique degree a
vision of the supersensible. Art is able to call into clear expression
the dim background of human consciousness in contact with the
dim background of reality. This is surely what Dr. Whitehead
meant when he spoke of art as a ‘ message from the unseen ",
which ““ unlooses depths of feeling from behind the frontier where
precision of consciousness fails ’.2 Only a small fragment of
reality allows of clear and distinct expression in the propositions

1 0. de Selincourt, Art and Morality, p. 85.
3 Adventures of Ideas, p. 349.
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of history or science. Past events in the one case, the measurable
features of phenomena in the other, lend themselves naturally to
precise verbal formulation. But behind and beneath lies a vast
realm of being, none the less real for its obscurity and indeter-
mination, demanding for its expression, if it can be expressed at
all, other symbolic forms than those of speech or writing.

We have seen how all growth of knowledge, from its dawn in
sense-perception up to the highest plane of intellectual synthesis,
is by differentiation of determinate elements within a vague and
indefinitely expanding whole. This marginal penumbra in all
awareness, though impenetrable to the scientist and the historian
and first made intelligible through the artist’s symbolism, is as
constitutive of the total objective reality apprehended by us—
even more so—than the clear items of detail that the mind dis-
criminates within its framework. It is this, be it ‘‘ the starry
heavens above ” or * the moral law within ’, which, as a revela-
tion of the infinity of being to the finite mind, excites awe in the
beholder. The response thus evoked is the measure of the mind’s
depth of penetrative insight into reality. It shows at least, in
Whitehead’s phrasing, ““ a dumb sense that we have passed beyond
mythology;” . . . “the myth of [facts in] isolation .1 Com-
pared with this, those experiences which admit of registration in
formal propositions are relatively superficial, and lacking in
significance. What is “ nonsense ” to the Logical Positivist is,
as he will be the first to allow, what is really of most * import-
ance . I have in mind such lines as

“E la sua volontade & nostra pace’’

or “ Sunt lacrimae rerum et mentem mortalia tangunt”

or «Life, like a dome of many-coloured glass,
Stains the white radiance of eternity,
Until death tramples it to fragments.”
Art calls into existence a new world of symbols to redress the
balance of the old, a world of individual images adequate to
reveal knowledge beyond the grasp of logical thought. What
reason is there in refusing to this revelation, transcending as it
does the bounds of its sensuous medium, the objectivity we so
readily conéede to the conceptual knowledge of the scientist and
the philosopher ? 2
1! Modes of Thought, p. 13. * All Scotland is in a Scottish air.” George
Sand’s Consuelo, 11, p. 150. )
? Note also how the work of art, once completed, attains * objective

immortality ’ and lives by its own life, as Henry James observed of
Flaubert’s ‘ impersonality ™.
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“ Nature ”’, said Goethe, ‘ has neither husk nor kernel ”; all
is at once inward and outward, and her secrets lie open to the eye.
But Art carries us beyond Nature; its product is the outward and
visible sign of a reality that is both immanent in the product
and transcendent of it. To use the language of theology, art is
sacramental, as also is Nature. That is why a critique of
sesthetic knowledge is a fitting prelude to an enquiry into the truth
revealed in religion.

The place of art among the forms of speculative reason is a
hard problem and one that, I frankly confess, leaves me question-
ing. Hegel held that Art, Religion, and Philosophy formed the
supreme and final triad in the dialectic of the Absolute Idea;
Art representing the thesis (subjectivity), Religion the antithesis
(objectivity), and Philosophy the synthesis of the subjective and
objective moments. I am not convinced of the justice of this
contrast between Art and Religion; for Art, as we have contended
throughout this chapter, reveals objective reality, and Religion,
we shall see presently, draws its living inspiration from per-
sonal communion between man and God. Both Religion and
Philosophy, again, claim to comprehend all time and all existence
within their syntheses. Of this more in the ensuing chapter; I
only note here that it is paradoxical to emphasise the prerogatives
of one against the other. In any case, both are more compre-
hensive than Science or History or Art. For, though the artist,
as we have just seen, reveals the infinitude of the self and of the
universe, and though, again, there is nothing real that cannot
form the subject of sesthetic representation, the artist’s vision is
subject to obvious limitations. It is perforce expressed in a
sensuous medium, and each of its expressions, however coherent
within its boundaries, is a self-contained entity, isolated from
all the rest. There is no inner bond of connexion between the
Madonna di San Sisto and the Fifth Symphony; hardly even
between two works by the same master. Each wsthetic composi-
tion stands or falls on its own merits. As science tends to the
absorption of the individual in universality, in art the element of
universality tends to vanish in particularity. Moreover, the
artist’s activity cannot be confined within the scope of speculative
reason; to reveal truth is not his only function. He is a maker
(mounris) and his revelation is through the product that he creates.
So much in regard to the test of (1) comprehensiveness. In
respect of (2) individuality, his grasp surpasses that of the
scientist and the historian, though it is of another and a lower
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order than that of a human personality or even of a living organism.
Within the limits aforementioned, again, the artist achieves (3) an
integration of form and matter unequalled in any scientific or
historical pattern. Once more (4) while he certainly gathers up
perceptual experience in his unification, lifting it to a higher level
by his interpretative representation, he has little room within his
province for the truths of history or of science. I must therefore
leave the question of the place of art in the hierarchy open, with
the reminder that to over-simplify is the besetting temptation of
the philosopher. Croce’s fourfold differentiation of the activities
of spirit should serve as a warning against any attempt to force a
metaphysical scheme upon the complex facts of human experience.



CHAPTER V
THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON

Philosophy and Religion

§ I. EVERYONE knows how Socrates, when charged with being a
Sophist or teacher of wisdom (codia), declared that he could not
teach wisdom, since he possessed none; that God, and God alone,
was wise (codds),! and that the most to which man could aspire
was to be a lover of wisdom (¢Adoogos). Everyone knows, too,
the high purpose with which Plato interpreted this saying in the
fifth book of the Republic? in replying to the demand for a
definition of the philosopher. He there gave a strictly logical
definition per genus et differentiam ; generically, the philosopher is a
lover, distinguishable from other species of lovers by the nature of
the object of his desire, viz., knowledge in the strict sense of the
term as knowledge of reality, of that which truly “is . But the
generic character of being a lover carries with it a property which
marks love at all levels, whatever be its object; the property,
namely, of catholicity. The lover is he who loves the object of his
love universally, not as exemplified in this or that particular
instance or class of instances, but in its entirety, whenever and
wherever it may be found. Hence the philosopher’s love is
directed not upon any single branch of knowledge or group of
branches, but upon knowledge of reality in its universality,
s.e., of the Forms, whether considered as denizens of an intelligible
world, transcendent of becoming and change, or as the informing
principles, immanently, though imperfectly, exemplified in a
world of sense, which derives from their presence (mapovoia)
such intelligibility as can be discovered init. Thus the philosopher
can be described, as Plato elsewhere put it, as the “ spectator of
all time and all existence” (owvomrrikos ¢ diadexricds).? Nothing
that truly “is ” lies beyond the compass of his theoretic vision.

