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PART I



CHAPTER I:

The Problem

MODERN philosophy has seen the birth of a new notion of God. There is nothing of
greater importance, as there could be nothing more ultimate. Even the very attitude of one
man to another or of one nation to another varies with the conception of God. The outlook
on the world changes the moment the outlook on God changes. And if we had intellectual
vigour enough to ascend from effects to causes, we would explain political, economical
and social phenomena less by credit sheets, balance of trade and reparations, than by our
attitude towards God.

The new 1dea of God has not burst upon the world with the suddenness of a new star. It
has had its antecedents dating back over half a century. New scientific notions, increased
faith in the philosophy of progress, birth of new values and interpretations of life, love of
novelty, dissolution of dogmas, each has contributed its share to bring it into being.

Now that it 1s born, it stands before the world, not so much as a modified notion, as a
new creation. Though coming from the past, it differs from all that has appeared in the
past. It is, as it were, one of the novelties of evolution; it differs from the old even more
than Aphrodite differs from the sea from which she sprang. Its face is set in another
direction. It brings man into greater prominence. It exalts him even to the extent of giving
him a “vote in the cosmic councils of the world.” It is, in a word, the “transfer of the seat
of authority from God to man.”

But what is this new notion of God? It is God in evolution. God is not. He becomes. In
the beginning was not the Word, but in the beginning was Movement. From this movement
God is born by successive creations. As the world progresses, He progresses; as the world
acquires perfection, He acquires perfection. He is therefore not the Alpha or the Omega of
things, for His destiny and perfection lie hidden in the final evolution of the universe.

Man is a necessary step in the evolution of God. The divine shows in him as well as in
God. One day it will manifest itself completely. Just as man came from the beast, God will
come from man. The perfectibility of man implies the manifestation of the divine. “Men
will be like Gods.”

It 1s the purpose of this work to examine this new notion of God. But this problem
cannot be adequately treated apart from another problem which is intimately bound up
with it. This other problem is the value of the intelligence. As men lost faith in the
intelligence, they acquired faith in the God of becoming. The modern God was born the
day the “beast intellectualism” was killed. The day the intelligence is reborn, the modern
God will die. They cannot exist together; for one is the annihilation of the other.



But why the intimate relation between the two? Apart from the purely technical reason
which centres round the analogical notion of Being, there are two general considerations
which englobe all others. The first is drawn from the universe, the second from God.

There is in all things a first perfection in virtue of their own specific nature. Because
the specific being of one thing is not the being of another thing, one thing lacks the
perfection of another. By the very fact that a lark is a lark, it must lack the perfection of a
sunset. The perfection of every creature, then, is only relatively perfect, because it is only
a part of the whole perfection of the universe, which includes the perfection of all
particular things, just as one instrument in an orchestra is a part of the whole perfection of
the harmony which issues from it.

To remedy this imperfection, by which one nature excludes the perfection of another
nature, there has been given to some created things another perfection, namely, the
intellect, in virtue of which it can know all things and possess within itself the perfection
of other things, so that the perfection of the whole universe can exist in it. Man’s ultimate
end, according to Aristotle, consists in this knowledge of the order and cause of the
universe; and for the Christian it consists in the beatific vision of God; for “what is there

which may not be seen in seeing Him who sees all things?”!

The intellect, then, is the perfection of the universe because it can sum up all creation
within itself. In doing this, it becomes the articulate spokesman of the universe and the
great bond between brute matter and Infinite Spirit.

What happens, then, when a philosophy rejects the intellect? It breaks the link between
the world and God, denies a hymn of divine praise to the Creator, and knocks the world
into an unintelligible pluralism.

There is yet another reason for the close relation of God and the intellect. Its point of
departure is the fact that man is the image of God. “The nature of an image requires
likeness in species; thus the image of the king exists in the son: or, at least in some
specific accident, and chiefly in the shape; thus we speak of a man’s image in copper.
Whence Hilary says pointedly that an image is of the same species.

“Now it is manifest that specific likeness follows the ultimate difference. But some
things are like God first and most commonly because they exist; secondly, because they
live; and thirdly, because they know or understand; and these last, as Augustine says,
approach so near to God in likeness, that among all creatures nothing comes nearer to
Him. It is clear, therefore, that intellectual creatures alone, properly speaking, are made to

God’s image.”?

