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I

VHEISM has an obvious significance for any philosophi-
cal system which claims to uphold the intrinsic value of
finite persons. Historically, the Christian teaching on

the inestimable value of the human person has been closely
linked with the theistic conception of God, through the doec-

trine of man’s final end. Personal immortality, and the exist-
ence of a personal, Infinite God have been the foci around
which Christian thought on this matter has revolved. The
notion of God as creative and provident, with the consequent
concept of man’s personal destiny, was decisive in the formu-
lation of a Christian Personalism. A decisive advance was
thereby accomplished on the Greek conception of man and
the universe. The necessitarianism of Greek metaphysics, and
the lack of a doctrine of creation, prevented the Greeks from
ever formulating a comprehensive philosophical explanation of

161




162 JOHN A. CREAVEN

the world and man, and rendered impossible the task of build-
ing up a religious world-view which could be validated by
philosophic principles. “ When Greek philosophy came to an
end,” says Gilson, “ what was sorely needed for progress in
natural theology was progress in metaphysics.” * And, as Gilson
remarks, when such progress was made by the fourth century,
A.D., it was made wholly and decisively under the influence
of the Christian religion.

It is but natural, therefore, that the many systems recently
competing for favor under the rather elastic title of ““ Person-
alism ” have, for the greater part, a strongly theistic flavor.
Such systems unanimously find in the person the ultimate unit
of reality and agree on giving a primary place to the doctrine
of personality. But the lesson of history is that any attempt
to found the value of the human person independently of any
relation to a transcendent, personal God is doomed to failure.
No true Personalist can, then, afford to neglect the claims of
Theism and natural theology to a place in his system. Hence
the strongly theistic flavor of most forms of Personalism, indi-
cating that they are in this matter, though often unconsciously,
the heirs of the Christian tradition. One can scarcely fail to
notice the insistence with which the problem of God returns in
the successive issues of The Personalist? 'This theistic bias
has been strengthened through the strong influence that has
been exercised, historically, on Personalism by the current of
thought known as “ Personal Idealism.” * The group of British
philosophers who were protagonists of this doctrine represent a
vigorous reaction, within idealism, against the Absolutism and
monism of German Hegelianism. Combating the pantheistic

1 E. Gilson, God and. Philosophy, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1941, p. 37.

2 Published by the University of Southern California, Los Angeles.

2R. Metz regards this school as a part of the Neo-Idealist movement (Cf. 4
Hundred Years of British Philosophy, pp. 380-398). Among the typical repre-
sentatives of the school he lists A. S. Pringle-Pattison, J. Seth, W. R. Sorley, and
H. Rashdall. While their general positions present many similarities, there is no
rigid, systematic unity; their writings represent a general attempt often not very
original, to strike a compromise between Absolutism and extreme pluralism. Cif.
infra for an evaluation of their attempt.
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tendency of Hegel, they defended the personal character of
God, and the individual value of the human person. Hegelian
panlogism had rendered impossible even a modified pluralism,
by its merging of human and divine consciousness In an unigue,
universal Self. The personal idealists strove to establish the
value of finite personality, by restoring it to the epistemo-
logical setting in which it had been envisaged by Kant.*

Such attempts served as a wholesome reaction against the
Hegelian Absolutism and the Neo-Hegelianism of Bradley,
Bosanquet and Green. Still, the general positions reached were
often unsatisfactory from the theistic standpoint.®* And, in so
far as they purported to safeguard finite personality, their doc-
trines were frequently, from the metaphysical viewpoint, not
above criticism. The epistemological and metaphysical founda-
tions of the system were often, in their tentative character, but
tenuous supports for their superstructures.

Still, the theistic interests of the personal idealists and their
vindication of the value of finite personality were not without
influence. In Personalism, we find the same emphasis on the
concept of a personal God, the same opposition to all forms of
Absolutism, the strenuous defense of the individual value of
the human person. Here, too, we find the desire to give philo-
sophical validity to such tenets by aligning them with a set of
general epistemological and metaphysical principles. In a sys-
tem which accords primacy to a doctrine of personality, it is
but natural that metaphysical preoccupations assume a rank
of first importance. For it is not possible to formulate a satis-
factory doctrine of personality, save by enclosing it within the
framework of a more general metaphysical system and by sub-
ordinating it to the general principles of reality. As a conse-
quence, the typical forms of Personalism have a strongly meta-
physical flaver. Their authors are not uninterested in a theory

+The tendency to envisage the problem of personality in an epistemological
rather than in a metaphysical setting is a heritage of Kant’s critical philosophy,
whose influence is discernible in all recent forms of idealism.

5 Cf, infra for a brief evaluation of their contributions,
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of knowledge; ¢ but epistemological considerations, while sys-
tematically necessary, are, for them, propaedeutic, supplying
an indispensable introduction to metaphysics, by providing a
groundwork for a theory of reality.” Any consistent system of
Personalism must, from the very nature of its avowed interests,
be an essentially metaphysical one.

The character of the metaphysical system within which such
a doctrine of personality is formulated will obviously depend
to a large extent on a general conception of the principles of a
theory of reality. How is the metaphysical system to be con-
ceived? What is its alignment with any particular theory of
knowledge? And, granting its necessary connection with some
preliminary epistemological doctrines, will this inevitably de-
temine its character as idealistic or realistic? Unfortunately,
Personalism is not as yet a unified system, either in its epistem-
ology or mn its theory of reality, In particular, Personalists
have not as yet subscribed unanimously to a common set of
metaphysical principles; and, as a consequence, even their views
on the nature of personality show important divergences. Still,
there is discernible a growing measure of agreement on certain
fundamental principles. The origin of this agreement may
often be traced to a common allegiance to definite philosophical
traditions; Kant and the English idealists are the mentors who
shape the general lines of the philosophy of Personalism.

Closely linked with the metaphysical doctrines, we find in
most forms of Personalism a doctrine of Theism. The theistic
interest is very evident in the doctrine of Personal Idealism,
and in the thought of all those Americans who have announced
themselves as Personalists. This primacy of Theism in a per-
sonalist world-view is a recurring theme in the writings of
such men as Howison, Rashdall, Bowne, Knudson, Flewel-
ling, Brightman; and, generally, in the philosophical literature
emanating from the University of Southern California (Los

¢®Cf. my previous article, “Personalism, Thomism, and Epistemology,” The
Thomist, Vol. VIIL, 1 (1945), pp. 1-26.

?On the place of Epistemology in systematic Personalism, cf. Knudson, The
Philosophy of Personalism, pp. 88-89.
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Angeles) . Typical Personalism is often characterized by them
as “ theistic ”’; ® and, indeed, the ultimate criterion by which
they reject certain aberrant forms of Personalism as “ non-
typical ” is found in a failure to safeguard the primary tenets
of traditional theism.® The true Personalist accepts the concept
of a personal God and seeks in Him the final explanation of
the world. Broadly, this is in harmony with the traditional
theistic world-view. The question, however, of the philo-
sophical validity of such tenets entails an examination of the
metaphysical basis on which it is founded. Natural theology
is not an autonomous science, in the sense that it finds its
principles, presuppositions and method in its own domain, inde-
pendently of any other philosophical discipline. It is essen-
tially a part of metaphysics; representing, in fact, the crowning
point of the metaphysical investigation. Without the answer
to the main problems raised by matural theclogy, the meta-
physical search for the conditions of the intelligibility of being
remains essentially incomplete.

Natural theology raises two problems: Does God eéxist?
What i1s His nature? Fundamentally, these are closely con-
nected—they are in fact but two aspects of the same problem.
For it is not possible to prove God’s existence without eo ipso
proving something about His nature. Properly conceived, too,
both problems are essentially unified in their use of a common
method: as envisaged in the traditional doctrine of Thomism,
the sole method of natural theology is the wvia analogiae with
its triple way of causality, negation and eminence.* KEssen-
tially present in both parts of natural theology, this analogical
method is the ultimate answer to the difficulties of agnostics,
symbolists and anthropomorphists concerning the nature and
extent of our knowledge of God.** Unfortunately, many modern

3 Knudson, op. cit., pp. 21-22, 61-67.

° Ibid., pp. 22-61.

* Cf. A. D. Sertillanges, Foundations of Thomistic Philosophy, pp. 79-80. Also
J. Horgan, “Our Knowledge of God,” Irish Ecclesiastical Record, Vol. LVIIL
(1941), pp. 187-157, 229-252.

3 CE. J. Horgan, op. cit.
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attempts to * restate ” traditional theism in terms of contem-
porary thought are founded on a complete neglect of the
“ via analogiae ” and of “ analogia entis.” ** As a consequence,
their theistic doctrines often leave the demonstrability of God
in an extremely precarious position; while the question of our
knowledge of God’s nature is handled in a fashion that savors
of agnosticism, or, at the other extreme, of pure anthro-
pomorphism.

While admitting, then, the genuineness of the Personalist
interest in natural theology, one must submit to a careful
scrutiny the exact philosophical positions on which its tenets
are founded. The typical theistic doctrine of a Personal God,
in whom the ultimate explanation of all things is to be sought
is accepted without reserve. It is unquestionable that the
typical representatives of Personalism are deeply convinced,
even philosophically, of the importance and necessity of such a
doctrine.”* Neither can one dispute the genuine concern with
which they view the disastrous consequences of a rejection of
this traditional certitude. Philosophically, however, the crucial
question is the evaluation of the precise premises on which the
tenets of Theism are to be founded. In the intellectual atmos-
phere of our times, where God is frequently rejected in the
name of reason and philosophy, the problem of the proper
philosophical orientation to be assigned to a defence of Theism
becomes of paramount importance.

I

For the Thomist, the rational demonstration of God’s exist-
ence and the deduction of His attributes are problems that per-
tain strictly to metaphysics. It is in this domain that we must

2 Many of the difficulties inherent in Personalist Theism will be seen to be
largely due to a neglect of the analogical method and of the doctrine of analogie
entis. )

8 Cf. the important place assigned to Theism in their published works, by the
earliest American adherents of Personalism. For evidence of the continuation of
the theistic interest among their disciples, cf. The Personalist, Vol. IX, 3 (1928)
(““ A Symposium on the Concept of God ), and current issues of the same journal.
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seek the principles on which our reasoning in both parts of
natural theology are based.* The method of metaphysical
inference which underlies the demonstration both of God’s
existence and of His attributes exemplifies the ontological char-
acter of the whole discussion in theodicy. The traditional
Scholastic setting for a rational defence of Theism has, then,
been in the strictly metaphysical domain; and it is as the crown-
ing point of metaphysics that one must evaluate the attempt
made by St. Thomas in the quinque viae to demonstrate, as a
fact, God’s existence, and something of the mode of that exist-
ence.”® It is, then, in the metaphysical domain that the validity
of a rational demonstration of God must be tested. For the
Thomist, all other methods of approach must ever remain
secondary to the strictly metaphysical argument: they serve
merely the role of “ psychological preparations ” which dispose
the mind for the true demonstration.'®* Thus, the appeal to
religious experience, which might have a considerable appeal
for many Personalists,'” receives but scant notice in any theo-
dicy of genuinely Thomistic inspiration.*®

Personalists are i agreement that, in a systematic philoso-
phy, primacy must be accorded to metaphysics. Indeed, as
already pointed out, the philosophies of Personalism have a
strongly metaphysical flavor. The theory of knowledge which
stands at the head of such philosophies is viewed as the indis-
pensable prolegomenon to a theory of reality. Its essential
role is to dispose of the challenge of the sceptic, and of all who
question the essential trustworthiness of reason or sense.'