Other definitions of Philosophy can be, and often have been,
offered. Hegel, for instance, holding Philosophy to be Nach-
denken, or reflection upon reality, would define it as Absolute
Spirit under the form of Idea, the logical form under which mind
apprehends its object. The Logical Positivists to-day would
regard Plato’s definition as an unmeaning rigmarole of words,

1 Apologia 123 a—c. * Rep., V., 475-80. ? Rep., VI, 486 a.
pologi al
G
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holding the sole function of philosophy to be criticism of the
language in which the propositions of physical science are ex-
pressed, together with the a priori rules of formal logic, which
have no reference to actual existence. But in the case of
philosophy, as in that of Art or Religion, it is futile to seek for a
definition at the outset; it can but supply a barren formula,
abstracting from the distinctive features that give to concrete
philosophical systems (Platonism, Aristotelianism, Thomism,
Spinozism, Hegelianism, and even Logical Positivism) their
living interest for the student. Better far to point to an actual
philosopher engaged in philosophic thinking, as you would direct
one who wished to know what is meant by art to watch a master of
painting in his studio. A still more helpful answer, and one to
which art, again, offers an obvious analogy, is to direct him to the
classical masterpieces of metaphysics, bidding him catch fragments
of the speculative technique of great thinkers by laying his own
mind alongside of theirs and entering, as best he can, into the
method of their reasoning. If the student, as well he may, rebels
against this relegation to the study of back numbers, there is
nothing to hinder him from doing the like with the works of
contemporary philosophers.! In any case, he will acquire a
positive, if indeterminate and fragmentary, understanding of what
are the central problems of metaphysics. He will learn to ask
the right questions as well as how to employ the right technique in
dealing with them. Philosophy is at least a critical examination
of all that claims to be knowledge. The reader of the present
book has already, in the preceding chapters, been experimenting
on that line; we may claim, without breach of modesty, that our
discussions of science, history, and art suffice to exemplify the
nature and function of philosophy. Omnis negatio est determinatio,
and that nature and function may stand in a clearer light with the
aid of two negative statements as to what philosophy is not.
Philosophy is not identifiable either with science, or with religion.

1. Philosophy is not Science. Both indeed have two features
in common, in that (a) their aim is to know the truth about what
is, and (b) this by way of conceptual thinking and the logical
methods gppropriate to each branch of enquiry. In so far as
science has in recent years dallied with pragmatism, it has com-
promised with its intellectual integrity. Nor does the profession
of Phenomenalism (that scientific knowledge is not of reality but

1 See the remarks of Dr. S. V. Keeling quoted in W. G. de Burgh’s
memoir of G. D. Hicks, Proceedings of British Academy, 1941, pp. 9-10.



THE FORMS OF SPECULATIVE REASON 83

of its appearances to human mind) militate against its claim
to discover the truth of the phemomena. The problems here
indicated, as to a Pragmatist criterion of truth and the limitation
of knowledge to phenomena, are philosophical rather than scientific
problems and illustrate the afore-mentioned function of philosophy
as critical of the methods and assumptions of the sciences, without
prejudice, be it understood, to the autonomy of the latter within
their own provinces. Nor is the function of philosophy confined,
as Herbert Spencer and others have maintained, to the task of
correlating the results of the special sciences in a comprehensive
synthesis. For philosophy, as we shall see presently, is concerned
with fields and features of the real world that fall outside the
purview of science; nor can it accept the cherished assumption
of the scientist, that the synthesis of divers constituents proceeds
by way of physical composition, leaving the components standing
as they were, as parts gathered by external aggregation into a
quantitative whole or sum.

We strike here on a radical difference between philosophic and
scientific methods. The assumptions and results of the several
sciences necessarily undergo qualitative modification when in-
corporated into a metaphysical system. But the main ground
of distinction is that the sciences, even when viewed collectively,
lack the catholicity noted by Plato as the essential mark of
philosophy. In other words, they are abstract, and concern
themselves with selected aspects of the universe, to the exclusion
of much that is of primary significance.

(i) We saw in the second chapter how the interest of science is
fixed on universals, and on particulars only as instrumental to the
discovery and verification of uniformity and general law; how,
with this end in view, it confines attention to those features of
physical Nature that allow of measurement and quantitative
formulation; and how, even when (as in biology) it interprets
organic life historically, in a pattern of evolutionary development
it differs from history in its comparative indifference to in-
dividuality and qualitative characters. We saw, too, how in
maintaining these limitations of outlook, it declines to concern
itself with the philosophical issues that its procedure inevitably
provokes, such as the relation of the percipient mind to its bodily
environment and the quasi-purposive features of organic life,
or, if it deals with them at all, it does so in a dogmatic temper
dominated by scientific preconceptions alien to metaphysical
enquiry.
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(ii) The standpoint of the scientist is that of the external
observer of what is presented, whether as sense-data or as physical
objects, in sense-perception; even in Psychology, when the mind
of the experient, his own or another’s, is the theme of his study, it
is treated as far as may be impersonally, as though it were an
external object, to the exclusion of knowledge from within.
Philosophy, on the other hand, takes cognisance of the knowing
mind as the subject of experience, facing up to the nature of
consciousness and the body-mind relation as fundamental
problems. Thus to give full recognition to the subject-factor in
the subject-object (or it may be the subject-subject) relation is
not to admit bifurcation within physical nature, but to cope with
an aspect of reality which, while it is essential to experience, lies
beyond the field of the sciences. Man is mind and body, body in
so far as he is an object of observation from without, mind in so
far as he is an object of consciousness, apprehending himself by
introspection from within. His body and his mind are not two
different things, but the same; each is the whole self known in two
different ways, by the way of science and by self-knowledge
enriched and clarified by reflection.!

(i) We have remarked that all conscious experience implies
not only the compresence of subject and object, but an active
response of valuation on the part of the experiencing subject;
and that the experience therefore cannot be interpreted without
remainder in terms of fact. Now Science is concerned with fact
to the exclusion of value, save in so far as values are reducible
to fact (what *“ ought to be ”” or is ““ good ” to what ‘“is ”’ or ‘ has
been ”’). This is what Naturalism—e.g., in Ethics—vainly strives
to do, when it treats survival-value in the evolutionary process
(in other words, what does in fact actually survive) as synonymous
with ethical good. On such a view, purposive action, freedom
of choice, and moral duty seem robbed of all meaning. A study
of Westermarck’s books, or of Dr. Waddington’s recent volume,
Science and Ethics, with the critical contributions contained in it,
will but serve to confirm this judgement.

(iv) Lastly, there is the problem of the reality of Time, which has
acquired more and more urgency in recent years. Science takes
the actuality of spatio-temporal relations of events for granted,
however it may integrate space and time in a four-dimensional
context. But the philosopher is bound to raise further questions,
and to ask whether events so related are ultimately real, or an

1 See Collingwood, New Leviathan, Ch. I, II (esp. II, 43-8).
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appearance in some way derivative from a timeless reality.
Universals and ideal values, whose presence is implied in ex-
perience, are in themselves timeless entities. Are we to affirm
(with Platonism) their timeless existence in a super-sensible world,
or their “subsistence ”” as distinct from * existence ”’ (with the
German Phenomenologists), or their *“ ingredience ” into the process
of Nature (with Whitehead)? Entities other than sensible, or
than what can be sensibly verified, must be taken into account,
even by the scientist; but the problem of their status in reality
is one, not for science, but for metaphysics. Moreover, there is
the question of God's existence as a supersensible and timeless
entity. All these questions carry us beyond science to philosophy.

2. Philosophy is not Religion. Though, as we shall presently
see, both are theoretical and yield knowledge, and though religious
theoria is primary to religious prazis and provides its groundwork,
philosophy, unlike religion, is a purely theoretical activity and
is not, as is religion, also a * way of life . Plato, it is true, was
of the contrary opinion; holding, as we have seen, that the
philosopher, privileged to enjoy the direct vision of absolute
Good, could not but be obedient to that vision in practical life;
and the Neo-Platonists, as well as Spinoza, among later thinkers,
were at one with him in this conviction. For them, philosophy
was not only philosophy, but also a religion; and the same is true
of the more recent this-worldly gospels of Marxian Communism
and National Socialism, which, whatever we may think of them as
philosophies, demand from their adherents the unreserved loyalty
not only of the intellect but of the will, and are, in their spirit and
methods, true to the type of missionary religions.