“Since man is said to be to the image of God by reason of his intellectual nature, he is
the most nearly like God according to that in which he can best imitate God in his
intellectual nature. Now the intellectual nature imitates God chiefly in this, that God
understands and loves Himself. Wherefore we see that the image of God is in men ...
inasmuch as man possesses a natural aptitude for understanding and loving God; and this

aptitude consists in the very nature of the mind, which is common to all men.”>

What results from this image of God in man, in virtue of his intellect? This conclusion:
that, intensively and collectively considered, the human intelligence is more perfect than



all other visible creation, because in it, as in no other creature, is found the capacity for

the highest good, viz. God.* Being spiritual, and capable of possessing the visible universe
within it in a spiritual way, it is already in potency for a knowledge of God, who is the
Supreme Good—a capacity which soon passes into act through reasoning on the visible
things of the universe which reveal the invisible God.

Without the intelligence the universe lacks its perfection as without it man lacks his.
Without it man ceases to be, not only the crown of visible creation, but even the image of
God. We are like God inasmuch as we have an intellect; we are like beasts inasmuch as we
have flesh. The denial of the intelligence is a denial of an infinitely perfect God, as a
denial of an infinitely perfect God is a denial of the intelligence. The two problems are
inseparable.

But why study this problem in the light of the philosophy of St. Thomas?

One reason, and that negative, certainly is the self-confessed bankruptcy of modern

thought.” No philosophical congress is complete today without a lecture on the confusion
amid philosophers. The world is full of thinking, but there is no agreement in thought.
There are philosophers, but there is no philosophy. There are “distinguished men but no
man; big heads but no head. Heads of schools without schools, leaders without followers,

societies without members.”® Spencerian thought has been buried in the grave of the
Unknowable; the history of Pragmatism is now being written as an exaggerated reaction
against Idealism. Italian Neo-idealism has dissolved philosophy into history and melted
reality into mind; Bergsonian becoming is decaying, and a sort of philosophical biologism
remains as its heritage. The hurry, the fever, the restlessness, the excitement which blind
us to the divine in things leave nothing but a philosophy of action for men of action. ...
“Men are suffering from the fever of violent emotion, and so they make a philosophy of
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It is not Neo-Thomism which is criticizing modern thought. It is modern thinkers.
Those who have most contributed to philosophical chaos are now assuming a pessimistic
outlook for the philosophical future which they have helped to create. Testimonies of
modern thinkers are abundant on this point. Speaking of his contemporaries, George
Santayana writes in his own excellent style: “There is much life in some of them. I like
their water-coloured sketches of self-consciousness, their rebellious egotisms, their fervid
reforms of phraseology; their peep-holes through which some very small parts of things
may be seen very clearly; they have lively wits, but they seem to me like children playing
blind-man’s-buff; they are keenly excited at not knowing where they are. They are really
here, in the common natural world, where there is nothing in particular to threaten or
allure them, and they have only to remove their philosophical bandages to see where they

are.”8

Professor Lovejoy remarks: “What the public wants most from its philosophers is an
experience of initiation; what it is initiated into is often a matter of secondary importance.
Men delight in being ushered past the guarded portals, in finding themselves in dim and
awful precincts of thought unknown to the natural man, in experiencing the hushed
moment of revelation and in gazing upon strange symbols of which none can tell just what

they symbolize.””



But where turn for sanity? Professor A. E. Taylor has given his answer. “If
philosophy,” he says, “is ever to execute her supreme task, she will need to take into more
serious account, not only the work of the exact sciences, but the teachings of the great
masters of life ... For us it means that it is high time philosophy ceased to treat the great
Christian theologians as credulous persons whose convictions need not be taken seriously
... If we are to be philosophers in earnest we cannot afford to have any path which may
lead to the heart of life’s mystery blocked for us by placards bearing the labels
‘reactionary,” ‘unmodern’ and their likes. That what is most modern must be best is a
superstition which it is strange to find in a really educated man. A philosopher at any rate
should be able to endure the charge of being ‘unmodern’ with fortitude ... Abelard and
Saint Thomas very likely would have failed as advertising agents, company promoters or
editors of sensational daily papers. But it may well be that both are better fitted than Lord
Northcliffe ... to tell us whether God 1s or what God is.

