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CHAPTER I

AM OUTLINE OF TIE FOUR POSITIONS

Tho religious believer will often state that he knows intuitively 

that God exists. His claims are frequently supported, though in a ouch 

more sophisticated way, by a considerable number of philosophers and 

theologians, who maintain that the intellect knows intuitively the 

existence of God. Such thinkers as Augustine, Bonaventure, and Pascal 

are among those who champion such an approach. In opposition to them, 

there are thinkers who maintain that tho existence of God is established 

to the satisfaction of the intellect by argument and inferential demon­

strations. Thinkers such as Aristotle, Aquinas, and Suarez are among 

tho prominent ones in this latter category. Throughout the history of 

Vostem philosophy these two approaches to God have gained favour or 

disapproval, and frequently tho success of tho one has led to the 

depreciation of the other.

Today the intuitive approach is gaining popularity in tho thoo- 

logico-philosophical circles of England and Continental Europe. It is 

not the purpose of this thesis to suggest detailed reasons for this, 

although I bolievo that the philosophies of Edmund Husserl and Henri 

Bergson have been partly responsible. Another reason might possibly bo 

the deadlock between the supporters of the traditional proofs for the 

existence of God and the contemporary followers of Hume and Kant. Each 

sido vehemently continues to refute the other so that tho spectator is 

becoming rapidly confused and perhaps bored with the whole debate.
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Th© source of the deadlock appears to be different epistemologies, and 

it seems that the issue will bo finally resolved when the epistemo­

logical differences are settled. The intuitive approach is regarded 

perhaps as the breaking of fresh ground on a sterile battlefield.

In this thesis ve shall confino ourselves to an examination of 

the intuitive approach of Jacques Maritain, E. L, Mascall, Illtyd 

Trethovan, and John Baillie. The choice of these thinkers is not ar­

bitrary, for the four of then cover a considerable scope of religious 

traditions, Maritain and Trethovan are Roman Catholics, Mascall is an 

Anglican, and Baillie a Presbyterian. Thore is also a further advantage 

in this selection, for two of the major Western theological positions are 

represented, the Thomistic and Augustinian traditions. The intuitive 

approach has been very much associated with the Augustinian tradition 

but has received little mention in Thomism. It is interesting to seo 

the Thomiets go beyond the immediate confines of Aquinas, and it is a 

tribute to the flexibility of Thomisn that they are trilling to do so. 

This justifies Langwad Casserley’s remark that the Augustinian phil­

osophy is perhaps the perennial philosophy of Vestorn Europe."

In this thesis a close examination will be made to determine what 

the word ’intuition* means in the writings of Jacques Maritain, E. L, 

Mascall, Illtyd Trethovan, and John Baillio. The trord ’intuition* is 

an extremely ambiguous term, and on the popular level can mean anything

^■■■■■■BMMaMM«MBaNBMMMMiHaaaHWMnra**a0MVMa*«M*-aMM*M^*

“L. Casserley, quoted in I. Trethovan, The Basis of Belief 
(Hew York 1961), p. 72. ’ ’
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fron mental telepathy to aosthetic inspiration. An attempt will bo 

made to pin down the four TTriters to a definition of intuition to avoid 

the confusion that will otherwise arise. The rolo of conceptualization 

will also bo considered in the various intuitions of God. Ve shall attempt 

an evaluation of the intuitions of God to aose s their merits as approaches 

to God. Lastly common features will be indicated in an attempt to pin 

down fundamental religious ideas shared by all four writers. Tho search 

for fundamental agreement between philosophers is often more fruitful 

than tho uncovering of differences.

In thio chapter we shall briefly outline the basic position of the 

four writers. Vo shall begin with certain fundamental Tbomintic notions 

that will form tho basis for tho intuitions of God in Uaritain and Mascall. 

For tho Thonist being is tho formal object of the intellect, since tho 
2 

intellect is "cut out to conquer being". That which is first attained 

by tho intellect is being as enveloped or embodied and diversified in 

sone particular. Tho first object of tho intellect is not a particular 

as such nor being as such, but rather it is tho particular object and 

being in general. Being is tho first object grasped by the intellect 

but it is attained in sensible things by dianoetic intellection. Tho 

intellect first knows being clothed in some particular. Although tho 

intellect encounters particular objects, tho particular does not immediate­

ly yield up its specific nature, but rather is first known as a being. 

Furthermore, we also know being as essentially diverse, since wo know

r-r.—r—----- ,----^^— ,r,r^, n| Illi r- I L , - ——--—-c~-« ^ir»rf»«Hr« JnmeB—-a^g-a

2J. Marituin, The Range of Koasoa (Hou York 1952) p.9.



4

it us embodied in different subjects. Being seems to bo differentiated 
3

from within.

The intellect is immediately able to know being, and because of 

this immediacy the Thomists say that we have an intuition of being. 

‘’There is therefore an intellectual perception of being, which, being 

involved in every act of our intelligence in fact rules all our thought 

from the very beginning.”^ The first intuition of the intellect is that 

of being, but this intellectual intuition requires the instrumentality 

of the senses. The intellect cannot intuit without the material given 

to it by the senses. It cannot enjoy an immediate intuition that is 

completely independent of the senses, for this can be enjoyed only by 

angelic intellectual intuition#

The intellect on the common sense level, on which this intuition 

of being occurs, does not function without a concept. Since being is 

the first object to bo intuited by the intellect, it is not surprising 

to find that being is the first concept to be formed and that all other 

concepts are variants of this one. We gain a concept of being corres­

ponding to this intuition of being, although the concept apparently 

never attains the richness of the intuition. “The tom, being, is the 

correct term to ezepress it, though obviously wo cannot display by this

''If the intellect comes to know being before it gains any other 
concepts, how doos it know being as diversified? To know it as diversi­
fied is to see it embodied in different particulars, and presumably, if 
Tre are able to recognise different particulars, then we probably already 
have concepts of those different particulars. Therefore it would soon 
that concepts precede our knowledge of being as diversified.

Aj, Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge (New York 1933) , p. 210,
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poor vord nor for thau matter by ths most skilful dovicos of language 

all of tho vS^^h contained in tho intuition.^^ Tho concept of being can 

grasp only imperfectly tho fullness of tho intuition of being. Set al­

though being boccmoa a concept just as tree becomes a concept, tho 

former concept differs ccnoi drably from tho iatt r and from all other 

concepts. Tho concept of being is essentially analogous, for it is 

realised in diverse ’••ays according to tho nature of the object, feing 

differs from universals not only in that it has a greater amplitude but 

chiefly in that it is not cue and tho sumo in the different subjects and 

in the-mind vhich abstracts tho nation of being from these different 

subjects. The concept of being is implicitly multiple, since non and 

trees are different in thoir very being. Everything vhich divides these 

beings from one another is tho sane being ”hlch ’-o find in each of then, 

and yet it is varied. being is not a on vocal concept, vhich applies 

to a number of particulars and thereby establishes a couaunity of essence 

among them. Being is, however, not an equivocal concept, since there is 

likeness of moaning in saying that a nan is and a troo is. The concept 

of being is therefore analogous, it is essential to realise tho analog­

ical nature of being. If this is overlooked, faritain fours that pliil- 

osoplv vill end up vith a pure pluralism like that of Descartes or a 

monism like that of Hegel. In actual fact being is supcrunivoraul, 

transindividual, transspecific, transgenoric, truascaiogGri cal ::as if 

in opening a blade of grass one started a bird creator than the vorldn.“

'".J. M-ritain, a Preface to Metaphysics (ikv fork 1962), n. 51.

6j. Maritain, Thj_f egraos of .ihcio.lt.) p. 212.

hj_f_egraos_of_.ihcio.lt
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Tho concept or being io not nocossarily a verbal formulation or 

oven a concept explicitly thought. Some languages for oxanplo leek a 

word ’boing*. Tho Thomists assort., hovovcr9 that the idea of coins io 

noverthelesa implicitly present in all nines. Frederick Coplcston 

states that consciousnoss ’’pro-supposos a prc-roflective avaronoos of 
7 

existing in encompassing Being”. Fran tho very beginning of our oxpor- 

ionco ”iaan finds himt:olf ’there* within tho area of Being”.^ Thore io 

an idea of Hein? in our minis at tho earliest stirring of th© intellect, 

Coploston draws, ho^ovor, a distinction between ’seeing* and ’noticing*. 

”o nay, for example, seo a snake and only labor realise that it was on 

adder. ”o ray thereforo that "o saw a snake but did not notice that it 

was an addnr, Similarly, wa *aeo’ being, but only uno mctaol^/siclan 

’notices’ it. "To notice or advert to this fact (ths intuition of being) 

is not to seo things which ether people do not seo5 it io to advert to 
9 

or notice "hat nary people rarely advert to explicitly”. Coplcston 

maintains that wo all implicitly have the idea of being, but that we have 

not explicitly realised it. ii child may not explicitly have an idea of 

being, but tho idoa of being is implicit in tho ideas which ho doos form. 

Presumably tho idou of being is so funranon^al to our intellect that it 

seems strange or almost artificial to talk about our forming such an idea. 

Presumably tho Themists would soy that wo live and novo within being and

^F. Copleston, Contemporary. 1211^112^: (’’ostminsbor 1?63), p. 74.

^Wd.9 P. 74.

Ibjd., P. 65.
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that it Is difficult for us to ©xanine the notion. •

"’hen the concept of being arises, the concept of existence also 

arises o It is in and t?ith ths concept of being that the concept of 

existence is conceived. At tho some time that the intellect forms ths 

concept of being, it cays in a judgment that this being exists, loth 

are necessaryj to say °thi3 being exists^ we must have tho idea of beings 

to have the idea of being the act of existing must be affirmed by the 

Judgment. At this first awakening of thought each is dependent upon 

the other. After thia, the intellect then grasps the act of existing 

affirmed in the first Judgment of existence and makes it on object of 

thought through a concept. Sxiotenae is thus made object through the 

objectifying of what is really a trens-objactive act and that refers to 

transosubjactive subjects th-t carry out this act of existing, aha 

concept of existence cannot bo separated from the concept of being. 

£et although ve can conceptualise the intuition of boing, it mist be 

remembered that being and existence ore not simply essences or objects. 

”c uso these concepts but do co to know a reality which is not on 

^saenco but is the very act of existing. All ecloncas except metaphysics 

a.o concepts to reach essences, out through the concepts of being and 

existence wo Iniaw a reality that io not an essence cut is oxistcnc© itself

The intuition of being and conceptualisation of that intuition ■ 

boko place, as vo havo indicated, on tho level of common sense or pro» 

philosophic plane. The intuition of God occurs on this same level and 

is linked with the intuition of being. It appease thus, as soon as wo 

havo ths intuition of being, vo also havo an intuition of God. Aho



latte? soeas to rollon upon ths former. “In perceiving Being Reason 

kne^s God —» the self-subsisting Act of being in an enigmatic but in­

escapable manner. *’^As soon ns the intellect begins to stir it enjoys . 

on intuition of God according to nthe natural or, so to speak, instinc­

tive manner proper to the first apperceptions of the intellect' prior 

to evenly philosophical or scientifically rationalised elaboration^ • 

The Thaoists have indicate d that our intuition of being includes the 

notion that being is diverse end analogical. It is this idea that is 

the key to ths intuition to Ged, for, once this is granted, thoro is 

room for the notion.that being “boars *dthin itself the sign that beings 

of another order than tho sensible are thinkable and possible1’.

The Intuition of Ged justifies this latter sign and shovs the intellect 

that beings of another order are more than merely thinkable and possible. 

“Human reason’s approach to God in its primordial vitality is - - intuitiv 

like or irresistibly vitalised by and maintained in the intellectual flash 

of the intuition of existence.“^hritain maintains that “tho knovledg© 

of God before being developed into logical and perfectly conceptualised 

demonstrations, is first and foremost tho natural fruit of tho intuition 

of oxistenco”. af the intuition of God is a further development of

^britnin, The Rango of Reason, n. 37, e ■weaMMBa*v*Mah4ak^a>*«*^k*M4Be4«Mk«—*•
^Naritain, AvwroaehcaJ^hGed (Her ’fork 1962) p. 13.

^i Britain, 7h^De2?i£.l^ p. 214.

^sritain, T&LRange. of gsMoa, p, 90.

^^^^•s P* 90.
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the intuition of being, hinging on the analogical nature of boinks it 

follovG that the intellect enjoys on intuition of God early in its euro ar 

and, like the intuition of being, it is always implicit in the mind* 

like the intuition of being it con became covered up and not be ex­

plicitly present in the mind. "o all have implicitly an idea of God 

which must bo roso^nised and mode explicit. Coplcstcn’s ’’Seeing and 

noticing” distinction -^ill also apply to the intuition of God. Im 

should also bo mentioned that tho "henists consider thia a natural 

knowledge of God, since it belongs to tho rational order rather than 

to the supernatural order of faith*

Tho contents of this intuition of God in the writings of Jacques 

liar!tain must non be trolled out in acne detail* Maritaln otates that 

the intuition of Gel contains three steps. The first stop is that Z 

am intuitively awr.ro of tho existence of on object such as a tree or 

a mountain, which 1 realise odists in its own way completely independent 

of mo. At tho sama tine I an struck by tho "solidity and inesurability 

of existence”. Tho second step is that wo ore intuitively aware of our 

own oristonco. At the smo tine vc feel dra.il aafi thr^junod before tho 

independent existence of others and ore aware of tho ’’death and nothing- 

neos to vhieh ny exiatenco is lisblou<," Tho third stop io that I intuit- 

ivoly realise that thia "solid and inexorable existence” and my own exis­

tence filled with "death and nothingness” imply ”scuo absolute, irre­

fragable existence, completely free from nothingness and death”.~^

“•'^’aritain, j>-'rc;mh:n to Ggd, p. 19.

^Ibid.g 19.
f.*.«K<, *w w w w

^Tbid*, p. 19*
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Those then tiro the throe loops of the intellect which occur within "the 
, 13 same unique intuition”.

The second stage of this pro-philosophic approach to God is 

called by Maritain a ’’prompt spontaneous reasoning as natural as this 
19 intuition”. Ey ’reasoning* Maritain does not mean that this stage is 

on the same level as scientific or philosophic reasoning, for this 

approach including this reasoning stage is still trithin the fresi—’ork 

that Maritain labels pro-philosophic, Maritain says tha* ths reasoning 

in this secor/ stage is ”a reasoning without words, which cannot be ex­

pressed in articulate fashion without sacrificing its vital concentration 
20and the rapidity with which it takes place”, Although this second

stage is described as a reasoning without words, it seems legitimate 

to regard it os conceptual. In the first place wo have seen hew the 

intuition of being is immediately conceptualised. Since the intuition 

of Ged is a development of this presumably it too becomes conceptualised. 

Secondly, this stage is a reasoning stage, and, although Maritain allows 

for ncm** conceptual experiences, there is little reason to regard reason­

ing, howover primitive, as proceeding without concepts. Thirdly Maritain 

states that metaphysics proceeds by concepts, and, since the prc-philc- 

scphic stage is regarded as being virtually metaphysical i. presumably 

is also conceptual. In describing this reasoning as reasoning without 

words it is probable that Mari ain is saying that it cannot be explicitly

±J^.5 P. 19.

^Ibid., P. 20

20Ibid»p P. 20
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stated in verbal form# Such an attempt to clarify it vocally would im­

pair ths rpaidity acd energy by which thia reasoning proceeds.

S’hie second otago is analogous to th© first, sines it also baa 

three stops which feller to .semo cement tho sens sequence oo the first. 

ve first realise that wo ore subject to death and that vs era Boing- 

vith-nothingnoss. ”c secondly realise that ”0 oro dependent upon ths 

totality’ of nature of which wo are a part and that this also is Beings 

vith-nothingness. ^'“”dly we reason that this universal whole of Baing- 

vlth-nothingaoss implies Beings’ithout-nothingnoss. Tha conclusion of 

both stages is the soacs there is an "absolute existence11 or nBeing- 

without-nothlagnesa" upon which wo and the world are dependent.

‘Thus the internal dynamism of the intuition of oxistonco, or of 
the intelligible value of Being* causes me to seo that absolute 
existence or heing-vithcut-nsthingnoss transcends the totality 
of nature. And thoro I am, confronted with the existence of God.^

The relationship between the intuitive cr first stage and the 

reasoning process or second stage must be o. xiined in gri tor eoto.il. 

It io unlikely that the one can onist without ths other. 2-ariisia says 

that tha-second stage "iaaodlat-oly springs forth as the necessary fruit 

of such a primordial apperception" . and is "enforced by arm! uni sr its 

lithtV Indeed, tho second stage is "more or loss involved* in the first 

stage. Tho second stage accompanies and elaborates upon tha irxnediato 

non-concoptual intuition through its conceptualisation and primitive 

reasoning. To -oil; of a ’ion-conceptual intuition nay at first seen

2 j
p ‘P» -do Per purposes of tho thaois., vs mu.vt accept bin

use of the word •cruso•»

^Tbid.j p. 20.

eoto.il


Bergsonian, tut this is to overestimate the role placed by intuition., 

it is misleading to think of intuition leaping ahead and followed by 

a conceptualising process which loses the vividness of the intuition, 

as the philosophy of oca goon would suggest. it is none likely that the 

two are indissolubly linked togeth a. It appe ms that the '’flash of 

intuition” gives shape and orientation to the conceptual stage. let 

the flash of intuition is clarified and explicated by the second stage. 

In tho intuitive stage, for example, wo aro uncertain about the fora of 

Boing-without-nothingness. "e ore uncertain -’bother it is imannont in 

tho objects of our experience or whether it is separate froa then. In 

the second stage Dcing--;ithout-nothingncs3 is seen as trans? indent and 

aelf-subsistont, "o realise inat ’’there is another "holo — a separate 

One — another Being, transcendent and self-sufficient and uaknc.-n in 

itself and activating all beings, which is Boing-uithcut-nothingness, 

that is. self-subsisting Being, Being existing through itself”.'' Tho 

second stage has not given us frosh information, but rati er has clari­

fied and explicated • hat which ’.'as confused in tho first stage, "ith- 

out this second stage the actual intuition would ba vague and perhaps 

untrustworthy. It is uncertain whether it would deserve oho nano

"lodge. Both intuition and conceptualization seen to be needed, 

"ho two stages interlock, and yet there is a vital tension between then,

llaritain does suggest, however, that to sens extent this is the 
caso as we noted earlier. To this extent ho does soon Bcrgscniuno

ibid.# P» 20.
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both of vhich render adequate this ’’primordial "ay of approach”. 

The intuition of this absolute existence is according to Maritain 

an intuition of God’s existence. This intuition is direct, since tho 

intellect confronts the object without passing through successive steps, 

as it must do in inference. Yet it is mediate, rather than immediate, 

since vo do not intuit God’s existence as it is in itself, cut rather 

ore intuitively avaro of God’s existence through our awareness of 

Being-vith-nothingness. Thus our intuition of Cod’s existence is direct 

and mediate, arrived at through the intuition of boing, It should also 

be noted that Maritain places emphasis upon +ho existence of nature 

rather than upon tho Intuition of our own existence. This is in keeping 

”ith the Thomistic notion that we are led to God by cur observations of 

the external world.

Fa rust now turn to a consideration of B. L, Mascall, Mascall’s 

starting point is identical with that of Maritain, the intuit!—’ of being. 

Like Max itain, Moscall also realises that being, as we find it exemplified 

in different objects, is subject tc “nothingness and death” and is therj- 
Kre finite. Moscall calls us to rocognizo that finite beings arc finite, 

that ic, that there is nothing in the essence -f a finite boing vhich 

necessitates its existence. The recognition of finite b ing is the key 

tc the intuition of God’s existence or apprehension, as Mascall prefers 

to call it.

’.’hat is necessary, in short, if ”o ara to pass from a belief in the 
existence of a finite being to a belief in the existence of God is 
not so much that va should thoroughly instruct ourselves in the laws 
and procedures of formal logic as that we should thoroughly acquaint 
ourselves with finite Laings, and learn to know them as they really are. ?

25E. L. Mascall, he ^ho Is (London, 1943), p. 73
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Mascall tells us that oar apprehension of God la gained "by an intinate

Metaphysical grasp of what contingency, as our experience reveals it to 
26us, really isJ.~ Contingency by its vary nature declares that it is 

dependent upon something which is not contingent. Within Lascall’s 

Thomism the object of our apprehension is not God as Ha is in Himself, 

but "God is manifested in His created activity in finite being; more 

accurately, the object is finite being as manifesting God in His creative 
27act”. Gur apprehension is the apprehension of the cosmological relation. 

Hint cun thus be apprehended, it is alleged, is neither the creature- 
without-God nor God-vithout-the-creature, but the creature-deriving* 
being-from-God and God-as-the-creativo-ground-of-ths-creattre: God- 
and-tho-creaturc-in-the-c. aciological-rolation.^S

liascall says, therefore, that we havo an apprehension of Ged or a 

cuntuition as ho prefers to say, that is direct and mediate, for we 

apprehend God in and through finite creatures. God is intuited, there­

fore, as ’.he result of a "metaphysical grasp”, which is a seeing of the 

cosmological relation between God and Eis creatures gained by the intuit­

ion of finite being.

The intuition of God within the thought of Maritain end Ma sc all 

□terns from an awareness of being, ns wo have seen, thio approach is 

centered upon the existence of th© world, an approach which justifies 

cur considering Thomism as a metaphysis of nature. The approach to God

26J. L. Maacall, Existence and ?aiLo^( (London 1949) p. 67.
27

Jbido P. 69.
^E, L. Mascall, 7'ords and Imran, (London 1957), p. 85.



through the c^istonco of tho world io one strand, cut vitals European 

thought there in another, the approach to Ged through the seif*

* L, Cassarlay quoted in I, Trathuvan, ^^u^sis^^ P« 72,
30, . -I*. Gasserloy, Jvid., P« ^

Thio insistones that Christian thoima is primarily a natter of self­
consciousness, rather than, u inetap'yGlc of nature, is one of the 
two '•ays of understanding and oppressing Christina philosophy which 
runs side by aids, and in strong' contrast with one another, through­
out the later history of Christaln thought*29

Thls’^attcr of sclf-cwnsciGusnoss51 introduces uho Augustinian tradition, 

vh?ch is a r.ajor current in European thought and has influenced in 

various '”cys such thinkers as Ansols, IJevrcan, and others. It is embedded 

within the Thwistic tradition, although it lias boon overlaid by other 

elements, Haritain’s and Hassall*a  intuitive approach is perhaps a tap­

ping of the latent Augustinian notions, This approach is centered upon 

the notion of. costuit^o, which is ths notion that wo contemplate God 

through Ilia action upon the soul.

Both the Thoalstio and Augustinian traditions stress the creative 

activity of God, the eno upon vho world, the other upon the soul. In 

both cases wo knot? God not as Ho is in iiinsolf but through Hie creative 

activity. For thia reason the intuition of God within ths /uigustinlan 

ca\n will also, bo direct but malate. Doth traditions are centered upon 

tho dependency of that which is created,, but ^ugustino stresses the way 

of the innor man. The soul of icon bears the imprint of the Cro itor, end 

it is through ccntonplation of His effects upon us that wo approhon.’ A:?!. 

Dr, Langmead Gasserloy states that ”tho essence of Augustinian thoisa 

la that irradiate solf-ccnsaiounuoss is not a celf-eonsoicusnosc of the 

self-alone , . . It carries within it on iraediate apprehension of tho 

Creator"♦ Illtyd Trothovon states that °the dotaction itself, occurs.



fundtSMDtallyp in tho inner life4’ and '’the source of our mt<v:bysicol 

discoveries soars to ba the self” o'' Like the Thonists tho Augustiniane 

also make tho distinction botvoen ’seeing* and ’noticing’o The ovid- 

ence of God’s existoaeo is there, but vu oust know how to look. ’7o 

mist realiao that wo have already locked and soon, but have not realised 

what vo iwo doing. ^t is essential far us to recognise explicitly things 

that vo have tended to toko for granted.

Tho particular strand within tho Augustinian approach that shall 

bo dealt with hero is the seif with its convicticns of values., and 

Illtyd Troth©*! ran will first be dealt with* Ths self, Trot'wan states, 

frequently encounters judgments of values, which elicit fran us cart- 

sin responses. It is important to understand that, vhilo tide approach 

is that of the dinner non0, this ie not to cay that values are subjective. 

Tiiis would make Augustine an existentialist. Trotheven•» point io that 

the self in its conscious activities and in its canto flatten of experienco 

recognises values, which draw .frou us a sense of obligation. In spite of o 

own wishes values cuke a ciain upon us and oblige us to do such and such 

a course of action. It is true that obligation is frequently explained 

away by psychologists sad psychoanalysts, but, even after their inter­

pretations have teen digested, vo cannot avoid tho encounter with value 

□filiations end the corresponding claim that thry mire upon us. Once ’’Q 

encounter values, wo ere placed °on a slippery alone that ends in 
32 

religion”.'- The self and its conviction of values uro tho basis for

^Mflo P. 103.