I am not, however, prepared to endorse this programme nor to
regard philosophy as more than the theoretical reflection upon life
(Nachdenken), which it presupposes as other than the activity of
thinking ‘‘about ” it. Philosophy, in Hegel’s famous phrage,
echoing Goethe’s ‘

‘‘ grau, teurer Freund, ist alle Theorie
und griin des Lebens goldner Baum,’’?

‘ paints its grey in grey ”’. ‘“The owl of Minerva does not
start upon its flight, till the evening shadows begin to fall.”
Of course, there is a sense in which any vocation, the artist’s,
the miner’s, or the stockbroker’s, is a ‘‘living ”, calling a
man’s whole personality into play in varying degree of intensity

! Faust, Act 1, sc. iv, 1. 509-10; and Philosophie des Rechts, Vorrede
ad fin.
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of absorption. But it remains that, for the philosopher as for the
scientist, the world stands over against him as an objective
‘“ given ", of which he is aware and which he strives to understand
without becoming one with it in actuality. For God’s infinite
intellect, the thought of the object would be, in Kant’s phrase,
‘“ constitutive ” of its being. But such is not our condition;
for the human mind, even on the highest level of its achievement, .
thought and thing, reality and reflection on reality, the theory of
life and the living of it, fall apart. Philosophy, as reflection upon
life, is less than life itself. It cannot spin its objects out of its own
vitals. They must be given to it by a reality which is more than
thought. Indeed, the very concept of knowledge implies, as we
have already noted, that the object known is known as it is,
in its independence of the knower’s activity of knowing it.
That activity is an évépyeia, but the évépyeia is that of fewpla,
not of mpdatis. Hence, to illustrate this distinction between life
and reflection upon life, the philosophy of art (Zsthetic) is one
thing, the creative activity of the artist another. So with the
difference between religion and theology, which last is the scientific
thinking out of the data furnished by religious experience, not
that experience itself. But the clearest example is that of Moral
Philosophy, which differs from morality as actually practised as
reflective theory differs from actual experience. It is possible to
be a competent moral philosopher without being proportionately
moral and, fortunately for most of us, to do our duty and possess
a virtuous character without being qualified to call ourselves moral
philosophers. True, the distinction is, like all philosophical
distinctions, relative and calls for certain reservations. On the
one hand (as Plato was wont to insist), a modicum of moral
stability is requisite as a condition of sound philosophical thinking,
above all, in ethics. Abeunt mores tn studia. It goes ill with the
world, as we know to our cost to-day, when intellectual progress
and the power that it brings with it outrun that of moral char-
acter. On the other hand, given the good will, a man must needs
act the better for a speculative training in ethics. Abeunt studia
in mores; but the speculative training will not of itself suffice to
ensure direction of the will to good. Conscience is educable, and
its enlightenment can be effected, at least in part, by the reflective
thinking of moral philosophy. But the connexion is contingent,
not necessary. If, with Kant, we take the concept of duty as
ultimate in ethics, a knowledge of philosophy cannot be essential
to moral volition. It may even lead to sophistication and prove a
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source of perversion to conscience. It is true that consciousness
of the * ought *’ arouses a specific desire to do our * duty ", but
it cannot guarantee its prevalence over contrary inclination. As
Butler said of conscience : ““ had it strength, as it has right ; had it
power, as it has manifest authority ; it would absolutely govern the
world .1 The way to achieve moral goodness is not primarily by
the study of ethics, but by the habitual fulfilment of obligation.

More important still, the consciousness of obligation is not a
product of moral reflection. It is given as a fact of our ‘moral
nature; all that philosophy can do is to elicit and formulate its
implications. Morality is not the happy hunting-ground of
academic specialists. The unlettered rustic can know what his
duty is and do it as well as—Kant would say, better than—the
professor of moral science. We must, therefore, hold to the
distinction between philosophy as pure theoria and religion as a
“way of life”’. We shall return to it in a later chapter, after
consideration of the forms of Practical Reason. Our present
concern is with the forms of Speculative Reason, among which
philosophy clearly: claims supremacy, on the ground of its
catholicity of outlook. We have next to ask, before we allow the
claim, whether religion is not also a form of knowledge, one,
moreover, that, like philosophy, is all-embracing.

§II. The question is one that has only to be asked to receive
an answer in the affirmative.

Religion claims to reveal knowledge. The knowledge is
primarily of its proper object, God; and secondarily, in and
through God, of all that is. ‘‘ Unto thee it was shewed, that thou
mightest know that the Lord he is God.” ‘‘ This is life eternal,
that they should know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ,
whom thou hast sent.”” Similar language is found in the sacred
books of other religions, especially in those of the East. This
knowledge of God and of all else as dependent upon Him is the
beginning and final goal of religion. Religion, in its crudest and
most primitive forms, springs from a vision of the divine presence,
a revelation of God to man. ‘‘ Truly God is in this place.” The
apprehension, however sensibly mediated, by outward circumstance
or by dream-imagery, by the burning bush or by Jacob’s ladder, is
of the supernatural ; of a being more than human, who, as reflective
thought develops, is recognised as infinitely transcendent of man
and nature. The consummation of the religious life, ideally
envisaged, is likewise the knowledge of God, no longer “ in a glass

1 Sermons upon Human Nature, sermon ii, § 19.
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darkly ”’, but “ face to face ”’; the knowledge which is eternal life.
From first to last, man’s pilgrimage in via, the itinerarium mentis,
as St. Bonaventura termed it, towards his celestial goal, is guided
at every step by the knowledge of God. Deus illuminatio mea.

This claim to knowledge, and to truth—‘‘ When he, the spirit
of truth, is come he shall guide you into all the truth ”—directly
counters all theories that interpret religion as merely practical or
emotional, theories the inadequacy of which I have discussed
elsewhere. And when religion uses the terms ‘“ knowledge ”’ and
“ truth 7, it means knowledge and truth. You cannot burke the
issue by substituting terms with a less definite connotation, such
as ‘“ wisdom ’ or ‘‘ insight ”’, in order to preserve the traditional
restriction of knowledge to the field of reasoning. Wherever
there is apprehension of reality, be it the gift of divine grace or the
achievement of natural reason, there is knowledge. I assume
degrees of knowledge, in opposition to those purists of epistemology
who refuse the title to all that is not apprehended infallibly and in
its final truth. Such a refusal seems to me to render all knowledge
—save perhaps in pure mathematics and logic, impossible for the
human mind. It would certainly destroy the claim of religion to
give knowledge, and therewith the value of religion itself. For the
moment I am speaking only of the claim; its justification will be
considered presently.

We must here guard against two errors, that beset respectively
the interpretation of the lower and the higher grades of religious
apprehension. Religion is far older than Philosophy, and in its
more primitive manifestations falls below the level of reflective
thought. Awe in the presence of the numinous, like the sense of
shame in which the Jahvist narrator of the story of the Fall rightly
discerned the dawning of man’s moral consciousness, though infra-
rational, is pregnant with the potency of rational development.!
So, as we saw, in sense-perception, the apprehension of the ‘ this-
such ” is implicitly apprehension of the universal. The danger
lies in interpreting the more developed in terms of the less
developed, and in supposing, as Otto for instance tends to do, all
religious experience to be non-rational. The second error of
rega.rdmg the experience, on its higher levels, as supra-rational,
is more excusable. I spoke in the opening cha.pter of our con-
sciousness of the limitations of the human mind, in contrast with
the infinite mind of God. In religion, this consciousness reaches

1 On the *‘‘ undifferentiated '’ numinous and the ‘‘ material ’ sacred, see
Oman, Honest Religion, Ch, XV.
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its highest pitch of intensity. The knowledge of God, far exceed-
ing the grasp of human reason, is conditioned by the gift of divine
grace; it is a revelation from above, accepted on the side of the
worshipper by an act of faith. Thus, from the standpoint of the
human intellect, it is supra-rational. But it is not so intrinsically ;
as the outpouring of the divine mind, eternally at one with the
divine volition, it is intrinsically rational. The antithesis of faith
and reason is relative to human limitations.