“In short, if we mean to be philosophical our main concern will be that our beliefs
should be true; we shall care very little whether they happen to be popular with the

intellectual ‘proletarians’ of the moment, and if we can get back to truth we shall not mind

having to go back a long way after it.”1

This opinion is becoming more general. There is even now a decided willingness to
turn to philosophia perennis, and the long tradition of common sense. Over twenty-five
years ago, when Neo-Thomism was born, it met with violent opposition. Rudolf Eucken
wrote his Thomas von Aquino und Kant, ein Kampf zweier Welten, denouncing the menace
of the new philosophy. In 1924, at the Philosophical Congress of Naples, the distinguished
Neo-Thomist, Fr. Gemelli, occupied a platform with Professor A. Liebert of the
Kantgesellschaft: the latter to recognize in the philosophy of St. Thomas a complement to
critical philosophy; the former to show the necessity of such a complement.

In other words, the time is at hand when modern philosophy, not only because of its
own confessed bankruptcy, but also because of the inherent merits of the philosophia
perennis, must take definite cognizance of the thought of St. Thomas. This brings us to the
positive side of the philosophy of the Angelic Doctor, namely, the fact that he is the first of
modern philosophers, as M. Etienne Gilson of the University of Paris has put it. “He is the
first, not because he has created the principles and invented the attitude in which we live,
nor because all the directions of thought by which the thirteenth century prepared the
modern epoch were concentrated in his works; but because he is the first occidental of

whom the thought is neither enslaved to dogma nor to a system.”!!

But there is yet another reason why the philosophy of St. Thomas is particularly useful
at this moment. What are the two great problems with which modern philosophy 1is
struggling? Are they not the immanence of God in the universe and the subjectivity of
thought? All religion hangs on the first and all science on the second. The divine and the
human are in the balance with these two problems.

But there is no philosophical system in existence which so completely and thoroughly
treats and solves these questions as the Thomistic. In recent years deep students have
taken out of St. Thomas the fundamental principles which underlie his whole work. One
of them 1is the real distinction between essence and existence; the other is the doctrine of
realism in knowledge. The first has been called the “fundamental truth of Christian



philosophy;”!? the second the “corner-stone of philosophical reconstruction.”'® Both of

these fundamental principles are the solutions of the two vexed problems of modern
thought.

If solution of modern problems is a recommendation for a philosophy which, in the

strict sense, is neither ancient nor modern, but u/tra-modern,'* then the philosophy of St.
Thomas is pre-eminently suitable to modern times. It is ultra-modern, because it is
spiritual and is not subject to decrepitude and death. “By its universality, it overflows
infinitely, in the past as in the future, the limits of the present moment; it does not oppose
itself to modern systems, as the past to that which is actually given, but as something
perennial to something momentary. Anti-modern against the errors of the present time, it is

ultra-modern for all truths enveloped in the time to come.”!?

Intellectual restoration is the condition of economic and political restoration.
Intellectual values are needed more than “cosmic imaginings,” and God is needed more
than “a new 1dea of God.” If we look to the foundations, the superstructure will take care
of itself. Thomistic Intellectualism is the remedy against anarchy of ideas, riot of
philosophical systems and breakdown of spiritual forces. “The Intelligence is life and the

greatest thing there is in life.”!® This Thomistic principle is at once an expression of the
ideal of modern philosophy and the very preventative against its decay.

This work is divided into two parts. The first is an exposition without criticism of the
modern grievances against an intellectualist philosophy along with its attacks on any
intellectual knowledge of God and the substitute notion—the God of becoming. The
second part is a critical examination of the modern doctrines of the intelligence and God in
the light of the philosophy of St. Thomas.