^liig.. P. 98.
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Trothovan’s intuition of God.

Trethowan uses the example of tho obligation to find the truth.

’Tiy do ve strive to learn the truth and feel obliged to stand by it?

Is it simply because of the fact that the knowledge of truth is useful?

This is doubtless part of tho story, but it is more likely that we foel 

that tho truth must bo found regardless of the uses it is put to. Is 

there not something of the sacred about facts to tho scientist? Doos 

not the academic wince when a follow academic has deliberately suppressed 

or distorted facts simply to moke his conclusion more acceptable?

That noeds to be made explicit. Tho question which is now boing 
asked comes to this: doesn’t it matter that you should 'enow tho 
truth about tho business in hand, tho formula for human happiness 
or whatever else it may be? Hasn’t it an importance because it is 
the truth? Isn’t thero a demand for truth in the human mind? Isn’t 
there a duty to know the truth or at least avoid self-deception? 
And still it may bo said that we just happen to bo mado like that, 
that it has no far-reaching implications. Yet it is surely at this 
point that the positivist position should seem most obviously un­
tenable. Once the question of truth is seriously entertained, it 
is hard to see how it can be honestly dismissed, although its im­
plications may at first bo quite obscure.33

Upon examination truth seems to be something which stands over against 

us and which compels us to seek it out. It becomes cur duty to do 

justice to the demands which truth makes upon us.

Trethowan states that to know the truth does not mean to discover 

the "dominant decision" about it nor is truth the agreement between tho 

judgment and the object itself. Knowing tho truth means, Trethowan 

argues, that we discover things as they really are. The point is that 

things are what thoy are whether we know thorn or not, and to discover 
34

tho truth about them is to discover them. "To say that something is

33Ibid.# p. 100.

of truth
■rs a close resemblance to Martin Heidegger’s doctrine
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true io to say not only that no discover it but that it io.'^^But why 

has truth thio value and why do wo feel a duty towards it? ’Te realize 

that certain values make a claim upon us, but upon examination there 

seems to bo no justification for theso claims; values seem simply 

’’things". ”o admit that they are values but are unable to comprehend 

how they receive their value. The question of the source of values now 

bocomes important, and the obviouo step, so Trethovan thinks, io to look 

"behind” then for some justification. ”e begin to realise that values 

are derived values, and the value that they have is not their own. 

The most satisfying step seems to be that values by themselves are not 

valuable, for they do not exist by themselves. They are, so to speak, 

anchored in something ’’hose value is self-sufficient, and this is God. 

Values owe what they are to God and are "reflections" of God. It is 

important to bo careful here. Trethovan is not denying value to, for 

example, the search for truth, but is raising the question as to wry 

such a phenomenon is valuable. The search for truth as a value seems 

unable to account for its value. TTe therefore begin to think that it 

derives its value from something else. Therefore, we can see that the 

recognition of the effects of values upon us is at the same time on 

apprehension of God in ’’horn value ultimately inheres.

So what we ore doing hero is to illustrate the apprehension of God 
by seme attempt to describe its effects. If the effects are recog­
nized , it nay be alleged that they are effects of this apprehension. 
’That wo seem to have been saying is that it is really God whom wo 
value when we seem to bo valuing his creatures* It is because they 
are "reflections" of God that they havo value.3$

35I^w P. 103.

^Ioid.9 P. 102.
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Thio relationship oetween effects and Creator oust be spelled out with 

caution. It io not simply that ”e see through these effects to C-cd or 

seo Him acting in then. The creatures have value in themselves just as 

God does, but have it in a "limited, fragmented form”. The creatures 

point to an "absolute simplicity and absolute richness" in which values 
37 are "unlimited and are identified, fused with one another". The creatures 

have an element of incompleteness about them and point to that which is 

the very bedrock of all value and is complete and full.

The objects of experience are now recognized os having value of then- 
selves, and these values, if steadily inspected, prove to be values 
which are enmeshed in other values - - and we are back again in Athena, 
listening to the prophetess from Mantinoa, to the first Itinorariun 
mentis ad Doun in our Western records,

This is Trethowan’s approach to God. God is intuited as the 

source of value through recognition of particular values which point to 

Him. To find God in this way is not to discover a new approach to God. 

Trethovan insists that this approach simply makes explicit what we have 

implicitly thought. ve have always acknowledged certain values and pre­

sumably always knew that they pointed to something beyond them. We have 

always implicitly acknowledged God through recognizing His effects, and 

Trethovan regards it as his task to clarify this implicit awareness. For 

this reason he regards his approach not as a demonstration that wo have 

knowledge of God but rather as a monstration. Such monstrations are not 

arguments designed to posit God as the result of Inference, but rather

37Ibid„ p. 102.

3$I1.Pontifex, I. Trethovan, The Meaning of Existence (London 1953) 
p. 176. "



ore designed to ovoko in our minis on apprehension of God. Tho mon­

stration is designed to maha utho light trod: through3, 3tho spar? 

jump”, or °tho penny drop”. xioaotratiGna are designed to chav that vo 

la our world aro dependent, doposdaat upon a source ”hicb is ubodutOo 

‘’’^hat is loft to <23 bat to peso beyond them, to say that to ‘adst* 

aaaas ’to be a cracturo'?1^-1

Another '•rite? vhc emphasises tho intuition of God through vale:- 

is John Baillie. Paillio dissociates hiosolf five inferential proofs 

for ths existence of Col end states that ’’Ha is not an inforaaco cut a 

Prcaoneo%^aillie states that va enjoy an intuition of God that is

mediated through var.' ous aspscis of our (experience.

Xct, though re are More directly and intimately confronted with tho 
presence) of God than with any other prosenco, it docs not follow 
that Ue is over present to us apart from ail othor prosomao. Zed, 
in fact, it is ths 'fitness of cxporlenco that only ’in, with, cud 
under' other presences is tho divino presence aver vouchsafed to 
us.°41

Baillie maintains that an intuition of God is given in conjunction ’ Sth

the presence of cur■follows and the corporeal world. ’’o sh'all malt <ha 

latter, since it docs not esneorn us bore. Ly tho prosoma of cur folic-* 

Baillie noons a situation in which vs recognise tho claims others main 

upon us, for ntho knowledge of Ged is vlthheldon frea those -ho hoop them, 
solves aloof from tho service o’ thoir fellows3 .^It soom that tho

-'-'Z* Trethoven, fho-hmd^t^^dhdrfhp P® 10%
^J. Baillie, CugLftaav^c^^ (Hew -orh 1959)0 P® Us

^S^ P® 173.

^S^.p P® 179.
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intuition of God io given when x»e recognise that ve havo a sense of duty 

towards others and realise that we havo certain obligations to then.

Baillie indicates a predilection towards an ethical approach. 

He shove a preference for Kant, ”ho, so ho thinks, was attempting to 

roach God through the awareness of duty, Baillie claims nto see in 

Kant’s philosophy a most valuable recovery of the fundamental truth 

that Absolute Reality instead of being reached speculatively by means 

of deduction from the data of sense, is revealed to us directly in the 
43fora of Absolute Obligation'*. It is in the awareness of our duty that 

wo intuit God, This should not be surprising for Baillie maintains 

that our life is continually invaded by God, for "there is no son of man 

who has never been confronted at all by the challenge of the di vine",^ 

It is in this very invasion of our lives by God that our senso of duty 

arises, Baillie maintains that vo should not divorco the law from Him 

who gives the lav, for Baillie argues that "the Sourco of the obligation 

is Himself directly revealed to us and that it is in this vision of His 

glory and His holiness that our sense of obligation is Lorn".

In recognising this intuition of God vo recognise that our world 

ic a dependent one.

,To havo said enough to mako it plain that the spiritual life of 
nun is, in every part and mode of it, a derived and dependent life , 
Evon the most elementary and familiar of our spiritual experiences

0M*MMMWIMHWB*aWBWWM»*a*aaH«MWi^M«n*aMMMBM*»

43JM*m P. 161.

^IfeW.p P. 8

45IM^-» p. 162
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are robbod of their true moaning if they ba regarded otherwise 
than as part of the soul’s dealings with Cas vho all cur lives 
through is seeking us out in love.46

46Z^u P. 258



CHAPTER H

THE THOMISTIC APPROACH OF MARITAIN AND MASCALL

In this chapter we shall analyze what Mascall and Maritain mean 

when they speak of the intuition of God and how satisfactory thoir in­

tuition of God is from the philosophic standpoint and for the religious 

believer. Yet before ire can proceed, we must note two important phil­

osophical principles for subsequent discussion rests upon them. The 

case for the Thomists’ intuition of being and of God depends on the truth 

of certain philosophical claims. The first claim is that the intellect 

can intuit. Maritain claims that such a premise is denied by modern 

philosophers such as Kant, who says that the senses alone are intuitive 

and that the intellect simply unifies and synthesises.- An intellectual 

intuition is ruled out from the start by Kant. Maritain on the other 
2 

hand makes the claim that "I have understood that tho intellect sees”. 

The second claim is that, while the senses are directed towards sensible 

objects in particular, the intellect as such is directed towards being. 

The Thomists think that the intellect must start with sense experience 

but can proceed beyond the senses to discover that which the senses 

cannot discover. Modern epistemology has followed to a large extent the 

epistemology of Locke and assumes that tho intellect works exclusively

1I do not think that Maritain is being completely fair to Kant.

J. Maritain, The Range of Reason, p. 9.

23
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with various patches of colour, sounds, odours, and so forth. It assuaes 

that the intellect does not have its own proper objects, but must confine 

itself to the material gained by the penetration of the senses. An 

aeroplane, for example, is perceived as a grey blotch, a white trail, 

and a loud noise, and from theso different impressions va derive ths 

notion of an aoroplane. In other words the only object of which we 

have direct knowledge io the particular sonsun. Thomistic epistem­

ology stresses, however, that the senso object is not tho objectum 

quod but tho obj octum quo through which tho intellect abstracts tho 

intelligible trano-senoible being. The intellect useo tho sense object 

as the objectum quo, through which it is able to pass to apprehend tho 

obj octum quod. The sensible particular is not tho terminus of perception, 

^9 objoctum quod, but tho objectum quo through which the intellect can 

grasp in a direct though aedlato activity the intelligible extranental 

reality, which is the real thing. Mascall states that "tho human mind, 

by its very constitution, is capable of penetrating beneath the phen­

omenal surface of finite beings and of grasping them, however imperfectly 

and partially, in their ontological nature".^

It is not the purpose of this thesis to argue for or against theso 

Thomistic premises, since the present paper must restrict its scope. It 

is sufficient for our purposes at present simply to note these assumptions 

and to indicate that they are important foundations for tho intuition of 

God. Justification of these assumptions would basically involve examin­

ing tho soundness of modern philosophy versus ancient and medieval

^2, L. Mascall, Ho ’to Is, p. 33.



philosophy and claiming tho superiority of tho lahter tvo. Tho quarrel 

between tho ancionts and tho aodorns cannot co solved at thia points

■7o shall nor oeuraino in detail vhat Kaaitain neons vhan ho speaks 

of an intuition of God. As re have scan in tho previous chapter, being 

io tho first ’’object0 of tho intellect. The intellect grasps being from 

tho material presented to it by the senses, for tho senses themselves do 

not grasp being. It is justifiable, therefore, to regard tho intellect’s 

intuition of being as an intellectual perception, Uaritaia’o use of 

intuition suggests that ^e can pattern intuition on the model of sense 

perception. The analogy vith sense perception seems basically sound. 

An object presenter! to tho sansas la perceived directly and immediately. 

Similarly being aa an object for the intellect io perceived directly and 

iusedlatoly.^ Doing is not grasped by inference or deduction but is imme­

diately ’’soon0 by tho intellect, rhich, as Haritain has state-, is cut 

out to conquer being, liaritain says; that

vo are confronted here '-1th a genuine intuition, a perception direst 
and Immediate . . . It is a v^ry aimpie sight, superior to ary •‘.is- 
cursive reasoning or denonstrutien because it is the source of c;.> 
castration. It is a sight ”hoso content and Implications no vs" c 
of human speech can ee&aust or adequately empress 013d in vhich in a 
moment of decisive enotion, co it vevo, of spiritual ccaflugrat jer*, 
the soul is in contact, a living, penetrating, ar.d illmiuutiyj r 
contact, vith a reality vhich it touches and ”hich it takes hoi. af.^

As ve have seen, Kuritsin criticises modern philosophy, for it has 

forgotten that tho intellect ’’sees0. It has forgotten that ’’there •? *■. 

in things objects or coaters of ’Visibility, vhich our senses do not reman.

^xot vo must remember that the instrumentality of the senses is 
required*

<j. rmri tain, A.frefaa? to, matapLysica (Hott Yo^k 1962), n
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but which our intellect does reach,"6 The intuition of being 

io but one of the cany intuitions that the intellect enjoys. 

The intelloot also sees primary principles such as the prin­

ciples of identity, non-contradiction, causality and sees 

the intelligible forms within sense particulars. Being is 

one object among many, although it is by far the most 

importantp for all other intellectual perceptions depend 

upon it, 

Another point of similarity between intellectual 

and sense perception is that an olement of passivity is 

involved in both cases. The senses must bo passive in order 

to receive impressions. The intellect must also bo passive, 

since within Thomistic philosophy in the act of knowing, 

the intellect receives the specifications of the other and 

becomes immaterially the other,7 Both senses and intellect 

must submit themselves to the object.

Analogy0 of course, presupposes not only similarity, 

but also difference, While the directness and immediacy 

with which the intellect grasps being justifies comparison 

with perception, there are points of difference. The most 

obvious point of difference between the intellect and senses 

is that the intellect requires the instrumentality of the 

senses to enable it to intuit. Within the Thomistic 

philosophy, the intellect cannot function without the mat-

^J.Maritaiiip Sli^^d2Xi-2£^ (Yow York 1952) p.9 

^This is a distinct contrast with Kent.
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erial presented to it by the senses. The senses, on the other 

hand 8 do not require the instrumentality of another faculty. 

The intellect, however, cannot enjoy an immediate intuition 

that 1c completely independent of the senses. Such a 

privilege is enjoyed only by angelic intellectual intuition. 

The analogy between angelic intellectual intuition and 

sens© perception is, therefore, stronger than the analogy 

between human intellectual intuition and sense perception.

Because it requires the instrumentality of the senses, the 

human intellect must abstract from the material given by 

the senses in order to seo its objects.

Another point of difference is that, while the 

intellect is partly passive, it is also active. The in­

tellect must receive from the object so that it can be 

specified by it, and to this extent the intellect is passive. 

Yet the intellect is active, since it causes itself to be 

the object. To know is to bcoomo immaterially the other, and 

the vitality for this process comes from the intellect 

itself. The intellect possesses the activity to cause its 

own immaterial identification with the object. Knowing;is 

therefore passive inasmuch as the specification is received 

from the object, bUtractivc inasmuch as the vitality for this 

identification stens from the intellect itself.

So far wo have drawn an analogy between intellectual 

and sense perception. It must be stressed that I-iaritairPs 

intuition is strictly intellectual, which separates it from 

intuitions in other philosophies! Marltain’s intuition seems
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at first like B©rgaon°s0 since the description of intuition 

as a 5Jliving0 penetrating0 and illumination contact" strikes 

a Bergsonian noiop but Maritain stresses the intellectual 

bent of his intuition* Bergsonian intuition is not strictly 

an intellectual discipline9 but is some species of eapathy. 

Maritainvs intuition is conceptualized0 while Bergsonian 

intuition proceeds without concepts for Bergson regarded 

conceptualization as impairing the directness by which we 

penetrate to the experience of duration.^ Mor is Maritain°s 

intuition of being the object of empirical intuition or 

concrete encounter0 as it is in various systems of exist- 

ontialisap which tend to make it of the sane nature as 

psychological or coral experience. Being is in these 

systems grasped by a kind of affective connaturality. Such 

philosophies forget the intelligible nature of the intuition 

of beingo They forgot that the intellect attains reality 

within itself and intuits being through abstraction in an 

idea or concept.

It is therefore an idealist prejudice which pre­
vents those philosophies from making a frank 
and deliberate use of the eidetic intuition. 
They fail to seo that they > do employ it all 
the same but on its lowest level and singled 
with sensible.'and emotional factors0 the 
level0 namely0 of psychological experience 
or experiences even more enveloped by the 
capacity.'of the senses.

Hence0 although the various forms of 
experience of which I have spoken cay servo 
as paths to the metaphysical perception of

Though9 as we have seen0 Maritain is indebted 
to Bergson.
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being, they cannot of themsolvos con­
stitute it. Thio perception, this intuition 
Id of supremely eidetic order, is purely in­
telligible, not empirical.9

Thus far wo have clarified what Maritain means by 

the word 0intuition0. It is apparent that intuition as a 

form of intellectual perception is the correct interpretation, 

Tho previous chapter indicated that the intuition of God 

was connected with that of being. Maritain has stated that 

this intuition of God takes place in "one unique flash of 

intuition", even though it contains three steps. The fact 

that this intuition of God contains three steps seems at 

first puzzling and seems to make the intuition more infer­

ential than intuitive. It can be argued that Maritain is 

stating those throe leaps in their logically proper order 

for purposes of clarification, although in actual fact, 

they all occur simultaneously. On the other hand, Maritain 

seems to indicate that, although those steps are part of one 

intuition, there is nevertheless a temporal succession and 

that tho intellect actually moves from one step to tho other. 

Ho states that "tho intellect moves first to actual existence 

as assorting itsolf independently of mog and then from this 

sheer objective existence to my own threatened existenceg 

and finally froa my own threatened existence spoiled with 

nothingness to absolute existence."10 Phrases like ’moves 

first* and ’then from...to0 are tho keys and seem to indicate

„ z . ^.Maritain, Aj^^acn^r^^ (Now York
1962) p.64

J. Mari tain, Anpro^W—fcfi^Gpd (Now York 1962) p.19
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an actual temporal succession. It must be repeated that 

this is not a slow deliberative process0 but has rather an 

element of immediatenoss and quickness about ito It can be 

objected that0 if there is a movement of the intellect 

through several steps0 then strictly speaking we cannot say 

that we have one intuition but rather several. This ob­

jection might be valid0 if each of the steps were explicitly 

deliberative0 but0 as Maritain has repeated9 there is a 

rapidity and suddenness in this primordial approach. The 

speed by which the intellect moves in making these steps 

and the mannex’ in which the three steps are closely integrated, 

with one another seem at present to justify our celling it 

one flash of intuition. Whether it can finally be considered 

this remaine to be aeexip but this point shall be further 

considered in later pages.

The existence of God is arrived at in the third 

step of this intuition0 and this intuition of Cod is con­

sidered to be direct though mediate. What must now be 

examined is whether we actually intuit God’s existence 

t hrough finite things ox* infer it from the contents of our 

experience. Upon close examination it seems that this 

third step is in fact inferred from the other two stope. 

It appears that we do not enjoy an intuition of the exis­

tence of Gad in and through finite being but rather we 

appear to infer God’s existence from our awareness of 

finite being, ouch an interpretation is suggested by the

foilowing passage0
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Ariel third, in th© nano flash of intuition, 
which is but ny boconing aware of the in­
telligible value of being, I realize that 
the nolid and inexorable existence perceived 
in anything whatsoever implies*..sone abso­
lute 0 irrefragable existence, completely free 
from nothingness and death, ^

The second stage, the reasoning which follows upon the in­

tuition and elaborates upon it, also indicates that God’s 

existence is arrived at through inference* Haritain states 

that "I see that Boing-with-nothingness, as ay own being is, 

,Vl?xLWf in order to bo, Being-without-nothingness.^2 Su 

another discussion, Britain writes that "froa this it 

finally follows that since this universal whole doos not 

exist by virtue of itself, it auci pa that Bcing-without- 

nothingness exists opart from it„'i3 It, therefore, aeons 

to bo the case that God’s existence is reached cn the basis 

of inference from the previous two steps. Out of our ob­

servations of finite being wo Infor tho existence of infinite 

Being or Ged.

Wc uro now in a position to clarify fully tho 

relationship between tho intuition of being and the intuition 

of Ged and what exactly is meant by the word ’intuition0 in 

tho latter oaco. Fron tho foregoing evidence, it apooars 

that the existence of God is inferred from tho intuition of 

being. Once wo have gained tho intuition cf being, tho in-

11 MfL P.19

. 12 -J. Mari tain, 21ip~£££££-£L^^^ (Hou York 1962)
p.80, ay italics

_ 13 J.Maritain, ABjffifiisiitjLJiSLSai (Wow York 1962) p 19
Tho phrase "must be" suggests an inferential process.
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•bollock inmediatoly infers the existence of Ged on the basic 

of the fiaitudo of being and by tho uso of tho analogical 

nature of being, Tho existence of Cod in inferred to 

account for tho existence of finite creatures, which are 

unable to account for their own existorco, Wo arc here 

using the word ’inference’ to describe a process involving 

successive steps until a conclusion is reached, although I 

realize that there can bo immediate inferences. The exist­

ence of God aeons to be reached in thio manner by Maritain, 

Tho notion of God’c existence is tho conclusion of an 

argument rather than an "object” of intellectual perception, 

Cod doos not appear to bo an object confronting tho in­

tellect, but is the conclusion of an argument. Certainly the 

argument could claim that there io such an object or 

external reality as God, but Ho is not an object for tho 

intellect in th© manner suggested by tho nodal of intellectual 

perception. God is posited as tho creator of finite being. 

This inferential stop cocas to follow inevitably with con­

siderable vigour, Maritain suggests that the intellect 

seems alaost forced to make this inference, once it has boon 

granted tho intuition of being. Maritain soys that "tho 

knowledge of God,,,.is first and foremost a fruit of tho 

intuition of existence, and iflESMUL A&S21X upon our mind in 

the imperative of virtue of this intuition."& Such state­

ments givo us come indication of tho necessity under which 

this inference is nado. Tho intuition of God has turned

^J.Maritain, 2he-E3ESa_eC£oaasa (How York 1962) 

P.90, ay italics.
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out to bo a very rapid inforenoo of God’a existence* 

Having Got up the uodol of intuition as intellectual 

perception, Mari tain does not use thia nodel whan he cores 

to the intuition of God and has, in fact, used inference.

If God’s existence is in fact inferred, then is 

Hurltain justified In speaking of an intuition of God? 

W© have soon that ho has said that the existence of Ged 

is posited within one flash of intuition and we have also 

soentthat intellectual intuition can bo considered an 

intellectual perception* Evidence has indicated, however, 

that the existence of God is inferred from the existence 

of the creatures. If God’s existence is the result of 

inference, then wo cannot say that the intellect perceives 

the existence of Cod* If God’s existence is inferred, then 

wo must reinterpret Maritain’s one unique intuition, Vhat 

seooG to bo the case is that in this unique flash of in­

tuition that Maritain talks of, we quickly infer God’s 

existence on the basis of our intuition of being* This 

element of quickness is important. As Maritain cays, the 

inference is rot slow or ponderous, but is dona with speed 

and rapidity, Nevertheless, it still rennins an inference 

and cannot bo regarded as an intuition, With this in mind 

wo must ro-exaninn whether the unique flash of intuition 

with its throe stops can validly bo considered intuition* 

The first two stops qualify, since the intellect contenplutos 

as its object being abstracted from particulars, and the 

quickness with which the aind jumps fren one stop to the
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other1 JubUaIocj as was stated earlier our considering them 

as both within the bonds of one intuition* The third stop 

Ie, as we have seen, an inference of Absolute Selng.

Therefore,) we must break up the one unique flash of intuition 

with its three stops into an intuition with two steps 

followed immediately by an inference®

i>e must bo careful in distinguishing the different 

meanings of the word ’intuition0® W© have definfed intuition 

within the Thomistic fraiaeworte as intellectual perception

with an object directly and immediately

Intuition is commonly used, however,, to

before it., „

indicate an in­

tellectual process which is carried out extremely rapidly.

W© say, for example, that we knew intuitively that our 

friend John will marry Sue. What seems to be involved hero 

is that a chain of reasoning involving the habits and tastes 

of John and Sue pass rapidly through our minds and the 

answer that John and Sue will marry is quickly arrived at. 

In this example, the word ®intuition® is used to mean a very- 

rapid inferential process^ In mathematics, to take another 

example, wo say that we intuitively knew that the answer to 

th© problem is that x 1g 9. ifnat seems to be the case io

that vie have done similar problems on previous occasions and

that the steps of the inference paes rapidly through cur

15 
required.

Though the instrumentality of the senses may be

^ This would appear to bo what Doccartes means by 
the word ““intuition®.



ralnd. This first cleaning oust bo distinguished fron tho 

second weaning of intuition, which is the weaning used by 

Maritaln and indicates an intellectual perception after 

the fashion of tho analogy sketched earlier. We have seen 

that Maritaln doos not say that wo hevc an intuition of 

God in tho second souse of tho tern. Maritaln could, 

however, say that wo havo an intuition of God in the first 

sense, since this inferential process of God’s existence 

moves oxtrenoly rapidly. When Maritaln talks of our knowing 

God’s existence within one flash of intuition, it is possible 

that he is sliding over into tho first meaning of the word 

and is thinking that, since God’s existence is inferred 

very quickly, wo can say that wo intuit God’s existence. 

