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restored, modern man will he cursed bj- fear, unrest, and the u-ill to 
destroy for all his days. Without a spiritual change in the heart and 
mind of man there will be no peace and no stability in the world. 
‘Humanity feels an imperative need for a complete regeneration of 
the heart and mind.’ ‘Let UB start out from the isolated bridgeheads 
of Europe, build up internationalism in various key regions of 
Europe and restore the shattered structure of the Continent bit by 
bit-this is the only realistic approach and programme. The archi- 
tech of the new Europe can be found in Great Britain, France, 
Switzerland and Scandinavia. ’ 

To the Catholic it is written large where all these remedies may be 
found. MARGRIETA BEER.  

PHILOSOPHICAL USDERSTANDISG ASD EEtI(;Ious TRUTH. By Eiich 

These six lectures, supplemented by kpious  and valuable notes, are 

sentiment, yet they do not appear herd-bitten enough for the 
marches between science and religion. They deal with an ancient 
feud, sometimes as though it were still coiiducted as a t  the beginning 
of the century. 

Sow religion may be offered to the scientist as a relief or escape, 
and may be so accepted, for like other men he does not a1wa.j-s want 
to talk shop; or again, he may be shown, as in these lectures, and 
acceptably too, that. religion is an attempt to wrest,le with a reality 
bej-ond his professional technique that yet must be faced. Kever- 
t,heless, as in other relationships, a stable agreement means common 
ground, and this is not provided in these lectures : a Gernian Protes- 
tant strnin discountenaiices such an agreement .in advance. 

Is it because there are divisions rather than distinctions? Echoes 
of post-Reformation conflicts reverberate from the first lecture on 
t.he nature of man. On the one hand the mechanism of the phxsical 
world, and on the ot.her the challenge to reason and nature from 
religion-and romance. The Coperiiican revolution paradoxically 
landed man in the prison of his consciousness: the theocentric habit 
of the medievals did a t  lea.st enable them to look at the wriggling 
creature 1vit.h a certain detachment and as a part of ,a going concern. 
This seeing of things in their proper place, essential to the virtue of 
humility, enters into the connected sense of humour and temperance 
of knowledge. Despite an exuberant treatment of external finality, 
the pat.hetic fallacy of projecting hunian feelings into the outside 
world is not a weakness of the medievals who wholeheartedlj- \rent 
Aristotelenn. They did not explain natural events by anthropomor- 
phic concepts of psychic forces, nor begin by giving an ethico-reli- 
gious sense to the term soul. It is the religious philosopher of another 
tradition who is saddled with the difficulty of reconciling the claims 
of the Here and Reyontl, or rather of deciding which to suppress. 

Prank (Cuiiiberlege, Oxford University Press; 10s. 6d.) 

addressed to  the philosophical understanding rather than to relia* UlOUS 
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St Thomas has little rise for violence and does not invoke the idea 
of religion as an iiiterruption froni another plane. P r  Frank, for all 
the deference he paJ-s to scientism. has not, one suspects, so great a 
confidence in the religious usefulness of the reason: he does not 
allon- that, the traditional demonstrations for the existence of God 
do more than reassure those who already believe on other counts. 
That the agonized attempt to d e n -  God may be more moving than 
the quiaque aire need not be gainsaid, but a rational espositioii must, 
not be charged with more than it claims, and there are times when 
Pascal’s saying must be transposed if only to defend t.he reason 
against, the heart. The reason has its rights, and arguments should 
be followed whether their conclusions fulfil R wish or disappoint it.. 
This i s  the ground of rational theology which religious philosophers 
have been too read>- to evacuate. perhaps because they have never 
liked the scenery. And so the world of science remains i n  it.s profane- 
ness, and some religious teniperan1ent.s even rejoice in the affronts 
the!- can offer t o  reasonableiiess. But this is iiot the tranquillity of 
order of the Thomist sp thes i s .  the conimunicatioii of the sciences 
in society, the discipline of esazt analog5 that is the rule of wisdom. 
Lye must look for light froni Jiaritain rather than from Bloy, though 
from the latter comes more of a blast. Pascal‘s wager, St  Augus- 
tine’s struggles may be sigtis of R deeper and holier realib- t,han 
Archdeacon Paley can accoininodste ; nevertheless the \Vhipa and 
Inglicaiis are wanted here. Scientific theism niuat be re-esainined. 
undistracted by the feeling either that it is what one wants or that 
it  has fallen out of fashion. -\t an;- rate. do iiot think that thinkers 
such as S t  Thomas thought that the>- were leaping into the unknown 
on making an act of faith, or screwing themseh-es up to a Kierke- 
gaard gesture, or directly attempting to establish an object of com- 
plete adoration. or doing an) thing else but trj-ing to make sense of 
what would otherwise be a meaningless bustle of e1wits. 

