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    This collection is unified by a single, persistent question: what conception of God can withstand rigorous philosophical scrutiny while speaking to the breadth of human experience? Across its works, the problem of the Absolute meets the claims of moral value, scientific explanation, social order, and personal individuality. The sequence invites readers to consider God not as a static postulate but as a focal point where metaphysics, ethics, and cultural imagination converge. Each contribution treats the same center from a distinct angle, so that their intersections illuminate continuities and tensions that no single treatise could display on its own.

Professor Royce’s The Conception of God, delivered as an address, sets a philosophical stage: it proposes an organizing view of the divine that invites systematic debate. Professor Mezes’s Worth and Goodness as Marks of the Absolute responds in a critical key, turning questions of value into tests for metaphysical adequacy. Their exchange frames a crucial dilemma: whether the Absolute must be discerned by ethical qualities, or whether ethical insight depends upon a prior metaphysical ground. The contrast of an address with a criticism signals different aims—one architectonic and synthetic, the other probing and criterial—yet both insist that the idea of God must answer to reasoned standards.

Professor Le Conte’s God, and Connected Problems, in the Light of Evolution introduces a scientific vantage that reframes theological terms. By naming “connected problems,” the work implies that issues of origin, order, and purpose converge under the pressures of evolutionary thinking. Its remarks invite comparison between explanatory continuity in nature and conceptual unity in metaphysics, without reducing one to the other. The resulting dialogue asks how adaptive processes and historical development might bear upon claims about the Absolute. This perspective neither dismisses the divine nor accepts it unexamined; it measures implications in the light cast by a powerful, empirical framework.

Professor Howison’s The City of God, and the True God as its Head turns attention to communal form and civic imagery. By invoking a city with a head, the work suggests a constitution of relations in which divine sovereignty and social membership belong together. Its comments press the debate toward questions of personal dignity, mutual obligation, and the organization of spiritual life. This perspective sharpens contrasts with purely cosmological treatments by foregrounding institutions, norms, and the structures that bind persons. It thus tests whether the Absolute can be understood through the lens of community, and whether individuality thrives under such an ideal.

Professor Royce’s The Absolute and the Individual: Supplementary Essay returns to the field after these interventions, naming directly the polarity that animates the whole collection. Its supplementary character signals a willingness to refine, integrate, or contest earlier positions without closing inquiry. By placing the Absolute alongside the individual, the essay acknowledges both transcendence and the concrete life of persons, inviting terms on which each may illuminate the other. It functions as a hinge between metaphysical unity and plural experience, pressing toward coherence while preserving distinct perspectives established by criticism, remarks, and comments. The result is principled continuity rather than premature consensus.

A set of recurring motifs structures the exchange: absoluteness and limit, value and truth, evolution and order, city and citizen, person and system. The series of genres—address, criticism, remarks, comments, supplementary essay—marks a progression from proposal through examination to rearticulation. Contrasts of tone follow suit, from declarative to interrogative, from synoptic to illustrative. Yet the works share an insistence on standards, whether ethical, logical, or empirical, that any conception of God must meet. Their conversation is productive because each piece preserves what the others risk neglecting, widening the field of reference without dissolving claims to clarity and justification.