¢ On the necessary connection of the problem of God with the general meta-
physical investigation, see L. de Raeymaeker, Philosophie de UEtre, pp. 288-305,
320-322. Also F. van Steenberghen, Ontologie, pp. 110-121, 128-129.

1% For the metaphysical orientation of Thomistic theodicy, see Hilary Carpenter,
0.P., “ The Philosophical Approach to God in Thomism,” in The Thomist, Vol. I,
1 (1939), pp. 45-61.

18 Cf. F. van Steenberghen, op. cit., p. 120.

17 Cf. Bishop E. L. Parsons, “ The God of Religious Experience,”. The Personalist,
Vol. IX, 3 (1928), pp. 170-184.

18 For an objective evaluation of the difficulties inherent in the argument from
mystical experience, cf. E. L. Mascall, He Who Is, pp. 14-22.

¥ Cf. A. C. Knudson, op. cit., pp. 168-169,



168 JOHN A. CREAVEN

Besides, a study of the conditions and limitations of human
knowledge furnishes valuable data for the metaphysical
enquiry.

An important consequence of the position adopted by Per-
sonalists in their epistemology is the possibility of a wvalid
rational theory of reality. The rejection of the Kantian limita-
tion of our knowledge to the purely phenomenal world entails
the acceptance of such a possibility. If the categories of sub-
stance and causality are regarded as empty, subjective, a priori
forms (Kant), or as the result of the mind’s tendency to feign
(Hume) , the impossibility of a knowledge of things-in-them-
selves follows as a logical consequence. With this conclusion
goes the rejection of the possibility of any valid metaphysics.

The Kantian and Humean forms of agnosticism are rejected
by Personalists as being based on a false conception of meta-
physical reality; ** but they are replaced by a form of idealism.
Realism, which endows the external world with an extramental
reality, is rejected in the Personalist epistemology. In virtue
of its theory of knowledge, Personalism is committed to the
rejection of any doctrine which regards reality as a self-existing
entity, independent of consciousness, and constituting a norm
to which our knowledge must conform, if it is to be true. The
conception of reality as an objective, substantial “form of
existence ” is characterized as a “ crude ” form of realism.

Realism, to become acceptable to Personalists, must be re-
interpreted. In consequence of their epistemological tenets,
they cannot accept a concept of reality as consisting of various
substances, active or passive, endowed with the characteristic
of permanence in time. Metaphysical reality must be re-con-
ceived in consonance with the tenets of idealism. Since, on such
principles, the structure of reality is built up within mind itself,
then the very existence of an extramental world remains a mere
assumption, conditioned by the self that makes it.** The world
that I conceive is, in the words of Bowne, the world that I con-
struct. With Kant, be regards the external world as phe-

* Ibid., p. 170. 21 Cf. my article already cited, p. 16 ff.
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nomenal. Still, in the reality of our conscious selves, Person-
alists find an anchor for metaphysical reality. “'True, meta-
physical reality,” Knudson asserts,’* consists “in the unifying
and self-identifying activity of consciousness.” Hence, the
norm for metaphysical reality is to be found in self as revealed
in consciousness,

Tt is difficult to assign a positive philosophical status to this
re-interpreted concept of metaphysical reality. Clearly, how-
ever, it implies a denial of the ontological reality of substance
as conceived in the Scholastic tradition. In itself, the doctrine
is a logical implication of Personalistic epistemology; and, in
particular, of the idealistic tenet of “ creative ” thought. For
although there is a “ given ” element in knowledge, reality 1s
constituted, “ created ” by consciousness.

It is very clear from the tenor of discussions on this point

that the polemic is directed not against a correctly understood
Scholastic position, but rather against metaphysics as falsified
-and distorted by Kant’s critical philosophy.”® When, for in-
stance, we are told that it is futile and contradictory to seek
“an unknown thing-in-itself,” a something “lurking behind
the mask of phenomena,” or when we have * permanence ”
assigned as the essential note of substance, it is not difficult to
discover the source from which the terms of the discussion have
been borrowed. As against the Kantian perversion of meta-
physics, the criticisms are quite valid.

A certain form of metaphysics is, however, admitted as valid,
its function being to give a rational interpretation of our experi-
ence. This Personalist metaphysics is, withal, severely circum-
scribed in scope by the fundamental underlying epistemological
idealism. Its character is further determined by the doctrines
of voluntarism and fideism. The anti-intellectualism which
characterizes most forms of Personalism is to be traced to an
acceptance of the Kantian primacy of the practical reason.
The significance of this doctrine lies, for theistic Personalism,

22 Knudson, op. cit., p. 171.
22 Cf. the general tenor of metaphysical discussions in The Personalist and the
illuminating remarks of Knudson in his Philosophy of Personalism, pp. 168-172.
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in its implications for religious faith. Such faith is concerned
primarily with the ethical attributes of God. It apprehends
God in so far as He is pure Goodness and pure Love. The
critical question arises for the Personalist: Has this faith any
rational justification? A basis for such a justification can, it is
asserted, be found in cognitional aspects of our affective and
volitional experiences. Knowledge is not to be confined to
sense-perceptions and rational deductions from them——this was
the “ epistemological error ” of the “ old intellectualism.” The
validity of religious faith demands, above all, the objectivity
of values not apprehended through the senses or by pure reason.
Not in purely intellectual processes, but in “ that practical and
vital experience ” that underlies such processes, is to be sought
the deepest truth about reality.*

With Kant, Personalists end by elevating faith above reason:
in matters suprasensible and metaphysical, primacy belongs to
faith, in which assent is a necessary presupposition, ultimately
due to will. With Kant, too, they have found it necessary to
“abolish knowledge, to make room for belief.” ** The sole
amendment to the Kantian conclusion is the Personalist conces-
sion that a chasm must not be placed between knowledge and
belief. Knowledge is, consequently, not limited to the phe-
nomenal world, nor is faith to be confined solely to the practical
reason. -'The theoretical reason cannot be divorced from the
domain of values—it tends to pass beyond phenomena. In
such an analogical factor as that of purpose, it points beyond
knowledge, to the plane of practical reason, to the realm of
ends and values, in which alone a complete world-view is found.

While there are important modifications here, they leave
the fundamental voluntarism of the doctrine untouched. All
knowledge is firmly grounded on faith. In fact, this volun-
tarism is ultimately more radical than the Kantian primacy of
the practical reason. Kantianism leaves knowledge supreme
in the phenomenal world; but for Personalists, knowledge has

2¢ Cf. Knudson, op. cit., p. 155.
25 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, Preface.
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no longer a monopoly even in the domain of reason. At the
inception of all knowledge there lies the twofold act of faith:
that the world is intelligible and that I can understand it. And
throughout the course of its development, human knowledge
has always intermingled with it elements of belief. Faith ob-
tains everywhere:- we find it at the inception of knowledge and
at its completion. '

In this radical voluntarism, all knowledge is ultimately
founded on a faith which can receive no ulterior justification.
Intellect is thus entirely subordinated to will, and is regarded
as incapable of attaining logical certitude. * All hope of deduc-
tion and logical demonstration must be given up.. . . . The
mind is not driven by any compulsion of objective facts, but
rather by the subjective necessity of self-realization and self-
preservation. . . . In most practical matters a purely logical
contemplation would leave us in uncertainty, and the will to
believe, because of the necessity of doing something, comes in .
to overturn the equilibrium and precipitate a conclusion.” ¢

This radical voluntarism and fideism colors the whole Per-
sonalist system; and, indeed, its metaphysics is interesting as
providing an example of a modern variety of non-rational phi-
losophy. The anti-intellectualist prejudice proceeds on the
assumption that Kant’s critique has forever disposed of tradi-
tional metaphysics; this assumption has given rise to numerous
fideistic and fundamentally anti-metaphysical doctrines. The
higher metaphysical truths, the deepest truths of reality, are
no longer regarded as the fruit of a rational demonstration; they
are attained as the object of a special “ faith ” which is either
appetitive or perceptive in character.

The root-error of Personalism in this matter lies in its radical
subordination of intellect to will. Thomism has always ad-
mitted a close interaction between these two faculties, and
has not been guilty of the error of conceiving them as in radi-
cal independence and even in opposition. It has carefully
avoided the “hypostatization” of potencies which was the

2¢ B. P. Bowne, Theism, pp. 27, 34.
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flair of the eighteenth-century “ faculty ” psychologies. Against
the Thomistic doctrine, then, criticisms such as those levelled
by Professor Stout against the very conception of faculties,
have no force.”” If the essential unity of mind is safeguarded,
there is little danger of misunderstanding the real nature of
mental faculties. The latter are not set up as rigid or com-
partmentalized mental powers, existing independently side by
side. We must remember that all such faculties are rooted
in the one, unitary soul. Intellect and will, consequently,
though distinct by their objects and activities, are yet inti-
mately related; they act and react upon each other in the
closest fashion. Strictly speaking, intellect does not know, nor
will will, but the whole man knows through his intellect and
wills through his will. Their respective acts mutually include
each other. “ The intellect understands that the will wills,
and the will wills the intellect to understand.” ** Without intel-
lect, there would be no will; without will, intellect, in turn,
would be static. Intellect is, then, the root and principle of
will: ignoti nulla cupido. On the other hand, the influence of
will upon intellect is not without significance. Will provides
the intellect with direction and energy: it chooses its object of
mvestigation, enlivens its attention, gives it perseverance to
overcome obstacles, enabling it to marshal all its forces for the
task in hand. Such a directive function of will becomes of
great importance when we consider the frailty of the human
intellect and the difficulties of its object.

In the Personalist view, belief is essentially irrational—an
exaggerated statement of the role of will in belief. For although
will rules intellect, yet we cannot believe as we please. Will
has certainly the power to direct intellect along certain paths,
may withhold it from examining certain evidence, and thus
warp and influence its assents. But, in the presence of intrinsic
evidence which is sufficiently clear, assent is natural and neces-
sary. Only the intellect can see and in knowledge it is governed

2" Manual of Psychology, pp. 113-127.
28 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., I, q. 82, a. 4, ad 1.
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by what it sees. In knowledge properly so-called, will cannot
make or unmake truth; it can affect the thinking subject but
not the intelligible object.