The third lectiire, on creation and time, continries the antithesis 
of religim and science. (’osniolog>-, it is thought. must remain with 
a creaturely chain of causes and effects, and creation must be es- 
cluded; ‘to re-introduce int:, science the concept of creation, with its 
implication of supernatural iiitervention. would verge on absurditx‘. 
How is it then defended? -is a religious, not a scientific, idea, which 
throws light. 011 the conditions of novelty in moral choice. Though in 
one place the notion is freed from n+at is termed ‘the inetaphysical 
assumption that the world had a beginning in time’, it is soniet,hing 
of a feat to have discussed its religious contest with but an oblique 
footnote reference to the careful analysis of S t  Th0nia.s which shows 
that creation does not nKessaiil!- involve a historical process. The 
contrast between sense and sensibi1it)- is continued in the fourth 
lectiirr. on truth and imagination. Sense is for the world of yerffiable 
facts. but there are other realms to which n-e can testify x i th  asstir- 
aiice. .\ ‘I’liomist. however. is not so  disposed to take refuge from 
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science, even in its most bigoted seiises. The concluding lectures, on 
history and destiny, and on letter and spirit., show the author a t  his 
best; he has left his quest,ionable haws for wise and prudent moral 
.reflections, where he stands in all the strength of what ma>- be called 
a gracious exist en tialism. 

This review has not done just,ice to his great learning and sj-m- 
path!. But it is reall>- a tribute, for the lectures themselves encou- 
rage a discussion and offer so much information; t h e -  have made us 
circle the need for a strictly scientific account of the preambles to 
Christian belief and pradice. I t  is not fair to criticize a work for 
what it does not set out to do. 1 challenge and supplement to scien- 
-tism is here worthil? offered. Yet it ma?- be observed that however 
powerful the case for religious truth. i f  it be presented as a world 
whollv apart from science, t.he result can be 110 more than to turn 
-the scientist into a man who also happens to be a believer. I t  mas  be 
.an appeal to his gallantry-but Balaclara was iieit.her an exemplary 
military action nor the subject of a paiticularly fine piece of poetry- 
or i t  ma> be a confrontation with the real issues of guilt and deat.h. 
But, in principle, is it, not better to argue up through the sciences 
-themselves? Dr Frank is known for his distinguished book Plato und 
.die sogenant i ten  P!ythagoreer; i t  is suggested that some of the issues 
h e  raises, though vivid and difficult, are in reality but so-called prob- 
lems. They are problems when we are urged to lead a double life, 
.but not when rationalism and belief can be shown a t  work in the 
middle term of a discipline t.hat is at once scientific and religious, 
.open to influelices be-ond reason, alive to analogy, exacting iii its 
.demands for rational evidence. THOMAS GILBT, O.P. 

AM I MY BROTEER’S KEEPER? -1nanda K. Cooniaraswamj. (John Day 

-111 that  Dr Coomaraswamy write5 goes together; all contributes to 
his main purpose of making inescapably clear the difference between 
A sacred and a secular order of life and thought. The seven essays 
here ure the came principles and point the same moral as the two 
volumes dread)- published on ‘the iiormal view of art’, but their 
starting-point is usually somewhat different. One, on ‘reincarnation’, 
.appeared in BL~CKFRIARS last Sorember.  -4mong other subjects 
treated the T h e  B u g b e a r  of Li te racy  (a withering indictment, amply 
documented) ; GuQnon’s writings and their significance ; and the idea 
.of ‘spiritual paternity’ among primitive peoples. On this last, by the 
way, two patristic passages should he added to the Christian parallels. 
‘ I t  was not you who formed your son, it was God who made him; you 
did but minister to  his appearing (parodon). i t  was God himself who 
wrought the whole’ (St- .John Chqsostom. P.G. 61. col. 85). N e c  p i  
concunibit  nec  p i  semiunt  e s t  aliqicitl set1 q t l i  fortnut D e u s  (St - \ I I~ I IS . -  
t i ne ,  D e  c i v .  De i  22, c .  24). 

Co., Sew Pork; $2.25.) 
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