At any rate we way,conclude that Maritaln doos not intuit 

but rapidly infers God’s existence. Tho word ’Intuition’ 

as used by Maritaln in epeaking of an Intuition of God is 

being used in tho sense of a very rapid inferential process.

We noted in a previous discussion of the relation 

between concepts and intuition that conceptualization and 

the bare intuition are closely woven together co that in 

actual practice they cannot bo actually separated, although 

for purposes of explication, a distinction can bo wade. 

Tho inference of God’s existence, therefore, is reached on 

a conceptual level. Indeed, it 1g difficult to understand 

how inference can bo carried out without concents. God 

is, therefore, conceived as existing, and Maritaln’s approach 

can bo regarded as essential as opposed to existential. It
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coouDj in fact, that what thio primordial approach really 

io is a kind of primitive cosmological argument. We reason 

that tho world is unable to account for its own existences, 

and wo infer tho existence of Ged to account for it. This 

primordial approach is the gore of tho cosmological argument 

to God’s existence. If this is tho basic nature of tho 

inference, then Maritain must attempt to moot tho objections 

to this argument and particularly those of tho Kantian 

system. The basic problem is that tho inference of Ged’s 

existence must move from tho essential to tho existential 

order.17 It can bo charged that tho idea of God’s existence 

has boon shown to bo thinkable and possible, but hac been 

established only on tho conceptual level. How can wo guar­

antee that tho inference of tho existence of God is based 

on existential reality? Can wo guarantee God’s oxistonco 

on the existential level?

Innanuol Kant, for example, claims that, while the 

c oenological proof begins with tho experience of contingency, 

to establish tho oxistonco of God, it elides across to tho 

ontological argument and assumes that God’s oxistonco 

follows from a concept of God. Reason takes leave of exper­

ience altogether and from concepts only establishes which 

among all possible things contains in itself tho requisite’ 

conditions of absolute necessity. This requisite is found 

•••*■■■•■•■■■•■•■•■■■■•■  »-.^—^-^ __^X~.«-- «_ «^*:=3

-7That io, from tho concept of God to the recog­
nition phut there is a real being corresponding to this 
concept.
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thereby concludes that this is the necessary Being.

The whole conclusive strength of the so- 
called cosmological proofs rests therefore 
in reality on the ontological proof from 
mere concepts , while the appeal to exper­
ience is quite superfluous, and, though 
it may lead us on the concept of absolute 
necessity, it can not demonstrate it with 
any necessary object.^

Kant’s point ie that, while experience may suggest tho 

concept of a necessary Being, experience Itself cannot 

demonstrate whether there is such a reality that answers 

to the concept® Hence the cosmological argument cannot 

establish that there is a Necessary Being, although it can 

establish the concept of a Necessary Being. It can. further 

be argued by Kant that ,:the concept of a Supreme Being is, 

in many respects9 a very useful idea.‘3-9 Kant argues within 

the first critique that tho concept of God is a concept of 

reason which serves the purpose of unifying and completing 

our knowledge. The concept of Ged is, so to speak, a 

subjective law of economy, which serves the useful purpose 

of unification, but does not give us tho right to assume an 

objective validity of such a concept end Gto run riot in 

the transcendent.t; In the case of the cosmological argument, 

it could be argued that the notion of a self-sufficient 

being is a useful concept arising from our observation that

^$ 2.H.Greene (ed.), IfianlL.SfiifiXd^dBnfi (New York 195?) 
p#2y>
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all things within our experience are not self-sufficient.

The notion of a self-sufficient Being thus gives us the 

intellectual satisfaction of unity and completeness to what 

would otherwise have seemed incomplete.

In the previous chapter the position of E. L.

Mascall was outlined briefly, and, since we have encountered 

difficulties in Maritain’s position, it seems appropriate to 

turn to Mascall to see if he can avoid some of Maritain’s 

difficulties. We must first discuss at greater length what 

Mascall means by apprehending God "in and through finite 

creatures1’. The first possible interpretation of v/hat 

this means is the interpretation given to Maritain, that of 

a rapid inference. It could be argued that our intuition 

of being discloses to us that being, as we encounter it, 

is finite. It is incomplete in itself and unable to account 

for its own existence. Therefore, we infer the existence 

of Infinite Being, which we call God. Mascall, at several 

points, gives evidence for such an interpretation. He 

quotes, for example, with approval Dom Pontifex’s statement 

that the direct object of our experience is neffect—implying— 

cause”. How else can we go from the existence of finite 

creatures to that of God but by inference or by apprehending 

God as He is in Himself? Thomistic thought has maintained 

that this latter apprehension is man’s highest end and is 

reserved for the next life. Since the latter has been ruled 

out, for it implies that in earthly life we are not con­

fronted with the vision of God as He is in Himself, we are
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therefore left with inferencew The existence of Ged must, 

therefore, bo inferred on tho basis of our awareness of 

finite being.

This interpretation doos not, however, do Justice 

to the notion of oontuition, which Mascall has emphasized. 

The key is Hascall’s statement that, ’’the object of his 

(ontologist’s) apprehension is not God in His naked reality 

but God is manifested in His creative activity in finite 

beingg more accurately, the object is finite being as 

manifesting God in His creative act.”20 A more adequate 

interpretation, therefore, of what is meant by apprehending 

Cod 15in and through finite creatures” is to say that we 

apprehend God by seeing finite being as essentially dependent 

Earlier it was shown how the Intuition of being is an 

intellectual perception. At the same time as we "see” being, 

Maacall would assert that we "see” it as dependent and 

inasmuch as we "see" finite beings as dependent, we realize 

that they “declare their immediate dependence upon a being 

that is absolutely and infinitely perfect.”21 We "see” 

God, so to speak, as existing “behind” dependent being. 

The seeing of dependency makes us intuitively aware of that 

which is not dependent. Maritain insists that this step is 

not inferential, for he says that ”tho existence of being in

2OE.C.Maacall 2£^^2$s^ir^^i2y^ (London 1949) 
p.69
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which essence and existence arc really distinct doos not 

logically iaply th© existence of a being in which ossonoo 

and existence are really identical, *S2 It must bo stressed 

that wc do not soo this “beyond" as it is in itself for 

our perception of it is Mediated by that which is dependent. 

We soo Ged by and through our seeing of the dependency of 

finite being. Finite being manifests the radical dependency 

of itself upon God and wo should note that the word •man­

ifests® means ’showing® rather than ’inferring®. Becauso 

of our intuition of dependent being» wo gain an intuition of 

God that is mediate and direct.

The very seeing of dependency entails that wc soo 

at the same time something "beyond," Perhaps a rough 

analogy will help to clarify this point. It is as if 

Masoall is calling us to see that finite being has the 

important property q, q being the property of despondency. 

Wo know that q by its vary nature cannot exist without the 

property u9 which is the sustaining activity of a self- 

sufficient God, Wc do not actually coo property u in 

itself9 but immediately upon cooing ut wo realize that there 

must also bo property u, since q cannot exist without u. 

The jump from q to u is not inferred9 but in seeing qs wo 

can say that wo also coo u9 the perception of the latter 

being mediated by the former.

222M£l» P.73
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The problem which ns ar© really enoountoring in 

explaining how we coo Goel through seeing finite being.is that 

tho analogy of perception is being seriously strained. To 

speak of seeing Ged mediately strains tho analogy with conao 

perception, which wo drew earlier. Do wo ever say that we 

perceive something mediately in sense perception? The notion 

of sons© perception involves tho idea of seeing something 

directly and immediately. It night make sense to speak 

of intellectually seeing something mediately, but this is 

difficult to do within tho analogy of sense perception. If 

wc do not seo anything directly and iesedlately, it can be 

doubted whether we seo it at all. Seeing mediately seems 

to imply that on tho basis of cooing, wo infer something 

beyond that which wo boo. Por example, on looking at tho 

front wall of a house, wo could say that we mediately soo 

tho back wall, but wo are in reality inferring that tho house 

has a back wall on the basis of our seeing th© front wall. 

Is not the key notion of perception tho idea that the 

object is direct and immediate? How do wo see anything that 

is direct and mediate?

Yet the answer to this objection has already boon 

given. In saying that wo perceive God mediately and directly, 

Mascall means that we perceive the quality of dependency 

in finite being. In perceiving finite being as dependent, 

wo are at tho sano time perceiving it as sustained by God’s 

activity, since this 1s what dependency involves. Thio

answer can soften tho criticism, which claims that we wore
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straining tho analogy of intellectual perception in 

□peaking of God as being perceived mediately and directly. 

What is actually the case is that wo perceive tho dependency 

of finite being innodiately and directly, In saying that 

we perceive God mediately and directly, what wo are really 

doing ic parooiving tho quality of dependency laaediately 

and directly, and, as wo hav© seen, dependency by its very 

nature testifies to that which is independent, It is this 

factor which can cone to the rescue of tho analogy. In 

actual fact, wo perceive the dependency of finite being 

laaediately and directly, and in so doing, we are 

justified in claiming that wo so© God mediately and 

directly, ,

The unity of this process must be stressed, As 

wo have said, tho seeing of the dependency of tho contingent 

order is also a seeing of a self-sufficient Source, The two 

arc necessary and blond together. Wo would not coo tho world 

as dependent, if we did not soc that there was a solf- 

sufficient Source, Similarly, wo would not intuit God, if 

wo did not seo tho dependency of the contingent order, Tho 

intuition of tho two orders is essentially one Intuition, 

the seeing of tho one clarifying and contrasting with tho 

other, Wo must repeat Mascall’s claim that what wo Intuit 

is neither the creature-without-God nor God-nithoutothc• 

creature, but tho creaturo-derivlng-bolng-fror.-God and God- 

as-tho-creatlx^c-ground-of-the-creaturo: God-and-tho-eroaturo



in°the~cosmological~rclatlcn. It is not the case that we 

intuit the world as dependent and then intuit God, for we 

would not recognise the world as dependent, if we did not 

have some awareness of God. On tho other hand, we do not 

enjoy some mystical vision of God and on the basis of this, 

recognize the world as dependent© It must be remembered that 

the two elements are combined into one intuition© There is 

a vital tension between the two elements, but it is this 

tension that makes the intuition©

It can be objected that this intuition is attempting 

to combine too much and that this ‘-'vital tension” must ultimo 

ately break down into two distinct intuitions© It might 

actually be the case that this intuition of the cosmological 

relation is actually an inference of the existence of God 

made on the basis of cur observations that the world is 

contingent. This would make Hascall’s position like that 

of Maritain’s. On the other hand, Hasoall’s intuition 

might be a quaei-mystioal apprehension of Ged or a revelation, 

which makes us view the world as dependent. Either one of 

those alternatives might be the experience which Kaccall 

claims as his intuition. In defence of Masoall, however, 

it must be admitted that Mascall seems aware of these other 

alternatives and stresses that his cosmological intuition 

does not fall into the categories mentioned above. He 

repudiates tho view that ho is using inference and denies 

that this intuition is a supernatural form of grace or 

illumination. The reply is, of course, that in spite of



bls denials0 his cosmological intuition still falls into 

one of two categories. In the last analysis the case oust 

rest with the testimony of experience. Mascall claims that 

this intuition is within the scope of experience of us all. 

If the reader has had such an intuition and agrees that 

Mascall is correct in his description, then Mascall has been 

vindicated. Since Mascall claims that his case is founded 

upon experience,, it must be tested on that basis. Mascall 

claims that if we really recognize contingent being as 

contingent0 we will see it as dependent and will also seo 

God mediately. Contingency and finitude mean dependency^ 

and we shall see the characteristic of dependency "by an 

intimate metaphysical grasp of what contingency, as our 

experience reveals it to use really is.^ Mascall believes 

in

the inherent power of the human mind to 
penetrate into the heart of beings and 
obtain a true, even though a limited 
grasp of their ontological status, and 
the consequent possibility Df an immediate 
recognition that that status demands as its 
ground the existence of that infinite Being 
whom, as the Angelic Doctor tells us0 all 
men are agreed in calling God.2^

Mascall°s intuition of God hinges, therefore, upon the 

seeing of finite being as dependent, for on the basis of 

this we seo God, the independent Being, mediately through

P.67

23
E.L.Mascall 0 £&L]£2afl£UM-^^ 19^9)

E.L.Mascall, HftJflMiJfi. (London 19^3) p.92
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dependent being<> nascall’s case finally rente upon the 

conviction that such an intuition is within our experience©

It is time that we attempted to answer the crit­

icism that was raised against Kari taino which is that the 

existence of God is posited only on the conceptual or 

essential lovely and is not guaranteed on the existential 

level© We must inquire if Mascall can overcome this charge© 

Do we simply conceptualize God into existence? Mascall in­

sista on the existential anchorage of our intuition of God0 

and this may be of assistance to us in defending both 

Karitain and Mascall© Mascall is much more definite than 

Hari tain on the fact of Ged’s actual existence© He states 

thbt the apprehension of God’s existence is net contained 

in a concept^ but rather is affirmed in a judgment© We 

do not conceive God®a existence but rather affirm his node 

of existence© We do, of course0 use concepts to make cur 

affirmationp for otherwise wo would not know what it was we 

were affirming and Qur judgment would be meaningless© In 

the concepts by which wo refer t© God, wo do not, however0 

form a concept of God himself, for this would bo to define 

him and would lead us into ontologies^ Mascall insists 

that what he is doing is affirming God0b node of existence 

using the concepts of finite being© The intuition cf God

25 By ontologlsm wo mean the notion that the 
unassisted human intellect in its earthly existence beholds 
the essence of God©
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is an intuition that affirms Cod’s existence rather than

conceives it. By placing a groat emphasis upon Judgment®

Mascall considers himself sin existentialist26 Ho would®

therefore0 claim that the intuition of God is safely planted

on the existential level.

Wo have not started with a clear and distinct 
idea of God or with a concept of his essence 
and then proceeded to discover something that 
corresponds to this idea or this concept. We 
have, on the contrary® started from the 
existence of finite being and found it declaring 
by its very finltude tho existence of a being 
of which we can form no clear and distinct 
idea and of whose osceneo wo con form no 
concept.27

Shis claim must bo examined in greater detail.

If we affirm God’s existence through concepts whether

26This term has been used to a considerable degree 
thus far, and a definition is in order. Hascall derives 
his ’existentialism? from Aquinas® who® co Mascall claims® 
places stress upon the notion of existence. Aquinas 
recognized the privacy of existence rather than the Platonic 
attempt to oast all existence into essences. Aquinas 
moved from the Platonic notion of ’to bo is to be something’ 
to the notion of ’to be that which it is’. The essence of 
something is the manner in which it exists. Aquinas’ starting 
point is the ous® the actual concrete existent. Essence 
arises from the existential act and doos not procode it. 
Has cal Ip claiming the support of Aquinas 0 says that wo 
must start with existential nets® each of which because 
of its determinate character gives rise to. a particular 
essence. Essence is the cede"of existence.

. 27 E. L. Has call p ?1^££22£/LJ2^^ (London
19^9) p.38



finite or not0 then it appears that concepts cone before 

Judgment and we are still open to the charge that we have 

extended concepts beyond tho realm of reality and might be 

affirming an object which has been merely conceived. If0 

however0 Mascall still insists that affirmation comes 

before conceptualization 0 then we are again faced with the 

problem of how one can affirm without concepts. It seems 

difficult to know how we can affirm without concepts 0 

however vague they might bep as indeed concepts must bo that 

apply to God. On the other hand# it can be argued that wo 

can affirm that something io without knowing what it iso 

Wo see, for examplo0 an object in tho dark. We know that 

it existsp but wo are unable to describe it by concepts. 

What Mascall seems to bo saying is that wo make a first 

affirmation that God exists. We then use finite concepts 

and make a second affirmation that these concepts apply to 

God. But again it seems that Mascall has problems. How 

does Mascall know that it la God’s existence that ho is 

affirming in tho original affirmation? In the example b^ 

tho object in tho darkp wo affirm only that ’something0 

exists. Mascallp so it seemsD wants to say that in the 

original affirmation we are affirming more than the existence 

of ’something®. He wants to make this ’something’ God.

But how can ho do this without admitting that this ’something0 

can be conceptually described D and0 therefore, admitting that 

concepts coma first. In tho final analysisp Mascall°s 

existentialismp it seems to mop gets out of hand in his
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attempt to establish God’s existence on the existential pianoo 

In spite of Mascall’s statements, it is difficult to see 

how he can avoid some of the cane criticisms that have been 

levelled against Haritain. Thore is still the danger that 

God’s existence has boon established only in a concept and 

that there may not bo an object answering to the conocpt.gg 

Both Maocall and Maritain want to maintain that the 

intuition of Godo whether it bo inferred or "perceived5^ 

is rooted in the existential realm. As we have seen. 

Thorn!am maintains that our minds can roach reality and probe 

its ontological depths. Concepts, they maintain, arc 

derived from the insight of the intellect and are patter-nod 

after reality® Indeed, as we have already indicated, the 

concept is the aeons through which wo grasp reality. Con- 

copts which are products of the categories of the under­

standing are unknown in Thomistio philosophy, for the 

intellect is not locked within itself but penetrates through 

to the existential realm. Intuition and concepts are

281 real iso that I have probably been unfair to 
Mascall. This whole question is one that has given me 
considerable difficulty. Perhaps some of the difficulty 
springs from the fact that Muscall’s statements on the sub­
ject are too brief for proper understanding. Hassall 
derives this notion from the fifth edition of Etienne 
Gilson’s I.o^Leninv>o A clearer understanding of this 
issue would no doubt bo gained by a study of the relevant 
texts in Gilson’s book.
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derived from the intellect’s ability to perceive reality 

as it really is. Maritain has stressed that, whe i we have 

gained the intuition of being, we are driven by n.cossity 

to infer God’s existence. Existential conditions force the 

intellect into inferring the existence of God. Therefore, 

Maritain would maintain that Vne existence of God is not 

s imply a play on concepts but is rooted in ’’the way things 

are.” The existential realm testifies to the existence of 

God.

Thus the internal dynamism of the intuition 
cf existence, or of the intelligible value 
of being, causes me to see that absolute 
existence or being-without-nothingness tran­
scends tho totality of nature. And there I 
am^ confronted with the existence of God. -9 

The key words here are the phrases ’’causes me to 

see” and "confronts.” The inference of God’s existence is 

necessitated by existential conditions so that Maritain is 

"confronted" with God’s existence. While God’s existence 

is conceptually inferred, such concepts are faithfully 

patterned after existential conditions. Both Mascall and 

Maritain insist that their philosophical pronouncements 

mirror reality and that an intuition of God’s existence is 

not some kind of linguistic trick but an existential reality. 

Both have confidence in the intellect’s ability to understand 

the nature of the universe. In this way, they would attempt 

to overcome the charge that they are dependent upon the 

ontological argument and to avoid Kant’s criticisms.

J.Maritain, AppjLO.oeues to God (new fork 1162) p.20
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Mascall concludes that

the outcome has been the affirmation of 
the existence of a God who is self­
existent and therefore does not exist 
just in order that the world may bo 
ratioaeil* ho have in fact arrived at 
the God of whom the Old Testament speaks, 
Quoad nos et in ordine cognoscendi9 God 
appears primarily as the world’s creators 
but j in the very process by which we come 
to recognize Him9 lie is manifested as 
existing quoad seipsum et in ordine essendi 
in His own right and not for our convenience.o0

In the last analysis9 the Thomists are confident that the 

intellect can know reality and that its concepts arise from 

an adequate understanding of reality. The concept ’God0 

arises in the intellect9 because reality indicates that 

there is such a being. In the final analysis# the dispute 

hinges on the ancient and medieval belief that metaphysics 

is possible. Much of modern philosophy is skeptical about 

the possibility of metaphysics and9 therefore9 is inclined 

to deny the harmony between the concepts of the intellect 

and reality itself.

Mascall and Maritain have shown how the intuition

of being leads to the existence of a Necessary Being whom 

they call God. Maritain regards this ’’primord'al way of 

approach” as being "human reason’s eternal way of anproaohing 

God.“31 What we must now question is whether this equation 

of Necessary Being with. God is entirely justified. Maritain

P.89
£ . L. Mas call 9 £&l£tcafi£-i^.J^^^^ (London 19^9)

3jJ.Maritain, A”r^A^hPJ5^ God. (New Yory 1962) p.20
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and Hau call arc rath sr aabl^’cyu on this pointp and. we 

must oxplcr© their several statements on the matter and 

evaluate them.

At several pointe Marltain Indicates that his 

primordial uny of approach is sufficient to confront us with 

God. He states that ”thc knowledge of Ged, before being 

developed into logical and perfectly conceptualized demon- 

stratlcnsp 1b first and foremost a natural fruit of tho 

intuition of existence.^ Mascall also strengthens this

position by his continual emphasis that finite beings 

manifest the creative activity of God. Ho writes that 

”in tho last resort St. Thomas has only one datum for an 

argument for the existence of Godc nanely, the existence 

of beings whose existence io not necesoitated by their 

essence} that io9 beings in which essence and existence 

are really distinct.^ It appears that the intuition of 

a Necessary Being is at the same time an intuition of Ged.

The equating of Necessary Being with God io cer­

tainly Justified la. jaallflS. ;lLa£liill. Nithi’a a fully de­

veloped metaphysics such as that of Aquinas, God Is most 

certainly Belng-without-nothingnessp who creates and 

sustains finite beings. Yet tho traditional meaning of 

the word "God” neons more than simply an ontological prln-

J.NarltaiUp Si^'i^Iii^-ai-SaafiCIL (Now York 1952)po90 

^E.L.IIascallp ^XaiaafijL^ffifl-JtoaQ^ (London 1?M) 
p.?8
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ciple, The word °God* Is more apt to convey notions of 

goodness,; justice, awe, and a host of other attributes which 

inspire in man the attitude of reverence and devotion* 

Rudolph Otto has discussed at considerable length "the idea 

of tho holy” and has shown how the term 0Cod* suggests 

tho numinous, and notions of value* The believer is more 

inclined to regard the experiencing of these qualities as 

a more adequate intuition of God than tho awareness of 

Necessary Be^ng* There are several criticism that can be 

raised against the Thomists* In the first place, lascall 

and Maritain suggest t lat ^7? fidULttfi. .c.^.iii^.^1. God is first 

known as Necessary Being* The intuition of Lairg, ’'reason’s 

eternal approach to Gou"’ seems go be regarded as the most 

fundamental approach to God* Such an approach seems strange 

to the believer, who, it seems likely, first knows God as 

tho God of goodness, and other such qualities, many of which 

Otto has pinpointed* In tho second place, it is debatable 

whether the in suition of Being-without-nothingness is 

adequate as an intuition of God* The believer would wish 

to maintain that by tho word ’Cod’ much core is meant than 

Being-withouc-nothingness* It may be quite legible te to 

speak of an intuition of Being^ithout-nothingness, but it 

is straining religious sensitivities to establish this as 

an adequate ’’approach to God." The notion of Ged as 

Necessary Being is one strand of traditional ideas about 

God, but nevertheless it is only one strand and is secondary 

co an intuition of God as the object of reverenco Nan lias



fundamentally regarded God eo holy and only secondarily os

Necessary Being© Mascall and Haritain have either made 

being and the numinous identical or have omitted the latter© 

In either ease an important part of what is meant by ’God0 

has not been dealt with adequately§ Being-without-nothingness 

gives us no "idea of the holy©"

Finally it would seem that the approach to God 

through an awareness of being is made less plausible by 

existentialism© The philosophy of Martin Heidegger is an 

attempt to call man back to Being and to let Being present 

itself to him. Heidegger has pursued Being all his life and 

yet has never experienced God© The existential encounter 

with Being by Heidegger and Sartre has never been an encounter 

with God, It can certainly be argued that the search for 

Being is in reality a search for God and that Heidegger has 

not clearly seen this. The criticism remains9 however0 that 

Necessary Being is only one strand of what is meant by ’God^ 

and in itself is not sufficient to establish an adequate 

intuition of God© Th© contemplation of the finite objects 

of nature through the awareness of being is not sufficient 

to bo considered an adequate intuition of God, 

It must be mentioned that the force of these crit= 

icisms appear to have been felt by the Thomiste Frederick 

Coploston, Copleston says that wo enjoy an intuition of 

being which give us "the pre~rofleotiv© awareness of things 

as standing in relation to an obscure Ground of existence"3**

_ ^Frederiok Copleston, &2X&£HRQ^
(Westminster 1963) p.7^



and ”the marginal awareness of an undo scribed backgr ound or 

ground of finite existence**35 Tet Copleston hesitates to 

call this intuition of a ground of existence God* Ac a 

Thomist he admits that on the ontological level they are 

identicalc but within this ’’marginal awareness” he does not 

wish to identify tho ground of finite existence with God. 