Obviously, Personalists have perverted the traditional notion
of the act of faith. For faith is, properly, not an act of volition
(as Personalism holds), but an act of intellect. The assent
which is given in faith is intellectual, even though it is an im-
perfect act. The act of faith is justified in its initial stages
by intellect, and it remains an intellectual act, though com-
manded by will. Voluntarism errs, then, in making intellect
the slave of will, and in regarding belief as a blind act of voli-
tion, unjustified by intellect. Belief canmnot be described as
strictly “ rational,” because it has not the necessary rational
basis—perception of the evidence of a necessary relation. Still,
the act of belief is reasonable: intellect feels justified in giving
an unqualified assent.

Its epistemological foundations commit Personalism to a dii-
ferent doctrine. Voluntarism cannot accept the traditional doc-
trine of faith. As a matter of fact, “ faith ” as envisaged by
Personalists is something radically different from its Scholastic
counterpart. Personalism, in keeping with the general anti-
intellectual bias of modern philosophy, relegates faith to the
realm of sentiment, affectivity, feeling. The whole field of
knowledge is thus given a non-rational foundation. This
fundamental orientation is seen to affect both the general meta-
physical positions of Personalism and its special doctrine of
our knowledge and conception of God.

It

What general positions characterize Personalism as a meta-
physical system? A fundamental tenet of typical Personalism
is what has been described as “ the principle of the individuality
of the real.”* It has been thus enunciated: whatever has
metaphysical existence is individual and concrete. The abstract
and universal exist only as ideas; as such, they may have

2 1. W. Carr, “ The God of Philosophy,” The Personalist, Vol. IX (1928), p. 158.
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epistemological necessity, but they are not to be conceived as
things-in-themselves.*

As thus stated in general terms, the doctrine would seem to
be but a restatement of the realistic tenet of the Aristotelian-
Thomistic tradition. But in its Personalist interpretation, it is
seen to imply a background of modern philosophy. It is
asserted, for instance, that the ancients, due to their objective
epistemology, were generally inclined to metaphysical univer-
salism and exaggerated realism. Plato hypostatized the uni-
versals, attributing to them an ontological existence in-a world
of reality of their own. While Aristotle corrected this tendency,
by insisting that all existence is concrete and individual, he did
not wholly free himself from Platonic universalism. For him,
the “ forms ” or ideas are immanent in particular things, and
cannot exist apart from them. The universals are real and
objective, and are not simply our notions of things. They
exist in the individuals included under them and are not to be
identified with these substances themselves. In Aristotelian
metaphysics, then, the individual is a composite and lacks com-
plete inner unity. Species or substance constitutes the essence
of the individual, and the individual substance, in turn, con-
stitutes the perceptible phenomena. It is alleged that this
“ ontological modification of Platonic realism ” remains funda-
mentally infected with Platonism. Tt is not completely freed
from universalism and the superiority of the species.®* This
tendency to ultra-realism persisted, it is asserted, in the Schol-
astic interpretations of Aristotle. The Schoclmen, for nstance,
never sufficiently safeguarded the individuality of the human
soul.*

Such strictures on the Aristotelian basis of individuality must
be taken with reserve. It may be granted that Aristotle did
not completely harmonize the Platonic unity and eternity of
essences with their real multiplication in many individual sub-

30 Cf. B. P. Bowne, Theory of Thought and Knowledge, pp. 244-245. Also A. C.
Knudson, The Philosophy of Personalism, p. 171.

81 Knudson, op. ¢it., pp. 183-184.

%2 Ibid., p. 185.
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jects.®® Nor does he consistently distinguish metaphysical
‘essences from physical substantial forms, using the terms €ldos
and popdy) to designate now the one, now the other.

Still, in his view, all real existence is concrete, individual:
in the real order, only the individual exists. The opposition of
matter and form, while it may entail an element of unintel-
ligibility in the individual, does not really oppose its unity.
The universal, as a universal, exists only in the apprehending
mind., The polemic which Aristotle directs against the Platonic
forms—against the substantialization of umiversals—is, as is
well known, one of the leitmotifs of his Metaphysics. In it he
returns to the theme again and again., The universals, he
insists against Plato, are not self-subsistent, substantial entities.
In particular, the widest universals, being and unity, are not
substances. The world which is given to us is a world of con-
crete, individual things, acting and reacting upon one another.
The genesis of the yniversal notion is to be accounted for by
the abstractive function of intelligence, which seizes upon the
characters common to many ndividuals and expresses them
in the concept. While these characteristics are fundamentally
real, and are not simply the print of the mind’s activities, we
must not be misled by their abstract and universal character,
as expressed in the concept. Such characteristics do not apply
to them, as they are realized in concrete individuals.®*

Aristotle certainly did not explain the real world of change
through the mere operations of umniversals. It would be very
strange if such an acute critic of Platonism were to fall into the
fallacy of universalism. On the contrary, we find, in his Meta--
physics, a clear doctrine of the distinction between first and
second substance—a distinction strangely ignored in the Per-
sonalist strictures. The fact that only first substance is con-
crete and individual (“ this house,” “ this man ), and that of
it alone the universal is affirmed; while second substance is

32 Cf. Regis Jolivet, La Notion de Substance, pp. 36, 304,
3¢ Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, passim, especially A.9, B.2, B.4 (VIID), B.s,
M. 4, 5.
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called only by analogy—affords a basis for a doctrine that is
fundamentally opposed to Platonic ultra-realism.*

The developments and modifications effected in the Aris-
totelian doctrine by the Mediaevals *® are not accorded proper
recognition by Personalists.®* The doctrine of human indi-
viduality, a point neglected by Aristotle, was especially de-
veloped by the Schoolmen, under the influence of the Christian
discussions of personality. The precisions effected by St.
Thomas in the notions of individual and person are so well
known as not to need a commentary. One who reads the pre-
cise qualifications attached to these notions, in questions 29
and 30 of the First Part of the Summa, will scarcely subscribe
to the opinion that “it was Leibnitz who first developed the
principle of individuality in a thoroughgoing way.” ** And the
doctrine there developed may be found repeated in many other
loct n the Thomistic patrimony, and in that of his commen-
tators. Yet, despite all this evidence to the contrary, we are
told all the Mediaevals—Platonists and Aristotelians alike—
are to be saddled with the * universalist ” error of the Greeks!

Personalists think we must have recourse to the pluralism of
Leibnitz for a more satisfactory formulation of the principle of
individuality * In the Leibnitzean monadology, the monads
are the real individuals. They are thoroughly individual:
omne individuum tota sua entitate individuatur. Each real
substance is, therefore, a monad, a unique and: unitary being,
entirely distinct from every other being., This serves to empha-
size the isolation and individuality of each individual—a neces-
sary thesis, in the Personalist view. The monads are “ window-
less ”—nothing can pass into or out of them. They act from
forces completely inherent in themselves. In virtue of its

5 Aristotle, Categories, 5 (2a 11); ibid. (2b 15); (3a 7).

38 Cf. M. de Wulf, History of Mediaeval Philosophy (3rd English edition), Vol. I,
pp. 269-270; Vol. IL, pp. 337-339.

37 Mediaeval Scholasticism is, in this matter, uncritically labelled with Aris-
totelianism, or Platonism, sens phrase.

3% Knudson, op. cit., p. 185.

30 Cf. ibid., for acknowledgment of this indebtedness to Leibnitz.
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unique, internal principle, each monad is thoroughly individu-
alized and differentiated. This individuation is derived by
Leibnitz, not from a substantial or formal principle, but from
a power of action, which tends to emphasize the individuality
and separateness of each monad. This concept of power or
activity is at the basis of Leibnitz’ activism which becomes
the adopted Personalist explanation of the essence of finite
substances.

The Leibnitzean monadology, championed especially by Her-
bert Wildon Carr,* has, as is well known, given rise to grave
difficulties in metaphysics. The monads, as conceived by Leib-
nitz, are simple and unextended. How, on this conception,
extension and movement are to be explained, is rather obscure.
Yet extension is a datum of experience and must be accounted
for in any rational theory of reality. One would account for
the appearance of extension in two ways: either by regarding
bodies as really extended, as they certainly “ appear” to us;
or, alternatively, by treating the phenomenon as a constant
illusion (the theory of the radical idealist) . The first way is
closed to Leibnitz, since the monads—the ultimate elements—
are themselves unextended. Nor can he adopt the second
course, since, if nothing in the universe has real extension, a
causal explanation of the illusion of extension becomes im-
possible,

Another consequence of the monadology, more serious for
its personalist advocates, is its failure to afford a secure basis
for a doctrine of individuality. Yet it is precisely as providing
a secure basis for such a doctrine of individuality that Leibnitz’
doctrine finds favor with Personalists. If true individuality
consists, not in something substantial, but in a power of action;
if one being is distinguished from another by its peculiar mode
of activity, what fundamentally is the principle of individua-
tion? ¥orce or power of action is not in itself an ultimate
principle of individuation. It is no more than an accidental
mode of being, in the category of second act, and essentially

“Ct. H. W. Carr, Leibnitz (1929); The Monadology of Leibnitz (1930); A
Theory of Monads (1922); and various articles.

2
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dependent upon some substance in which it inheres. Force
presupposes a substantial subject. In the last analysis, reality
must be composed of substances, as subjects of all accidental
modes of being. And with this conclusion, we return to the
rejected viewpoint of Aristotle and the Scholastics, a view
eminently in harmony with common sense, that reality is com-
posed of substances and accidents.

Iv

Thus far, Personalism seems committed to a pluralistic view
of reality. If this pluralism were entirely unqualified, it would
not possess much intrinsic interest for the theist. A doctrine
of unmitigated pluralism might be an interesting antithesis to
absolute monism, but it could scarcely hold out hope of a very
secure basis for a theistic doctrine.

It is in its qualification of pluralism by a fundamental, under-
lying monism, that the personalist doctrine merits attention
from the systematic philosopher. For any rational attempt to
interpret reality must do justice to both elements—diversity
and unity—of our experience. And it is especially through
some doctrine of basic unity that philosophy must ultimately
answer the mind’s quest for unification. Moreover, a meta-
physical doctrine of monism has special significance in discuss-
ing the foundations for a doctrine of God. Traditionally, the
philosophic notion of God has been conceived through the doc-
trine of analogia entis, and the concept of being-by-participa-
tion. A doctrine of absolute pluralism and monadology could
not yield such a metaphysical unity. Hence the necessity for
Personalists of seeking in reality an underlying monism that
will lead ultimately to a concept of God.**

The monadic conception of the world as many has, as its
necessary complement, the assertion that the world is also one.
The conception of ultimate unity is a necessary requirement of
reason. The quest of unification goes back to the very begin-

! Bowne, especially, has developed the theme of the ultimate unity of all things,
and has linked it with his proof of God’s existence. Cf. his Theism, pp. 44-63.
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nings of philosophical speculation. The posing of the problem
of the One and the Many at the very inception of Greek phi-
losophy shows how man has always felt the necessity of attain-
ing to a unitary world-view. Historically, this quest for unity
has resulted in some extreme monistic doctrines: the static
monism of Parmenides; the atomistic materialism of Leucippus
and Democritus; hylozoism; the various shades of pantheism,
ancient and modern. Such one-sided monisms, which m effect
deny the reality of the many, must ever remain metaphysically
inadequate. Personalists readily recognize the inadequacy of
“all forms of absolute monism.