CHAPTER II:

The modern attack on the intelligence

(4) Considered as a faculty

WHAT is the purpose of the intellect? Is it the faculty of the divine, the transcender of
the contingent, the plaything of the contemplative, or is it merely a primitive tool used
crudely by men for want of a better instrument? Does not science itself demonstrate the
truth of the latter alternative? At what age do we fix the appearance of man on earth? Is it
not at the time when he manufactured tools and arms? The old quarry of Moulin-Quignon
is the remotest scientific evidence we have of this fact. Man first showed intelligence in
manufacturing tools ... further than this we know nothing about intelligence on this earth.
Though it be a long stretch from this day and age to the quarry of Moulin-Quignon, is it
not true that even today we find men still making and utilizing instruments, not
exclusively instruments of necessity, it is true, but those of luxury and comfort? “If
therefore we could strip ourselves of all pride, and if, in order to define our species, we

hold strictly to that which history and prehistory present us as the constant character of

man and intelligence, we would not say perhaps Homo sapiens, but Homo Faber”!

“Speculation is a luxury, action is a necessity.”!®

To the latter the intelligence is destined. It is the great right arm of mechanics, but,
being practical, it is alien to the needs of the thinker. It exists solely for human needs and

is limited by them.!” It serves man for a time in his upward march of evolution, but sooner
or later it is destined to be replaced by a faculty of the spirit. As men get out of the
practical the intelligence ceases to have value for them. Its “imperialism of principle and
mechanism of means”?° stamp it as geometric and rigid. Everything which is evil is to be
attributed to the intelligence, not only in the field of philosophy, but in that of politics and
economics. Even the defeat of the German army, it has been said, was due to its
intellectualism.?! In any case its practical character excludes it from philosophy. To some
other faculty than the intelligence the philosopher must make his appeal.

(B) Attack on the Intelligence considered in its Operation

If the purpose of the intellect as a faculty has been exaggerated in the past, it would
seem true also that the value of its operations has been grossly misrepresented. Here a few
elementary facts may help to fix the misrepresentations.



The three operations of the intellect are, it will be recalled, apprehension, judgment
and reasoning.

Apprehension is the act by which the intelligence sees or perceives something without
affirming or denying it.

Judgment is the act of the mind by which it unites in affirming and separates in
denying certain predicates of a given subject; e.g. Peter is mortal or Peter is not a
quadruped.

Reasoning is the act of the mind by which it passes from a truth already known to
another truth not previously known.

(a) Abstraction

The absurdity of abstraction is said to be evident, once its process has been explained.
According to the modern conception, abstraction may be represented as either additive or
subtractive. Additive abstraction is the consideration of the elements which are to be
found common in phenomena without any regard for their differences. “It is essentially a
human production; it is obtained by considering some special aspect in which certain
experiences resemble one another, as mentally isolated from the aspects in which they

differ.”?? The additive abstractive process, thus understood, applied to any army passing in
review would be the consideration of the most common element in it—the uniform, for
example. The poverty of the abstractive process, then, is immediately revealed in the
scantiness of the knowledge it gives us.

In the words of Professor Stout, “Abstraction is the name given to the method by
which the universal is found, that method being, we are told, to leave out what is different
in the particular instances compared and to add together what they possess in common. If
we look at the actual procedure of thought, we do not find this account confirmed. Gold,
silver, copper and lead differ in colour, brilliancy, weight and density, but their universal
which we call metal is not found on comparison by simply leaving out these differences

without compensation.”?? “Life does not proceed by the association and addition of
elements.”?* Abstraction at bottom is therefore essentially unlifelike.

Besides the additive abstraction there is also the subtractive abstraction of which Taine
spoke. Here the mind considers the common elements not directly but indirectly. The
additive abstraction adds the common notes, the subtractive abstraction strips off common
notes. It is the concave side of additive abstraction. It may be represented as a “peeling
process.”

Imagine an essence in the centre of an onion by which it is intelligible. In order to get
to the essence the onion must be peeled, each peel corresponding to an individuating note.

“The botanist who wishes to describe the artichoke describes the stem, the root, and
the leaves. The metaphysician eliminates all that and studies the rest. This manner of
procedure, exposed in this form, seems absurd; it is, however, that of the metaphysicians.

When it is a question of living beings, they eliminate all the physico-chemical phenomena.