Today, the collection resonates wherever scientific narratives, moral aspiration, and communal life intersect. Discussions of faith and reason find in these works a disciplined model for adjudicating claims across domains without reducing one to another. In cultural and artistic contexts, images of the city, the person, and a unifying horizon continue to organize creative imagination. In intellectual life, the exchange exemplifies how rival methodologies can collaborate through precise disagreement. Its enduring lesson is not a formula but a practice: articulate commitments, face objections, test implications, and return to fundamentals. That practice remains vital for plural societies seeking coherence without erasure.
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    Socio-Political Landscape
Framed in the late-nineteenth-century American West, the anthology emerged from a public forum at a state university asserting cultural authority amid rapid industrialization and urban growth. California's elites sought ethical and intellectual ballast for civic expansion, while a broader electorate pressed for moral accountability in education. In this climate, a deliberative exchange about the Absolute and God served as a surrogate debate about social order. Professors addressed audiences conscious of economic concentration and uneven opportunity, but also of institutional optimism. The Editor's introduction positions the discussion as civic pedagogy, making metaphysical inquiry answerable to the needs of an evolving democratic commonwealth.
Religious pluralism and the secular mandate of public universities produced tensions that the contributors approached with deliberate restraint. Joseph Le Conte's remarks take the language of evolution as a public idiom, offering reassurance that scientific advance need not dismantle communal piety. George Holmes Howison's invocation of a City of God engages questions of civic membership and authority without ceding human freedom to institutional power. Josiah Royce's address emphasizes loyalty and communal bonds, themes legible to audiences anxious about fragmentation. Professor Mezes's attention to worth and goodness aligns metaphysical criteria with reformist ethical discourse circulating in schools, churches, and professional societies.
The participants stage, in philosophical key, disputes over the relative claims of individuals and collectivities that defined the era's politics. Immigration, labor unrest, and the consolidation of large enterprises sharpened questions about responsibility and authority. Royce's supplementary essay on the Absolute and the individual revisits these tensions at a conceptual level, testing the limits of unity without erasing personal agency. Howison defends irreducible personhood as the ground of any legitimate commonwealth. Le Conte situates moral development within an evolving order, while Mezes weighs axiological standards that might guide public judgment. The volume's structure models contestation without political rancor.
Intellectual & Aesthetic Currents
Within the anthology, competing currents of absolute idealism and personal idealism take center stage, but they are domesticated to a pedagogical, civic purpose. Royce's address builds a case for an Absolute as a condition for coherent experience and social loyalty, while his later essay probes the relation between system and person. Howison resists any monism that dissolves free, coequal selves, proposing a rigorous personalist metaphysics. Mezes, drawing on value analysis, tests whether worth and goodness identify the divine without collapsing into subjectivism. The Editor frames the exchange as an experiment in disciplined, public reasoning rather than doctrinal decree.
Le Conte's contribution articulates a reconciliationist program in which evolutionary cosmology supplies the grammar for speaking about providence. He treats adaptation and development as morally intelligible processes, inviting readers to see continuity between scientific explanation and reverent affirmation. The rhetorical cadence mixes lecture-hall clarity with devotional tact, typical of university science when it addressed general publics. The resultant aesthetic is sober rather than polemical: explanatory diagrams are replaced by patient verbal exposition, and harmony takes precedence over dialectical clash. In this setting, even critique appears as collegial calibration rather than as an adversarial refutation.
The anthology's form is itself a methodological innovation: an address, followed by criticism, remarks, comments, and a supplementary essay. The sequence enables iterative self-correction, where claims are submitted to communal testing. Howison's civic metaphor of a city, Mezes's evaluative vocabulary, Le Conte's progressive natural history, and Royce's architectonic impulse together generate an interdisciplinary palette. Stylistically, the prose oscillates between analytic precision and oratorical warmth, a compromise that mirrors their public mission. The Editor's introduction curates expectations, validating speculation while insisting on argumentative standards. In all, the volume translates academic metaphysics into a shared, aesthetically disciplined conversation.
Legacy & Reassessment Across Time
Upon publication, readers in philosophy and allied fields treated the collection as a model of disciplined disputation. Seminar discussions tracked how Royce's supplementary essay recalibrated earlier claims, while Howison's defense of free persons provided a persistent counterweight. Le Conte's essay became a touchstone for integrating evolutionary accounts into religious pedagogy without sensationalism. Mezes's criteria of worth and goodness drew attention in value theory, especially for linking metaphysics to practical judgment. The Editor's introduction helped situate the symposium as a civic service, a framing that encouraged its adoption in classrooms and in extra-academic reading circles concerned with ethical formation.