In a world of individual, distinct things, how is unity to be
conceived? The problem is one of some difficulty for Person-
alists. The crucial question for them is that of the meta-
physical status to be assigned to matter. How is matter to be
integrated into the ontological umity of things? It is but
natural that the problem should arise in this way as a conse-
quence of the peculiar neo-idealistic doctrines upheld in epis-
temology entails a similar attitude towards the nature and
reality of matter. The conceptions of the Greeks in this regard
are found eminently unsatisfactory. In Platonic philosophy,
matter is non-being, empty space. For Aristotle, it is pure
potentiality, the source of unintelligibility in beings. Neither
view successfully explains the nature of matter. Indeed, with
the imperfect data in their possession, they could never satis-
factorily conceive nor tramscend the dualism of matter and
spirit.

A decisive advance towards a more metaphysical view of
matter was marked by the Christian doctrine of creation ex
nthilo. Its value for the Personalist lies in its approximation
to a * spiritual monism.” ** Through this conception matter,
in contrast to its “ necessary ” character in Greek philosophy,
becomes utterly subordinated to God; it becomes wholly the
instrument of His Divine Will. Still, even this conception is
not sufficiently radical; matter is still credited with at least a

2 Cf. Xnudson, op. cit., p. 183.
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tenuous metaphysical independence.”® Moreover, as we shall
see, the doctrine of creation ex nihilo is unacceptable to many
Personalists.

It is to the moderns that Personalists appeal for a thorough-
going spiritualism. In Leibnitz and Berkeley, they find an
approach to that thoroughgoing monism which fits the exigen-
cies of their system. Both philosophers defended the utter
phenomenality of matter and the ultimate reality of spirit.
Only spirit is ultimately real. Still, in the extreme pluralism
of Leibnitz, the spiritual is multiplied in many isolated, inde-
pendent monads; and to provide for their unity, recourse is
had to the gratuitous theory of pre-established harmony. In
the view of Berkeley, every finite spirit possesses an indepen-
dent reality of its own. In sum, therefore, they present us with
a qualitative monism but a numerical pluralism. The ultimate
unity of things is still unaccounted for.

The position adopted by Personalists is dictated by their
allegiance to an idealistic spiritualism. On the one hand, the
principle of individuality must be championed against the
attacks of all forms of absclute monism and absolute idealism.
On the other hand, as against the pluralists and positivists, a
certain basic unity of all things must be defended. The ele-
ments of this fundamental monism are found in certain con-
ceptions of Lotze. The latter, a theist, upheld vigorously the
ultimate unity of all things, basing his chief argument on the
fact of interaction. Reciprocal action, he argued, proved the
ultimate unity of all things. Universalizing the notion of re-
ciprocal action, he maintained that through it the changes and
states of one being are conditioned by the changes and states of
all others. The assumption of this interconnection, he tells us,
lies at the root of all scientific investigation and conditions the
metaphysical quest for unity. A world constituted of beings in
absolute isolation would be impervious to science and philoso-
phy. To be real, a thing must not only change in reference
to some other beings, but must also occupy a place, as a recipro-

*3 Ibid., pp. 192-193.
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cally acting and reacting element, in a world-system which
embraces all being.

The technical details of the argument which purports to
establish this conclusion are not significant,** although it would
be instructive to attempt to translate them into their corre-
sponding terms in the Scholastic doctrine of actio and passio.
In substance, his reasoning is as follows: Reciprocal action is
given as a fact; but action is possible only if things exist in a
single world; and, further, are actually states or parts of a
single being which 1is identical with the world as a whole.*

Such a conception of interaction, founded on the notion of a
basic monism, has often been challenged.*® It finds favor,
nevertheless, with Personalists and has important implications
for their Theism. Interaction, Bowne asserts, is not an imme-
diate datum of experience, but is a necessary rational affirma-
tion. The compatibility of this necessary interaction of all
things with their self-sufficiency and independence presents a
problem for Personalists. Bowne’s solution lies in the recogni-
tion that we cannot affirm both a necessary interaction of
things and a fundamental pluralism. While assigning to things,
then, a quasi-independence, we affirm, at the same time, their
common dependence on a single, self-sufficient Being, in and
through whose activity they are unified.*”

The original pluralism is thereby considerably modified.
Finite beings are still granted some independence and come
under the general principle of individuality; on the other hand,
they are still to be regarded as parts of the same world, and,
as such, essentially dependent on the same ultimate cause.
This doctrine of an ultimate unity, which could become a
cardinal point in the philosophical foundations of Theism, is
not satisfactorily developed by Personalists. Knudson, appar-

¢ For the technical exposition of the argument, cf. E. E. Thomas, Lotze’s Theory
of Reality, pp. 47 fi.

5 Cf. Lotze, Metaphysics (English translation edited by Bosanquet), pp. 123-124.,

6 Cf, F. C. S. Schiller, Humanism, pp. 62-84. Cf., too, the answers to these
objections by Bowne in his Metaphysics.

47 Cf, Bowne, Theism, esp. pp. 59-60.
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ently, recognizes the necessity of elucidating its nature, but
fails to supply the necessary development.*® In fact, he freely
concedes that he is at a loss to explain how finite beings can
combine a measure of independence in their being with an
essential ultimate dependence on the One** Likewise, Bowne
is content to point to the necessity of unifying the plurality
of finite beings in the unitary world-ground—the latter designa-
tion smacking dangerously of the impersonal “One” of the
Absolute Monists. (Bowne is, of course, In reality a firm oppo-
nent of the Absolutist philosophies). Carr, recognizing the
necessity of complementing the pluralism resulting from the
principle of individuality by some principle of unification, seeks
for an ultimate monism. This principle he finds in a concep-
tion of God. His conception of God 1is, however, very far
from that of traditional theism. Carr’s God is one conceived
in conformity with the principle of individuality, taken in con-
junction with the vital principle of bioclogy as a dominant
organizing entelechy in the living world, and with the higher
entelechy, the principle of evolution of living forms. All these
“ scientific facts,” taken together, necessitate the conception of
“ a spiritual power, a supra-rational and supra-conscious indi-
vidual, the source of existence and the dispenser of agency.” *°
With Bergson, Carr thinks that we are compelled to admit a
life-force, élan vital, a power continuously creative and organiz-
ing. The actual form in which we are to conceive this force is,
according to Carr, as a world-soul—a conception as old as
Plato, but rejuvenated and embellished in the light of modern
science. Multiple scientific implications compel us, with meta-
physical necessity, to the conclusion that * there must be a
world-soul, a mind universal, a supreme monad, dependent on
the activities of the individual reals which . . . constitute the
universe.” *

5 Ibid., pp. 190-199.

4® This leads him to profess a semi-agnosticism with regard to the ultimate
nature of the unifying One. Cf. ibid., pp. 292-293.

% 1. Wildon Carr, “ The God of Philesophy,” The Personalist, Vol. IX, 8 (1928),
p. 167.

5t Ibid., p. 168,
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While, then, Personalists are unanimous in advocating the
necessity of a fundamental monism in any systematic world-
view, there is scarcely any unanimity on its nature. There is
an order in the universe. If this order is ultimate, it cannot
consist solely of absolutely independent, unitary beings—these
monads must ultimately be subordinated to the system.

It may be possible to obtain some clarification of the Per-
sonalist conception of unity through a further consideration of
their doctrine on finite reality. Two tenets are of capital im-
portance for this development: (1) An activistic-volitional con-
ception of reality; (2) An occasionalistic view of created
activity.

Personalism revives Leibnitzian activism. Reality, in its
essential nature, is essentially an activity. The category of
substance must be reinterpreted in terms of cause: a concep-
tion of matter as inert is erroneous. If things are to exist at
all, they must be in interaction with each other, connected by
causal relations and conceived from the causal point of view.”
Such a view, it is claimed, finds support in the more recent
theories of the physicists.”® Science today no longer views
matter as the inert substance of common observation. The
component elements of matter are now viewed as being in cease-
less activity. Matter and force are inseparable in the real
order, though distinct in thought. The real object is now seen
to be an agent, acting and reacting in various ways. The many
conceptions of purely passive being in the history of philosophy
are due to a confusion of the abstractions of thought with the
processes of reality. Passivity is the.characteristic of matter
in Aristotle’s doctrine of pure potentiality, and in the doctrines
of Neo-Platonism, Spinozism and Hegelian thought. Whatever
the particular conception—pure potency, pure Thought, pure
Substance or pure Being—they envisaged reality as always
reduced to the bare category of existence, containing no prin-
ciples of movement, deprived of any dynamic character which

52 Cf. R. T. Flewelling, “ One View of Theism,” The Personalist, Vol. XXI (1940),
pp. 7-9. Cf. also Bowne, Metaphysics, pp. 16-17.
53 Cf, Knudson, op. cit., p. 204,
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could account for change and multiplicity. All reality is con-
crete and has a definitely causal character. Activity consti-
tutes the very essence of being. “ Causality,” says Bowne, “is
the distinguishing mark of being. . . . Being is cause and the
only mark of distinction between being and non-being is a
power of action of some sort.” % »

How is such causality to be conceived? The Personalist con-
ception owes a good deal to Leibnitz, whose formulation stresses
the contingent element in causality and its synthetic character.
All existence is stamped with contingency in so far as it is due
to a free act of the Divine Will. And the true application of
even finite causality is found in the realm of will. Through his
concept of substance, he had reduced all reality to causality
in the dynamic sense of the term. But dynamism is given
definite and concrete meaning only in the activity of will. Man’s
experience of causality is limited to that of volitional caus-
ality—his experience of himself as a willing and struggling
being. Impersonal force or causality is to him inconceivable.
He must regard power or cause as personal and spiritual.

The voluntarism thus implicit in the Leibnitzian doctrine
was developed by Maine de Biran. For him, all reality is
spiritual and the activity of spirit may be either volitional or
cognitional. The two forms are in reality inseparable: all
thought activity involves a volitional element. Activity is the
very essence of consciousness: cogito, ergo ago. Self-conscious-
ness is nothing else than consciousness of power. The funda-
mental fact of consciousness is this experience of volitional
causality. Thus the notion of causality becomes thoroughly
voluntaristic.®

Bowne further develops this conception of causality by an
epistemological doctrine of Kantian inspiration. For Kant,
causality, as a category of the understanding, is empty and
formal apart from experience. But experience is arbitrarily
limited by Kant to the phenomenal world. It must be taken to

5« B_P. Bowne, Metaphysics, pp. 41, 45.
55 Cf. F. Baumgarten, Die Erkenntnislehre von Maine de Biran.
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include the data of self-consciousness, and in this we have our
sole knowledge of causality in the form of volition. Any other
form of causality in the objective world is merely inferred.
Our own conscious personal activity is, therefore, the key to
the meaning of the category.