This elimination made, they suppose that there still remains something.” 2>

If the poverty of the intellectual method be revealed in the mere consideration of its



abstractive process, its complete uselessness is said to be revealed in the idea or the
concept which it gives us.

In most recent years the attack on the concept has become less marked, it now being
accepted as a foregone conclusion that it has been proved worthless. There is no use in
beating a dead dog. Whatever philosophical criticism is given today is in greater part a
repetition of that made by the great French Academician Henri Bergson. It is under his
leadership that the intellectualist position has met its severest attacks, and it is round his
arguments that all modern anti-intellectualists rally. Not only to his anti-intellectualism but
also to his positive doctrine English philosophy is profoundly indebted. The greater
portion of English and American philosophy which has appeared in recent years is
Bergsonian in inspiration. In giving the critique of M. Bergson we are giving one which is
original, forceful and sincere.

(b) Concept

The general criticism of the concept, under which fall all particular criticisms, is that

the concept is “naturally unsuited for life.”?%

It 1s unsuited for life, for three reasons:—
1. It substitutes a symbol for reality.
2. It solidifies movement.
3. It breaks up what is continuous and successive.

1. The primary condition that a concept must fulfil, if it is to be suited for life, is that it
give reality itself and not a mere symbol of reality. Life deals with realities and not with
figures, with substances and not with shadows. But a concept gives merely figures,
shadows and symbols, and is consequently unsuited for the purposes of life. At best it

gives us merely “a rubric under which we write all living beings,”” or a “frame in which

we place an infinity of objects one alongside the other.””® The concept “man,” for
example, is such a scheme under which all the individual men in the world are grouped. It
has the advantage of extension, it is true, but it reveals nothing about the nature of the
reality. It lacks comprehension, and in lacking that it fails to attain reality.”’ The mind in
the face of reality merely stamps out a ticket or gives a receipt which is valuable for all
objects of that class, but this ticket or receipt is in no way representative of reality. It is a

mere symbol or a sucédané that is no longer remembered as such.?°

In generating concepts the mind “generates signs, institutes relations and analogies,
substitutes its representations and its disconnected language, for the direct voice of all
simple things.”3! Concepts give us a “world of representations as in a cage of glazed glass,
where we are in contact with products of industry, artificiata, very much as in a museum,
where, under the pretext of a lesson on things in themselves, we know the field of wheat
only by a dry straw glued to a pasteboard along with other dead samples.””>? To accept this
symbol or substitute, the sucédané of the real, as the real itself is no less foolish, according
to M. Blondel, than for a young lover, in the presence of his fiancée, to continue to look at

her photograph instead of looking on her.>



And furthermore, if the concept is a mere substitute for reality there is necessarily an
unbridgable distance between mind and object. How can the subject ever know the object
if a mere rubric or frame or symbol insists on putting itself between the two? It would
seem, therefore, from the mere consideration of the concept considered in itself, that the
intelligence is characterized, as M. Bergson has told us, by a natural unfitness for life.

2. It solidifies movement—The first characteristic of life is movement. So
fundamental is this characteristic that immobility is often taken as the first apparent sign
of death. Not only is the individual life in movement, but the whole universe with it,
whether it be organically or biologically considered. Evolution is in the background of all
modern science.

What does the intellect do in the face of movement? First of all, to seize movement it
must break it up, by taking snapshots of it. The multitudinous photographs which are
quickly run through a moving-picture machine introduce an extrinsic and impersonal
movement, but in themselves they are not photographs of the movement. Neither is the

concept expressive of movement, but merely snapshots of it. While it is busy at this work,

life which is fluid is passing away all the time.3*

Then, again, to represent movement it must fall back on a juxtaposition of these
snapshots as is done in the moving-picture machine. It represents the becoming as a
“series of states, of which each one i1s homogeneous with itself and consequently does not
change.” Life is liquid, abstraction is solid. One therefore cannot represent the other. The
Humpty Dumpty that fell from the wall, with the help of all the king’s horses and all the
king’s men could never be put together again. So neither can life be constructed in its
liquid wholeness, once it has been solidified by thought. “Out of no amount of

discreteness can you manufacture the concrete.”>>

In virtue of this tendency to solidify, which is proper to the intelligence, it remains
incapable of ever seizing novelty and creation. “Our intelligence is satisfied with a
consequence determined in function of determined antecedents, or means determined in
function of determined end.” But novelty and creation have no antecedents. The

intelligence, therefore, remains incapable of ever grasping them.3°

Furthermore, since all life is in evolution, and since an eternal devenir is at the bottom
of all things, is not the intelligence itself a mere emanation of this evolution, and just a
product of its process? To say, therefore, that the intelligence can grasp evolution is to say

the part can grasp the whole ... and obviously this is absurd.?’