Copleston regards the intuition of finitude as yielding; the 

awareness that finite beings are dependent upon that which 

is not dependent* Tills he thinks is the basic content of 

tho intuitionc and attempts tc explicate thio awareness of 

dependence gives rise to various metaphysical systems0 

which interpret this awareness in different ways. To regard 

the ground of existence as Cod in tho Christian sense is 

simply one interpretationp which albeit legitimatep cannot 

be justified by the intuition itself*

I do not want to argue here in favour of 
any particular philosophy or typo of phil­
osophy 5 but I do suggest that the question 
of the ultimate ground of empirical existence 
would never be raised were there not a 
primary implicit awareness of. existing 
against a background of Being,,aA pre- 
reflect ive awareness of dependence' or of 
what used to be called '’contingency4’ 1g 
not tho same thing as a direct awareness 
of God, If it worep there could hardly 
be those disputes between rival metaphysical 
systems of different types t to which we are 
accustomed in the history of philosophy.36

The conclusion to bo drawn from this is not that God is

not Necessary Being, but rather that to go from the in-

^H.W.Lowio (ed.)p <Liii^2£2il^^
(London 195©) p,137

. . i,Copleston, £2£&2UU££Q21^^ (Westminster
1963) p.75



tuition of Necessary Being to the intuition of God is too 

simplified a notion and does not do full justice to what 

tho believer normally thinks an intuition of Ged involves.

We must. therefore0 criticise Maacall and Maritain if they 

intend to leap from one to the other. and evidence indicates 

that they do so.

As we have seen. what is needed to make Being- 

without-nothingnoss a more adequate intuition of God is 

some notion of value. For the most part Maacall®s and 

Marltain’s discussion of being has been divorced from any 

consideration of value. Yet there are suggestions within 

Maacall and Mari tain that being as such is valuable. Both 

Maacall and Maritain maintain that the intuition of being 

is the driving force behind the famous five ways of Aquinas 

and contains the germ of the five full developed proofs.

Maritain writes„

It appears, therefore, that the philosophical 
proofs of tho existence of God. let us say 
tho five ways cf St. Thomas Aquinas, are a 
development and an unfolding of this natural 
knowledge, raised to the level of scientific 
discussion and scientific certitude. And 
they normally presuppose this natural 
knowledge, not with regard to tho logical 
structure of the demonstration, but with 
regard to the existential conditions of tho 
thinking subject^

Mascall regards the five ways as drawing attention to five 

outstanding features of finite being, all of which can be 

reduced to one fundamental characterization, the inability 

of finite being to account for its own existence. The

3? J.Maritain, yWAT ’̂J'A^Q^ (New York 1962) p.23
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five ways are five ways of educating the dependence of 

finite being upon Godo

the different arguments are not obtained by 
syllogizing five different kinds of acts of in® 
spection of finite beings; they are all 
obtained from one kind of act, and indeed 
can all be obtained from one single act* 
If we seo any finite being as it really 
ionone point of moss or the smallest ant, 
to use Mari tain’s illustration—we shall 
seo that Ged is implicated in it as First 
Hover, First Efficient Cause, and all the 
recto

If the intuition of the cosmological relation is 

considered to be the root of five ways, it is obvious that 

being must convoy some notions of value if it is to be the 

source of the fourth and fifth way, which deal with the 

value of the creation Mescall and Maritain unfortunately 

have only scattered references to the value of being, and, 

as wo have seen, they seem concerned only with that aspect 

of the intuition of being that can be developed into the 

first three ways® If they had given more attention to the 

relation between being and value, then the intuition of the 

Necessary Being would yield a more adequate intuition of God, 

since it would see God as the creator of value® If greater 

emphasis can be placed on showing how the fourth and fifth 

ways develop from the basic intuition, the criticisms against 

equating the intuition of Ged with the intuition of Necessary 

Being can be overcome, for God would then be a Ged of value 

and not simply a bare Being-without-nothingness® Thomism

3%0L.Ma8call, Ke. vnm_Jq (London 19^3) p.7?
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contains within itself tho cure of the malady in the fourth 

and fifth ways, cut Nascall and Karitain have not sufficiently 

developed it. Beyond mentioning- that the fourth and fifth 

ways can be derived from ths intuition of beings they say 

little. Maritain talks at one point of the ’’intelligible 

value of being”J>9 and Lasco.il says that ’’the fact that 

beings exist with United perfection declares their immed­

iate dependence upon a being that is absolutely and infin­

itely perfect”**^ but such references are few and scattered. 

Cod as the God of value, the fundamental way in which He is 

regarded by the believerc is passed over.

It should be noted in passing that Maritain does 

t-'lk about a rediscovery of Love. He claims that the re­

discovery of existence is not only a rediscovery of Cod but 

also a rediscovery of Love. The intuition of being apparently 

carries along with it the intuition of my own Self In the 

form of an intuition of Subjectivity as Subjectivity. This 

Subjectivity is not an object of thought, but rather is 

"the very well spring of thought - a deep, unknown, and 

living centre which superabounds in love, attaining through 

love its suprememlevel of existence, existence as giving 

Itself.‘^1 In this "abyss of Subjectivity” we discover what 

Maritain calls the generosity of existence. Subjectivity,

3 $ J. Mari tain 9 ^lii^w^j^k-^^ (Mew York 19^2) p.20 

^'°E.L. Mas call, EwlntsVki^-qnL An^iry-y (London 19^9) 

P.77

^i'laritaiiij^o.IinTv^^^ (New York)1962)p.90

Lasco.il
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which is a dynamic and living centre, not only receives 

but gives,. It receives through the intellect by means of 

knowledges it gives through the will by means of love. 

This giving of lovo is, Maritain thinks, the supreme 

revelation of existence for We Self.

Thus it is that when a man has been really 
awakened to the sense of Being or Existence, 
and grasps intuitively the obscure, living 
depths of the Self and Subjectivity, he 
experiences, by virtue of the inner dynamism 
of this intuition9 that love is not a passing 
pleasure or a more or less intense emotion, 
but the root tendency and very meaning of 
his being alive. He becomes both an ’ontol­
ogical and erotic® man; he is man anew.^2

Therefore, Maritain says that through our primordial 

intellectual grasping of existence we know that God is 

the self-subsisting Being. Through an intuition accom­

panying this, we also know God as "absolute ontological 

generosity, the self-subsisting Love; and that such 

transcendent Love inherently causes, permeates, and activates 

every creature, which in answer Loves God more than itself. “■ 

*1 us the intuition of Being is coupled with an intuition of 

Love. While the recognition of thia intuition of Love might 

be an attempt to make God the source of value, 11. never­

theless is not entirely satisfactory, In the first place, 

while the intuition of love apparently accompanies the 

intuition of being, it nevertheless remains a separate 

intuition. To give full justice to the notion of God as 

the source of value, Maritain should attempt to incorporate

P.90
^^J .Maritain, The Range of Roan on (New Yor : 1962)

^Tbid- r^QO
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the intuition of lovo within the intuition of being co that 

tho intuition of Being-without-nothingness ic at tho same 

time an intuition of a Being-who-io-Love, Since tho two 

arc separated, tho fundamental criticism still remains. 

In tho second place, this talk of an intuition of Love 

stemming from subjectivity has the serious disadvantage 

of being, at least to me, extremely obscure, I cannot 

really understand what he is saying, and I suspect that it 

is not entirely my own faulty

Within tho Thomistic framework there io actually 

considerable material for Liascall and Maritain to draw upon 

in discussing the relation between being and value, for 

Aquinas has discussed tho matter at considerable lengthy 

Aquinas says that goodness and being are really tho same so 

that An ordlnn onnondA a consideration of being Involves a 

consideration of value, Aquinas states that each being has 

a good, and is in its own manner perfect0

I answer that every being, as being, 1g good. 
For all being, as being, has actuality and is 
in some way perfect, since every act is some 
sort of perfection, and perfection implies 
desirability and goodness, as is clear from 
what has been said. Hence,., it follows that 
every boing as such is good0^

According to Aquinas each entity has its uwn perfection 

and goodness as an end to be achieved, Aquinas also iden­

tifies beauty with being and goodness. It should bo pointed 

out that by ’good9 Aquinas here means a kind of 0ontological 

goodness9, which is tot the same thing as moral goodness.

^introduction to SluThamaa
(New York 19^8) p.?8 9

(edoA,C0Pegls)
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but nevertheless it is clear that the scale of being 1g 

at the Game time a scale of value. God is the s ipreme 

end and object of value9 and all things desire Hi:. God 

as Necessary Being is therefore a God of value, a notion 

which doos justice to the reverence and worship of God by 

the believer. If this notion of value is incorporated 

within the intuition of being, then Maritain and Mascall 

will have greater justification in moving from the 

intuition of being to the intuition of God.

Yet there remains one important obstacle to be 

overcome before thio can be done. The Thomists must estab­

lish the objective status of values; they must convince us 

that values are embedded within t^ng and are not the 

products of human choice. Modern philosophy whether it be 

philosophical analysis or existentialism has established the 

fact-value distinct!on and has said that values are created 

by man. The world as such, being as such, has no value in 

itself; it has only those values which we choose to give it. 

°X is good0 really means ’I like x’ or °I commend x to you*. 

Once the existence of Cod is establishes satisfactorily, 

then the fact-value distinction becomes easier to tackle. 

Once we are convinced that theism is true, then it is not 

likely that we will regard the Cr:ation, which reflects its 

Creator., as being without value and think that the creatures 

themselves create their own values. The Thomists, however, 

cannot assume the existence of God at this point, for this 

is the very issue under discussion. At this point wc must
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move from values to Goel and not v3.ee versa. The Thomist 

cannot use God’s existence to establish the objectivity 

of values. He must, therefore, establish the objectivity 

of values and show that being; is valuable, before he can 

posit tho intuition of God as the source of value, Such a 

task is important not only for tho Thomist but for any 

thoist.

In. this chapter, wo have examined what wascal* 

and Maritain mean when they speak of an intuit! . i cf God, 

Earitain’s Jntuition of Cod is basically inferential by 

nature? Hassall*s intuition of God patterns itself after 

the model cf perception. Tn both cases, the intuition is 

an exclusively intellectual operas-.m, Some of the diffic­

ulties that arise out of their meaning of intuition hove been 

indicated, he then examined the contents of the intuition 

of God that both Thcmists give us and assessed its value 

from a religious perspective. Tn both cases9 the intuition 

ins found to bo rather meagre because of the lack of consid­

eration of values. It was surf sted that the fault was net 

that of Theriots as such;, cut was due to Mari tain’s and 

Mascall’s treatment. Attempts to rectify their overs' hts 

■within a Th oris tie framework can be carried out, noth 

MascoH and Maritain have been attempting’ to point cub by 

their intuition of being the dependoncy of the temporal 

order upon God, and this appears to bo the key notion, in 

our next chapter we shall examine in detail ano th or approach 

to the notion of dependency and one which we hope will remedy 

some of tho defects in Mascall’s and Maritain’s position.



CHAPTER III

THE AUGUSTINIAN APPROACH OP TRETHOWAN AND BAILLIE

In the previous chapter9 we saw the attempt by 

Maritain anil Mascall to establish an intuition of God on 

the basis of the intuition of being* Dissatisfaction was 

expressed with this viewpoint, because tho intuition of 

God granted by this approach seemed inadequate from a 

religious standpoint* Some attempt was made by tho Thomiste 

to incorporate considerations of valuta into tho intuition, 

but no attempt was made to establish the objectivity of 

values, which was indicated as a necessary starting-point. 

Some evidence oust be given that values are embedded within 

the world and are not tho result of human projection, as 

much of nodom philosophy maintains. Tho Augustinian 

approach, as represented by Trethowan and Baillie establishes 

its intuition of God on tho awareness of value and thereby 

attempts to give a more adequate notion of what is generally 

meant by the term ®God7. Trethowan and Balllie also appear 

aware of criticisms of the objective status of values and 

attempt to show how values are embedded within tho very 

world itself.

Trethowan maintains that a wide range of values, 

whether they bo ethical or aesthetic, can load uo to an

62
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intuition of God, but concentrates his attention upon 

ethical values* Trothowc.n makes the case for the objectivity 

of values by analyzing carefully what is involved in the 

matter of obligation. In the last analysis h- >cs s ’ 

resort to argument to make nis case, but maintains that his 

case rests upon an analysis of our actual experience. In 

the last analysis lie would claim that his case has empirical 

grounding and that positions which depart from this a_ not 

being faithful to our actual experience. The crux of 

obligation is that ‘wo are called upon to do something, that 

we are not morally free.’! then a particular value makes a 

claim upon us, we feel tnav this value, co to sneak, stands 

over against us and compels us into a course of action, 

even though our immediate desire is to carry out some other 

course of action. Let us repeat, for example, the value of 

t no search for truth. Ccrtai: ly it may be said that it is 

useful aid expedient for us to know tho truth, but Trsthowan 

insists that this is not the whole story. Is there not, for 

example, in the case of the scientist something of the 

sacred about facts? In spite of our wishes, it matters that 

we know the truth.

To recognize tha's something is true is not 
merely to decide that you can rely on your 
information, that "ou can make something­
work. It is to find something from which 

. .iore is no legitimate escape; we may sue* 
coed in putting it out of our minds, if we 
happen to dislike it, but we can hardly 
fail to be aware, at the same time in our

iTrethowan, Th^J^jy^ (now york 1?61) p.96



lives at least, that in such a case wo 
are doing a sort of violence to ourselves 
...Truth, the rock bottom which we can 
touch if we try, is something over against 
all of ub."

In the final analysis, Trethowan concludes, we value the 

truth, not because of personal desires or motives, but 

because it makes a demand upon us to which wo feel obligated 

to respond. The search for tn th seems to be intrinsically 

valuable and we arc called upon to recognize this and carry 

cut its claims. "Value 1s always an encounter with what 

does not spring from ourselves, it cannot be entirely our 

own work, it is always in some sense a gift. ”3 The crux of

tho matter is that Trethowan does not think that man is 

morally free, as, for example, Sartre would maintain end that 

can0s freedom precedes value standards. We are not free to

project our freedom in whatever mode of Being~ia-tho~werld

that we wish. Trethowan maintains that values stand in 

Judgment over our freedom and oblige us to act in accordance 

with their dictates. Such a position, Trethowan maintains, 

is founded upon an analysis of tho obligation which wo 

experience in encountering a value standard. His case rests 

upon the belief that, if we are honest with ourselves, we 

will admit that values stand over us and are, therefore, 

objective.

•^11.J cncl^ ox^XalrethGutui, 
(London 1951) p.158
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Baillie makes basically the same case. Baillie 

has considerable admiration for Kantian moral philosophy, 

as the first chapter indicated. Kant, so Baillie thinks, 

has stressed that we reach God not in the realm of sense 

but in the realm of moral claims made upon us. Yet Kant 

has maintained that the moral lav; is dictated to us by our 

own moral conscience and is a self-imposed law. One of 

Kant's great tasks was the divorce of ethical theory from 

theology. Kant, therefore, denies that ethical values are 

imposed upo; us from ’outside’ and are, therefore, not 

objective in the sense that we have ben speaking of. 

Baillie maintains, however, that a "moral consciousness" is 

a glib abstraction which "has the appearance of a process 

that goes on entirely within ourselves rather than a converse 

that takes place between ourselves and Another.n> To main­

tain, as Kant did, tL. o ethical demands arc self-imposed is 

to divorce them from their roots in that which is Other.

4
We must be careful here. The Kantian ethical 

position is not objective in the sense hat it is imposed, 
from outside, for it is a law of our own reason. On the 
other hand, this does not mean that it is individualistic 
and arbitrary, for it binds the individual to a universal 
form of conduct. The individual is nevertheless under ?n 
imperative, even though it is of his own making. In this 
thesis tho word ’objective’ means that which has its b.-tslr: 
outside of the ego.

JJ.Baillie, Cur^ t^w::\ of tod (New York 1959) 
p.160
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The reduction or the spiritual life of 
mankind to mere rosnectful acceptance of 
a formula was, in fact, trie last absurdity 
of the eighteenth century. It is no mere 
formula with which the sons of men have ever 
found themselves f ..ecd as they approached 
life’s most solemn issues, but a Eeality 
of an altogether more intimate and personal 
kind.6

Baillie’s basic contention is that in ethical demands we 

are confronted with One who makes demands upon us, which 

we ’’with the bottom of our hearts” recognize as God. 

Baillie quotes with approval the ’words of William Temple 

that "no lax , apart from a Lawgiver, is a proper object of 

reverence."7 Furthermore, Baillie cla; ms that wo have 

always known that we cannot evade the challenge of God 

without a sense of wrongdoing or guilt.

No other challenge that has ever reached us has 
been so insistent or so imperious. You and I 
have often tried to evade its we have done 
many things in its despite; sometimes, when 
its demands were most inconvenient, we have 
tried to pretend that it had no right to be 
there at all. But in the bottom of our hearts 
we have never been able to doubt its right,$

The demands of the moral life stand over us, and we implicitly 

know that to deny them Is to betray ou own proper good 

and the Sovereign Love ’which offers them. By analysis of 

what he thinks actually confronts us in moral demands, Baillie 

indicates the falsehood of positions that slain that moral 

values arc subjective projections. As was the case with

z
°X*idt P.158

^•A, p.158

8HUA, p.156
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Trochowan, the key to Baillie’s case is the awareness that 

moral demands confront as and impose limitations upon our 

freedom. The demands of the moral life come from ’outside0 

ourselves and wo submit to them in the realization that it 

is our chief end to do sc.

Both Trethowan and Baillie make their claim for the 

objectivity of moral values by claiming to have analyzed 

carefully the actual content of moral demands. They claim 

that actual examination of such experiences lea Is us to 

posit the objectivity of moral demands. Their case stands 

if our own honest analysis of moral demands agrees with 

theirs and falls if it does not. Yet it is apparent that 

there are differences between krethowan and Baillie on some 

fetalis of this content. Baillie differs from Trethowan 

since he claims that in moral demands we are confronted with 

the Lawgiver who is Be dp and ahat tile moral demands must be 

seer as a relationship between ourselves and Another. 

Baillie fundamentally is saying that moral demands are at 

the same time a divine challenge and that we know them as 

such, ais case for the objectivity of moral standards rests 

basically on this encounter with Another. Trethowan -would 

agree that ultimately moral demands are a divine challenge, 

but hesitates to say that ^od is known as immediately ns He 

is known by Baillie. Then reading Baillie9 we have the 

feeling that he is reading too much of his own position into 

our experience of moral obligation. In Trethowan, the procs
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is more gradual. We can feci trio full claim that values 

make upon us but not immediately intuit God. Such an aware* 

ncss must be evoked® whereas Baillie rules out such an 

intermediary stop. It seems to se that Trethouan has the 

better case. There are amany individuals who would basically 

admit the objectivity of values and yet who are not aware 

of the divine challenge. Daillie rules this cut of courts 

a step which not only isolates himself from the experience 

of many but seems to shew a lack of charity to the honest 

testimony of many. Trethowan® on the other hand® is pre* 

pared to accept the position of such individuals and pro* 

ceeds to evoke from it the intuition of Ged.

Preference must® therefore® be given to Trethowan*s 

positione which is a more accurate analysis of what people 

encounter in moral demands. If we accept Trethowan°s 

analysis and agree that he has made a case for the object­

ivity of valuesc we are still, of courseB uncertain about 

the nature of this objectivity. Does this objectivity have 

Ite basis in society through a social contract 9 or does it 

even transcend the projection of society itself? Trethowan 

does not explicitly deny this latter position® but it seems 

clear from his analysis that there is no adequate reason why 

society should posit the search for truth as a value. He 

has indicated that there is no real motive for the individual 

to establish its statue as a value, and his reasons can pre­

sumably be transferred to society as such. Society also
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stands under value standards and has felt the obligation 

to adapt itself to them. The social contract as an explan* 

ation is inadequate.

So far we have seen that the intuition of God is 

linked with the awareness of moral value. Gone attempt must 

now be made to analyze what rethowan and Baillie mean by 

the word ’intuition’s ’when they speak of an intuition of 

God. As we sax’ in our analysis of the Thomists, the word 

has different meanings 0 and we must now see how Trethowan 

and Baillie are using the word. Trethowan says that 

the evidence of God’s existence is there 
to be looked for, but it is not easy to teach 
people how to look. And one reason for this 
is that9 in all probability0 they have 
already looked and seen ' ithout realizing 
what it was they were doing, be must also 
face the possibility that they have looked 
and seen and then deliberately looked away.9

ft is significant that Trethowan speaks here of tho import­

ance of looking. Some caution must, of course, be exercised, 

acause the word ’look0 is frequently used with no special 

epistemological significance, attached to it. Yet Trethowan 

elsewhere uses similar expressions which convey the notion 

of looking. Trethowan speaks of the intuition of God as 

ooing an awareness which ”showsvlC our world as dependent, 

amd this requires a ‘’looking beyond'H the immediate objects

91.Trethowan, ah.j^ulA of Belief (New York 1961) 
P.96

10.Xb.ld j, p.108

^JMrU p.109
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of our experience. Such expressions accumulate so that we 

are left with the inpression that such words are not used 

carelessly but deliberately. Evidence indicates that 

Trethowan appears to be using the word ’intuition* in the 

sense that Mascall has wanted to use it, in the sense of an 

intellectual perception, de do not need arguments but 

monstrations. The intellect is not required to infer but to 

see, For further elucidation on the nature of monstration 

Trethowan quotes E, I. Jatkin, who writes that "we cannot 

argue from finite to Infinite, unless we really see that 

things are finite—and that weans seeing then as dependent 

on the infinite,- Monstration is "for want of -a better 

name, a dialectic of suggestion, an encouragement to take 

another look at the world, and see, '

The 'notion of intuition as intellectual perception 

was discussed in the previous chapter, and Hascall was pre­

sented as favouring this approach. In tho previous chapter 

the analogy was drawn between sense perception and intell­

ectual perception, and similarities and differences were 

stated. In Hascall we noted that God’s existence while

•.rectly intuited was nevertheless mediated through finite 

things. The same applies to Trethowan, for in Trethowan’s 

thought the existence of Cod is seen along with that of the 

creatures and is mediated through the latter, Trethcranf £; 

intuition of God, like Mase.-Il's is a contuition of Cod,

- .v.w>r •■ —wifM i».i #r.-<,»rr* ■■** n*a* *-4*r«-.*u*^. •

12
Ibidj 0.81

13 '
^o P.81
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for Goel in seen through dependent values• Much the same 

treatment can be given to Trethowan53 position as was given 

to Mascall’s. Like Mascallj Trethowan calls us to recognize 

the element of dependency^ in this cases the dependency of 

value. This seeing- of dependency is at the same time a 

seeing that there is a self-sufficient Source. This “seeing” 

of their dependency is at the same time a. “seeing” of that 

which they are dependent on9 though this letter is "beyond" 

the dependent ^'lues and is seen through them. Trethowan 

says that the contuition “shows us ourselves and the world 

in which we live as dependents and a closer attention to it 

reveals in time that what we ore aware of is in fact the 

-otive presence of th© Infinite.!^ Trethowan is calling upon 

us to examine our experience of value and in sc- doing we 

shall “reflectively discriminate the two disparate elements., 

finite and Infinitec which are already present in thio 

experience.”^ These statements of Trethowan’a remind us 

of Moscall’s positions which is similar in many ways. 

Mascall was calling upon us to analyze our intuition and 

to recognize the elements of dependency and sclf-suf:' ^ •;„ . 

iris should not be interpreted as stating that we intuit Gpd 

directly and immediately but rather that God is seen os the 

Creator sustaining and working in the created order. is do 

not infer God’s existence from the dependent order but rather 

see Him through the latter. tontuition is Intellectual per-

l^JMi, P.108

15221x1, P-115
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coption0 not inference.

In speaking of intellectual perception, we have 

ba an using the model of sense perception. This analogy has 

been Justified because both processes have an element of 

directness about then and are not inferential involving 

successive steps. The analogy is also strengthened by the 

fact that both the senses and the intellect are open to 

realit and receive data about reality. Both are original 

and immedic te z-oipients of data. On the other hand, 

Trcthowan seems aware of tho difference in saying that we 

perceive God and that we perceive a tree. To avoid the 

misinterpretation that God is seen immediately and directly 

. : the tree ls9 he dissociates himself from tho torn in­

tuition and prefers the term apprehension. Apprehension0 he 

argues 9 conveys the element of directness but need not be 

an immediate vision. This term apprehension does Justice 

to the fact that "there is a character of directness about 

our knowledge of God9 despite tho fact that it is not an 

immediate vision—it is an obscure0 though genuine, appre­

hension. "16 It would appear that Trethowan has some doubts 

about using the model of sense perception, since he dees not 

want to use the word ’intuition*. Nevertheless the oriel of 

sense perception is useful aid clarifies though we must 

recognize fundamental differences between sense perception

16JMi» p.6?
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and intellectual perception and in saying that we perceive

a tree and in saying that wo perceive God*

Trethowan has said that the step to God upon When 

all things are dependent is in the last analysis seen to be 

so*

Nothing will come of nothing, indeed, but this 
must be seen. And I found myself realizing 
that I had not myself become a theist as the 
result of any strictly logical process. When 
I said to myself, ’There must be a cause, a 
universal cause’ I was simply registering the 
fact that my ’notion0 had turned into a con­
viction* I had simply seen that there is a 
universal causes I had apprehended it in its 
operations. 1'7

Trethowan’s method is that of analyzing our experience 

of finite existence, ani claiming that, if we do so we will 

see its relationship to the infinite.