Self-determining intelligence is, therefore, the true type of
causality: only in this form is causality an intelligible, consis-
tent concept.”® Through this concept, the antinomies of a
world-view—change and identity, unity and plurality—are
solved. Such antinomies are soluble only on the plane of the
personal. The old antinomy of change, for instance, with its
implication of yet opposition to permanence, is solved only by
appealing to the powers of the soul—its self-identifying con-
sciousness and its faculty of self-determination. These two
powers are obvious facts of experience. We change and per-
form multiple activities; yet we retain our personal identity.
Our permanence is explained by consciousness and memory,
while our freedom of will accounts for our power of self-deter-
mination, and our creative self-development. Taken together,
these two powers of the soul constitute volitional causality.”

With this doctrine, we encounter another attempt to explain
metaphysical change without reference to the traditional doc-
trines of act and potency, or, more specifically, of substance
and accident. Yet the whole history of metaphysical specula-
tion on the problem, from Parmenides and Heraclitus to Berg-
son, bears out this one conclusion—that no adequate solution
can afford to dispense with these inevitable Aristotelian con-
cepts. The attitude which so lightly rejects them is not founded
on a critical examination of the doctrines themselves; rather is
it founded on a prejudice against the whole body of traditional
metaphysics. The false conception of substance which began
with the Cartesian school has perpetuated a prejudice against
the genuine notion, a prejudice which often precludes even a
fair examination. The Leibnitzian version of the Cartesian

88 Cf. B. P. Bowne, Personalism, pp. 196-196; M etaphysics, pp. 81-90.
57 Cf. Bowne, Personalism, pp. 196-198; Knudson, op. cit., p. 224.
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doctrine leads to dynamic conception of substance. This con-
ception of substance as activity, with its inherent dynamism,
naturally leads to the conception of reality as causal. But
causality is limited by Personalists to one fundamental form:
volitional causality. It is not difficult to understand the rea-
son for this undue limitation. Undoubtedly, it is in our con-
sciousness of our personal activities, mental and physical, in
our thinking and willing processes, in our commanded acts, in
our direction of mental operations, in our exercise of the internal
and external faculties, and of the bodily organs, that we have
our primary experience of causality. In all these we apprehend
ourselves as agents, efficient causes of mental processes and
bodily movements. These latter are apprehended as due to
our power to exercise them. Observing that other beings behave
in similar fashion, we infer they, too, possess active powers
like our own, that they are efficient causes.”

Does this conclusion extend, too, to corporeal beings? We
must remember that the affirmation of efficient causality in
beings other than ourselves is a metaphysical inference from
observed facts. Observing that effects similar to those pro-
duced in ourselves—whether in our own lives or in the external
world—are also consequent upon certain changes in nature,
we infer that those corporeal beings have also powers, energies,
forces by which they produce these effects. It must certainly
be granted to the Personalists that all this is by way of meta-
physical inference. For the senses testify only to time and
space connections between events in external nature. But intel-
lect apprehends in these action and interaction—that is, the
causal dependence of events and actions upon the active influ-
ence of physical things. What must be defended is the legiti-
macy of the metaphysical inference by which this conclusion is
guaranteed.

From all this it is clear that our experience of causality is

58 ]t is true that the psychological field provides the typical examples of imme-
diate apprehension of causal relations, but instances of willing and striving are
only one kind of instance among many ” (D. J. B. Hawkins, Causality and Impls-
cation, p. 102).
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primarily a knowledge of our own personal efficient causality.
Personalists rightly emphasize the primacy of this personal
experience of causality in our lives. Our knowledge of the exer-
cise of the powers and energies that constitute material things
is subsequent to, and derived by analogy from, our knowledge
of our own personal efficient causality. The significance of this
fact 1s, however, wrongly interpreted by Personalists as a nega-
tion of efficient causality in material things—a limitation to the
personal form of volitional causality. The ascription of caus-
ality to the things of nature is, for them, a lapse into “ naive
anthropomorphism.” It is objected that experience does not
reveal to us the existence of such causality. Experience is
here taken by Personalists in the narrow semse of volitional
experience. But experience as used in metaphysics must be
taken in a much wider sense. It includes rational interpreta-
tion of, and inference from, the data of internal and external
sense-experience. Taken in this wider sense, it certainly reveals
to us the existence of efficient causality in physical things.
Metaphysical inference, based on a rational imterpretation of
our experience, shows us that there is real efficient causality not
merely in our personal being but also in the physical universe.

The metaphysics of Personalism is thus regrettably limited
by its presuppositions and by its epistemological tenets. An
example of this limitation is furnished by its method of ap-
proach to the doctrine of causality. The conclusion is accepted
from Kantian epistemology that causality is a category of the
understanding, and, as such, empty and formal apart from
experience. True, Personalist experience is not limited to the
phenomenal world, but is extended to include the data of self-
consciousness. Still, metaphysically, the conception is unsatis-
factory. For the metaphysics of the finite is primarily an
interpretation of the explanatory principles of all finite being.
The interpretation is to be carried out according to a well-
defined method, in which experience, deductive reasoning, and
intuition each plays a definite role.”® In this method, a primary

% On the method of metaphysics, cf. P. Descogs, Institutiones Metaphysicae
Generalis, 1, pp. 42-104.
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place must be given to the task of deducing the constitutive
principles of finite being, in order that being, as it is verified
i our experience, may be properly accounted for. This work
of interpretation proceeds largely through the process of meta-
physical inference.®® The characteristics of finite being which
must be accounted for are truly objective. The unity and
identity of each finite being as given in experience must be
reconciled with the diversity and multiplicity of real finite
beings, equally given by experience. The antithetical solutions
of absolute monism and radical pluralism are seen to be inade-
quate explanations of these contrasting aspects of finite beings.
The analogy of being here provides the key to the solution.
This doctrine, so strangely ignored by Personalists, is of vital
importance, both for a metaphysics of finite being and for a
“doctrine of God.

In developing the further implications of analogy, the meta-
physician necessarily encounters the question of the conditions
of the existence of finite being. To explain finite being as given
in experience, he finds it necessary to infer its intrinsic constitu-
tion of certain correlative principles of being.®* This intrinsic
composition found in all finite beings explains at once the
diversification and multiplication of such real beings and their
analogical unity within the concept of being. Inevitably, then,
he has recourse to the classic notions of Thomistic metaphysics.

A first step in his metaphysical inference leads him to view
finite being as composed of two intrinsic correlative principles: °2
by one of these a thing is placed on the general plane of the
value of being, and falls within the extension of the transcen-
dental notion of being; by the other principle, a thing is such
a particular being—it has particularity and realizes the per-
fection of being in its own individual way. Finite being is

% Cf. F. van Steenberghen, Ontologie, pp. 71, 77, 115-117, and passim. L. de
Raeymaeker, Philosophie de UEtre.

“* On the doctrine of the intrinsic constitution of finite being, cf. L. de Raey-
maeker, op. cit., pp. 106-155.

*20On the nature of the intrinsic constitution of finite being, and on the notion
of transcendental relations, cf. N. Balthasar, L'abstraction métaphysique et Panalogie
des étres dans U'étre, passim. L. de Raeymaeker, op. cit., pp. 111-123,
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thus seen to be a composite of two intrinsic, correlative prin-
ciples—one giving it the absolute perfection of being, one
explaining how this perfection is realized in its own particular
way.®® Here, stripped of all the obscurity and minutiae with
which it has accidentally become overlaid in centuries of con-
troversy, is the classic Thomistic doctrine of the composition
of all finite being of essence and existence. The terminology
of this doctrine may often have given rise to unnecessary
obscurities, but what really matters is the precious doctrine
enshrined in the technicalities. By whatever names one chooses
to designate them, it is impossible, in a truly metaphysical
analysis of finite being, to avoid the classic underlying notions
and the realities which they cover. Viewed critically, the Per-
sonalist doctrine appears, by way of contrast, as truly a sim-
“ pliste solution: the extreme pluralism entailed by the monad-
ology, if not modified by some intelligible doctrine of unity,
will end by suppressing entirely one of the aspects of real finite
being.

From the static viewpoint, analogy and the fundamental
composition of finite being explain adequately the problem of
being. When we pass to the dynamic viewpoint, a new prob-
lem arises. Finite being is also given to us in immediate
experience as in movement, as subject to change. What are
the metaphysical implications of this new aspect? Here again
we are confronted with an age-old problem, one that is entirely
legitimate and demands a solution. Aristotelian-Thomistic phi-
losophy is enabled to solve the problem, in virtue of its classic
doctrine of act and potency.** Change in finite being involves
these two principles. Whatever changes must be determinable,
perfectible, potential in some way—it is capable of realizing a
perfection under some aspect. Every principle of determina-
tion is called, in Scholastic language, act. Change implies the
permanent identity of a subject, the determinability of which
is successively actuated i different ways; in other words, all

%2 Cf, St. Thomas, In Boethiz de Trinitate, q. 4, a. 1.
8¢ Cf. St. Thomas, de Pot., q. 8, a. 2; Contra Gentiles, II, c. 17; Summa Theol.,
I, q. 45, a. 2, ad 2.
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change implies a structure of potency and act. Each term of
the structure is relative to the other; they constitute correla-
tions, principles of being, transcendental relations. The being
which-they constitute is, in virtue of this structure, entirely
subject to change. It remains always determinable in some
way, by successive acts which bring it further perfections.

It was by means of this classic doctrine that Aristotle solved
the dilemma of Parmenides and Heraclitus. It is unfortunate
that the balanced solution which it offers to the problem of
change has been largely misunderstood or ignored by modern
philosophy. The only alternative to it is a radical but one-
sided solution which really fails to do justice to either of
the real aspects afforded by changing being. The doctrine of
perpetual flux of Heraclhitus—absolute evolutionism and dy-
namism—is an example of such an inadequate solution. Like-
wise the radical activism of a Leibnitz and of some Person-
alists, the evolutionism of Bergson and Le Roy fail to do justice
to every aspect of changing being; they fail to safeguard the
necessary aspect of permanence in change.

The doctrine of substance meets with a similar fate in Per-
sonalist metaphysics. The traditional Thomistic doctrine of
substance and accident was designed to account for the phe-
nomena of change and activity in finite beings. These latter
appear in our experience as active and as subjects of change.
In neither case can the phenomenon be adequately explained
without positing a certain composition in finite beings. The
being which is active, which is the principle of activity, is not
essentially so; it is not active by its whole entity. Activity
cannot be the essential definition of any finite being. An
analysis of the activity or change of any finite being leads to
the metaphysical inference that such phenomena can be ex-
plained only by a real composition of principles in the being.
There must be principle of substantiality and principles of
-accidental modifications to explain this aspect of finite being.
Against the activism of Leibnitz and of certain Personalist
metaphysicians we must insist on some balanced theory which
really does justice to the implications of activity.
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The misapprehension of the notion of substance by Per-
sonalists leads to their failure to see the whole doctrine in its
proper perspective, as a metaphysical implication of change.
This failure to apprehend the doctrine from its proper perspec-
tive is again the consequence of following false mentors. Under
Kantian influence, they tend to reduce substance to a category
of the understanding, and to regard permanence as its charac-
teristic note.®® Historically, it is well known how disastrous
this Kantian influence has been for the doctrine of substance.
Logically, it has led, first, to the perversion of the notion of
substance, and, finally, to its complete rejection. And even
when the objectivity of the notion has been retained, it has been
a perpetuation of the old Lockean conception of an unknown,
inert substratum, lying behind or beyond phenomena.