3. It breaks up what is continuous and successive.—The universe is a continuum; it is
an organic whole; its growth is biological, not crystalline. The senses reveal this
continuity. If we but run our fingers over a surface, we are in contact with it continuously.
But what does the intelligence do in the face of this continuity? It breaks up the
continuous into discrete parts. It represents time by a constant, instead of representing it as

a continuous succession or flux.38

This analytic static character of the intelligence is due to its very nature. From the

moment it came from the hands of nature, it was destined for inorganic solids.>® It can
better handle reality for its practical uses by splitting it up, and for this reason it has been



the ideal faculty for mechanics. Every division of matter into independent bodies of
absolute determined shapes is artificial.** This the intelligence does of necessity.

The conclusion which contemporary thought draws from this critique is that the
intelligence is smitten by a general incapacity to understand life. It gives only dead
conceptual symbols instead of living realities; it reveals the dynamic as static, the concrete
as abstract, the fluid as a solid, and the living as inert. Following it, we are “brought to

ease only in the discontinuous, the immobile and death.”*!
An additional word about judgment and reasoning may be desirable.

The elements which enter into a judgment are concepts. But the concepts, according to
the findings of contemporary thought, are not representative of the real—but mere
substitutes for it. The judgment, then, will share the shortcoming of its elements and fail in

like manner to reach reality.*?

The consequence is that we will henceforth be less interested in the truth of judgments

than in their value. The fundamental importance of this philosophy of value will be clearly

seen in our treatment of religious experience.*?

The third operation of the mind is reasoning, by which the mind passes from the
known to the unknown truth. But what is reasoning but the combination of concepts and
judgments? Both of these, according to the modern position, are inadequate for life.

Reasoning based on them must then of necessity be worthless. Mr. Bertrand Russell tells

us that “reason and analysis are blind gates leading to the morass of illusion.”**

So far the first headlong attack upon the reasoning powers. We turn to pass rapidly in
review some of the philosophies that have contributed to the anti-intellectualist assault by
disparaging all proof, and by discarding truth.

A philosophy without proofs is what is wanted for men of action who “propose

something and do not want to be restrained by the necessity of giving reasons for it.”"*> “It
would seem that knowledge concerning the universe as a whole is not to be obtained by
metaphysics, and that the proposed proofs, that, in virtue of the laws of logic, such and
such things must exist and such and such others cannot, are not capable of surviving

careful scrutiny.”*® “We find an assumption that was the soul of Scholasticism, the
assumption, namely, that anything that is necessary in the way of belief must be
susceptible of articulate proof, as rampant as it ever was, in the religious agnosticism of
today; and we find it, moreover, blossoming out into corollaries, as for instance that to
believe anything without such proof is to be unscientific, and that to be unscientific is the

lowest depth to which a man can fall.”#’

Professor James, thanks to the influence of M. Henri Bergson, came to emancipate
himself completely from all logic. “For my part, I have found myself compelled to give up
logic, fairly, squarely and irrevocably. It has an imperishable use in human life, but that
use is not to make us acquainted with the essential nature of reality ... Reality, life,
experience, concreteness, immediacy, use what word you will, exceeds our logic,
overflows and surrounds it.” Vision, then, and not proof is the supreme way of attaining
truth. “A man’s vision is the great fact about him. Who cares for Carlyle’s reason, or
Schopenhauer’s or Spinoza’s? Philosophy is the expression of man’s most intimate



character, and all definitions of the universe are but the deliberately adopted reactions of
human character upon it ... Philosophy is only a matter of passionate vision rather than of

logic—logic only finding reasons for the vision afterwards.”*® “Emotional congeniality

and social prestige” precede it.** Demonstration attaches itself to consistency. But
consistency is an attribute of the intellectualist position. Proofs therefore must be made

less exacting. “Abstract consistency,” Dr. Bradley tells us, “is a superstitious idolatry;”>"
and when speaking of the subject of religion and the need of logic and consistency in
treating of its subject-matter, he asks, “Is there any need for us to avoid self-

contradiction?”! Sir Henry Jones would not go so far, but he would stop at contraries.