To say that we discover God’s existence in 
an ’apprehension’ of God and to say that we 
do so by an analysis of our experience is 
not to make two different claims. It io all 
one claim*13

We are called upon by Trethowan to reflect upon our exper­

ience of values and to see the dependency of values upon

God. We will gain the intuition of God, if we use the method 

of reflection. Trethowan states that "when I say that ’being 

or ’existence* involves a reference to God, I mean that it 

proves to do so when we have brought our minds to bear upon 

it, to use Masoel.?.*s language again, in ’recollection’.” 7 

Trethowan appeals to Gabriel Marcel and his phenomenological

^M.O P.129

18 IbXd, p.115

19ibM, P.115
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method as his authorityo Trethowan’s intellectual percep­

tion appears fundamentally to be intellectual perception as 

it is envisaged in the field of phenomenology.

This enables us to clarify what Trethowan lias meant 

when he talks of knowing God implicitly and explicitly. Our 

experience implicitly testifies to God, but we havo not yot 

brought our minds to bear upon it. When we do so, when we 

reflect upon cur experience0 our experience explicitly yields 

the intuition of Cod which was contained within it. The 

intellect must turn inward to analyze cur experience until 

the intuition of God is seen.

The detection itself occurs, fundamentally, 
in the inner life. Even if our bent is to 
look outwards to the general scone, to the 
human situation viewed abstractly, we must 
bring with us (although wo may hardly be 
aware of it) some hint of the essential clue, 
Knowledge of the self and knowledge of the 
world are interdependent. But the source of 
our metaphysical discoveries seems to b© the 
self. 20

We have stated that Trethowan appears to look to Marcel for 

his model of recollection. Marcel states that fundamentally 

reflection is nothing more than attention to a certain 

experience or course of experiences. This is the predominant 

theme of phenomenology, which purports not to use inference 

or deduction but simply to examine closely what is actually 

given to us in experience. "To the things themselves" is 

the rallying cry of Husserl. If we examine and reflect upon

2oJbl£c> p»103
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a partioular experience <> its neanlng or essence will dls° 

close itself to us in intuition, Tho phenoaenologist does 

not have to resort to other QethoiCp but prefers to scrut­

inize tho particular experience which we have brought under 

the glance of the Ego, 

According to Marcelp reflection is carried out 

because something important to us is at stake. "The act of 

reflection 1g linked8 as bone is linked with bone in the 

human body0 to living personal experience and it is inportant 

to understand the nature of this link.”2l it is important 

to realize that "reflection is still part of lifep that it 

1g one of the ways in which life manifests itselfp or more 

profoundly8 that it is in a sense one of lifers ways of 

rising from one level to another."22 Reflection is rooted 

in our lives and should not be regarded as something cold 

and alien.

22,B)Mo p.101

On the other hand, the more wo grasp the 
notion of experience in its proper com­
plexity P in Its active and I would daresay 
in its dialectical aspectsP the better we 
shall understand how experience cannot fail to 
transform itself into reflectionp and we 
shall even have the right to say that the 
□ore richly it is experiencedp the nore0 
alsoB it is reflection.23 

It is difficult to state exactly what Trethowan 

conceives the procedure of his reflection to be. Ke states

2$GoMarcel9 2&2J&£&QSX^^^ (Chicago
I960) p.97

.W^n.102
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that "analysis hero means tho process by which we reflectively 

discriminate tho two disparate elements, finite and infinite, 

which are already present in this experience."2^ A possible 

interpretation is that, when we reflect upon a given value, 

wo carry out a phenomenological analysis to enable us to 

intuit th© pure nature of the value. Trethowan indicates 

that some phenomenological analysis is necessary, for he 

states that, when confronted with a value, for example, the 

search for truth0 we discard such notions as determining its 

value by appeal to consequences or social motives.

Why, let us ask again, should we desire the 
truth? What value can there be in finding 
things out if they seem not to serve any 
practical pur-pose? Why not spend all the 
time in day-dreaming0 if you enjoy it and 
have the opportunity? Perhaps because 
popple would make fun of you. But doesn’t 
the question of self-respect arise? And 
what is there about ourselves which we 
should respect?...Why, thenD should it seem 
so important that men should see things as 
they are?25

It is clear from the above passage that in his analysis of 

value Trethowan 1g performing phenomenological reductions 

and is discarding possible explanations of the source of 

value. This process continues until he is left with tho 

"contingency” of the value, that is, with seemingly no 

source of value. Then "the light breaks", "the ponnyddrops” 

and Trethowan intuitu God as the source of value. In this

2^I. Trethowan, 2M^lGi2-2LMls£ (Mon York 1961)
P.115

2^Mo p.101
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uay we see the finite dependent upon the infinite and have 

done justice to Trethowan*s claim that "we reflectively 

discriminate the two disparate elements, finite and infinite,,*’ 

Through phenomenological analysis God has been intuited as 

the source of valueo

Unfortunately this latter Interpretation makes 

little use of the phenomenological method of Marcel, to 

whom Trethowan has frequently appealed. Another variation 

of Trethowan’s method is possible, which attempts to pat­

tern itself after Marcel. Marcel’s phenomenological method 

consists of two levels of reflection, primary and secondary 

reflection. Primary reflection dissolves the unity of ex­

perience, for it establishes a break in its continuity; 

secondary reflection is recuperative and restores that 

unity. Let us accept the premise that Trethowan is modelling 

his notion of recollection on Marcel’s model and ace how 

it might work. On the first Level of reflection we encounter 

a break in the unity of our experience, for we wonder why 

values are valuable. They seem to be contingent, that is, 

tiey are unable to account for their value as value. Wo then 

proceed through secondary reflection to re-establish this 

unit y. Presumably the reductions outlined above enter at 

this stage in the attempt to reaffirm the unity of our 

experience. Finally we intuit God as the source of value 

upon whom finite values are dependent. The unity of our 

value experiences has been re-established by the intuition
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of God® The two elements, finite and infinite, have been 

intuited, and the essential unity between the two ordez*s 

has been established. Trethowan®s remark that wo "dis® 

criminate the two disparate elements, finite and infinite** 

should not be taken to indicate a split in our experience, 

for the intuition has established a harmonious relationship 

between the two. Tills is a possible interpretation that 

can be given to Trethowan°s analysis, When we consider the 

reliance that Trethowan places upon Marcel, it is more 

likely that this second interpretation is the correct des­

cription of Trethowan0a recollection. In either case, we 

have established that tho word ’intuition® as used by 

Trethowan appears to bo the meaning given to it in phenom­

enological circles, all tf which draw their Inspiration 

from Husserl.

Trethowan®s case rests, therefore, on phenomenol­

ogical analysis, and he apparently thinks that, if one uses 

his procedure, he will intuit God. His case roots with Mar­

cel’s contention that ’’nothing is more necessary than that 

one should reflect.*^ The intuition of Cod arises from an­

alysis of our experience. Trethowan would claim, therefore, 

that in a brcadei‘ sense of the term he is on empiricist.

An analysis of what Baillie moans by ’intuition® 

must now be made. Baillie rules out inference from tho

„ 2.6 C.Marceln .r;h2-22§£22X-2£J^laa ^ 1 (Chicago
I960) p.47 ‘ ’
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start so that the charge of rapid inference can be dismissed. 

Our knowledge of God, Baillie submits, is basically founded 

on the experience of His presence. Baillie criticises 

those philosophers who give too great a role to inference 

and severely limit what he calls perceptive or intuitive rea­

son* Bulllie thinks that these two terms can be legitimately 

used and interchanged with one another. His reason for this 

is that intuition and perception were two Latin words used 

to translate the Creek word fijLfij&fiSlfi.* which could be 

called &E&1& K^rdd^ or zii^i in^W;&ia. Baillie, unlike 

Trethowan, likes the model of intellectual perception. 

Such a model stresses the non-lnferential aspect of this 

kind Cf cognition. It also emphasizes that the mind is in 

touch with reality Just as sense perception is. The in­

tuitive ability of the intellect is an original source of 

data just as the senses are. Baillie dissociates himself 

from tho meaning of intuition in the sense that we speak of 

intuiting the truth of a proposition or mathematical sol­

ution. This latter meaning is to remain exclusively within 

the realm of concepts. By calling intuition intellectual 

perception, Baillie means that we are in touch with exist­

ential reality in a direct manner. The intellect confronts 

in sone manner an object. Intuition is the realm of immed­

iate knowledge, that is, it is knowledge not mediated by 

inference. This immediate knowledge is not simply the bare 

reception of data, for Baillie claims that it is the product 

of Intelligence. Experience is cognitive and not simply the



80

recoption of data or emotion.

We must realize that Baillie *o case is ideating on 

two foundations, In the first placeD ho is broadening the 

scope of our experience to include data over and above that 

g iven by the sense. The relationship between such experience 

and tho experience gained by the senses propel’ is that the 

former presuppose for their possibility the experience gained 

by the senses. The senses are apparently necessary starting 

points to open up the other "senses”.

My contention will indeed be that we have 
even what can properly bo called sense 
experience of other things than these. 
The human spirit0 1 shall say& develops 
certain subtler senses or sensitivities 
which go beyond the bodily senses,^^

He indicates that they require the bodily senses to set 

then in operation but that

they carry uc far beyond such experience, 
asking us sensitive to aspects of reality 
of which those taken by themselves9 could 
not conceivably inform us. They enable us 
to perceive something not otherwise per­
ceptible g to perceive it0 I sayB and not 
merely to conceive it as a concept to 
which we are led by argument. 2g

Baillie deliberately makes an analogy with the bodily senses 

and those other "senses” to establish the idea that we per­

ceive things not perceptible by tho bodily souses. We 

should not fear that Baillie is creating strange and fan­

tastic now souses8 for he insists that fundamentally

(London 1962) p.52

28QML&3. P.53
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experience is a unified whole., "The world we know is known 
29

by us as on© world*n Experience is basically a wholeP 

and it is mis-leading to divide it up into watertight fac­

ulties or senses*

The knowledge of Ged is also an intuitive knowledge 

gained by the intellect’s perceptive ability* Therefore, 

we can say that cur knowlege is Immediate, since it is not 

gained by inference* On the other hand, Baillie has been 

careful to ^maintain that an intuition of God is mediate0 

since it is mediated through the intuition of duty* We do 

not actually see God, as He is in Himself*

A speculative knowledge of God as He is in 
His naked majesty would not and could not save, 
but would rather terrify and destroy. A 
saving knowledge9 a knowledge that meets 
our situation as regards conscience and 
justification and ^conciliation, must bo 
a veiled knowledge*'

It is more accurate to say as Baillie himself admits, 

that the Intuition of God is a mediated Immediacy. Tho 

intuition of God is mediated through our duty, for wo see 

God through it* Henco Baillie’s mediated immediacy appears 

to be a oontuition.

So far we have seen that Baillie’s intuition of 

God Is an intellectual perception, but further consideration 

must now be given to such a view in light of what we have 

said about Trethowan’s vlowe on recollection* Baillie 

divides mental activities into two divisions, immediate 

knowledge and reflection. We have already outlined Baillie’s

^m, p.51
30

J.Balliie, our m^^Qotl (New York 1959 )p. 191
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notions of immediate knowledge,, and co further elucidation 

ic not necessary at this point. Reflection or, as Baillie 

calls it, thought is the ’’secondary activity of the mind in 

which it bends back upon its own primary operations."31 So 

far Baillie appears to bo following Trethowan, but this io 

as far as the similarity goes. Baillie identifies reflection 

with inference and makes no provision for reflective pro­

cesses such as those described by Marcel. The purpose of 

reflection or inference is "to bring to the light of full 

consciousness the real nature and interior grounds of such 

knowledge as we already have, and thus to add further know­

ledge to it."32 In Trethowan such a process makes explicit 

the real nature of our experience and yields us the intuition 

of God. But in Baillie„ this proccss is not patterned after 

phenomenological analysis, but is Inferential in nature. 

Furthermore, this inferential process is "a very arduous 

one and can never achieve complete success.”33 The process 

of reflection can deal with immediate knowledge only in a 

rather clumsy fashion and lacks the clarity and certitude 

that intuition possessed.

Starting from such knowledge as is thus 
already in our possession, we proceed to draw 
inferences from it, but the inferred know­
ledge cannot have the same quality of 
certitudes and the more elaborate the chain

* J.Baillie, ^J<jW-OfJ^»-^ 
(London 1962) p.51
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of inferences required to reach it, 
the less assurance we have in respect 
of it* There may always be an error 
in our logic0 a neglected alternative 
perhaps, and the further cur speculation 
goes, the greater is the possibility 
of such error. All in all0 therefore, 
the seat of human wisdom will always rennin 
with our intuited rather than with cur b 
inferred knowledge of our human situation.^

Baillie thus indicates that inference is clearly an Inferior

form of intellectual activity.. Knowledge and certitude 

reside basically in the intuitive powers of the mind, 

which Baillie maintains are in direct contact with reality•

Baillie’s intuition is clearly not phenomenological 

in nature but refers to what he thinks is the basic activity 

of the mind, a direct and immediate contact of the intellect 

with the world that surrounds it. Our knowledge of God is 

located on this level. Any process of reflection will con­

fuse and distort this primary grasp of reality and lead us 

into erroro Baillie’s intuition 13 basically the immediate 

awareness by the mind that it is constantly confronted by the 

presence of God.

This statement by Baillie, that the intellect io 

confronted by Ged, should be examined in more detail0 and 

in doing so we shall discover an important difference between 

the Thomistic approach and those who consider themselves to 

be Auguatinians in some sense, as do Baillie and Trethowano 

Maritain has stated that hie intuition of God belongs to the 

realm of natural knowledge, as opposed to the realm of

a Bai Ilie, 2rLJr&££J2£^^
(London 1962) p.61
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supernatural illumination or faith* Trethowan and Baillie 

do not accept this riblet distinction and do not classify 

their Intuitive approach as a "natural" knowledge* Baillie 

begins his book0 PyiLj^li3jj£[^ by stating that "the 

great fact for which all religion stands is the confront­

ation of the human soul with the transcendent holiness of 

God. ”35 The chief term of importance appears to be the 

word ’confrontation’0 and Balllie goes on to say that "not 

one of us has been left alone by God” and that "there is no 

son of man who has never been confronted at all by the 

challenge of the divine."36 Baillie’s point is that God has 

revealed Himself to all men and that knowledge of God is 

imparted by Ged Himself* Baillie denies that there is a 

"natural" knowledge of God apart from revelation and is 

dissatisfied with the traditional distinction between nature 

and revelation*

Prior to the nineteenth century there was 
no distinction that seemed simpler or more 
clear-cut than this ones and any child could 
have told you what it meant* He would have 
explained to you that at creation God had 
endowed man with tho power of reason9 and 
that by tho ’unaided’ exercise of this rea­
son man §had been able to find out some things 
about Gods tout that9 at a later time9 God 
had added to tho knowledge thus at man’s 
disposal by communicating certain further 
information which he could not possibly 
have found out for himself. Just as there

P.3
^j.Bailliep £lJEj212LLl££i^^ (Hew York 1959)

^^£21^, p.3
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arc two ways of becoming possessed of the 
answer to a mathematical problem - by 
working out the problem for oneself and by 
being told the answer by somebody eloeg so 
it seemed to almost everybody for almost a 
thousand years that there were two quite 
distinct avenues to the knowledge of God.37

This traditional clear-cut distinction is a misleading one, 

and Baillie proposes to incorporate both within a broader 

notion of revelation. The "natural approach", instead of 

being regarded as distinct from revelation, is to be 

regarded as a more general kind of revelation.

Cur conclusion must therefore be that such 
moral and spiritual knowledge as may in any 
one period of human history seem to have 
become an inherent part of human nature, 
and so to be an •unaided* natural knowledge, 
is actually the blessed fruit of God’s 
personal or historical dealings with man’s 
soul$ and so in the last resort also a 
revealed knowledge,">8

Baillie has, therefore, denied a sharp natural­

revelation cleavage and prefers to speak of a general 

revelation in which God confronts all men with His challenge 

It can be argued in passing that this approach expresses to 

a high degree the notion of God as sustaining the temporal 

order. The "natural knowledge” approach, Baillie suggests, 

seems to mean that God, the Creator and Sustainer, stands 

aside from the lenowing and thinking of His creatures. By 

revelation Baillie does not mean the dictation of writings

P.35

38^A, p.42
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cr the communioation of information, but by revelation he 

□cans personal communication, ’"the self-dis closure of a 

Personality.Revelation is ’’the continual invasion of 

our life by His holy Presence,'^ The intuitive ability 

of the intellect receives this continual revelation of Cod 

to it. The intellect appears to receive intuitively a 

revelation of God, and for this reason, Baillie’s approach 

cannot bo categorised as "natural”, as the Thomists 

classify their intuition.

Trethowan has said that he is an Augustinian, and 

presumably he too will repudiate the intuition of God as 

being a strictly natural approach, and the notion that God 

stands aside, so to speak, from the activity of the Intellect. 

The discussion of knowledge and illumination in the thought 

of Augustine is an extremely difficult topic and one which 

goes beyond my own knowledge and the scope of this paper. 

Any discussion of this point must inevitably be extremely 

limited and inadequate. .Augustine himself cannot be pinned 

down to any rigid distinction between a natural state of 

man and man in the state of grace. He himself regarded such 

a distinction as somewhat artificial and arbitrary. The 

sustaining activity cf God is omnipresent, and we cannot 

consider man in isolation from God’s activity, as the

39.B2M* P-37

2!Q<’iX10 P*17^



8?

Thom^Etic distinction between natural and supernatural con- 

ditions of nan seems to imply© Within the thought of Aug­

ustine 0 there ic special consideration given to the belief 

that God ’illuminates0 the soul0 and it appears that the 

intuition discussed by Balllie and Trethowan is to some 

extent an illumination,, In making the intuition of God 

it would appear that the intellect is being aided and acted 

upon by God, Trethowan states that "the fact seems to be 

that the prescnce^of God works upon our minds at so early 
io

a stage," He also writes that the human intellect in 

"its drive towards God cannot be set in motion by an innate 

instinct but only by God’s action upon it, and this action 
42

must arouse it precisely as an intellect," Trethowan 

indicates in several passages that the intuition of God is 

reached by God’s action upon the intellect, God apparently 

works within the intellect, and the intuition of God is 

reached through His activity.

Perhaps more light on this matter can be reached 

by a consideration of the views of Augustine himself. 

Augustine maintains that the understanding needs the light 

of God, God is, so to speak0 the sun of the soul, "The 

soul is the eye? God is the light," Augustine’s theory

41
I,Trethowan 

P.113
The Banin of ppjlef (New York 1962)

42
T^e P.132

. ^.PortaiiGp AJ^iaA&l-Xa^^JSsn^^

(London, i960) p.110
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of Illumination maintains that the intellect cannot gain

Intellectual truth of that which is eternal without the 

influence of Cod upon itc He maintains that Ged imprints 

upon the intellect a representation of those eternal truths 

contained in His mind. The intellect contemplates eternal 

truths and values with the aid of the activity of God just 

as the eye sees objects with the aid of the sun. The 

intellect is® therefore, aided by divine illumination, for 

God la the light by which eternal truths are known. 44

It would appear that we know eternal truths only 

through Gods who impresses them upon us. When we examine 

those truths and values more closely, we will see that they 

are embedded in God and will recognize that it Is He who 

impresses them upon us and who, therefore „ can be seen through 

them as their .Source. The intollcot apprehends God in

realize that this topic is a controversial and 
difficult one and would have avoided it if possible, but its 
inclusion seemed necessary. This interpretation of August­
ine’s illumination is but one of several. Cne interpretation 
associated, for example, with William of Auvergne is that 
the activity of God in the intellect is almost a separate 
intellect. Another Interpretation associated, for example, 
with Malebranche is that the intellect sees eternal truths 
directly in God. This, of course, is a form of ontologists. 
Copleaton thinks that by illumination Augustine means that 
God works upon the intellect guaranteeing the truth of 
certain propositions. God does not imprint truths upon the 
intellect but rather gives certitude to the intellect and 
assures the intellect that the truths at which it has arrived, 
(through abstraction. Copieston suggests) are eternally true 
and are grounded in the very nature of God. God in this in­
terpretation is the guarantee of certainty. These three in­
terpretations are three possible ones, but it 1g more likely 
that the one stated in the main text of the thesis is the 
correct one.
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values it encounters and recognises Cod as their Sourceo 

God is their Source0 not only in that they are ultimately 

’’anchored" in God but also in that He is the source of their 

presence in the intellect.

The intuition of God for Trethowan is an intellectual 

perception after the manner described earlierp but seems to 

be a perception illuminated by Godo As Augustine has said0 

the soul is the eye0 but it requires God as the sun to 

enable it to see. Because of this viewpoint both Trethowan 

and Baillie have separated themselves from Mascall and 

Marltain. Undoubtedly0 there are further differences between 

Trethowan and Bailliep for it is unlikely that Baillie’s 

general revelation is the same as Trethowan’□ illumination. 

Trethowano for examplep quotes with approval Baillie’s 

Intuitive approach to Godp but dissociates himself from 

Baillie’s notion of a "direct personal encounter with Him 

in the Person of our Lord Jesus Christo"^5 Trethowan indic­

ates that his Intuition is "an awareness of him which is no 

more than an awareness of the transcendent Infinite and a 

summons to a fuller supernatural knowledge 0 the knowledge 

of faith. "^6 Yet both Trethowan and Baillie differ from 

the Thomiats in that the latter claim that their approach is 

a natural onep whereas the former have located their in-

trethowan ’ s discussion of Balllie is to be found 
in SllsJ&G&lJ?^^ P.68-71

^£WLo p.69
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tuition on the fringe of a supernatural approach. The 

intuition of God for then calls for a recognition of tho 

activity of God upon the soul, for He is known through His 

effects upon us, Father De Lubac writes that "God reveals 

himself to man by Imprinting his image upon him. That 

divine operation constitutes the very centre of man,”4? ^^ 

We must now attempt to examine more closely the 

actual contents of the intuitions of God given by Trethowan 

and Balllie, Trethowan’s intuition shall be analysed first 

of all, We have seen that the intuition of God is gained, 

when we see that values without Ged seem to be groundless 

or '’contingent", Before we examine the actual contents of 

Trethowan’s intuition, we must first analyse this somewhat 

puzzling notion. Trethowan has said that values seen 

’’contingent”, since a particular value seems unable to ac­

count for its value. He has ruled out appeal to consequences 

and has, therefore, concluded that the quest for a source of

47\£^U P.91
O
Ac we have seen, Trethowan’s intuition is illum­

inated by God, Thore is also a passage in Horoal which in­
dicates that the phenomenological analysis night ba guided 
by God’s activity An the intellect, Marcel writes that "this 
process of reflective self-clarification cannot be pushed to 
the last extreme^ it may be, as we shall see, that reflection, 
interrogating itself about its own essential nature, will be 
led to acknowledge that it inevitably bases itself on some­
thing that is net itself, sonothing from which it has to 
draw its strength," (G, Marcel, IfcfiJimaXXJtfL-BfilX^ P.W
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values hao become urgent. Trethowan appears to bd raising 

tho same question about values as tho Thomists asked about 

finite being. Maritain and Mascall ask why there is some® 

thing rather than nothings Trethowan asks why a value is 

valuable.

Why should something at least seem to have value 
for their own sakes? They make a claim upon 
ug0 but0 when we look into lt9 there seems at 
first to bo no justification for their claims8 
they ar© just things. Wo are forced behind 
them to account for their value. .'Taken by 
themselves0 they are not. valuable0 yet 
value is present to them ^9

Trethowan’s basic contention is that values we encounter 

are contingent and lack self-sufficiency. This contingency 

of values points to that which As tho self-sufficient source 

of valuep and this is Cado

The absoluteness of moral obligation p as I see it0 
is go far from being self-explanatory that if 
it were not made intelligible by being found 
in a metaphysical - and in fact a theistic - 
context0 I should bo greatly tempted to hand 
it over to the anthropologists and the 
psychologistso For if there is not an 
answer to tho question °why ought I to do 
anything?’ (when ’ought’ is taken in tho ab­
solute sense)0 if ’ought’is regarded as an 
ultimate datum0 it 1g not unnatural to sus­
pect that it io the result of conditioning 
precesses0 historical accidents which are 
matters not for philosophical discussion 
but for scientific investigation<50

Tho immediate objection to such a claim io the 

charge that to maintain that a value is unable to account 

for its value is to deny that it is a value. To establish 

God as a dour co of value and as tho explanation for their

^9 Jhil, PolOl

50 a^o poirM
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value further robe their statue as values* Trethowan himself 

realizes that such an objection can be made* but maintains 

that his position "is paradoxical0 but it makes sense.‘^ 

A good method by which to defend Trethowan ’s claim is to 

compare him with the Thomists. The Thomist does not deny 

that finite existence exists9 but he questions why it exists 

and claims that finite existence io not explanable in terms 

of itselfo Trethowan is asking the same question, for he 

does not deny that values are valuable 0 but wonders why they 

are valuable and claims that they are not explanable in terms 

of themselves* Why must the search for truth be valuable? 