To avoid this consequence, Personalists have made an un-
happy combination of the “ permanence ” notion of substance
with the Leibnitzian activism. In consequence, while they
have been able to retain the element of activity, they are
unable to base it on any satisfactory foundation.

The further necessity of combining the notion of permanence
with that of reality as essentially active logically leads to the
Personalist doctrine of causality. For on these data, the con-
cept of finite causality is intelligible only on the personal plane.
Only in volitional causal actions of persons can Personalists
find an authentic example of true causality. In volitional caus-
ality the element of permanence is preserved: it is not a tem-
porary influence on the event, but is abiding and immanent in
it. Bowne seeks the explanation of this type of causality in the
soul’s powers of self-determination and self-identification. In
the oneness of consciousness, unity and plurality are identified.

A momentous change is introduced into this conception of
causality by Bowne’s doctrine of occasionalism. If Personalists
generally defend only causality of the human will, Bowne re-
jects outright causality in the objective world. The world of

% This conception, so common among modern non-Scholastic philosophers, is
really taken for granted in practically all Personalist discussions of the doctrine.
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matter is purely phenomenal. Nature has no inherent forces
resident within it; it is nothing more than the continuous,
orderly intervention of God. Things are not real causes; they
are simply the “ occasions” on which God intervenes to pro-
duce His effects. He is the sole cause in the universe. Cause
and effect are not objectively real; they are the order which
our understanding introduces into the data of sensibility.

From this synthesis of Kantian epistemology with the doc-
trine of Occasionalism, the following is the resulting position:
created substances are not truly efficient causes—they are but
the occasions for the manifestation of the Divine Will and the
Divine operations. This is equivalently a radical denial of
created efficient causality. Such occasionalism, In so far as
it is related to Theism, is founded on the desire to give to the
Deity a supremely eminent status. God is to be absolutely
supreme, without a rival in the causal order: His primacy as
First Cause is deemed to be challenged if created agents can
lay claim to any efficient causality. Matter and material sub-
stances must, then, be completely subordinated to His Will.
They must be despoiled of the last vestiges of independence
and autonomy.

The general criticisms levelled against all forms of Occa-
sionalism are valid, too, against this Personalist doctrine: its
logical effect is the very contrary to the one desired. In the last
analysis every form of occasionalism is derogatory to the per-
fections of God, the First Cause. St. Thomas, especially, has
brought cut this consequence, showing effectively how the doc-
trine detracts from the divine perfections. In the Contra
Gentiles, III, c. 69, where he discusses the doctrine of Occa-
sionalism, he sets out the multe inconvenientia which follow
from such a view of created substances. However we conceive
the relations of created causes to the First Cause, in no case
must the real causality of second agents be denied. For such
a denial is especially derogatory to the Divine Wisdom. To
admit that God has created certain organs admirably adapted
for the performance of certain functions, and then to deny that
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they perform these or any other functions, is tantamount to
denying the wisdom of the Creator. On the occasionalist thesis,
there is no cogent reason why any created thing should serve
even as the occasion of the divine activity. It is hard to under-
stand why one thing rather than another should serve as such
occasion for the divine operations.®® On such a view it becomes
particularly difficult to explain the order of finality in the uni-
verse. The elements of this order—its hierarchical structure,
its subordination of means to end, and part to whole, its grada-
tion of participated perfections—all these are explicable only if
we assume that, in maintaining this order, creatures cooperate
efficiently with the divine First Cause. If, however, creatures
are inert, inoperative, bereft of all causal efficiency, mere occa-
sions of God’s intervention, what is the raison d’étre of these
different perfections and endowments? As St. Thomas put it,
“ their use [as secondary causes] to produce effects would have
been in vain. The doctrine which leads to such a view is, there-
fore, repugnant to the divine wisdom.” ¢

The primacy of God as First Cause is adequately safeguarded
in granting to created substances a secondary causality. This
communication of secondary causality to creatures is, as St.
Thomas shows, a consequence of their constitution in being.
As causa essendi, He is the First Cause of the existence of
created substaces. Agere sequitur esse. He is alse the First
Cause Who has granted to creatures a limited causality propor-
tioned to their being. But subordination in being is the funda-
mental form of subjection of the creature to its Creator.

The perfection of the effect demonstrates the perfection of
the cause, says St. Thomas. God is the most perfect agent:
the higher power operates the more perfect effect. Now, if
God is the most perfect agent, it follows that agents created
by Him should obtain from Him a certain perfection. To mini-

88 Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, Contra Gentiles, 111, ¢. 69: “Si autem res creatae
nullo modo operentur ad effectus producendos, sed solus Deus operetur omnia
immediate, frustra essent adhibitae ab Ipso aliae res ad producendos effectus.

Repugnat igitur praedicta positio divinae sapientiae.”
87 Ibid.

3
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mize the perfection of the creature is, in reality, to detract from
the power of God, its cause. Now, occasionalism certainly
belittles the perfection of the creature by denying to it real
efficient causality: by this very fact, too, it detracts from the
divine perfection. “ It 1s,” says St. Thomas, “ the mark of the
plenitude of a thing’s perfection that it can communicate this
perfection to another being.” ** Moreover, as we know things
only through their activities, there is no good reason why we
should affirm so many inert masses, if they are in reality no
more than passive occasions for the exercise of the divine
activity. We can say with Berkeley, ““let them go: nobody
will miss them.”

\

The general epistemological and metaphysical positions of
the Personalists assume considerable importance as tending to
give a typical orientation to their theistic doctrines. For the
philosopher, the problem of God arises naturally from the meta-
physical enquiry. Natural theology finds its place in the philo-
sophical hierarchy as a branch of metaphysics, of which it
constitutes one of the special branches. The general ontologi-
cal enquiry must examine and explain especially finite being:
it lays down the general principles which explain the charac-
teristic unity and diversity of reality. It will seek especially
the essential conditions for the existence and causal activity of
finite being. These are seen to imply the characteristic articu-
lation in finite being of a composition of principles in the static
stage: essence and existence; and in the stage of activity, of
act and potency, substance and accident.

Ultimately, however, these principles are seen to be inade-
quate to give the final explanation of the order of finite beings.
‘'The relative, dependent, limited character of each finite being
is reflected in the total order of finite beings. The contingent,
limited character imposed on each member of that order and
reflected in the composite character of its being, both in the
dynamic and static stages, entails the same characteristics in

%8 Ibid.
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the total order of the finite. The latter manifests the same
contingent, limited and perfectible character as its component
parts. The question arises logically as to how the whole finite
order is ultimately to be explained, for, metaphysically, it is
not self-sufficient. What is relative, dependent, conditioned
demands some absolute reality as its foundation. The relative,
the insufficient, the dependent cannot, in virtue of these very
characteristics, explain itself.

Along such lines, Thomism has traditionally posed the philo-
sophical problem of God. The setting is metaphysical: essen-
tially, the problem is to explain being as we find it. The
fundamental demonstration is, therefore, a posteriori, by way
of a metaphysical inference from finite beings as revealed in
our experience. The starting-point is the existence of creatures,
beings which are clearly revealed as effects, with the characters
of dependence and contingency. The analogy of being is the
underlying doctrine. Hence, the methoed of natural theclogy
is the analogical method. To establish a relationship in being
between two things, is, metaphysically, to establish a propor-
tion between them, to set up an analogical relation. The three
stages of the analogical method—causation, negation and emi-
nence—are essentially implied by the proportional analogy of
being, and constitute the complete expression of that analogy.
This method obtains essentially in both parts of Natural The-
ology, between which, in fact, there is no adequate metaphysical
distinction; and governs both the proofs for God’s existence and
the deduction of His attributes.

The a posteriori proofs for God’s existence, of which the
quinque viae of St. Thomas represent the most interesting
formulations, all follow this pattern. Setting off from some
experiential aspect of finite beings, or of the activity of such
beings, they establish the dependent, contingent character of
this aspect. Then by a metaphysical inference they move to
assert the necessary existence of an Absolute, a Necessary,
Unconditioned, Independent Being. The characteristic notes
of such proofs are their empirical starting-points and their
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employment of the method of metaphysical inference, resting
on the principle of causality.

Personalists are in line with this traditional approach when
they view the problem of God as arising necessarily from
the metaphysical enquiry. Any world-view, they recognize, is
incomplete without a conception of the causal ground of the
universe. A doctrine of theism in some form is an integral
part of all typical forms of Personalism. “ True, normative
personalism,” says Knudson, “ must be theistic.” ®* The same
writer adduces as a reason for this theistic bias the fact that
“the central idea of Personalism, the unique significance of
personality, owes its origin to Christian influence. This was
the great contribution made by Christianity to European phi-
losophy. . . . Christianity concentrated attention upon the
distinctively personal element in God and in the human soul
as had not been done before. A personal God and personal
immortality—these were the two foci in the ellipse of Chris-
tian thought.” ™ So essential does Knudson regard a doctrine
of theism to Personalism, that he rejects as totally incounsistent
with its fundamental tenets the doctrines of atheism and
pantheism,

The theistic interest which marked the beginnings of Per-
sonalism is still a marked feature of its more typical formula-
tions. The primacy of theism is a recurrent theme in the writ-
ings of American Personalists, from Howison and Bowne to
Flewelling and Brightman. They are sincere in accepting a
personal God and in seeking in Him the explanation of all
things. They view the world as a hierarchy of persons, with a
Supreme Person at its head.

Still, their defence of theism is not without its own peculiar
features and is colored by their general philosophical positions.
In view of the intimate connection which has traditionally
existed between natural theology and metaphysics, it is clear
that any reformulation of the former must taken account of
this orientation. It is equally evident that traditional theism

% Op. cit., p. 30. " Ibid., p. 21.
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cannot be reproduced without significant changes, when the
original metaphysical background is altered. The leitmotif of
the recent literature of theistic Personalism is the more or less
articulate demand for a restatement of the traditional doctrine
in terms of a metaphysics more acceptable to the modern mind.

The claim that Personalism is the pre-eminent philosophical
defence of Christianity today is now frequently made. * Per-
sonalism,” writes Knudson, “is, in a pre-eminent sense, the
philosophy of religion of our day. It may indeed be said to
be the most thorough-going philosophical expression that Chris-
tianity has yet received.” * “[Personalismlhas during the last
century been the most powerful ally of religion and . . . at
least in Protestant lands, it has almost alone defended the
citadel of religious faith against the attacks of materialistic and
positivistic naturalism. . . . For it the claim may, therefore,
fairly be made that it is the type of philosophy with which
Christian thought most naturally allies itself at the present
time.” *

More often, however, we have explicit claims that all current
presentations of Theism, save that of the Personalists, are, even
philosophically, unsatisfactory. Referring to the dissatisfac-
tion with all current formulations of the doctrine of God ex-
pressed by Herbert Wildon Carr, a writer in The Personalist,
says: “ It is quite true that Theism ° as ordinarily propounded’
is full of contradictions which offend not only logically but
also morally and religiously. But Theism ¢ as ordinarily pro-
pounded ’ is not representative of the best philosophical Theism.