“We cannot rest in contradiction, but we can be content with opposites.”>?> What all
philosophy up to this time has called contradiction, is now really only a choice of things
more or less satisfactory. Not merely in theory, but in the very act of philosophizing itself,
the fundamental principles of thought are removed from their lofty and absolute position
and made something relative and changing.>® Thus in the free philosophy of vision,
loosened from the strait jackets of Intellectualism, we must not be shocked to find such
statements as this: “The contradiction of a conation co-existing with fruition must be

>4 The modern mind is not long in choosing between the “apparent discord of
55

realized.
healthy moral sentiment” and the artificial moral symmetry of a philosophic system.

Not only will consistency and logic cease to be the ideal of modern thought, but even
truth itself will cease to be the ideal. Professor Radhakrishnan in enumerating the
characteristics of modern thought points this out as important: “Now we do not care,” he
writes, “to ascertain whether an opinion is true or false, but only whether it is life-
furthering, life-preserving. We start with a certain view of life, think of a few things as
necessary to it, and conclude that they are true and objective ... Impulse to knowledge and
love of truth cease to be the motives of philosophy, and some moral ideas or religious

prejudices which we wish to defend even at the cost of consistency take their place.”°

So true is this, that one of the modern thinkers explicitly states that the condition upon
which you accept his conclusion is that you cease to use the criterion of truth. “No one is
likely to content himself with the doctrine which I advocate, if he believes there is no truth
except the truth which is self-consistent and ultimate.”” Truth is not an end of dialectics;
it is merely a “preliminary means to other vital satisfactions.”>® “There is no reason to set
up a peculiar process of verification for the satisfying of an intellectual interest, different
in kind from the rest, superior in dignity and autocratic in authority. For there is no pure
intellect.”” M. le Roy goes even further than his English colleague: “It is not a question of
being right or wrong. It is a mark of great coarseness to wish to be right ... It is a
testimony of a great want of culture.”®® Even the source of Truth itself is to be suspected
of being polluted. We are bound to conclude, one recent author tells us, “that in the cosmic
ordering of human life the Spirit of the world must have something else to do than to be
reasonable as we count reasonableness. It is possible that not reasonableness but dramatic
completeness may be the chief unifying quality of man’s life.”! If the term “truth” is to be
retained it is merely to mean that which “works well,” or the “satisfyingness of a

conclusion,” or its “cash value in terms of particular experience.”®?

Briefly, Intellectualism, according to the modern doctrine, is an enemy of life. It is



cold, inert, unsympathetic. Its symbol is the “cold and perfect image of Minerva at the top
of the Parthenon, the serenity of whose visage expresses all the certitudes, and the folds of
whose marble robes have all the symmetric rigidity of the syllogism—those tranquil

Roman ways of the intelligence.”%

The science of metaphysics, which has reared itself upon these lifeless foundations,
must therefore cease to claim a worth for itself. “It must always take in its final form an
idiosyncrasy”®* and in its final form it is “a work of imagination superimposed upon other
works of the imagination,” or, in the well-known words of Dr. Bradley, the “science of

giving bad reasons for what we believe on instinct.”®

Intellectualism is consequently a highly defective philosophical method; it is a
“besetting sin,”%° even “the very original sin of thought,”®” and a “beast.”® Imagination is

superior to the intellect, and this for no less than sixteen reasons.’” Aesthetics surpasses it
as a clue to reality; the artistic vision of Apollo is superior to the logic of Socrates,

“Marguerite is worth more than Aristotle.”’? Belphegor is superior to Minerva.”!

‘But yesterday the word of reason might
Have stood against the world; now lies it there,
And none so poor to do it reverence.’
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