This is the answer to the objection above referred to that
religious knowledge—in so far as it passes the bounds of human
comprehension—is falsely so called, and that an alternative term,
“ wisdom ”’, or ‘‘ insight ”’, is preferable, as non-committal in the
matter of objective validity. This is to fall back upon the
narrower view of reason, of whose baneful issues on modern
religious thought and practice I have already spoken. The
sapientia, carefully distinguished by Aquinas ! as an * infused ”
virtue, from the scientia that comes by way of discursive reasoning,
is the response to God of man’s entire personality, of his intellect
as well as of his heart and will. In Butler’s phrase, it is both ““ a
sentiment of the understanding and a perception of the heart .
The Christian mystics, who have not merely experienced the
higher flights of the contemplative life but subjected them to
critical analysis, are at one in their mistrust of sensuous imagery
and emotional excitement, and in their insistence on the in-
tellectual nature of the experiences. St. John of the Cross speaks
of ““ a knowledge of God and of His attributes, overflowing into
the understanding from the contact’—we recall Aristotle’s
Quyydvew 2—* of the attributes of God with the substance of the
soul ’. *“ This awakening and vision of the soul is as if God drew
back some of the many veils and coverings that are before it, so
that it might see what He is.” Contemplation is defined by St.
Bernard as ‘‘ the soul’s true and certain intuition of a reality,
or as the unhesitating apprehension of truth ”. ‘* Intellectual
intuition ”*, * experimental perception ”’, are the Leitmotiven in
the mystics’ writings. The emphasis on the soul’s passivity must
not be misunderstood. To quote Dom Cuthbert Butler, ““ It is
true that words cease, and language fails and sense-impressions
are transcended; but the powers of mind and soul are operating
and energizing with a highly-wrought activity utterly removed
from quietism ”’. The experience is of the amor intellectualis Dei.

1 Aquinas, S.T. Il s, ILal, qIX, art. 2.
3 Metaphysics, A 1072 b 21.



90 THE LIFE OF REASON

The emotional factor is there, but it is clarified and enriched by
intellect.

Again, to confine religion to the field of practical activity is to
rule out what is most essential to religious experience. Religion
is more than morality, even when regarded as ‘‘ sublimated ”’ on
a higher plane of conduct. It is also a form of knowledge. As
such, it can never submit its claim to truth to a pragmatist criterion.
It is theoria as well as prawxis, and, what is more, the praxis is
inspired and informed by the theoria. Mary, the type of the life
of contemplation, when compared with Martha, the type of the
practical life, has chosen the better part. In this matter, Christian
theologians, in their interpretation of religion, have appropriated
the legacy of Greek philosophy. Religious knowledge, however,
differs from that of metaphysics, in that it is not purely, or even
primarily, inferential ; it is experiential and personal, not a know-
ing ‘about’ God merely, but a ‘ knowing God .

1. It is experiential. Apart from direct communion with God
in love and worship, ritual observances and notional assents to
credal formulas have little relevance to religion. I am far from
disparaging the value of cult and ritual, prayers and sacraments,
as means essential to the enrichment of the religious life, or of
theology, natural and revealed, as interpretative and confirmatory
of the truth revealed in religious experience. The arguments of
natural theology, though not demonstrative, serve to fortify the
faith of the believer, by showing its coherence with what is
established on non-religious evidence. Yet I question whether
any man has ever been made religious by being persuaded of their
validity, or irreligious by a conviction of their failure. To seek
the grounds of religious faith in speculative reasoning that appeals,
ex hypothest, alike to the believer and the infidel is as absurd as to
seek the essence of religion by eliminating what is distinctive of any
particular revelation. Religion, like art, has little use for abstract
universals. Dr. Clement Webb, in his Riddell Lectures,! tells the
story of a Japanese who, observing at an Anglican ceremony in
St. Paul’s the similarity of certain external features with those
familiar to him in Buddhist temples, remarked that now he knew
religion to be nonsense.

The tagk of revealed theology, on the other hand, is to formulate
conceptually and to develop by inference the content of a specific
faith, thus presupposing the experience in which that faith is
implanted in the religious community. The experience in question

L Religion and the Thought of To-day (London, 1929), pp. 8-9.
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is that of individuals, sharing a common life; though as yet non-
propositional, it is pregnant with the promise of explicit formula-
tion. The history of Christian doctrine illustrates this process at
every stage. In the words of a living Catholic writer : It is the
maternal organism of the compact fellowship which, fertilized by
the Church’s teaching, brings dogmas to maturity, until they
receive their definitive form in the Church’s authoritative
definition.” *

2. This experiential knowledge is personal. By this I mean
that the religious revelation—and all knowledge is revelational
of an “ other ’—implies the direct communion of persons, on both
sides. Love and worship alike presuppose such a relationship;
of the lover and the loved, of the worshipper and God. Ex parte
hominis, this is obvious; only beings capable of self-consciousness
are capable of religion. Not that the experience is that of the
individual in bare solitariness; his personality is social, and his
self-consciousness is conditioned by consciousness of other selves
and of the world. Immediacy in one respect does not exclude
mediation in another; and, as we have just seen, a man’s direct
intercourse with God is strengthened rather than prejudiced by
participation in the corporate life of his fellow worshippers.

The relationship is also personal ex parte Dei. Without entering
on the difficult problem of the ascription of personality to God in his
intrinsic, self-contained and self-sufficient being, all theists will
be at one in holding Him to be an individual self-conscious Spirit,
and as such, transcendent of finite human persons. Neither a
Pantheistic Absolute, nor the Buddhist ideal of a self-perfected and
absorbed-in-self universal, can satisfy the demand for worship.
The God of religion is an “ other ”’, and an ‘‘ other ” who can enter
into personal relationship with finite spirits. His presence is
realized by them not as an impersonal ‘“It”, or even as the
personal object “He”, but as ‘“Thou”. Moreover, in all
personal relationships, communion of “ I and “ Thou ”’ implies a
synthesis of differents. The gulf that parts the persons of the
worshipper and the worshipped is not unbridged. God—pace
certain eminent German theologians of our time—is never wholly
other, His immanence is the necessary complement of His trans-
cendence. He is knowable, even in direct experience, through
His presence in ourselves and in the world. To know God com-
pletely is to know, in and through Him, all that is. ‘ Heaven and
Earth are full of thy glory.”

1 Karl Adam, The Spirit of Catholicism, Ch., VIII, p. 137.
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The chief merit of the concept of personality is its two-sidedness,
in that it indicates at once the distinctive uniqueness of the persons
in relation, their otherness to one another, and the community of
mind that edables them to co-operate as members of an ordered
society. The strength of the Christian doctrines of the Incarnation
and of the Holy Spirit, and their reasonableness, lie precisely in
the affirmation that this personal relationship between the Creator
and the creature is rendered possible, by act of grace, through the
indwelling of the transcendent ‘ Other ”’ in finite man. * He be-
came man, in order that men, through Him, might become divine.”

It follows from these considerations that religious knowledge is,
in its origin, non-conceptual, and that the reality known thereby
is individual.