Certainly, the Theism of Personalism does not warrant
the crude anthropomorphism which has characterized the idea
of God as held not only by the popular mind but by much
orthodox as well as unorthodox theclogy.” ™ “ The pressing
religious and philosophical need of our time is a reconstructed
Theism along the lines of Personalism, which shall be more

" Ibid., p. 247.

" Ibid., p. 250.

72 J. W. Buckham, “ Herbert Wildon Carr’s Contribution to Personalism,” The
Personalist, Vol. XIII, 2 (1932), p. 116.
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adequate to advancing knowledge. . . . The conception of
God as Perfect Personality . . . should not be regarded as
having reached completion. Problems of great magnitude and
difficulty remain as to the possibility and manner of relating
Him, first of all to our imperfect and wilful personalities, and,
still more, to the cosmos, with its apparently irresolvable con-
tradictions and disharmonies.” ™

In these and similar pronouncements there is the implication
that traditional theism, if not reformulated in a Personalist way,
is no longer adequate to a defence of God. The concept of a
Supreme Belng is necessary to any adequate explanation of the
world—scientific or philosophic. But the proper philosophical
setting for the concept and its rational justification is a press-
ing problem for Personalists. How is this “ reconstruction ” of
traditional theism, which is conceived to be necessary to bring
the concept of God into line with modern thought, to he
effected? Generally, the adaptation is conceived by Person-
alists to entail necessarily a jettisoning of much of the older
“ metaphysical setting” in which the demonstration of God’s
existence and the deduction of His attributes were traditionally
effected. This is a far-reaching contention. If it is granted,
then, for instance, the probative force of the old metaphysical
arguments is considerably reduced if not totally denied. We
are Justified in discerning in this desire for reformulation, a
particular phase of what Mgr. Sheen has aptly designated the
“ modern attack on the intelligence.” ** In the opinion of the
authors of this attack, too much confidence has always been
placed in the operations of the faculty of intelligence. They
were conceded an absolute value which, in point of fact, they
do not possess. To the modern mind, intellectual operations
appear abstract, remote from life, distortions of reality. Phi-
losophies of intellectualism, founded on this absolute confidence
I intelligence, are discounted as unrealistic, divorced from life
and reality, inert and inoperative. The science of metaphysics,
the crowning achievement of intellectualism, incurs the same
disfavor and loses all its erstwhile claim to absolute value.

" Ibid., pp. 116-117. ** Cf. God and Intelligence, pp. 9-20.
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It is important not to admit too lightly criticism levelled at
the traditional Scholastic presentation of the problem of God.
Indeed, the time has come for an evaluation of the Personalist
reformulation of Theism, and of the claim that it represents the
philosophy of religion par evcellence of our time. One can
readily admit the genuinely theistic interests of the typical
Personalists; but one should scrutinize carefully their claim that
their doctrines represent “ the type of philosophy with which
Christian thought most naturally allies itself at the present
time.” For it is clear from our preceding analysis of the gen-
eral metaphysical framework of Personalism that an acceptance
of its tenets must necessarily entail significant departures from
the traditional foundations of Christian thelsm. Personalism
is, indeed, the heir of a philosophical tradition which represents
an ever-widening breach with the tenets of Scholasticism, and,
in particular, with many fundamental positions of Thomism.
Knudson thinks that “the significant changes in the philo-
sophical orientation of the Western world since Descartes ”
entail a reformulation, if not a rejection, of the traditional
proofs. The strongly spiritualistic interests of Personalist litera-
ture, and the wholly genuine defence of traditional Christian
values, which can find such sympathetic accord in the Catholic
philosopher, should not, therefore, blind us to the real character
of the neo-theism which is envisaged. The formulation of a
system of natural theology as the basis of a rational justifica-
tion of Theism, is so important for Christian philosophy that
every care must be taken with its construction.

The theistic doctrines of Personalism-are determined, to some
extent, by its filiation from the school of Personal Idealism.
The general contribution of this latter school was to restore a
form of theism as an integral part of idealism. This constituted
a reaction against the panlogism and absolutism of Hegel. But
in its positive doctrine on God, it shows a good deal of uncer-
tainty, much wavering and casting about in thought, giving a
tentative character to the whole of its natural theology. The
contributions of the individual persoﬂal idealists  are of very



200 JOHN A. CREAVEN

unequal value and often of a contradictory character. A. S.
Pringle-Pattison,” for instance, in his earlier works, made a
valiant attempt to take the doctrine of personality back, beyond
Hegelianism, to its original epistemological setting in Kant.
Here he sought for the foundations of the unique, individual
value of each person—the separateness and impenetrability
which are the metaphysical marks of all personality. But,
failing to give this doctrine its full metaphysical value when
applied to the Infinite Personality of God, we find him, in his
later works,”” restoring something of the already discredited
Absolutism. In his attempted metaphysical system, we find a
synthesis in which God and the finite are in organic relation,
God being immanent in, and essential to, the world. God and
nature are not separated: they are in organic interdependence.

The logical consequence of such a view is the denial of God’s
primacy and transcendence vis-a-vis the world. The “old ”
idea of God, which was founded precisely on His possession
of these two attributes, must, therefore, be considerably modi-
fied, if not entirely rejected. In the “ organic” view, it is of
man’s primacy that we must speak; God is reduced to an
aspect of the umiverse, a function of man. The enhancement
of finite personality, thus assured, is accomplished only at the
sacrifice of the God of traditional theism.

The same judgment might justly be passed on the interest-
ing attempt of Hastings Rashdall to color the doctrine of Per-
sonal Idealism by a revival of Berkeleian theism.”® He is rightly
convinced of the unique and independent value of all person-
ality, human and divine, and of the consequent necessity of
opposing rigidly every form of absolutism. To found his posi-
tive doctrine, he restores the spiritual idealism of Berkeley,
which entails the view that God is necessary to give an objec-
tive reality to external things. He so stresses the independence

"6 Ct. his Hegelianism and Personality (1887).

" Ct. his The Idea of God in the Light of Recent Philosophy (1917); The Idea
of Immortality (1922).

*® See, especially, his “ Personality, Human and Divine,” in Personal Idealism
(1902) .
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and individuality of each finite mind that it becomes impervious
to every other consciousness. Personality, in this view, becomes
exclusive, and God is thus limited by the existence of human
persons. God is, thus, not the sole absolute reality. The real
absolute order is constituted of a community of personal spirits,
of whom Geod is only one, though the principal. Logically, all
this can lead only to the concept of a finite God.

Viewed solely from the point of view of its filiation from
Personal Idealism, we need not, then, expect to find in Per-
sonalism a strict adherence to traditional theism. And, in fact,
what is generally offered is an attempt at a “ new ” and “ more
modern ” reformulation. H. W. Carr, for instance, strongly
upholds the necessity of the concept of God for any adequate
explanation of the world, scientific or philosophical. But in
showing how this doctrine is to be formulated philosophically,
he has recourse to certain metaphysical principles, of Cartesian,
and Leibnitzian origin. The individuality of the real, for
instance, is deduced from these principles of Leibnitz: Reality
is essentially active; activity is individual, therefore reality is
individual.”® On the basis of these principles, we are compelled
to conclude that ““the conception of God . . . is not a fixed
and final object of knowledge but a conception that we our-
selves form, a conception subject to continual modification
and reformulation.” This granted, it follows that we must
reject the “old conception of a Creator or divine artificer
fashioning man in his own image out of a material ready to
hand,” and form “ the new concept of a universal activity of
life manifesting itself in the continuous creation of new
modes.” %

A further consequence is that we must regard as invalid
the “ old ” method of arguing from the imperfections or con-
tingency of the finite to the infinity of the Creator. The
traditional theistic argument “ proceeded straightway from the
necessary imperfection of the finite to the absolute perfection

70 % The God of Philosophy,” The Personalist, Vol. IX, 3 (1928), pp. 159-167.
% Ibid., pp. 161-162.
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of the infinite.” The leap was based on a principle never
adequately criticized, viz. the “ absolute nature of reason as
pure enlightenment,” the assumption that reason is identical
in God and man, one in kind though differing in degree.

In the view of Carr, such a process of argumentation is no
longer possible. Modern science has rendered difficult, if not
impossible, such a conception of God. Progress in the physical
sciences, and especially in biology, has complicated consider-
ably some of its implications. These vaguely asserted difficul-
ties are clarified somewhat in their specification: the impos-
sibility of assigning to the act of creation a definite locus, state
and modus operandi; the notion of a particular and continuous
providence. While the first cause must, admittedly, be con-
ceived as transcending the natural order, still the vital principle
of biology has raised a new and difficult problem of peculiar
significance for the concept of God. Modern science presents
us more and more with a picture of life as an autonomous
reality, a phenomenon umnique in its origin and identical
throughout its manifold manifestations.

These facts, while militating against the older notion of a
Creator-God, do not preclude the formation of a new concep-
tion of God, in full accord with the requirements of scientific
though, and in harmony especially with the vital principle
accepted by science and philosophy. Such pronouncements
hold out hopes of something really original in the way of a
conception of Deity. How disappointing, then, to learn that
this “ new ” concept is nothing more than the old Platonic and
Neo-Platonic idea of a world-soul! The doctrine is enhanced,
to be sure, and is made to lose much of the improbability which
it possessed iIn its original setting in Plato and Plotinus; espe-
cially is it revised to meet the requirements of modern science.™
Stripped of all its trappings and non-essential nuances, here is
the more rational and consistent idea of God which Carr deems
to be demanded by modern thought: “ A world-soul, a mind

% Ipid., p. 166.
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universal, a supreme monad, dependent on the activities of the
individual reals which . . . constitute the universe.”

Behind the dissatisfaction of Carr with traditional theism,
there lies a more general distrust of intelligence and of the
philosophy of intellectualism-—a distrust shared by nearly all
the modern agitators for a revision of the concept of God.
Despite his words, he does not really intend to cavil at any
particular form taken by the metaphysical inference from crea-
tures to God, but rather, as he hints, at the ambitions of intel-
ligence manifested by such an attempt. In proposing the out-
moded concept of a world-soul as a substitute for the tradi-
tional doctrine, he is not, in reality, pitting one metaphysical
conception against another; rather, he is concerned with find-
ing, on an entirely different plane, an adequate “ scientific ”
substitute for a notion discredited because of its intellectualist
antecedents.