The Kantian would leave it at this level and claim that it 

is valuable on the basis of the Categorical Imperative.

Trethowan would replyc and quite rightly it seems to tee, 

that such a solution shows the incompleteness and unsatisfac­

tory nature of Kantian ethics ^2 Th© Categorical Imperative 

as a final source of explanation is surely unsatisfactory and 

leaves any moral value ultimately groundless. To maintain 

piously that the self-sufficiency of a value can be found 

in itself is also denied by Trethowan.

...it is the fact that many modern philosophers 
have been content with the view that ’ought® 
is both absolute and in itself an absolute 
datum. One explanation is that tho Christian 
moral outlook is still tenaciously held by. 
many who have abandoned Christian doctrine* 
They perceive a value in a certain code of

51ZW>!) P.102

52 In many ways it has developed that Kant io one of 
the greatest opponents of this approach*
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conduct which they are determined0 moot 
properly0 to defend. This is not to suggest 
that there have not been moralists in other 
ages who have been professed agnostics. But 
the ’post Christian” ia in a peculiar pos­
ition. He io convinced that the Christian 
system of thought must bo abandonees he is 
inoculated against the profession of theism 
in a special way - and he also suspects 
perhaps that this system of values is doomed 
to disappear,, although he may not see that 
this is a natural consequence of the aban­
donment of theism.53

Trethowan maintains that to holde for example9 that the

killing of Jews is wrong as a value and to cut it from 

its theistic bed as contemporary philosophy has done is 

to leave it hanging in mid-air.

This issue is an important issue not only for

ethical philosophy but for human civilization. What is 

being discussed here is the adequacy of foundations for 

ethical systems, and Trethowan claims that the only adequate 

basis for ethics is to ground them in God. This does not 

mean that he is defending an ethic based on divine command, 

which would say that ”x is good® exclusively means ’that

which is commanded by God’. Trethowan recognizes that ’good’ 

has value in itself, but claims that this value io contingent, 

that isD that there is no reason why it should be a value.

1 have suggested that the Thomists provide a model for this 

viewpoint. Just as we ask why the world has existence„ so 

we ask why a value has the value it does. There is an

^A221!„o P.118
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that we must look for a Source of ethical principles and 

that Cod is the most adequate explanation,. To vindicate 

Trethowan’s claimg it would be necessary to show the 

superiority of basing ethics upon Ccd rather than upon other 

ultimatcs like utilitarianism or self-realization. If we 

do not seek for a source, then we leave values in mid-air, 

so to speak, and Trethowan thinks that this will endanger 

their statue as values. Unfortunately, this 1g a deep and 

difficult topic and one which cannot be dealt with here.

In passing, it can be said, however0 that the history of 

ethical philosophy justifies to some extent Trethowan’s 

fear, bince God has been rejected as the Source of value, 

we have seen the steady disappearance of the objective 

status of values until values are regarded as subjective 

projections. Even tho existentialist, Jenn-Paul Sartre, 

admits that ethics without God poses a problem.

The existentialist, on the contrary, finds 
it extremely embarrassing that Ged docs not 
exist, for there disappears with Him all 
possibility of finding values in an intell­
igible heaven. Thore can no longer be any 
good ^ 2Ei£XlP since there is nc infinite 
and perfect consciousness to think it. It 
is nowhere written that "the good” exists, 
that any one must be 'nonest or must not lie, 
since we. are now upon the plane where there 
are only men. Dostoevsky once wrote ’If God 
did not exist, ovarything would be permitted ’ 5 
and that for the existentialist is the starting 
point. Everything is indeed permitted, if Cod 
does not exist, and man is in consequence 
forlorn, for ho cannot find anything upon 
either within or outside himself...Nor, on the
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other hand, if God does not exist, are 
we provided with any values or. commands that 
could legitimize our behaviour, Thus we 
have neither behind us, nor before us in 
a luminous realm of valuers, any means of 
justification or excuse.

It is, of course, assumed that to base ethics upon subjec­

tive projection is inadequate, Bertrand Russell, for 

example, in 195^ finds himself reluctant to accept the 

subjectivity of ethical judgments.

If I say that oysters are good, and you 
say that they are nasty, we both under­
stand that we are merely expressing our 
personal tastes, and that there is nothing 
to argue about, But when Nazis say that 
it is good to torture Jews, and we say 
that it is bad, we do not feel as if we 
were merely expressing a difference of 
tasteg we are even willing to fight and 
die for our opinion, which we should not 
do to enforce our views about oysters. 
Whatever arguments may be advanced to show that 
the two oases are analogous, most people 
mill remain convinced that there Is a 
difference somewhere, though it may be 
difficult to say exactly what it is, 55

Russell dislikes admitting that ethics are a matter of 

subjective taste, but the basis for maintaining their 

objectivity is only "feeling though not decisive'’ and a 

"difference somewhere, though it may be difficult to say 

exactly what it is,"56 Such a position as the latter io 

vague, to say the least, and seems to run the dangerlof 

complete collapse. Indeed, much of modem ethical phil-

^w.Kaufman (ed). Tj^jT^nntin^

tQ^2£t£0. (Cleveland 1956) p,29^

^Bertrand Russell quoted in J,Baillie, ^£_§£iing
£lzL£21iJisea^^ (London 1962) p,79

56im» p.79
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osophy hac witnessed its collapse and the relegation of 

values to subjective choice, ’X is good* means no more than 

°I like x°.

The point is that modern ethical philosophy shows 

that Trethowan°o question is a legitimate one® To maintain 

the objectivity of values and to divorce then from a source 

of value has led to the collapse of the former. It would 

appear that there is a certain contingency about values 

and that it io necessary to hove some source of values, a 

source which io self-sufficient, and upon which particular 

values are dependent. Values, so to speak, are"anchored 

to” or "embedded” in God, Values are dependent upon God, 

just as finite existence is dependent upon God, Thio is, 

as Trethowan says, a paradoxical and rather difficult notion 

but one which seems justified, I have suggested that the 

Thomistio search for a necessary Being is a good model and 

can provide some clarification. It cocas appropriate to 

end this discussion with a passage already quoted earlier 

but relevant hero.

What we seem to have been saying is that it 
is really Ged whoa we value when wo seem to 
be valuing his creatures. It io because they 
are ’reflections0 of God that they have value. 
But this does not mean merely that wo seo 
through them to him or find him acting in them. 
It means also that his creatures, although 
always deriving from him, brought into being 
by him D are not without an intelligible relation 
to hia,-^

On the basis of the "contingency” of values, we

c~-*- * ■ £- - — ,. i. ————j^c.-,r-8T.K-nyi»

^I,Trethowan, SlfJZ'fflilLJj^ (New York 1962)
p , 102 —
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intuit God as their Source. God is not only tho source 

of value but is also Himself the supreme value. In being 

the ground of all value God is Himself valuable. We can 

ascribe to Him attributes of goodness, wisdom, and co forth, 

which we find in tho finite realm. God 1s seen as the sus­

tainer of all that is valuable in creation, for the intuition 

‘’shows ourselves and tho world in which we live as dependent"^ 

and causes us to realize that “what io left to us but,o.to 

say that °to exist® means ®to be a creature00.^ Trethowan*s 

intuition of God blends more easily with traditional re­

ligious beliefs, for, since God is tho supreme value. He is 

an object of reverence and worship, We criticised Maritain 

and Mascall, because their intuition of Ged lacked reference 

to value, Trethowan has remedied thio situation by cstab= 

lishlng his intuition on tho basis of tho awareness of value 

rather than the awareness of being. The former appears to 

be the more adequate approach and blends itself more readily 

with religious attitudes. Trethowan®s intuition of God is 

more appealing to tho religious believer than io the in­

tuition of God given by tho two Thomistw. Indeed, the word 

’God® seems an appropriate term to use to refer to the Source 

of value, whereas the torn did not seem entirely satisfac­

tory when it was used by the Thomtats to refer to Being- 

without-nothingness.

58JbidL, p.108

592W>0 p.109
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Trethowan warns ub that

throughout it is a single experience to which 
we are pointings an experience which reflects 
its object in that it io at the cane time rich 
and simple. The object io unlike any other 
objeot0 00 that it can be misleading to call 
it an objects and the experience is unlike any 
other experiences so that it can be misleading 
to call it an experience.go

Yet in spite of hie warnings that thio intuition of God

is uniquep for purposes of clarification some model must

be sought. An attempt shall be made to compare the

intuition of God to the awareness of Duty. We must remember 

that this is nevertheless only an analogy and that there 

will be considerable difference.

In moral situation x we are strolling beside the 

banks of a river and see a child struggling in deep water 

and obviously on the verge of drowning. We immediately Jump 

in and save him. On being questioned afterwards about why 

we saved him, we reply that we saw that it was our duty to 

do 00. Thio is our model situations which wo shall compare 

with the intuition of God which we encounter in value x, 

which is, we shall say, the search for truth. 61

In both oases, situation x and value x, tho first 

observation io that there is a ’depth* beyond the more 

immediate observables. In both cases, there is ’something 

more* than what is at first seen. An opponent will challenge

6oim. 107

61 In establishing this model, we must acknowledge 
the influence of I, T. Ramsey.
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this* Both oases, he will maintain, are complete in 

themselves* Value x is complete in itself 5 we do not have 

to resort to anything ’more®* Value x is not dependent on 

anything else8 it is valuable in itself without our having 

to resort to anything ’beyond0. The same can be said for 

situation x. The situation can be perfectly explained by 

enumeration of spatio-temporal details* There is a child 

struggling in the water, a man walking on the bank, the man 

sees the child and jumps in* Hore detail, of course, can 

be givenj the muscles of the man contract, his glands are 

stimulated, but the whole situation can be encompassed 

within a spatio-temporal description. We immediately deny 

this and claim that the situation contained more than What 

is at first seen and described. We claim that there io 

something more, something which is beyond the spatio-temporal 

observables. Situation x hod ’depth0, for it was a moral 

challenge. We claim that we saw this as an instance of my 

Duty, which challenged us and which broke in upon us as some­

thing going beyond empirical circumstances. Situation x has 

to be seen in light of acmething more, that is, in light of 

my Duty. Both challenge and response transcend the empirical 

situation through which they were expressed. Situation x was 

not complete in itselfg it must be understood in light t>f some 

thing more, my Duty. The same is the case with value x, the 

search for truth. We claim that, though x is valuable, this 

is not the whole situation. There is something aero 5 there 

is an additional depth to the search for truth* We see
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something more, and thio 2g that it is seen as a reflection 

o f Godo Such an observation carries us, of course, beyond 

tho immediate framework© Wo must maintain, therefore, that 

value x contains also a depth beyond itself* In both cases 

there is a greater depth than at first appears* The man in 

situation x sees more than a child in the river and in value 

x, we goo more than simply value xo

Another point which clarifies tho Intuition of God 

in terms of the model is that we claim to ’’see" our Duty* 

With reference to the drowning child we say that we “saw” 

that we should cave him* Inference was not involved in 

the precess© We did not cay to ourselves a) thio child 

is drowning b) this child is valuable because c) all 

children are valuable and d) children are worth saving when 

drowning* Although morality is frequently seen in this light 

as Kantian ethics seem to suggest, in actual practice it 

is more likely that wo "see” our Duty* Common language 

witnesses to this, for we say "I. see that I should do this” 

and ”1 saw my duty and did it"* Likewise we claim that God’s 

existence is primarily "seen”* It should furthermore bo 

noted that wo seo our Duty in and through tho particular 

situation* In situation x wo see our duty, and we coo duty- 

only in the particular situation* We are not constantly in 

a state of being dutiful $ wo do not constantly entertain in 

our minds the sense of duty© Duty is elicited and triggered 

off only by the particular situation* It is situation x

which triggers off the awareness of duty, just as value x
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triggers off the awareness of God* The intuition of God is, 

as we have soon, given through the particular value o

When asked why we saved the child, we reply that 

our Duty prompted us to do soo To explain situation x wo 

must appeal to Duty® We must look beyond situation x to 

Duty as our reason for saving tho child® Tho ultimate ex­

planation for situation x is found in Duty, for wo cannot 

account for our action in situation x solely in terns of 

situation xo Situation x is rooted in Duty, which is tho 

final source of appealo Duty is tho ultimate explanation, 

and specific situations arc explainable in terns of it® 

Similarly Trethowan has said that a value is unable to 

account for itself and must be anchored in semething ult­

imate, which he maintains is Cod® We must look beyond 

value x to account fully for its value, and wo must appeal 

to the existence of God® The question of ’why’ must be 

traced beyond value x and situation x, for it is only the 

ultimate^, in this caso God and Duty, that can answer tho 

question ’why”. Situation x and value x are inexplicable 

in themselves, and are explainable only in terms of something 

beyond them® Situation x and value x both depend on tho 

ultimates of Duty and God®

This, then, is tho model by which it is hoped that 

the intuition of Cod is clarified. There uro certain Dim- • 

ilaritios between the two situations so that the analogy can 

justifiably be made® Thore are, of course, obvious points 

of difference® Tho main difference is that in the intuition
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of God 0 we claim that God is an existential reality, that 

is, that He is in some sense an object, a being* While it 

cannot be denied that there 1g ‘’something" called Duty, it 

is not regarded as being a Being. Whatever ontological 

status we give to Duty, it clearly does not have tho same 

ontological statue as the "living God". We should also 

correct what might have been a misleading notion. We are 

not to regard tho intuition of Duty and that of God as two 

separate things, as the model suggests. Baillie and 

Trethowan would actually maintain that an Intuition of Duty 

contains within it an intuition of Ged 5 the two cannot be 

divorced from one another. It was for the purposes of the 

model that tho two were separated. In actual fact, so these 

two intuitionists, would maintain, it is misleading to posit 

an intuition of an abstract thing called Duty5 moral oblig­

ation actually leads us to God.

It is -hoped that this model provides some clarific­

ation of Trethowan°s intellectual perception. It will still 

no doubt be claimed that this whole notion of intellectual 

perception is somewhat vague. Interestingly enough, there 

arc elements within the Platonic-Augustinian tradition which 

might give greater clarity to the notion of intellectual 

perception,, but which we nevertheless must exclude. If 

Trethowan were Plato, it would fee possible to clarify 

intellectual perception in terms of tho notion of recollection. 

In using the word, ’intuition® we could say that what was

actually meant was that we were recalling something. This



103

Platonic notion of recollection has often been modified and 

has led to the notion of innate ideas. In thio latter in­

terprotation, when we speak of intuiting something, what wo 

mean is that we are uncovering cm idea that was innate within 

the intellect. Finally, th© notion of Illumination could b e 

modified into a doctrine of revelation,, In thio case in 

speaking of intuiting God we mean that God has revealed 

Himself to us* These interpretations are possible ways of 

spelling out in greater detail what Trethowan means, but 

unfortunately all three must be rejected. There is no 

evidence at any point to indicate that Trethowan is relying 

on any of those interpretations. Indeed none of them seems 

entirely appropriate. The notions of recollection and 

innate ideas fail to do justice to' the fact that intellectual 

perception claims to be perceiving an "object” outside the 

mind, in this case, God. These two doctrines do not adequately 

emphasize the important feature that the intellect is intuiting 

a reality .outside of the intellect. The notion of revela­

tion as an interpretation is unsatisfactory, for Trethowan 

considers his intellectual perception to be within th© scope 

of philosophy, while a position based on revelation is gen­

erally considered to be beyond the realm of philosophy.

Mention was made of Bamsey, when tho model was being 

discussed, and it is Ramsey who con supply us with some 

elucidation on the natter of intellectual perception. In the 

last analysis there appears to be a great similarity between

Trethowan and Ramsey on this topic, and the comparison on
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ables us to interpret Trothowan with greater clarity. What

Trothowan is saying io that in examining a value lie sees 

something ’more’. This experience takes on a new depth, 

which wo had not seen before. Indeed Ramsey says that ’’such 

a discernment lies at the basis of religion” and that "with­

out such ’depth’s without this which is ’unseen0g no religion 

will be possible."^ Ramsey says that a religious situation 

begins with particular situations that can be described in 

spatio-temporal details. Then "the penny drops", "the ice 

breaks" and a religious situation has boon evoked, because 

tho situation is aeon in a new light. Tho situation is seen 

in a new depth or in another dimension, which cannot be 

reduced to spatio-temporal observables, as the previous 

description was. We have not discovered simply more facts, 

"but rather the situation is non seen in a new depth.

Ramsey uses the example of the formation of a 

friendship with tho person when we frequently meet during 

tho day’s work.

We may previously have known all kinds of 
facts about him. We have had a very great 
deal of what Russell would, have called 
’knowledge by description’. We may first 
have known him as tho man in tho bowler 
hat who camo to sit next to uc in the train. 
Ho then appears opposite us at lunch, and we 
begin to seo him regularly. Wo now know 
him as the con who invariably orders ’Double 
Diamond’s the man who doos the Timos cross­
word in fifteen minutesj and as tho weeks 
pass we come to know him as tho man who has 
a wife and three childrens too much herbaceous 
border to weed in tho evenings, too few veg­
etables left after the frost, too little money 
loft at the end of tho month. But one day he 
says, offering his hand* ’Look here - I’m

62T.BamC^, aal&^UcaaEE- (London: 195?) p.15
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Nigel Short®0 At that moment there Id a 
•disclosure’9 an individual becomes a ’person % 
the ice doos not continue) to molt, it hseaiUU 
We have not discovered just one core fact to 
be added to those wo have been collecting 
day by day® Thore has now been some significant 
’encounter’, which is not just a moving of palm 
on palm? no mere correlation of mouth noises, 
net just heads nodding la acme kind of mutual 
harmonyo

Ramsey is saying that we have not simply learned one more 

fact about this man® The situation has taken on a new

depth9 for he is now seen not us the person who sits across 

from us but as a companion® We new look nt him in a new 

dimension® There is now ’more’ to this situation than 

there previously was, for it has assumed a depth that it 

lacked before®

Furthermorep Ramsey claims that this now depth can- 

not be reduced to psychological data® These experiences are 

psychological since they are within the realm of experience, 

but this does not mean that they can be reduced to such 

experiences®

Let us emphasize $ without any possibility of 
misunderstanding p than all these situations 0 
when they occur, have an fi&ia£$&Sa reference 
and are o as all situations 0 a’iWQJ'^jtW- in 
structure® When situations ’cone alive’9 or 
the ’loo breaks’9 there is objective ’depth’ 
in these situations along with and alongside 
any subjective changes®

Here it seems that Ramsey is attempting to clarify an im­

portant feature of intellectual perception, which Trethowan,

6-Wl0 P.26

p.28
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Hassall0 and Baillie have also been attempting to point out0 

that the intellect is confronted with an objective reality© 

Intellectual perception oust bo explained in terns of sub­

ject and object0 perceives? and perceived© Thus 1 suggest 

that Trethowan°s intuition con bo clarified by examination 

of I© T© Bassey0 who seems to be describing in perhaps 

simpler terns the same experience©

He must now examine in detail the contents of 

Baillie°c intuition of God© For Baillie it is not the case 

that we intuit a Source of Obligation which we realize is 

God© What actually occurs is that God reveals Himself to 

usp and from this revelation of Gode our sense of obligation 

is bom© Ged is revealed0 end from this vision we derive 

obligation© "It is His perfection that rebukes us 5 it is 

His love that constrains ud©'^ Tho intuition of God through 

duty is a revelation of a living Person and "what we call 

the moral law is but an abstraction which our limited and 

limiting minds make from the concreteness of the living Glory 

that is revealed©’^- For Baillie0 tho revelation is0 as ho 

has stated0 the self-disclosing of a Personalityp and from 

our confrontation with this holy Personality nil values and 

obligations are derived© The notion of obligation cannot bo 

detached from Him who lays the obligation upon usp for ’’this 

final demand that is made upon our wills is directly appre­

hended by us as a claim made upon us by a holy and personal

^J.BailliOp Gjj£jv>}££i2££^^ (New York 1959)
p.162

66 _ , ,
AqIAd p©162
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Being to whom wo give the name of God."^ Baillie main­

tains that the notion of obligation as grounded in the 

revelation of Personality is justified sinoe "morality is 

essentially a function of personality, we can feel no moral 

obligation to an Absolute who is not apprehended by us as a 

personal beingo':^

Sinoe God is revealed as Personality, Baillie is 

dissatisfied with the theological approaches that seek to 

make God an object. Baillie quotes with approval 

Kierkegaard’s remark that God is infinite subjectivity and 

Bowman’s remark that the assumption that experience is all

of the subject-object category has played havoc with much 

of European philosophy8 Knowledge of God is knowledge of 

a Subject, a Thou, another Knower by whom we are known and 

who meets us as Another® God confronts us not as an object 

but as another Subjects Ke is the other who is noct near.

He confronts ue not as an It nor as an infer­
ence from all possible ItB, but, from the very 
beginning, ns a Thou. He io not something ue 
find ourselves speaking about, but Some Cue we 
find ourselves speaking to. Ho confronts us in 
such a way that wo know we must not speak about 
Him in the third parson,.but can only speak to 
Him in the second person.®'

Baillie quotes with approval Buber’a remark that God is the

eternal Thou by whom we are constantly addressed. Because

of this experience of God as subject, our thinking about God

^JQjUt p.24U

^K.Buber quoted in J.Baillie, Cur Knowlr.dj^upC^d 
(New Mork 1959) p.2^

p.220
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should bo existential0 that is God must bo thought or in 

tho second person. Because God must be frequently treated 

as object for purposes of thought and discourse0 theology 

must become dialectical0 that is^ theological statements 

Ernst oscillate in two opposite directions so that each 

statement about God is supplemented and balanced by a second 

one. Only in this manner can wo speak meaningfully of our 

confrontation by "the absolute and omnipresent Other in 

which all others have their ground.”7°

For Baillie the question of tho contingency of 

values does not really arisep since fundamentally he main­

tains that we are aware of values in our confrontation with 

Godo It is the latter which comes firstp for value and oblig 

ation are derived from that confrontation situation. Baillie 

would deny that we can make the separation in knowing values 

and knowing God. Such a position as Baillie°o has its 

difficulties. Trethowan would agree that in the order of 

beingp value and God are onc0 but it can bo questioned 

whether in the order of knowing0 we know God and values to­

gether. Trethowan*s case seems more in keeping with normal 

experiencep for there are many quite sincere persons who 

recognize the claims of values without intuiting God as a 

Personality or a Thou. No doubt such an intuition can be 

triggered§ Trethowan’s case rests on tho conviction that it

7°2M£U P.228
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carlo But to maintain this intuition ci* God as Personality 

and from whom our experience of value arises seems going 

beyond the realm of ordinary experience0 it is debatable 

whether most people enjoy Baillie’s intuition. Furthermorep 

if we do intuit God in a close connection with value, as 

Baillie maintains, many would take issue with Baillie’s 

notion of God as Personality.

A more serious problem arises. however9 from Baillie’s

contentions. At times Baillie suggests that wo intuit Ged 

through the awareness of our duty. "We reach the Unconditional 

only in an unconditional imperative that reaches us .71 

This would make the intuition of God direct and mediate. At 

other points, however, Baillie suggests that duty springs 

from our awareness of the personality of God and that all 

values come from this confrontation. This would appear to 

make our intuition of God direct and immediate, since the 

intuition of 0od is not mediated by values but rather values 

come from that confrontation. Baillie has stated that "the 

Source of the obligation is Himself directly revealed to 

us.^2 Baillie at other points states his dislike of infer­

ential arguments for God’s existence because "nearer things 

are presupposed by which the knowledge of him is mediated. ?3 

Baillie maintains that God is present to us °in, with, and 

under0 other experiences, but, since obligation springs from

aLl^f p.157 

'' JM£» P.162 

73 Ibid., p.177
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the awarenessp wo must 1’irst be conf routed with God. It 

is difficult to see how Baillie can avoid tho charge that 

God in intuited immediately and directly.