§ ITI. Seeing, then, that Philosophy and Religion are both forms
of Speculative Reason, we are faced by the problem of their re-
lationship. The problem is aggravated by the claim of both to be
all-inclusive, to take all experience as their province. That this is
so with Philosophy, we have already seen. God—if there be a
God—and His relation to the universe, whether of transcendence
or of immanence, fall within the scope of metaphysics. A like
claim is made by religion. For religious faith—1I am speaking now
of religion on its highest known plane of development—God is the
constitutive source of all being and of all value. ‘‘ All things are
in God, and without God nothing can be, or be conceived.” !
Religion, for reflective thought—and the implication can be traced
already in its more primitive forms—is bound to issue in a theo-
centric world-view, that embraces man and Nature in its survey
as well as God. In the language used by St. Bonaventura,?
whose theologico-philosophical synthesis presents the most pro-
found and far-reaching illustration of the doctrine, the stamp of
the Creator, His ‘“ ¢mago ’ in man’s reason, and His footprints
(vestigia) below the level of human rationality, is discernible in
every detail of the Creation. Thus the universe is sacramental,
through all the stages of its hierarchical order, presenting every-
where to man’s restricted faculties of sense and thought, the out-
ward and visible signs of the divine intention and causality.

Once this conception is grasped, religion can no longer remain
indifferent to the claims of secular knowledge, of history, science,
and philosophy. On the one hand, faith in divine transcendence
carries with it,> as Bowman rightly insisted, the distinction

1 Spinoza, Ethics. I, 15. 3 Ttinerarium Mentis in Deum, I-IV.
} Bowman, Studies in the Philosophy of Religion, Vol. II, Pt. III, Ch.
XVI, pp. 212 ff.
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between the religious and the secular. The knowledge of the
Creator is one thing, that of the creaturely another. If science
had not arisen independently, it would inevitably have been called
into being by religion. But the distinction can never be absolute.
It is at once posited and overcome. God is immanent, by virtue
of His creative and providential agency, both in the process of
history, and in man’s rational understanding of that process.
God has never been, and in this life can never be, known, save in
the context of man and Nature. The attempt to evade the
difficulties that beset a synthesis of religious and humanistic
knowledge by a flight from the temporal to the eternal, from the
realm of fact to that of value, is but a confession of defeat, fatal
alike in speculative theory and in practice. To emphasise, as does
Karl Barth, divine transcendence at the expense of immanence is as
disastrous for religion as is the pantheist’s insistence on immanence
to the exclusion of transcendence. A sober theology, recognising
the abyss that severs the Creator from His creation, will justify,
on grounds of religion, the relative autonomy of humanistic
studies; it will also, recognising the dependence of man and
Nature upon the Creator, justify their inclusion within the
theocentric synthesis.

The problem now confronts us in full force. Both philosophy
and religion claim cecumenical sovereignty. Neither can tolerate
an smperium in tmperio. To posit a double truth, with the truth
of one co-existing in irreconcileable incompatibility with the truth
of the other, would be self-contradictory. The issue, be it
remembered, is to be judged at the bar of reason. Neither, again,
can brook subordination ; religion, for example, is uncompromising
in its rejection of the philosopher’s well-meaning but insidious
suggestion that religious doctrines are an accommodation of the
strict truth of metaphysics to the needs of the vulgar. Nor, I
venture to think, is a solution any longer possible on the lines laid
down by the great scholastics. They set themselves to demarcate,
with equal precision and caution, the respective provinces of faith
and reason, qualifying the distinction so as to leave room (1) for
a tract of common ground, and (2) for the rights of reason to
essay a progressive clarification—especially in the refutation of
objections—of truths given by revelation. This demarcation
proved in the event to be the first step towards the restriction of
reason to scientific inference, and the relegation of faith to non-
rational emotion. The descent to Avernus was delayed only by
the retention of Aquinas’ doctrine that the preambula fides-—to
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wit, the existence and unity of God—were demonstrable by natural
reason.

Few, however, outside the pale of the Roman Church, would
to-day endorse that doctrine. The prevalent' view among
philosophers is that no existential proposition admits of rigorous
proof. The Cosmological argument, on which Aquinas chiefly
relied, is not demonstrative; at most it supplies strong con-
firmatory evidence. The solution must therefore be sought on a
different path. We must enlarge our view of reason. If it can
be shown that belief in a religious revelation is, in principle,
reasonable, the door will be opened for a religious philosophy, i.e.,
for a world-view centering in God,—which is common truth both
for religion and metaphysics. On that condition the seemingly
rival claims may find reconciliation. The endeavour of speculative
theology to comprehend what is given in revelation—fides queerens
intellectum—will be grounded on the recognition by philosophy of
the reasonableness of religious faith—intellectus queerens fidem.

§ IV. I come now to the crucial question, whether the claim of
religion to give knowledge is valid. The subject is a large one,
and I confine myself here to the main grounds on which the claim
may be disputed. Religious experience, it will be said, is non-
propositional. Further, it is private to the individual experient,
and incommunicable. Moreover, it is unverifiable, as being of an
object beyond the range of sense-perception. Lastly, it is both
self-contradictory and inconsistent with what is otherwise
known.

1. The first of these objections has already been answered in the
preceding chapter. If non-propositional knowledge is conceivable
in the case of art, it is conceivable also in religion. In both alike
there is apprehension, be it intuitive or by faith, independent of
discursive reasoning. The immediacy is of course logical, not
psychological. It implies memory and reflection, but it does not
arise, as Plato and Spinoza held, solely as the issue of logical
thinking. It is not, on that account, infra-relational, on the level
—if there be such a thing—of mcre feeling; the value of wsthetic
intuition stamps it as supra-relational, and can we deny a like
value to the intuitions of religion? Where the difference comes
in, is in the nature of the intuited object. In art the object is
sensuous, proportionate to the capacity of the human mind;
in religion it is a supersensible reality. God cannot be known
in via face to face, even by revelation. That is why the intuition
of Him, though logically unmediated, provokes to discursive
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thinking; because it is not clear vision, faith is always fides
queerens intellectum. The basic experience seeks clarification
through the verbal formulations of theology.

But, asin poetry, so in dogma, the verbal statements are charged
with individual meaning; the concepts are no abstract universals,
but are instinct with the life of the experience that gave them birth.
The proposition, “ The Word was made flesh and dwelt among us,”
means to the believer in the Incarnation something very different
from its meaning to the disinterested and impartial auditor.
What holds of non-propositional knowledge, holds also of non-
propositional truth. Deus est purissima veritas, said St. Thomas,?
following in the steps not only of St. John but of St. Augustine,
whose argument from degrees of truth in human experience to the
being of God as absolute truth he accepts as valid. Only by the
created mind is truth realised componendo et dividendo, i.e., in
propositional analysis. We have seen that Aquinas allows to
man, even in this life, an experiential knowledge of God by grace
that passes the bounds of discursive thinking. True this infused
contemplation is distinguished as sapientia from scientia, the
knowledge attainable by natural reason; but it is none the less
knowledge, though on a loftier plane. The criticism, so often
voiced by Protestant writers, that Catholic theologians restrict
faith to assent to propositions, to the exclusion of religious
experience, is misplaced; their shafts should rather be directed
against the limitation of experiential knowledge to the highest
grade of spiritual proficiency, achieved in the contemplative vision
of the mystics. It is present, in some measure, in all living
religious experience.