This sceptical view of traditional theism is not an exceptional
one among recent Personalists. Knudson takes the view that
the essential truths of theism cannot be established by purely
theoretical arguments. The *“ older ” view which regarded the
theistic * proofs ” as strict demonstrations, has to be aban-
doned. Kant has forever disposed of their claim to an apodic-
tic value, and has clearly shown that strict demonstration in
this matter is an impossibility.*®* This position is entailed by
the more general fideism of personalist epistemology. All knowl-
edge rests on faith and this is as true of God as of objective
reality in general. QOur knowledge of God’s existence rests
chiefly on moral faith. This faith needs to be supplemented
by theoretical considerations, and in this role the traditional
speculative arguments retain a permanent value. But they
must forever shed their pretensions to a strict demonstrative
character.®® This attitude is endorsed by the editor of The
Personalist in the following typical statement: “ The best phi-
losophy can do is to show the reasonableness for the assumption

82 Knudson, The Doctrine of God, pp. 162-163.
s Ibid.
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of the existence of God.” * God’s existence is undemonstrable
scientifically because He pertains to the domain of faith and
values. Science can neither establish His existence nor refute
it, because He is not susceptible of spatio-temporal designation,
the proper scientific method of identification.

If these latter statements refer exclusively to the domain of
the purely positive sciences, they could be endorsed by any
Thomist. It is clear, however, that they are of more general
implication, and are intended to exclude a strictly philosophical
demonstration of God’s existence. The fideism which colors
the general Personalist aproach to the doctrine of knowledge
is applied, logically, to this problem. Here, however, it under-
goes a characteristic development which is not without sig-
nificance. The most important feature of this development is
the defining of the relations between philosophical theism and
the Christian religion. Religion necessarily has its philosophical
implications, of which God and immortality are the-most sig-
nificant. Theism claims to justify these tenets. But religion
has its own autonomous validity, quite apart from any rational
justification.®”® For Personalists, religion has its own a priori,
carrying in itself its own justification. Logical or metaphysical
developments can never be its essential supports. Religious
experience is an ultimate form of experience and as such is
neither created nor eliminated by logical thought. This posi-
tion recognizes a clear-cut distinction between natural and
revealed theology. It acknowledges that the Christian religion
can never be reduced to the dimensions of a mere philosophical
theism.®

This does not mean that natural theology loses all its interest.
Indeed, Knudson would have Personalism “ primarily interested
in the philosophical foundations of religion in general.” In this
regard, it is possible to discern an incipient and encouraging
reaction against the agnostic tendencies of much post-Kantian
thought. The popular agnostic view, that Kant has totally

4 Ibid., p. 165.
8¢ Philosophy of Personalism, pp. 247-251.
¢ Knudson, The Doctrine of God, pp. 161-170.
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overthrown all traditional arguments for the divine existence,
is not unreservedly accepted by all Personalists. Admittedly,
these arguments can no longer be regarded as apodictic—they
are too ambitious and are not demonstrations in the strict
sense. They *attempted the impossible.” Indeed, a strict
demonstration of God’s existence is impossible—so much at
least is clear from Kant’s critique.®” Still, the traditional at-
tempts to find such a demonstration do not lose all value for
the theist. While holding strictly to the primacy of the prac-
tical reason, and consequently of the moral and religious basis
of God’s existence, we must accord a place, too, to a meta-
physically grounded theism. The error of Kant’s position was,
perhaps, to overstress the distinction between pure and prac-
tical reason, and to make the latter too exclusively the basis
of religion and of morality. This does violence to the unity of
human nature. Both theoretical and practical reason are ulti-
mately seen to point towards a “ common spiritual interpreta-
tion of the universe.” And the theistic arguments are thus
seen to suggest a world-view that is in “ the line of least re-
sistance for the intellect,” no less than for man’s religious and
moral nature.

Tt is from this modest standpoint that the traditional theistic
arguments must today be evaluated. Omitting all considera-
tion of their apodictic value, the modern theist should confine
his attention to a critical limitation of their value. As a result
of his critical evaluation, Knudson finds that none of the tradi-
tional formulations of the theistic argument is entirely satisfac-
tory. They are classified by him under two main headings:
the conceptual arguments and the causal arguments. Under
the former category, all variations of the Ontological argument
are dismissed because of their general ultra-realist implications,
and because the criticisms traditionally alleged against them
are still valid.®®

The causal argument receives more favorable consideration,

87 Ibid., pp. 235-237.
88 Cf. ibid., pp. 284-241. Also same author’s Philosophy of Personalism, pp.
259-273.
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but its analysis by St. Thomas into the traditional “five ways ”
lacks complete cogency. The Aristotelian terms and setting
are found remote from life and unintelligible to modern thought.
Again, more was read into their conclusions than was warranted
by the premises. Even the unity of the world, which seems to
have been a postulate for each proof, was, in Lotze’s phrase,
“an altogether arbitrary leap.” In other words, it was sur-
reptitiously assumed by the Scholastics that the world is a
systematic whole, rather than an absolute pluralism of self-
existent atoms. Parallel with this assumption was that of the
immediate identification of the necessary Being with the God
of Theism: men’s certainty of the existence of God blinded
them into a too facile identification of the ens realisstmum with
the Supreme Being of philosophical speculation.

All this entails a revision of the cosmological argument in
terms more acceptable to the modern mind. XLotze has, at-
tempted a modification of the older cosmological argument and’
has thus provided the Pergonalists with the basis for their sole
theistic argument.®® This turns out to be a proof from caus-
ality, in modern terms. As developed by Bowne and his fol-
lowers, it proceeds in two stages. The first of these purports
to show the necessity of some unifying world-ground, as a basis
for systematic interaction (incorporating the older cosmologi-
cal argument). Thé second stage argues to the intelligent,
personal character of this umitary being (the teleclogical
argument) .

The first phase of the proof is thus summarized by Knudson:
“ The argument for a unitary world-ground begins with the
admitted fact of systematic interaction and consists in showing
that such an interacting system as the material universe is
recognized to be can be rationally conceived only as the work
of a co-ordinating One. There is and can be no actual trans-
ference of states or conditions from one independent thing to
another, nor are there forces playing between them or influ-

8 Tor the metaphysical background for this argumenf, cf. supra, the discussion
on the Personalist tenet of umity.
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ences passing from one to the other. ... The real explanation
of systematic interaction can be found only in the immanent
action of an underlying One. Independent things cannot in
and of themselves form an interacting system. The very idea
of such a system excludes a fundamental pluralism. I such
a system exists, there must be a unitary agent that mediates
the interaction of the many, or is the dynamic ground of their
being.” *°

The reasoning calls for little comment. It may be noted
that the interaction envisaged in this argument is adduced as
the sole authentic example of the operation of efficient causality
in the material world. The terms of its description are rather
unmetaphysical and sound strange to Scholastic ears. More-
over, the validity of the whole reasoning process depends on
the peculiar Lotzean conception of systematic interaction which
is its inspiration.

The second stage of the argument seeks to determine more
precisely the nature of the underlying One. This necessarily
immvolves the remaining topics of natural theology—God’s
attributes and His relations to the world—problems that are
the source of no little perplexity to Personalists.

VI

It is often pointed out that modern discussions on God tend
to centre around the problem of His nature rather than that
of His existence. This is a natural consequence of the rejec-
tion of the value of the traditional proofs and the more or less
explicit acceptance of the indemonstrability of God’s existence.
This naturally entails a shifting of the focus of attention from
the problem of demonstration to that of the Divine Nature.
The traditional proofs, too, are regarded as having a too meta-
physical flavor and the modern mind is not amenable to
metaphysical considerations. They tend to * formalize ” God
unduly and to place Him in an abstract sphere alienated from
life. The modern approach demands that God be treated more

9 Knudson, The Doctrine of God, p. 239.
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in function of the world and man: it is especially His relations
to the latter that should claim interest. Men are no longer
concerned with the nature of God as He is “ in Himself "—His
absolute aspect—Dbut rather with the role He fills in relation
to the world. The tendency is to democratize God, to present
Him to men as the God of their needs and desires.

Personalists have generally tried to steer clear of such an
over-pragmatic presentation of the doctrine of God. They
have made a genuine attempt to preserve many of the specula-
tive and metaphysical considerations of traditional theism.
But the constant preoccupation with finding the “ reinterpreta-
tion ” which is deemed necessary, leads to a good deal of vacil-
lation in the acceptance of cardinal tenets in the pure theism of
Scholastic tradition.

The first crucial question that arises as regards the nature
of God concerns the possibility and manner of ascribing per-
sonality to the Supreme Being. Adherents of the Bownean
tradition find in the second stage of the theistic argument a
decisive step towards the establishment of the divine Person-
ality. For the latter phase of the proof is concerned with show-
ing that the unitary World-Ground possesses at least ome
supremely personal attribute—that of intelligence. The cosmo-
logical argument, taken by itself, merely leads to the necessity
of positing a unitary Being; it cannot further determine its
nature. We could not even exclude the possibility that the
unifying Being might be a blind, impersonal energy or force.
But this hypothesis is seen to be excluded by the application
of the second form of the causal argument, the so-called
“ physico-theological ” or teleological proof. Taking up the
same fact of experience—that of the interacting system which
constitutes the world—it finds in it an evident implication of
order. Without order, the interacting system would be lawless.
This fact of order argues an intelligent Cause Who is its Author.
And this inference is necessary whether we take as our starting-
point the evidences of design in the inorganic world—which
gives us what Bowne designates as the argument from order—
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or whether we limit it to the complex structures and adapta-
tions found in the organic realm, which yield us the argument
from design.®* In either case we are led to infer intelligence
as the source.

Does this conclusion immediately deliver us from all shades
of impersonal monism and enable us to infer directly the per-
sonality of the Deity? Theistic personalists are at one in
ascribing personality to the unmitary Cause of the world, but
they encounter considerable difficulty in determining the pre-
cise sense to be attributed to the term in this case. Bowne’s
designation of God as the “ World-Ground ” is in itself rather
unfortunate, as savoring too much of the impersonal One of
the Monists. Still, one must not always quibble at words; it is
the underlying reality thus designated that really matters. And
in this connection, there can be no doubt as to the truly per-
sonal character of the God of Bowne’s theism.

Still, the personal character of God raises further problems
for Personalists. To begin with, how is the notion of God as
Person to be reconciled with His character of absoluteness? It
has been argued that personality naturally and inevitably con-
notes some kind of limitation, and its application to God is
an unwarranted piece of anthropomorphism. Personalists deny
the incompatibility of the two and show how, on the contrary,
they mutually imply each other in the concept of Deity. The
compatibility of these two attributes is evinced from their
definitions. “ Absolute ” does not neeessarily bear the agnostic
or symbolist sense of unrelated and hence unknowable; rather
it signifies primarily independent in existence, the uncondi-
tioned, the perfect, the complete. On the other hand, person-
ality implies basically no more than a conscious and free intel-
ligence. And while personality in our experience is always of a
necessarily limited type, this does not mean that it may not
exist in a supereminent way in a transcendent Being, Who is
superhuman. In other words, there is no contradiction in the

°* Bowne, Theism, pp. 75-76; Knudson, Doctrine of God, pp. 239-240; Philosophy
of Personalism, pp. 298-301.
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