Baillie claims that the intuition of God is mediated 

through ray encounter with others. He writes that

the knowledge of God is withdrawn from 
those who keep themselves aloof from the 
SQOXQa of their follows. It means that 
9Ho that loveth not knoweth not God0 
whereas °if we love one another0 God 
dwelleth in us,® And this is Indeed a 
blessed provision by which God makes my 
knowledge of Himself pass through my 
brother°s need. ^

Baillie further holds that in the awareness of my brother's 

needp I intuit God and that* therefore9 tho intuition of 

God is mediate. Balllie again states that ’’reality does 

not lie merely in the existence of my neighbour as an 

object among other objects in the world9 but in the E1CX1&. 

he embodies as over against ray own otherwise unlimited 

desires,'^ Balllie is basically saying that God is intuited 

when we recognizelthat we have obligations towards our 

neighbours and that tho intuition of God is mediated, through 

this awareness of obligation. But has he not claimed ob­

ligation arises from an encounter with God? We never exper­

ience obligation apart from the encounter with God. There­

fore t to realize that we have obligations towards our 

neighbours indicates that we have already intuited God. The

7^im» pa?9

75J.Bal 11 ia 0 Uie_ Senise1-2£_1the Presenoe of God. 
(London 1962) p.36 ‘ ’
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intuition of Con does not appear to be mediated through

awareness of obligation to our neighbours but must precede 

the latter, Baillie would, ox* course, maintain that the 

two awarenesses go together so taat the intuition of Ged is 

mediated ’by, with and under0 the intuition of obligation to 

our neighbour, lot we can doubt if this delicate balance is 

adequate, and it appears to have tilted in one direction, 

towards the direct and immediate intuition of God which must 

precede, if we are to have any sense of obligation, de 

must, therefore, question Baillie’s mediated immediacy and 

conclude that he has in reality placed himself in the camp 

of mysticism. There is no objection to this latter state, 

which is a blessed one for those capable of enjoying it. 

The problem is that Baillie must recognize that this is 

where he has placed himself, in the last analysis, Baillie 

seems to come down to the position of religious experience. 

His meaning of intuition must be seen within the content of 

religious experience in which God reveals himself to the 

human soul. If Baillie’s position is within this sphere, 

then it is beyond the proper field of philosophy.

Having examined the nature of the Intuitions of God 

according to Baillie and Trethowan, we must now examine the 

role ox' conceptualization in these intuitions. As we have 

seen from the study of Baillie, the intuition of Cod is 

quite rich in content, Baillie states that this intuition 

of God tells us what God is like. Baillie denies the claim
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of Thomlsts that our knowledge of God is based on inference 

from earthly attributes and proceeds by analogy to God. 

Baillie claims that in the revelation of God, we discover 

predicates which we then apply to earthly creatures. In 

describing the attributes of God, it has commonly been assumed 

that there is a comparison between God and the creatures based 

upon the attributes of the creatures. Baillie states that the 

comparison frequently moves, however, from God to man..using 

attributes of God. The very notion of personality is an 

example. The word ’personality0 was first used as a 

theological term with reference to the Trinity, and only 

later was it used in psychology with human reference.

To say that we directly know certain attributes 

of God without the mediation of inference and analogy may 

seem startling at first, but Baillie maintains that such a 

notion is justified. He insists that the Thomist must 

ultimately make such a concession. If the doctrine of 

analogy is to make sense. The Thomist says, for example, t 

that we gain the notion of a Perfect Being through comparison 

of less perfect beings with more perfect ones, but Baillie 

questions how we can make such a comparison without already 

apprehending a standard of perfection, by which we grade 

the less and the more perfect, Baillie says that from our 

confrontation with God, we discover the ideal moral concep­

tions such as goodness and also such conceptions as infinity, 

eternity, omniscience, and omnipotence. These we do not 

find from the creation but rather ”we and all creation stand
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condemned by being brought into the light of them.’^g

It must bo then that we have some direct 
knowledge of Another who is Uncreated and 
in whom these qualities inhere. Such are 
known, not ^posteriori, but a priori, which 
is to say, being interpreted, that they are 
first seen not on earth but in heaven. They 
are the names of the attributes which we find 
in God ^7

Baillie maintains that there are attributes of C-od which

we directly ascribe to Him through being confronted with 

Kim, and these divine attributes are compared with earthly 

attributes, "What is false is the assumption that the 

comparison moves from man to Cod instead of from C-cd to 

man,73 Such a view, he maintains, is bound to end in 

anthropomorphism, Baillie draws in the opinions of others 

to support his case. He quotes Norman Kemp Smith, who 

writes,

In respect of each and all of the ontological 
attributes the Divine is not known through 
analogy with the self, or with any other 
oreaturely mode of existence, These divine 
attributes presuppose God’s existence, and 
save in this reference oven their bare 
possibility cannot be established. If with­
out any antecedent or independent apprehension 
of the Divine, we have to start from the 
oreaturely, as exhibited in Nature and in 
man, and by way of inference and of analogy - 
on the pattern of what is found in the 
oreaturely - through enlargement or other pro­
cesses of ideal completion, to construct for 
ourselves concepts of the Divine, then the 
sceptics have been in the right; the attempt 
is an impossible one, condemned to failure

?6 J.Baillle, Pur_j<rj7wX^^^ (New York 1959)
P-251

77 2WL, P.252

78 2Mi9 P.25^



from the start, Wo cannot reach the Divine 
merely by way of inference# not even if the 
inference be analogical in character. By no 
idealization of the creaturely can we transcend 
the creaturely,, .-•

Yet we must exercise caution at this point.

Baillie says that our knowledge of C-cd is not direct and 

Immediate# but rather this knowledge of God’s attributes 

is given °ln9 with# and under0 the attributes of man. 

God’s attributes are given in conjunction with tho corres­

ponding attributes of man# the two being compared and con­

trasted with one another. In this way# our knowledge of 

God is direct cut mediate. When Baillie says that we see 

Cod’s attributes in and with those of H^s creatures9 it 

seems apparent that What Baillie wants is a contuition# 

for like Hascall we see God-with-the-creatures. Baillie 

says that we see# for example8 the goodness of Cod along 

with the goodness of man# and the latter is seen as judged 

by the former. The result is# concludes Balllie# that "the 

spiritual life of man is# in every part and mode of it, a 

derived and dependent life.”gQ "ar. sees himself as a 

'•’being whose centre lies not in himself but in Ccd,”^^

Yet, as we have seen# the Intuition of God that 

Baillie describes appears to be direct or immediate in 

spite of some of his statements to the contrary. To maintain 

that God’s attributes are given in conjunction with corres-

79 2W.0 P.252

30 KzM, p.258

81 W-. P.258



ponding attributes of man’s, is too perilous a position. 

If Baillie wants to hold that our concepts of God are derived 

from our confrontation with God, then it would appear that 

he has slipped over into the mystical camp. If the attributes 

ascribed to man are judged by those of God, as Baillie 

suggests, then it appears that our concepts of Ged’s 

attributes come first.

Baillie has said that out of our intuition of God, 

we discover such conceptions as goodness, infinity, and so 

firth. In the intuition of God, we derive certain concepts 

of God’s nature, and often earthly concepts are derived 

from these concepts gained from the intuition of God. The 

intuition of Ged actually gives us certain concepts of Ged, 

which are not simply abstractions from earthly conditions. 

This is a startling claim and one which must be examined in 

more detail to check its soundness. It would appear that 

our intuition of God is conceptual, or at least that we can 

make some attempt to conceptualize the intuition. Further­

more, these concepts are derived from the intuition itself 

and are not concepts derived from earthly conditions and 

stretched to express the intuition of God, Baillie insists 

that the comparison moves from God to man and indicates that 

our concepts such as omniscience and goodness are derived 

from the intuition of God. Such a notion we must question, 

if our concepts move from God to man, why is it that such 

concepts as omniscience and omnipotence have prefixes attached.

to them, which indicates that they are earthly concepts qual-
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ifled by means of the prefixes to express knowledge of God. 

Ey saying that Cod is omniscient, we- are saying that he is 

all-knowings But in saying that he is all-knowing, we are 

using the concept ’knowing* and are attaching the prefix 

’all” to indicate that wo are predicating -knowing* to a 

being who possesses knowing to the highest degree. The 

prefix in a concept ascribed to God indicates that the 

concept is rooted in earthly conditions and is being stretched 

by means of the prefix co that it can suitably be predicated 

of God. The prefix indicates that the concepts ascribed to 

God are derivations of empirical concepts. If our con­

cepts were truly to move from Ged to man, then earthly con­

cepts would have the prefixes attached to them to indicate 

that they were derived from the concepts ascribed to God. 

he would say, for example p that God is knowing and that man 

is less-knowing. It would appear that concepts actually 

move from man to God ^2

Furthermore0 Balllie’s notion that our concepts 

move from God to man presents great difficulties for the 

doctrine of analogy. Although he repudiates the doctrine 

of analogy0 Baillie is himself committed to analogy, unless 

he wishes to maintain that in saying ’God is good’ and ’man 

is good®, we are using the word ’good® univocally. Presumably 

Baillie, like many an orthodox thelst, would not want to do

®2 We are assuming that, the order of concepts is 
also the order of verbalization.
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this0 If wo accept that ’coed* is being used analogically0 

according to Baillie wo predicate ’good’ as wo goo it in 

God to ’good” as wo goo it in man. The comparison is as 

follows 8 

goodness goodness

Q V 
essence of Ged essence of can

whereas tho traditional notion of analogy was as follows 

goodness goodness

o n O O 
osconce of nan essence of God

In both cases tho left side is the basis of the analogy, 

and on its basis wo move to the right side. The problem 

with tho traditional doctrine of analogy is that we do not 

knot* tho essence of God, although wo at least are able to 

know tho basis of the analogy, which nevertheless may bo of 

some help in aiding us to understand tho right side. In 

Baillie’s analogy, however, we cannot say that wo really 

know tho left side Of tho analogy, so that it becomes 

difficult to move to the right side. Tho only way out for 

Baillie would be if ho admitted that wo knew tho essence of 

God. Since we have soon that to somo extent Baillie is a 

mystic, tho problem is alleviated, but nevertheless few 

mystics would claim that they know the essence of God, and 

certainly Baillie would be most reluctant to do so. Since 

wo do not know tho oosence of God, it is difficult for us to 

maintain that tho concepts move from Ged to man.

Furthermore, if certain concepts are derived pri­

marily from Ged and Baillie indicates that concepts like
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goodness are "first seen not on earth but in heaven"83 9 

then are we to understand that a child first learns the 

concept ’good0 from seeing it in God? Such a notion seems 

rather extravagant0 Looking back upon our experienceowe 

surely learned the word ?°good° first from earthly examples 

and then saw that it could be applied to God, We then 

realized that God was supremely good and was the source of 

all goodness0 but nevertheless the concept ’good® as applied 

to God was learned from our earthly experience0

Nevertheless Baillie’s point against Thorn!otic 

analogy can be appreciated, Baillie maintains that if we do 

not have any previous apprehension of God and if we must 

start with the creature and reach God by idealizing the 

creaturep then we cannot reach God, Such a notion may be 

quite correctp and Balllie seems to have the upper hand on 

the Thomists at this point. Yet it appears that conceptually 

we must move from man to Godo This0 however0 need not lead 

us into anthropomorphism0 as Baillie fears it does, The 

strict Thomist does have difficulty in establishing a scale 

of perfection and in knowing the suitablity of concepts 

ascribed to God, But is it necessary to set up Baillie and 

the strict Thomist as the only two alternatives? Another 

interpretation on relationship of concepts and tho Intuition 

of God can be found in Trethowanp and to his approach on

83 Ibidp p,252



119

this topic we must now turn.

Trethowan says in reference to Anselm that "the 

idea of God is not an idea at all, in St. Thomas’s conceptual 

sense, but a vivid apprehension."8^ Beyond statements like 

tais, it is difficult to find explicit statements by Trethowan 

on the subject. We must remember, however, that Trethowan 

is an Augustinian and that much of Augustine’s philosophy is 

rooted in the thought of Plato. When we combine this fact 

with quotations like the above, it becomes possible to set 

up a possible interpretation of Trethowan’s thoughts on the 

topic of the intuition of God and conceptualization. We 

shall attempt to interpret Trethowan’s thoughts on the subject 

by presenting a Platonic interpretation of the matter.

Plato states in his Seventh Letter that the highest 

knowledge "cannot be put into words like other studies."85 

It is probable that Platonic intuition, after which Treth­

owan ’s intuition is most likely patterned, goes beyond the 

limits of conceptual thinking. When we intuit God as the 

source of values, tho intellect has presumably fathomed be­

yond conceptual knowledge, for we cannot see God as He is 

in Himself and lack the adequate concepts by which to express 

the intuition of Him. In this intuition the intellect has 

broken through finite concepts to gain an intuition of God,

8ZjD.M.Pontifex-1.Trethowan, Tne Kep^ 
(London 1953) P.168

8^P.Friedlander, S^to^lU^ (New York

196^) p.20
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tho Source of those values which we conceptualize, Yet 

Plato’s Intuition is not anti-conceptual, as Bergson’s 

intuition appears to bo, In order to preserve the contents 

of that intuitive ’breakthrough0 and in order to communicate, 

tho intellect obviously requires conceptso The intuition 

must be "anchored” by concepts and "captured” in conceptual 

language* The intellect, for example, is confronted with 

the value of goodness in situation x, and suddenly intuits 

God as tho source of earthly goodnesso This intuition is 

triggered by tho concept ’good’ as it is applicable to sit­

uation x, and the intellect will presumably preserve the 

intuition by saying that God is also good and is, in fact, 

the source of good* The intuition is, therefore, anchored 

by the concept ’good’, and we will say that Ged is intuited 

as also being good, although we will probably attempt a 

qualification also in conceptual terms by saying that God is 

’extremely good’ or ’good to the highest degree’0 By such 

means as these, our intuition Is conceptually preserved for 

purposes of clarification, preservation, and communication. 

Yet the intuition of God fathoms much further than the con­

cepts indicate. Although situation x is ’good’ and God is 

’good’, and although both situations are spanned by the one 

concept, the intellect realizes the disparity between sit­

uation x and God and the wealmess of applying the concept 

’good’, as it is used in situation x to a description of God, 

It would appear that the intellect penetrates much further.
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and this penetration is the point of orientation for all 

conceptualizing and is the point from which all concepts 

emanate* The original intuition can never be completely 

embedded in conceptual language and remains outside as the 

ultimate criterion by which the conceptual structure is 

judged and often revised. For this reason* Plato was never 

satisfied with mere communication of concepts to convey his 

innermost thought* but preferred to preach* tell stories* 

create myths so that “the spark will jump'1 and the intellect 

will see that to which all concepts were pointing.

Such a position as the above is probably that of 

Trethowan’s. The intuition of God itself* while it can 

never be completely conceptualized* is embodied in finite 

concepts. let behind the finite concepts 18 that part of 

the intuition which is beyond all expression and concept­

ualizing and which is the driving force behind concept­

ualizing and the judge of all concepts. Finite concepts 

are used as models to express the intuition and are fre­

quently modified by other finite concepts to clarify and 

communicate the intuition. The work of I. T. Hamsey comes 

immediately to mind as an attempt to express intuitions of * *

Odd through finite models. The word •wise’* for example* 

is a conceptual model, and the concept *all* is added as a 

qualifier. Through this conceptual model tho intuition of 

God as a God of wisdom is embodied* and yet obviously such 

a model is attempting to point beyond itself. The con­

ceptual model is not the final say on the matter; it attempts
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to '’make tho penny drop'-' and give us the intuition of C-od 

to which it is pointing,, Ramsey says that "our hope is that 

at some point or other the loo will break, the light dawn, 

and a characteristically thoologicial situation will be 

evoked,"ng Hence it appears that concepts must always bo 

the servants of the intuition, which in turn requires tho 

service of concepts. Concepts and intuition must remain 

in delicate balance with tho intuition guiding the con­

cepts and the concepts preserving and clarifying tho in­

tuition, Thus it seems that our concepts must move from 

man to God, but this need not land us in anthropomoi*phism, 

as Baillie fears, for wo must realize the inadequacy of 

finite concepts and their basic servitude to the intuition 

of God granted to us. Thus, strictly speaking, we can have 

knowledge of God through tho intuition of God, which can 

guide us through the perilous straits of anthropomorphism. 

Unlike Baillie, however, we must recognize our great 

dependency upon finite concepts.

In this topic of the role of ourcconoepts in tho 

intuition of God, Baillie’s position as compared with 

Trebhowan’s appears too facile, Wo can appreciate what 

Baillie was arguing againstg we can sympathize with his 

fears about anthropomorphism and with his distrust of ex­

clusive reliance on inferential proofs. It seems fair to 

conclude, however, that In his reaction against one pos-

86 I,T.Hamsey, Ro^AgAansil^^ (London 1957) p.66
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ition, he has swung too far in tho opposite direction and 

has laid himself open to some serious charges. The immed­

iate objection that one has to Baillie’s position is that it 

is too simplified an account. In the first place, we can 

question whether the intuitive ability of the Intellect 

possesses the great scope of certain and immediate knowledge 

that Baillie ascribes to ito Baillie’s eplstempology simply 

seems too simplified an account. Furthermore, his dispar­

agement of the mind’s reflective ability comes dangerously 

close to anti-intellectualism. Baillie appears almost 

Bergsonian in his great confidence about the mind’s immediate 

grasp of reality and his disparagement of Inference and 

recollection. In repudiating the latter, he has cut himself 

off from the valuable features of phenomenological research. 

Baillie’s epistemological approach to the nature of our 

knowledge o£ God is too facile a solution to be of lasting 

benefit.

In the second place it can be charged that Balllie 

Is expecting too much of us. There seems no choice but to 

conclude that Baillie’s approach is within the camp of 

mysticism. It was previously indicated that there is no 

objection to this position, which is a blessing to those 

capable of such experiences, but it can be questioned whether 

all of us are inclined in a mystical direction. It might 

be a danger to mysticism to expect all of us to be orient­

ated in this direction. Again it can be maintained that to 

call everyone to a mystical encounter is too simplified a
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soluUoiioQ^ Filially 0 to maintain that everyone ’in the bottom 

of his heart0 la a theist Bounds too glib a notion. It nay 

Lo the case that the non-theict has confused or not noticed 

his knowledge of God, as Trethowan maintains, but Baillie at 

times gives the impression that if the atheist does not be* 

lieve, then it is his own fault. Baillie writes that "it 

is, indeed, our common sin and shame that we do our best to 

ignore God’s gracious approach, shutting ourselves up within 

our human finitude.”88 To maintain thio seems at times to 

show a considerable lack of charity to the honest testimony 

of tho non-believer. Baillie is too quick in concluding 

that his own experiences are those of the human race, 

Baillie does not seem to take the non-believer’s case 

seriously, and this is a poor starting point for any piece 

of academic work. For these reasons, one must ultimately 

conclude that Trethowan has tho better position.

We shall close this chapter by considering tho 

’existential’ nature of Baillie’s and Trethowan°s position. 

Baillie’s oontuition is, as we have seen a "general revelation" 

a confrontation by God with man. According to Baillie, man 

is actually confronted with the divine. It can bo charged

3^)n the other hand, it could be maintained that such 
a solution is an extremely difficult one. To call everyone 
to a mystical encounter is perhaps a very difficult solution, 
if we assume that not everyone io capable of such a calling.

Po3
g^.Baillie, £^eU£K£1XG£12£=^ (New ^ork 1959)
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that to posit Ged as a source of value is only a linguistic 

achievement whereby °God° becomes a kind of key word in 

ethical statements and that it has not been established that 

God actually exists,, Baillieus answer to this has already 

been given. God is not arrived at simply as a linguistic 

device, for Baillie says that in intuition we directly 

encounter some aspect of reality. Intellectual perception 

implies that there is an object which wo perceive. We are 

actually confronted by God and his challenge is felt by all. 

God’s presence is an existential fact and one which, so 

Baillie maintains, unless we are honest with ourselves, we 

cannot deny.

Trethowan also maintains that he is crossing the 

gap between idea and reality. As a phenomenologist, Treth­

owan can claim that consciousness is always consciousness 

of something. Phenomenology does not claim that conscious­

ness is simply bodily states becoming objects for them­

selves, as Spinoza seemed to maintain. We cannot regard all 

experience as the subjective experience of our own states. 

Consciousness is consciousness of something other than 

itself. ”It belongs as a general feature to the essence 

of every actual oogito to be a consciousness of something.‘89 

Unfortunately, this does not solve the problem, for, while 

consciousness is always consciousness of something, Husserl

E. Husserl, Ideas (New York 1962) p.108
89
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dees not discuss the matter of existence co that ’somethings 

lias no ontological statue. Trethowan, however, attempts to 

grapple with the question of the existence of the object of 

our intuition. Trethowan suggests that Anselm would have 

avoided illogicality, if he had said that the only possible 

explanation of our idea of Cod io that there must bo a 

reality capable of causing such an idea* It is the very 

operation of God upon us that gives rise to the idea of God. 

We are called upon to recognize the operation of God upon 

the solf^o

For him (Anselm) the idea of God is not an 
idea at all, in St. Thomas0 conceptual 

v sense, but a vivid apprehension. Indeed, 
perhaps the most pertinent criticism of 
Anselm is that he erred fundamentally in 
trying to express in the uncongenial form 
of a dialectical demonstration a profound 
inward experience.^

It can bo immediately objected that God is simply an idea 

of the intellect which may not bo a reality. The idea of 

God could be an abstraction from earthly predicates, which 

are then intensified to a high degree. Trethowan9s point 

is, however, that the notion of God could not be gained 

simply by abstraction. Wo ultimately have such an idea, 

because there is a God, who impresses on apprehension of 

His existence upon us. In the final analysis, Trethowan

opThis idea no doubt is derived from the notion of 
illumination discussed earlier.

, . Pont if ex-1. Trethowan, The Meaning of Existence
(London 1953) p.168
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rests his case upon such a conviction. Although he has de­

parted. significantly from this tradition, Descartes states 

this conviction that the idea of God in our minds is not 

achieved by abstraction, but rather the very idea of Cod 

testifies to His existence.

Honce there remains only the idea of God, con­
cerning which we must consider whether it is 
something which cannot have proceeded from me 
myself* By the name God I understand a substance 
that is infinite (eternal, Immutable) indepen­
dent, all-knowing, all powerful, and by which 
I myself and everything else,, of anything else 
does exist, have been created. Now all those 
characteristics are such that the more 
diligently I attend to them, the less do they 
appear capable of proceeding from me alone;
hence from what has already been said, we must 
conclude that God necessarily exists.92

The crux of the contention appears to be that the human 

intellect is not capable of inventing the idea of God by 

generating it from the finite. The idea of God must ultim­

ately arise out of our experience of such a Being,

In this chapter, we have discussed the intuition

of God through the awareness of value* Its advantage over 

the Thomlstlo position has been noted, and it has been men- 

Uoned that the approach of Balllie and Trethowan can roughly 

be defined as Augustinian. Of the two writers, a preference 

was shown for the approach of Trethowan and reasons for this 

preference were given. There remains now the task of drawing 

concluding observations from these two chapters and attempting 

to gain some broader perspective of this whole approach.

P»165
^Philosophical Works of Descartes (New York 1955)



CHAPTER IV

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this chapter wo mutt make some concluding 

remarks about the two approaches that we have been examining 

The basic factor which both approaches have In common is the 

notion of contingency and dependency. The world reveals 

itself to us as a contingent order* The objects of nature 

and our own selves are unable to account for their own 

existence. Values which wo encounter are unable to explain 

why they are valuable. Taken in themselves all things in 

our world are incomplete. Because this realm is contingent 

and incomplete9 we also see it as a dependent order. It is 

seen as dependent on that which is self-sufficient and com­

plete.

It is this second step, the observation that the 

world is dependent, which is the fundamental one, and one 

which will be denied by many. Because our world is contin­

gent, is there any justification for concluding that it is 

dependent on something which is not contingent? Why must 

we assume that there is something "behind” the world which 

sustains it? Perhaps we must conclude that the world simply 

is contingent and should be accepted as such. Perhaps there 

is no reason why the world should exist, and we should not

128
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seek for- one beyond the assumption that existence as we 

know it is a cosmic accident. Perhaps we must accept the 

world’s contingency as final and thus accept the basic 

absurdity of existence* Trethowan ic perhaps right when 

ho sots up as the alternative to his intuition of the 

sclf~sufficient background of ©xistenoo the absurd*

The alternative is to conclude that 
there is no purpose in human life and 
in the world around us, to call our 
experience absurdo Everything then io 
absurd, and it is the great merit of 
Jean Paul Sartre to have made this fio 
clear for ud.i

It io true that w© may not like this alternative, but simply 

because we dislike the absurd0 we have no right to reject 

its truth.

Having heard from existentialism as an alternative 

to assuming that the world is dependent, we should also listen 

to the criticism from the circles of philosophical analysis. 

It can be claimed that the search for coma metaphysical 

"completeness" that arising from our observations that the 

world is contingent io simply a queer kind of question that 

cannot be answered. To posit Cod as an explanation for the 

world’s contingency is simply to bo misled by a strange 

question that cannot be answered in any intelligent fashion. 