2. The charge of incommunicability seems equally unfounded.
“If Jacob saw the unutterable,” said Dr. Johnson of Boehme,
“ why did he attempt to utter it ?”’ The saints and mystics have
ever been ready to give expression to their experiences, even in
words; and, as we saw in the case of art, verbal language is far
from being the sole instrument of communication. What holds
of mysticism a fortiori holds of more ordinary religious experience.
To say that an experience is personal is not to say that it is private.
Religion has never lent a handle to solipsism. Rather, it has
clung firmly to its basis in Realism. The simplest cases of personal
co-operation, such as the relation of teacher and pupil or the
influence of friend on friend, refute the assertion. The sharing is

1 (A paraphrase, but the reference seems to be to 8.7, I a, q XVI,
art. 5. The words there are rather different, summa et prima veritas.—A.E.T.)
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never complete ; but it gives us, in its measure, genuine knowledge
of one another, the knowledge, perhaps, that is most worth having.
Neither general concepts nor rules for inducing specific states of
mind are necessary for entering into and understanding one
another’s most intimate experiences. To deny rationality to such
a synthesis of differents on the ground that it is self-contradic-
tory is to flout experience and to enslave reason to the crudest
assumptions of physical atomism. The poet knew better.

‘*“ Reason, in itself confounded,

Saw division grow together,

To themselves yet either neither,

Simple were so well compounded,

That it cried, How true a twain

Seemeth this concordant one ! ”’ 1
Shakespeare means that it is reason itself that discerns the in-
dividual truth hidden from the conceptual thinking of the under-
standing. Reason rises, in the light of the new experience, to a
higher plane of reflective thinking. If this be so in man’s dealing
with his fellows, may it not be so also in his personal communion
with God ?

Let us take the case where the relationship is most intimate and
where we should expect to find the experience least communicable
—that of mystical contemplation. We must guard against the
popular fallacy, to which even an intelligent thinker like Mr.
Aldous Huxley falls a victim, of identifying all communion with
the divine principle as mysticism. Religious experience is no
more confined to the mystic than is wsthetic experience to the
creative artist. Even among the saints there are many who
illustrate the prophetic type rather than the mystical. But I
want to consider an extreme case, and to offer a few suggestions in
support of the mystic’s claim to truth. I am not an expert on the
subject, but I think that my points will be borne out by the writings
both of the mystics themselves and of their best modern expositors.

(@) T call attention, first, to the critical temper in which the
mystics assess their own experiences. It is a temper of reasoned
judgement, as immune from credulity or prejudice as that
exhibited, for instance, in the Proceedings of the Society for Psychical
Research. They show a profound mistrust of sensuous imagery,
and allow,, as readily as any psychologist might desire, for the
subconscious influence of earlier experience and personal idio-
syncrasy. Baron von Hiigel relates of St. Catherine of Genoa that
she sought help to rid herself of ecstatic visions, due, she knew well,

1 The Phoenixz and the Turtle.
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to physical weakness in her declining years. Where nervous
instability is present, it is recognised as ““ a purifying humiliation .
A like caution is shown in regard to the alleged visions of others.
¢ All this that she says ’—so runs St. John of the Cross’s comment
on a nun’s claim to hear locutions—* ¢ God spoke to me, I spoke to
God '—seems nonsense. Such a one has only been speaking to
herself.”

The hall-mark of a genuine revelation is its pure spirituality ;
the sensible accompaniments, if present at all, are regarded as
accidental. Otherwise, as St. Bonaventura quaintly puts it,
not only Balaam but Balaam’s ass would have enjoyed mystical
experience. In Christian mysticism, at all events, what is vital
is not even ecstasy, but holiness.! Moreover, the experience is one
of intellectual perception. The total cessation of conceptual
thinking has its positive counterpart in what one of the ablest and
most learned of living writers on mysticism, Pére Joseph Maréchal,
has described as ‘“ an enlargement, an intensification, or even a
higher form, of intellectual activity .

(b) The great mystics are impressive by their originality, which
is comparable in its kind to that of the great artists. It has won
for them respect from many who are contemptuous of the more
conventional manifestations of religion; here, at all events, they
feel, religion is living, personal, dynamic. It is the moré surprising
to find the Christian mystics generally submissive to ecclesiastical
authority, and ardent in their loyalty to the doctrinal tradition
of the church. This can hardly be explained as due to the un-
conscious influence of their upbringing and environment; for it
is endorsed by conscious and deliberate judgement. Certainly,
like all men of marked individuality, they feel at times the need to
stabilise their unique experience by reference to the established
order of society. Thus St. Theresa is said to have preferred a
confessor who was less holy, but more learned, to one who was
more holy but less instructed in theology.

There is a prevalent impression, especially among Protestant
theologians in Germany, that Christian mystics have been prone
to wander perilously near the border of unorthodoxy; in par-
ticular, to stress the divine immanence almost to the point of
Pantheism. Certain mystics—Meister Eckhardt, for instance,
and Jacob Boehme—undoubtedly give a handle to this charge.
But the majority—witness St. Bernard, St. Bonaventura, St.
John of the Cross, to say nothing of St. Gregory and St. Augustine

! St. Thérése of Lisieux (not ecstasy, but sacrifice).
H
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—are as zealous in their affirmation of God’s transcendence and of
the abyss that parts the Creator from the creature, as were St.
Thomas or John Calvin or, in our own day, Dr. Karl Barth.
Nor is this reliance on the appropriate tradition confined to
mystics within the Christian pale. Plotinus found no difficulty
in reconciling his ecstatic vision of the One, * alone with the
alone ”, with full loyalty to the Platonic tradition and to the
authority of his master Plato—adros épa—or with the progressive
enrichment of the Platonic teachings by the schools of Aristotle
and the Stoics.

" (c) A similar synthesis of the moments of universality and
individuality, testifying to the presence of rational activity, is
evident when we compare one with another the experiences of
the mystics themselves. If we disregard the differences of
sensuous imagery, which we have seen to be irrelevant, and pene-
trate to the heart of the experiences, we discover a remarkable
unanimity. As Bergson says,! “ en tout cas la route parcourue
est la méme. Et c’est, en tout cas, le méme point d’aboutisse-
ment.” “ There is,” writes William James, ‘ about mystical
utterances, an eternal unanimity which ought to make a critic
stop and think.” ? There is here no contradiction with the
preceding point. Great artists, too, for all their originality,
present striking affinities in the record of their experiences. Both
Bergson and James are, perhaps, inclined to exaggerate the
common factors in Christian and other types of mysticism and to
forget how deeply the form of a specific revelation pervades the
entire religious life of its adherents. But the resemblances, for
example, of Christian mysticism with that of Neo-Platonic
philosophers, of Persian Sufis, and of Eastern Brahmans and
Buddhists, can hardly be ignored. Arising as they do inde-
pendently, in a variety of individuals and schools of thought, they
establish at least a prima facie ground for the rationality and
objectivity of the experiences.

(d) Consider, next, the coherence that marks the thought and
behaviour of the mystics and is the direct outcome of their
contemplative experience. The world makes sense for them;
the apparent contradictions that baffle other minds are for them
resolved in a harmony. The difficulty of living in two worlds,
the eternal- and the temporal—the gravest, perhaps, that the
Christian has to face, as it is perplexing alike in speculation and in

! Les deux sources, Ch. III, p. 263 (Eng. trans., p. 211),
! Varieties of Religious E’xpenence, p. 419,
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practice—is solved for the mystics with a success that commands
wonder and admiration. It is not simply that they behave, for
all to see, reasonably in regard to this world’s affairs; many of
them display a genius for administration comparable to that of
the great statesman. We think of St. Gregory and St. Bernard,
and of St. Theresa in the foundation and discipline of her convents.
For all their other-worldliness and concentration on their inner
life in God, they show a keen sense of actuality, facing practical
crises with an insight and decision that astound the uninitiated
observer. Here surely, in what has been called their ‘ radiant
and unified activity *’, springing, they will tell you, from their
silent communings with God, is evidence of the veridical character
of those experiences. Sobriety of judgement and efficiency in
action are not what the psychologist, for instance, expects to find
in the victims of hallucinations.