In the famous debate between A. J. Ayer and P. C. Copleston, 

Copic3ton proposes as a meaningful question the question of 

why there ic something rather than nothing. Coploston seeks

- „ 1 Z^^howan, S2ja^Xd«d£J122^^ (New ^ork 1961)
P. 105
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fox* some explanation of the world’s existence, Ayer’s

objection is that not only is suoh an explanation self- 

contradictory, but also the question itself is meaningless. 

Copieston°s question is a "why” question, and all "why” 

questions demand "how" answers in the form of a description. 

If Coploston’s question cannot be answered by a description, 

and Copleston indicates that he is demanding more than a 

description, then ho is entertaining a contradictory notion.

The contradiction is, I think, that if 
you accept my interpretation of why ’why’ 
questions are, then asking a ’why’ 
question is always asking for a more gen­
eral description and asking for the ’why’ 
of that is asking for a more general 
•why’ question still. And then you say, 
"give me an answer to a ’why’ which 
doesn’t take the form of a description” - 
and that’s a contradiction. It’s like 
saying, "Give me a description more 
general than any description, which 
itself is not a description,” and clearly 
nobody can do that .2

In addition to not being satisfied with a descriptive 

answer, ths kind of answer Coploston is expecting is an 

explanation of all events. Ho has generalized the "why" 

question to cover all possible events. Ayer thinks that 

any explanation to such a question is a faulty one. Any 

explanation, if it is to be an explanation, must be compatible 

with one course of events and incompatible with other events.

If the events are different, then the explanations will be

2 G.MacGregor,-J.W.Robb, J^d^usn^i^ls^^ 
fhllafifi&Ux (Boston 1962) p.332
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a^e necessary and certain and yet which apply to contingent 

things. Simply because the reality to which the proposition 

applies is contingent8 the proposition itself need not be 

contingent, and simply because the proposition is necessary 

and certainp it need not be a tautology. Copleston uses as 

an example the law of contradiction. Here we have a prop­

osition that is certain and necessary and yet it applies 

to contingent beings within our experience. Copleston 

claims that Ayer is restricting the criterion of meaningful- 

noss to those questions that can be answered by th© methods 

of empirical science0 while Copleston claims that he Is 

asking a question that is on a different level.

Whether such a question can be answered 
or not is obviously another matter0 but 
if I ask whether anything lies behind 
phenomena, whether anything is responsible 
for the series, finite or infinity of 
phenomenap the answer - supposing that 
there is an answer - must, in my opinion, 
refer to the reality lying beyond or be­
hind phenomena - but, in any case, to ask 
why any finite phenomena exist0 why there 
is "something” rather than "nothing”, is 
to ask a different sort of question from 
the question why water tends to flow 
downhill rather than uphill.e

Copleston maintains that such metaphysical questions as 

why there is "something” is not meaningless, but can leg­

itimately be asked without the charge that we are playing 

with words. The basic contention between Ayer and Copleston 

is that Ayer wishes to confine the criterion of meaningful-

5S^0 p.332
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ness to the sphere of the methods of empirical science. 

The validity of Coploston’s question really depends 

upon shoeing that the criterion of meaningfulness is broader 

in scope than Ayer allows it to bo. Copleston criticizes 

Ayercs position as followss

In short0 I consider that logical positivismp 
apart from its theory of analytic propositions, 
really embodies the notion of 19th century pos­
itivism? that the terms ’’rational" and "scien­
tific" have the same extention. This notion 
certainly corresponds to a popularly held 
prejudice0 but I don’t sea any adequate reason 
for accepting it. I still find it 'difficult 
to understand.the status of the principle of 
verification.6

Ultimately the dispute between Copleston and Ayer over the 

limits of meaningfulness are based on the dispute between 

classical and modern Humean philosophy. As wo saw in the 

beginning of chapter two, classical philosophy, whose 

basic tenets are held by the four writers hero considered, 

thought that the intellect could penetrate beyond the limits 

set down for it by Hume or Kent. Ayer’s criticisms are based 

on an acceptance of Hume, while Copleston’s claim fox* the 

meaningfulness of metaphysical questions is based upon a 

denial of Hume. Wo cannot at this point resolve the con­

troversy beyond stating Copleston*s immediate arguments for 

the raeanlngfulness of the metaphysical question. If we 

accept that the criterion of moaningfulness goes beyond the 

verification principle, and Copleston maintains that we 

implicitly think that it does, then to ask for a Source of

P.355
6



the world®c existence is a legitimate question.

I°v© contended that a metaphysical idea 
has meaning if some experience is relevant 
to the formation of that idea, and that 
a rational metaphysic is possible if 
there are - as I still think there are = 
principles which can express an intellects 
ual apprehension and a nature of being.
I think that one can have an Intellectual 
experience - or intuition if you like - 
of being, A metaphysical proposition is 
testable by rational discussion, but not 
by purely empirical means. When you say 
that metaphysical propositions are mean­
ingless because they are unverifiable in 
your sense, I don’t really think that this 
amounts to more tlian saying that metaphysics 
are not the same thing as empirical science.7 

Copleston submits that Ayer is presupposing that all reality 

is given in sense experience and that thore is not such a 

thing as metaphysical reality. Tills must be a presuppos­

ition, and, if it is not completely arbitrary, then it is 

based on philosophical principles which go beyond and 

which cannot be demonstrated by the verification principle. 

In the last analysis, Copleston maintains that Ayer is 

implicitly thinking that the criterion of meaningfulness goes 

beyond the methods of empirical science. Ayer himself is 

thereby dabbling in metaphysical principles, and once tho 

gates have been opened to this degree, then we can at least 

admit the possibility that Copleston’o search for a Source 

of existence is a meaningful one and might indeed have the 

answer which Copleston thinks that it has.

'Wl, p.355
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Let uc accept, therefore, that the jump from the 

observation of the world’s contingency to the answer that it 

is dependent upon God is in principle meaningful. We must, 

therefore, return to the problem of whether ouch a move is 

tho correct one. In Mari tain’s case, such a move appears 

to be inferred; in the case of the other three such a step 

is "seen”. As Trethowan has already said, 'nothing will 

come of nothing» indeed8 but this must be seen." The fac­

tor of dependency appears to be "seen” by tho intellect. 

We uro called to examine cur own experience and to see what 

is actually given, and tho writers here considered regard 

their case as resting on experience. Trethowan dubs the 

intuition of God as a "metaphysical experience" available 

for everyone, though it exists in an unrecognized form. 

Tho term ’experience0 immediately arouses distrust and a 

suspicion that such experiences are beyond the realm of 

philosophic speculation. "Metaphysical experience" is 

f urthermore regarded as belonging to the.subjective realm 

and is associated primarily with feelings. In the writers 

hero considered, however, this metaphysical experience is 

intellectual and depends upon the intuitive ability of the 

intellect though feelings and emotions are linked with it. 

To talk of a feeling of a sense of obligation is to include 

s one element of emotion and feeling. In reply to the charge 

that such experiences ore subjective, Trethowan and the 

others insist that this experience is available to all. It
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is not one person's subjective experience, but is implicit 

in the experience of all intellects.

Inasmuch as all four writers call us to analyze our 

experience, this approach can, therefore, bo considered 

empirical, I personally think that one of the reasons for 

th© appeal to intuition in the contemporary philosophical- 

theological circles is th© desire to ground a position in 

experience, Obviously th© word ’experience0 is being used 

in a much wider sense than it is commonly used by modem 

philosophers like Hume, As we have seen in Ramsey, there 

is ’something more* than spatio-temporal observables, but 

this ’more0 is not to be considered as a transcending of 

experience, but rather 1g an attempt to broaden its scope. 

By claiming to be empirical, the writers selected here are 

firstly claiming that the intuition of God begins with 

spatio-temporal observables5 for example, the existence of 

an object of nature, This is what I. T, Ramsey calls ’em­

pirical anchorage6, Secondly, out of the observation of 

these spatio-temporal details, we gain the intuition of God, 

This second step transcends spatio-temporal details, but is 

also experienced rather than inferred and is considered to 

be within the realm of experience, The intuition of Ged 

appears to be located ’’more deeply” within our experience, 

It is not among the immediate ano. obvious aspects of our 

experience, but is considered to be present on a deeper level 

Coplcston, for example, calls himself an empiricist.

But then I don’t claim that metaphysical
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propositions ere not in some way founded 
upon experience® In a certain sense I 
should call myself an empiricist, but I . 
think that your empiricism is too narrow. 3

To label this approach as empirical moans broadening what 

contemporary philosophy means by experience. Baillie makes 

his case as follows,

Nearly all contemporary philosophers pro­
fess to ba empiricists, and to be an 
empiricist is to believe that all our 
veridical knowledge derives from sense 
experience and can be checked by inference 
to it. But the empeiria or experience many 
of them have in mind is an experience of 
the corporeal world as revealed to us by 
our bodily senses, and these assume that 
this is the only experience, and consequently 
tho only knowledge, wo possess of trans­
sub jective reality, whether it be Umwelt or 
Mitwolt...It is an assumption that we must 
strenuously oppose. Our lives would be 
poor and savourless if we had no awareness, 
in which we could repose the least degree 
of trust, of anything in reality save what 
w© can sea and hear and touch and taste 
and smell. Ny contention will indeed be 
that w© have even what can properly be called 
sense experience of other things than these. 
The human spirit, I shall say, dovelops 
certain subtler senses of sensitivities which 
go beyond the bodily senses. 9

A willingness to hold a broader view of experience 

has always been a character3.8tic of phenomenology, which 

regards limitation of experience to Humean impressions and 

Russell’s atomic facts as arbitrary. Phenomenology has, 

as we have seen, influenced Trethowan and undoubtedly has 

affected the Thomlsts. While few phenomenologists wouldbbo 

willing to stake their reputations on Baillie’s somewhat 

poetic claim, they nevertheless would feel some sympathy

8 .WU p.354
10491 f,J,Ballli0» ^P—s-gwn_o,^LWtJ&an0n^ M (London
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with him in his opposition to the Humean tradition.

Undoubtedly phenomenology and its acceptance of a broader 

soope of experience; has been partly responsible for the 

claims of th? intuitionists that their case is based on 

experience. Husserl claims that the adoption of Humers 

position is not a return to what is immediately given to 

us, but is itself a standpoint. Husserl claims that, 

we start out from that which antedates 
all standpointsg from tho totality of 
the intuitively self-given which is 
prior to any theorizing reflection, from 
all that one can immediately see and lay 
hold of0 provided one doos not allow 
oneself to be blinded by proJudices, and 
so led to ignore whole classes of genuine 
data. If by ’Positivism® we are to mean 
the absolute unbiased grounding of.all 
science on what is ’positive® i. e. on 
what can be primordially apprehended, then 
it is we who are the genuine positivists. 
In fact, we permit no authority to deprive 
us of the right of recognizing all kinds 
of intuition as equally valuable sources 
for the justification of knowledge, not 
even that of ’modem natural science’.jo

This does not mean that we are returning to some 

kind of bizarre cult, but rather that any kind of experience 

that claims to be given immediately is admitted, provided that 

it yield itself to close scrutiny. It is presumably in this 

latter process that we determine what is genuine and what is 

prejudice.

The question of verification of this intuition of 

Ged must be considered. If we are to treat this intuitive 

approach in an empirical manner, then we must ask how thio

10$.Husserl, JBesa («ew ¥ork 1962) p.78



intuition can be denied or confirmed, Tn order to verify 

whether or not we actually bed an .intuition of God, we must 

return to the region of experience out of which it arose and 

allow it to be critically fudged again and again. The case 

stands or falls by constant examinations, If we are asked 

how our faith in God that arises from this 3 intuition can be 

falsified, the answer would be found in an analysis of the 

fundamental intuition. It is possible that a closer scrutiny 

can show that we wore mistaken and saw something which was 

not there. It is also possible that examination can show 

that we were correct, Verification is ultimately carried 

out, net by analysis of other realms of experience, but by 

a return to the experience Itself, If we claim that a piece 

of art is beautiful er that litmus paper turns red in acid, 

these claims are verified by returning to the art gallery 

where the picture is and to wo laboratory where the litmus 

and acid are, The experiences are verified by returning to 

them again. So it is with the intuition of God, The in­

tuition of Ged is not, so to speakc a thunderbolt from on 

high that comes arbitrarily and unexpectedly, but is always 

implicit in our experience. It is open to analysis at any 

time. It is always there for us to affirm or deny its claim 

to be an intuition of God, The presence of the religious 

community is also an additional aid to verification. It is 

not one individual but a number who testify that there is 

such Intuition, The religious community is a guarantee that 

thia is not the imaginings of one individual who imposes his 

views upon the rest.
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Finally tho intuition of God is verified by what

I. To Ramsey oallG its empirical fit. Unlike the scientific 

hypothesis, an intuition of Cod io not judged for its truth 

by tho possibility of deducing consequences from it* It 

is verified and justified by its ability to cover end in- 

corporate wide ranges of experience and phenomena * We gain 

an intuition of God not only by analyzing value x but value 

y as well* In situation z, which, wo shall say, is ths 

reflection upon the existence of an object of nature, we 

also gain an intuition of God. Furthermore-, wo find that 

the intuition gained in these diverse experiences is also 

helpful in clarifying other diverse situations0 which until 

then appeared somewhat puzzling and enigmatic. Thio intuition, 

born in a moment of insight, is now found to be suitable in 

accounting fox* other diverse experiences. Gur intuition of 

Ged is, therefore,, verified by its empirical fit.

It is rather judged by its stability over 
the widest possible range of phenomena, by 
its ability to incorporate the most diverse 
phenomena not inconsistently. There are in 
theology, as opposed to science, no deductive 
derivations, emerging one by one, to confirm 
or falsify the theory which is on our lips. 
The theological model works more like tho 
fitting of a boot or a shoo than like the 
dyes0 or ’no* of a roll call. 11 

khat must be decided is whether or not the 

intuition of God. is actually contained within the awareness 

of being and of values or whether it is what Husserl would 

call a prejudice. In the awareness of God. a feature added

llT.T.Ramsey, ^d/*^rn£ £^^ 1?6M P»16
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by theologians and believers in God and not actually con­

tained within tho experience itself? This is obviously the 

decision of importance. The theist can only say that, if 

you look at your experience of being and of value as it 

really is0 you will intuit Cod. He can only say as Augustine 

did, ‘’look within”. If a person maintains that he has had 

no ouch experiencep presumably the theist can go no further 

and must resort to other methodso This is in keeping with 

the rules of the empirical game. If the person cannot seo 

the desired objectp then further advances cannot be made. 

Furthermorep if only a few claim to "see” what tho theict 

does, than we can begin to question the accuracy of the 

theist’G sight. In the last analysis, this approach must 

stand or fall by thio.

yet thio much should be said in defence of the 

theist. Tho experience horo referred to has been claimed 

by many, and to deny this without consideration is to run 

the danger of complete scepticism. The writers here con­

sidered claim to have seen the clement of dependency in . 

existence and tho dependency of finite existence upon God. 

Their claims, though they may be false, must, at least, be 

taken seriously. We havo already had occasion to rebuke 

Baillie for refusing to take th© atheist’s case seriously. 

It should be pointed out that the number who claim to have 

intuited God in acme manner similar to the ones hero des­

cribed io considerable. A large number in the ancient 

societies, for example, keenly felt the contingency of ex-
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istance and considered the realm of "becoming" to be 

dependent upon a realm ox ‘’being". Mircea Eliade has ob­

served tho strong tendency of archaic man to refuse to accept 

the temporal realm and history as absolute and final and to 

i>ok to an eternal and divine realm. 12 Plato can be regarded 

as the philosopher aac £X£flll£Xlfi£. of this ancient ontology. 

This0 however8 should not be taken us conclusive proof for 

tho correctness of "seeing” the feature of dependency8 for 

this reduces the search for truth to a survey of what is 

predominately held to be true. In the final analysis0 

numbers do not decide truth. Tn matters of truth it is poss­

ible for one person to be right and tho entire human race to 

be wrong. Ultimately one must decide whether it was the 

modern or ancient man who had a better metaphysical grasp of 

tho universe. If we side with the ancients8 and it seems to 

fug that the theist must8 sone attempt must be made to explain 

in some way the shortsightedness of modern man* for it can­

not be denied that not too many today "see" the element of 

dependency in existence. I suggest that modern philosophy 

and science have very much confined the vision of modem man 

to the -earth and havo made him regard the world as a "complete4* 

order. The teleological view of nature hold by ancient and

^•2See H.Eliade0 £&eJii2XJ2i&Jii^^ (I.on York 1959)
.?"^k?fdl^9r^ (London I960)
2M^as£aOjaa_Slis_2E2£ana (^--

York 1961)
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medieval philosophy helped to make man regard the world as 

dependent* Kodera science and philosophy have, of course, 

abandoned such a viewpoint* Tho sense of Being in tho 

Thomistic sense has not been a major characteristic of 

modern thought* Hume writes that.

The idea of existence, then, is tho very 
seme with the idea of what wo conceive to 
be existent* To reflect on any thing 
simply, and to reflect on it as existent, 
ar© nothing different from each other. 
That idea,, when conjoin’d with the idea of 
any object, makes no addition to it* 
Whatever, we conceive, wo conceive to bo 
existent* Any idea wo please to fora is 
the idea of a being; and the idea of„a 
being is any idoa wo please to fora**. 13

As long as the world is regarded as a chain of sense per­

ceptions then the "mystery of being" is bound to perish* 

Values arc also regarded by wodora philosophy as either the 

result of the convention of society as in Hobbes or as pro­

jections of my own Being-ia-the-world* If those necessary 

bridges to the intuition of God are removed, that is, the 

awareness of being and the awareness of value, then it is not 

surprising that modern man doos not sec the world as de­

pendent upon God* Nevertheless these reasons should not be 

taken as a reflation of the modern claim that tho world is 

not dependent. The modern nay be correct in nob seeing any 

clement of dependency in existence, although I am personally 

inclined to accept the testimony of the ancients* It night 

also be pointed out that certain schools of oxistoatialism 

sens© tho inccmpletoness of the world order by their de-

*^3«mUjLj23X3£&X£&l£L od* C.J.nexid.©! (nou Nork 1355) p,21



piction of an atheistic world as absurd. The world0 taken 

by itselfe does not seem to be rational and ordered. Such 

thoughts can be taken as evidence that modem man somehow 

senses that earthly existence requires some justification 

beyond Itself.

Within this study wo have analyzed the intuition of 

God through two basic approachesc the awareness of being and 

the awareness of value. It has already been indicated that 

the intuition of God through value provides us with a more 

adequate notion of Cod. In Trethowan and Bailliep God is 

intuited as the Source of valuep and such a notion does 

Justice to the traditional religious notion that Ged is a 

God of goodnessB lovep etc. The Thomistic approach of 

Mascall and Naritaine which intuits Ged as the source cf 

Being0 establishes God as the Mecessary Beings which albeit 

important is nevertheless secondary to the notion cf Ged as 
f 14

th© God o“ value. God. as Necessary Being io a notion that 

“would be accepted quite readily by the deist and as well by 

the theist. It is the intuition of value in God that sep­

arates those who worship from those who are content simply 

to accept His existence. The Augustinian approach of 

Trethowan and Baillie has* therefore9 the deeper religious 

insight and is a more adequate approach to God.

Another advantage that tho two Augustinian writers 

have over the two Thomists is that their approach is simpler 

~ . —-- ^^^^.^

Althoughg as we have seen* Aquinas himself gave 
considerable attention to considerations of value.
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Ao tho second, chapter showed* in order to intuit God as 

Necessary Being* it appears that we must accept an impressive 

array of Thonistic metaphysics • Such a route to tho in­

tuition of Ged might easily bewilder tho reader* who might 

understandably bo reluctant to accept a quite complicated 

metaphysic before ho io granted the intuition for which ho 

is searching* It appears that the intuition of God within 

the Thomistio framework io deeply embedded within a met- 

aphysical structure that might easily intimidate the loss 

professional or those who disagree with Thomistic metaphysics* 

It is* of course* impossible not to embed tho intuition of 

Gdd within a philosophical frameworks it is difficult to 

have an intuition divorced from any kind of philosophical 

assumptions* Certainly Trethowan and Baillie set thoir in­

tuition within a wider philosophical context 0 but at the same 

time* their intuition of God is simpler and more direct* 

In tho first place* to begin with value considerations is to 

have a simpler starting point* I. T* Ramsey* for example* 

who attempts to evoke intuitions of God in the simplest* 

most direct manner possible in order to establish contact 

with those who have little sympathy for metaphysics* prefers 

'disclosure situations0 arising out of value considerations 

to those that are in some sense derived from the awareness 

of being* I do not mean to suggest that the intuition of 

being is a faulty approach* but I do suggest that the value

approach has tho virtue of being more readily understand-
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able and loss wadded to a particular metaphysical structure. 

What can roughly be described as the Augustinian-Platonio 

tradition as a general rule has always tended to be none 

flexible and not bound rigidly by any one interpretation,. 

Finally I suggest that the approach to God through values 

establishes contact with man’s tendency to strive for and 

defend certain values o In our own age we havo seen men 

struggling to assert and defend certain values like justice0 

respect for persons9 and so forth. The value approach seeks 

to show that these cherished values are not simply the result 

of human convention that can be changed arbitrarily0 but are 

embedded within the eternal nature of God.

Nevertheless0 in the last analysis we must recognize 

that both approaches are needed. By ’God’ the Christian 

theist means a God who is tho Creator and Sustainer of ten® 

poral existence and who is tho Source of value. To give us 

the most satisfactory account of God0 both tho normative 

and ontological approaches must blend. In this thesis wo 

have perhaps unduly created a dichotomy between the Thomistio 

and Augustinian approaches and have too rigidly categorized 

Thomism as the approach through being and the Augustinian 

tradition as tho approach through value. As tho second 

chapter indicated0 Aquinas discusses tho scale of perfection 

and of value and incorporates it into his ontology. 

Trethowan also recognizes considerations of ontology by his 

statement0 "’to exist’ moans ’to bo a creature’”. All four 

writers appear to recognize tho importance of both normative
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and ontological considerations, and, although they may 

confine their attention to one field, they seem to be 

aware of the other.

In these remaining few paragraphs wo shall attempt 

some concluding remarks on the value of intuition. We have 

seen that the intuitive approach can be traced back to the 

Augustinian tradition, which is rooted in the philosophy 

of Plato. Plato thought that the most important truths 

ultimately were intuited and not inferred. In the E2B321IA 

and in the Symposium, for example, the highest truths were 

"seen” to be so. Intuition for Plato was not contrary to 

Intellectual procedures, but was in the last analysis its 

perfection. Philosophical writers who emphasize the role 

and importance of intuition, far from opening up the 

floodgates of anti-intellectualism and rampant subjectivity, 

may in fact be returning us to an important feature of human 

thought.

It is difficult to state at this point how much 

confidence the theologian can place in intuition, Trethowan 

obviously thinks that it is ofjvery groat importance, and 

starts from the premise that the existence of God cannot be 

proved by logical deduction. The attempt to make God’s 

existence the conclusion of a self-evident syllogism simply 

cannot be done. This does not mean for one moment that he 

is underestimating the importance of argument, but he main­

tains that in the last analysis we are dependent upon the in 

tuition of the contingency of the world order and its de­

pendence upon the eternal God, for our conversion and belief
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aa taoists. Whatever the role of argument beyond thio 

point, thia important intuition io the necessary foundation, 

without thia intuitive perception on our part, all further 

d isoussion is in vain, and Trethowan regards as one of tho 

tacks of rational argument tho evoking of this fundamental 

intuition. All discussion must radiate from this intuition, 

as do spokes from a wheal. Certainly tho theist can never 

afford to do away with the traditional inferential procedures, 

as Baillie seems inclined to do. Nevertheless Trethowan 

seems to have hit a vital nerve of the theistic framework. 

It is probably true that ultimately the believer has "seen” 

that Cod exists and that the world order is a dependent 

one. The most important truths of human existence seem to 

have been born by intuition, whether they be aesthetic, 

scientific or philosophical insights. It is likely that 

the faith of tho theist ultimately arose from Intuition 

and to a large extent arose through some of the approaches 

outlined here. This seems in keeping with Plato’s remark 

made in the above paragraph. It must also toe recognized 

that no believer can enjoy a kind of ‘bare” intuition of 

God, for whatever he intuits will have been shaped by the 

religious community in which he lives. H. D. Lewis, who 

emphasizes the intuitive approach, recognizes the importance 

of tho religious community to a greater degree than the four 

writers here selected have done. Tho role of the community

must bo recognized In discussing the content of the intuition
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of God, since man is by nature a political animal and lives 

within a social context*

In the last analysis, it seems true to say that 

however important the intuitive approach will become in 

theological circles and however important inference is 

recognized as being, the intuition of the dependency of 

the finite order upon the eternal God will remain, as 

Trothowan has observed, the basis of belief*
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