(¢) My last point is one on which I lay special emphasis, as
affording the clearest evidence of communicability. We saw,
in the case of art, that the spectator of a work was enabled by
its means to enter into and understand the artist’s intention, and
to share, in some measure, in his sesthetic experience. The same
holds of the experience of the mystic. He is able to put it over,
so to speak, so that others can appreciate, and at least partially
understand, its quality and value. I am anxious to guard against
exaggeration; but it is undeniable that many, even among those
who profess no religious allegiances, as they read the books of the
mystics, are conscious of an almost irresistible attraction. They
feel, in spite it may be of themselves and of their avowed convie-
tions, that the mystic has a vision of what, for want of a better
word, they would call reality. So George Eliot, and George Eliot’s
Maggie Tulliver, were led to pore over the pages of the Imitatio
Christi. So minds as remote in their several ways from orthodox
Christianity as those of Cotter Morison and D. H. Lawrence were
powerfully drawn towards St. Bernard. So again, William James,
who disclaimed any mystical experience of his own, admitted that,
when he met with it in others, ‘“ something in him echoed to it .
A fortiori, this is so with those who, without having trod the
ascending steps of contemplation, have yet known in their own
lives the power of the spirit of the Love of God. The mystical
vision is incalculably diffusive; like the genius of the great artist,
its rays illumine a far wider area of consciousness than the critics
of its claim to objectivity are willing to allow. Even the advocates
of the claim often fail to grasp the force of this consideration. Dr.
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Edwyn Bevan, for example, while treating of mystical experience
with much sympathy and insight in his recent Gifford Lectures,
tells us that “ the people capable of the mystical experience in the
full sense are a very much smaller group than those who have a
musical ear .1 This is certainly true, but the parallel is wrongly
stated.” The correct analogy is between the few who are mystics
“in the full sense ” and the few who are creative musicians;
and, again, between the many who have an ear for music and the
many who have an ear for mysticism. When thus stated, the
analogy with art offers strong grounds for the belief in the truth of
mystical experience.

§ V. 3. Reference must now be made to an objection which,
though nurtured in academic circles and formulated in esoteric
terminology, exercises a wide influence on contemporary thought,
not only at Cambridge but at Oxford and elsewhere, especially
among the younger generation. It threatens, not religion itself,
whose emotional value it respects and claims to render immune
from scientific and historical criticism; but the possibility of
any religious knowledge. The position I have in mind is that of
the Logical Positivists. I shall confine my discussion to a single
point, which is both fundamental to their doctrine and independent
of the subtleties that render it obscure to the general public. I
refer to the Principle of Verification, or, as it is often called, of
‘“ experienceable differences .2

Only those statements, we are told, have meaning—for pur-
poses, that is, of rational discussion—which are verifiable, directly
or indirectly, by reference either to sense-perception or to intro-
spection. I am speaking, of course, of statements as to matters
of fact; not of propositions in pure mathematics and pure logic
which have no relation to existents and are regarded, rightly or
wrongly, as tautologous.® It is contended that no statement
about God’s existence or His nature is in principle verifiable in
either of these ways. All such statements, therefore, are un-
meaning; in the language favoured by the school, they are
‘““nonsense ”’. Since only statements that have meaning can be
true or false, the question of the truth or falsity of theological

1 Bevan, Symbolism and Belief, p. 347.

$ I.e., that propositions are significant only in so far as they make or
imply the assertion of an experienceable difference. Otherwise they are
either linguistic conventions or senseless. Experienceable means ‘in
sense-experience "’. See Farrer, Finite and Infinite, pp. 68 ff.

3 This view, which is in strong contrast to Kant’s, has recently been
challenged by Whitehead, Modes of Thought, p. 123, §§ 4, 5.
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statements—yes, and of ethical, sesthetic and (most) metaphysical
statements also—cannot arise. They are not even false, they are
unmeaning. Strictly, they are not statements at all, but ejacula-
tions expressive of emotion, like * How priceless ! ”’ or *“ Curse the
cook ! ’, couched in indicative form by a confusion of thought
which it is the Positivists’ pride to clear away. The “ nonsense ”
may indeed be of great importance, e.g., for the conduct of life;
but this does not make it a whit the less ‘ nonsense ’.! The
doctrine avowedly leads to paradoxical conclusions; but it ill
becomes a philosopher to be contemptuous, when his opponents
insist, even at the price of paradox, on * the rigour of the game .

The first comment I have to offer on the Principle is of a formal
character. Does it itself conform to its own prescription? If
not, it is, by self-confession, devoid of meaning. No one will
dispute that some sentences which are verifiable by sense-percep-
tion have meaning (e.g., that the sun is shining as I write these
words). Perhaps—though this is more questionable and a matter
of debate within the school—we may generalise inductively, and
allow that all sentences verifiable in one or other of the two ways
have meaning. But with what right can it be said that only
sentences so verifiable, and mo others, have meaning? What
verification is possible, by sense or by introspection, of the
meaninglessness of those sentences which are ex hypothesi incap-
able of verification? Yet the Principle pronounces them to be
meaningless.

Have we not here a manifest contradiction? If it be replied
that the Principle is but a conventional definition, and, therefore,
stands in no need of verification, we must press the question, with
what right can an arbitrary ‘ stipulation’” masquerade as a
criterion of truth ? A truth that rests on an arbitrary criterion is
no ““ truth ”’ at all. But, even if we allow the Principle of Verifica-
tion to stand, does it rule out theological (and metaphysical)
statements as nonsensical? Everything depends on the inter-
pretation given to it, about which there is division of opinion
within the school. On the view, voiced a few years since by
Professor Wittgenstein, its chief prophet in this country, that the
verification must be in terms of my own present experience, the
utterances of the mystic would seem to have as much, or as little,
title to credence as those of the scientist, or, indeed, of anyone else.
If, on the other hand, the reference is restricted to possible

! The notion of “importance” in this connexion stands sorely in need
of elucidation. cf. Whitehead, op. cit., Pt. II, Lecture I.
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objects of sense-perception, statements about God, who is not
such an object, are indeed excluded; but so are inductive
generalisations and statements about a continuant self.

Are we to say, then, that such doctrines of the Ego as those
maintained by Dr. Ward or Dr. Tennant are intrinsically un-
meaning ? Awkward questions would also arise as to statements
about the historical past. What, again, about the quasi-ultimate
entities of the physicist? An electron is not an infinitesimally
small body that would be perceptible if we possessed a microscope
of sufficient magnifying power. It is an entity of quite a different
type, a field of energy, discernible only indirectly by its sensible
effects.

Let us pass, then, to what Mr. Ayer calls the * weak * sense of
verifiability, in which a proposition is allowed to be verifiable if
“it is possible for experience to render it probable ”’, or, alter-
natively, if any observations ‘‘ are relevant to the determination
of its truth or falsehood . As Ayer remarks, the criterion here
“ seerns liberal enough . All hinges on the extension of the term
“relevance ”.! Causal connexions, at any rate, are admitted;
historical statements and those about electrons or the self can be
verified by reference to their perceptible or introspectible effects.
The issue is not one of demonstrative evidence, but, as in all
matters of fact, of probability.

What, then, about God? Granting that it is impossible
(though members of the Roman Communion to-day believe it to
be possible) to prove God’s existence by the Cosmological argu-
ment, as the necessary presupposition of observable movement, is
reasoning to its probability to be rejected as unmeaning, on the
sole ground that God is not a possible object of sense-perception ?
If it be urged, with Kant, that the causal relation holds only
between phenomena in time, is it senseless to dispute the truth
of this restriction? Is it senseless to reason, even by the way of
analogy, from the evident contingency of finite existents to a
transcendent Creator, whose essence is His existence, as their
supersensible ground? Is the Principle of Sufficient Reason
outside the scope of rational enquiry, so that it is nonsensical
even to contend that it is false? Yet, if such questions as these
be admitted as rationally disputable, the door is thrown open for
the entire theological (and metaphysical) Corpus.

Once more, if the appeal to Introspection be allowed, we must
be prepared to deal seriously with the opinion of Anselm and

1 Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 22 f., 26; cf. p. 12.
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Descartes, that the idea of God is discoverable in our own minds.
Not ‘only the Cosmological, but—wve victis—the Ontological,
argument becomes legitimate matter of philosophical discussion.
These arguments may be true or they may be false; their claims
to truth may be demonstrative or they may be merely probable;
but the sentences in which they are formulated are not unmeaning.
To condemn them as such implies an arbitrary fiat of dogmatism.

A like temper of dogmatism is manifested in the exclusive
prerogative accorded to sense-perception, as against other avenues
of knowledge, and in the uncritical language used by the Positivists
about emotion. Cognitive and emotional attitudes of mind, the
utterances that severally express them, and the cognitive and
emotional constituents of a single utterance, are severed one from
the other ““ by a hatchet ”’. No note is taken of the intellectual
quality that characterises the higher-grade emotions, as in
@sthetic appreciation, personal affection, or religious worship.
A study of elementary psychology would go far to correct these
errors. But it would play havoc with many of the most cherished
tenets of the Logical Positivists. Nor are the sentences of
banishment which they so lightly pronounce always uncoloured by
emotional prejudice. There are times when through the maze
of their logical arguments we seem to catch the echo of the
ejaculatory anathemas: Damn your ethics! Dami your meta-
physics! Damn your theology !

§ VI. 4. I pass now to the last objection which I shall consider
in relation to the religion of Christianity. Its claim to knowledge
is contested as violating the Principle of Contradiction, both within
its own borders and when confronted with non-religious truths.
The primary issue is that of the speculative consistency of the
Christian faith; of its practical efficacy and of the consistency of
its theory and its practice, I shall speak in a later chapter. The
Christian Church has ever sternly resisted the temptation to
measure the truth of the gospel by its practical success. Scientists
may at times coquet with Pragmatism; but Christianity has
always declined to take this aberration seriously, even within the
field of science. To recognise that religious faith is more than a
theoretical assent and involves an act of will, is quite another
matter. Every man, unless ‘‘ he makes through cowardice the
great refusal ’, has to choose freely whether he will adopt a
religious way of life, and also the religion to which he will adhere.
But if the choice is to be rational, it must rest upon a conviction
of its truth. '
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Of the two counts in our criticism, is Christianity self-consistent ?
and is it consistent with secular knowledge ? the former is the more
serious. Public opinion thinks otherwise; we are always hearing
of the conflicts, possible or actual, between religion and science
or history. Yet how can knowledge of a transcendent God be
contradicted by knowledge which ex hypothes: is confined to the
realm of spatio-temporal events? It is idle to seek either to
prove or to disprove assertions of supernatural agency, operative
within the temporal process, from truths inferred from non-
religious data. Science can offer no analogy whereby to judge
God’s purposes, e.g., in Creation or in the Redemption of mankind.
Historical explanation, again, is always by reference to a pattern
of events in the this-worldly process. With the intrusion of what
belongs to an other-worldly order the historian has no concern.
But this is not a refutation of the fact of such intrusion.

Christianity is a historical religion, with its roots deep-planted
in historical fact. But the events to which it appeals are
more than temporal happenings; ‘‘though”'on one side ’—I
am quoting Bradley !—* things and happenings in your °real
world ’, are something on the other side whose essence and life
is elsewhere. Identified with what is beyond, they are no mere
occurrences in time or things in space. They represent, and they
are the actual incarnation of eternal reality, and for the least of
them a man might feel called on to die.” The issue is not simply
that of the occurrence or non-occurrence of an event; it involves
the comparison of the whole world-view of which the alleged event
is an abstract fragment with the whole rival system implied in its
denial. The decision in such a case cannot lie solely or even
mainly with the historian.

What, then, about philosophy? We are here confronted from
the side of non-religious knowledge with an issue that has already
been discussed and answered in an earlier section of the present
chapter. It hinges on the question whether we are right in
classing metaphysical knowledge as non-religious. To do so is
to prejudge the issue. If Christianity, for all its revelational
character, be intrinsically reasonable, must not its affirmations
fall within the metaphysical synthesis 2 Otherwise the synthesis
will, like those of science, history, and ethics, be rooted in an
abstraction. My point is that if philosophy takes religion
seriously, religious knowledge must needs be the governing factor
in the speculative construction. A truly concrete philosophy

! The Principles of Logic, Vol. I, Terminal Essay VIII, p. 690.
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will be & religious philosophy, in which the alleged rivalry vanishes
in concord. Whether such a religious philosophy be possible
depends primarily on the inherent reasonableness of a theocentric
world-view, in other words, on the validity of the claim of Chris-
tianity to give knowledge. This is what I meant by saying that
the vital question is not the consistency of religious with secular
knowledge, but its internal freedom from contradiction.

With the objection on this count, again, I can deal here only in
principle. It is to be met partly by pointing to features in
religion that have been already indicated—the temper of self-
criticism, especially in corporate thinking, the coherent behaviour
of its adherents, its ability to make sense of the riddles of
experience—partly by a discrimination between real and apparent
contradictions. Henry Sidgwick once said, doubtless with Hegel
in mind, that he found himself unable to grasp the distinction
between the kind of contradiction that was just a contradiction
and the kind that was a vehicle of the profoundest truth. If the
alleged contradictions of religion are more than apparent, Sidg-
wick’s inability would be justified. Further, if we deny that there
are degrees of truth, there is no escape from the quandary. The
so-called * real world ’, as Bradley puts it, becomes the home of
distinct alternatives, and of plain and clear-cut divisions between
Yes and No.! In such a world there is no place for an experience
which affirms God’s transcendence and His immanence, His
impassibility and self-manifestation in the temporal process, His
omnipotence and the responsibility of finite creatures who are
free to resist His will, the utter nothingness of evil and the terrible
actuality of human sin. “ Dying, yet behold we live”’; the
repentant sinner declared righteous in the sight of God; grace
and free will; how can these paradoxes, which lie at the very heart
of religious experience, and are accepted as sublime truths by the
religious consciousness, be other than fatal to religion, if the final
appeal of reason be to the disjunctive judgement, the ‘either-or
of the abstract understanding ’ ?

But, if once degrees of truth be admitted, it becomes possible,
under certain conditions, to reconcile statements that are
apparently inconsistent, without violence to the Principle of
Contradiction. Oppositions that hold within a specific branch of
knowledge may vanish when its methodological assumptions—
what Plato called its dmoféoes—are subjected to speculative
criticism. This is the case, for instance, with the above-mentioned

1 The Principles of Logic, Vol. II, Terminal Essay VIII, p. 687.
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severance of fact from value, which is final only within the bounds
of historical or scientific enquiry. Or, again, the ‘‘ either-or ”
may be a disjunction of abstract moments in a single experience,
whose apparent inconsistency is due to the inherent limitations of
finite mind, tied down to the method of analysis and to conceptual
thinking.! Thus is it with the opposition of divine transcendence
and divine immanence. Once more, we shall expect to find a
prima facie contradiction between a partial truth that holds within
a limited province of inquiry and a truth of more extended range,
discernible 