Over time, reassessment has emphasized the volume's regional provenance and its ongoing national relevance. Commentators have mined the exchange between Royce and Howison to reconsider pluralism and unity as perennial American problems, while revisiting Mezes's evaluative touchstones for their applicability to public ethics. Le Conte's harmonizing strategy remains a reference point for dialogues between scientific natural history and theism. The Editor's orchestration is reappraised as an early instance of public-facing scholarship within a state institution. Reprints and course syllabi have kept the debate visible, though persistent questions linger about balancing systematic ambition with dialogical humility.
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    Introduction by the Editor
The introduction frames the symposium’s central question—what we mean by “God”—and situates the debate amid idealist philosophy, ethical concerns, and scientific currents. It previews the volume’s dialectical design, inviting readers to weigh convergences and contrasts among Royce’s monism, ethical critiques, evolutionary perspectives, and personal idealism.
I. The Conception of God: Address by Professor Royce
Royce presents a rational idealist account of God as the Absolute, a comprehensive mind or unity of experience that secures the coherence of truth, meaning, and value. The tone is architectonic and integrative, setting a thesis that the later essays probe—especially regarding personality, freedom, moral worth, and the relation between individuals and the whole.
II. Worth and Goodness as Marks of the Absolute: Criticism by Professor Mezes
Mezes tests whether moral worth and goodness genuinely indicate the Absolute’s reality or attributes, pressing for clearer criteria and evidential grounding. Analytic and ethically focused, the critique narrows Royce’s claims and resonates with Howison’s concern for personal value while remaining sensitive to the empirical cautions raised by Le Conte.
III. God, and Connected Problems, in the Light of Evolution: Remarks by Professor Le Conte
Le Conte interprets the idea of God through evolutionary development, asking how metaphysical assertions hold up within natural and mental processes. Empirical and conciliatory in tone, his remarks seek a bridge between science and faith, tempering monistic finality and setting a stage for Howison’s emphasis on enduring personal agency.
IV. The City of God, and the True God as its Head: Comments by Professor Howison
Howison advances personal idealism: a free community of eternal selves—the City of God—relating under a divine head who does not absorb or annul individuality. Principled and libertarian, his view directly challenges Royce’s absolutism while aligning with the volume’s ethical core and amplifying Mezes’s focus on personal worth.
V. The Absolute and the Individual: Supplementary Essay by Professor Royce
Royce revisits his thesis to clarify how individual persons and their freedoms are preserved within the unity of the Absolute rather than dissolved by it. Systematic yet conciliatory, the essay replies to the symposium’s critiques—especially Howison’s and Mezes’s—by emphasizing inclusion, interpretation, and the ethical significance of individuality in the whole.
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The first volume of the projected Publications of 
the Philosophical Union of the University of California, 
delayed by unavoidable circumstances, here 
at length appears, as promised at the time of issuing 
the volume counted as second, — Professor Watson’s 
Christianity and Idealism. It consists (1) of the documents 
of the public discussion held at the seat of the 
University in 1895, reprinted with only a very few 
trifling verbal alterations, and, in Article IV, two or 
three additional sentences; (2) of a new 
Supplementary Essay by Professor Royce, in which he 
developes his central doctrine in a more systematic 
way, discusses afresh the long-neglected question of 
Individuality, and, in conclusion, replies to his critics. 

The contents of the book very rightly take the form 
of a discussion, for discussion is the method of 
philosophy. Of the three chief objects upon which 
philosophy directs its search, — God, Freedom, and 
Immortality, — notable as also the essential objects 
of religion, this discussion, in its outset, aimed only at 
the first — the nature and the reality of God. But the 
feature of eminent interest in it is, that in the direct 
pursuit of its chosen problem it presently becomes 
even more engaged on the problem of Freedom, and 
cannot forego, either, the consideration of Immortality; 
so true it is that the attempt to conceive God, ​and to establish his existence, is futile apart from 
grappling with the other two connected ideals. 
The interest of the discussion at length unavoidably 
concentrates about the question of Freedom, and 
this turn in the pressure of the contest is what gives 
the debate its significance for the world of philosophy 
and of religion. One cannot but feel that this 
significance is marked, and for reasons that will in the 
sequel appear. 

On the initial question: Is the fundamental belief 
of religion valid, — is a Personal God a reality? all 
the participants in the discussion are to be 
understood as distinctly intending to maintain the 
affirmative. But as soon as this question is deliberately 
apprehended, it becomes evident that no settlement 
of it can be reached until one decides what the word 
“God” veritably means, and also what “reality” or 
“existence” can rationally mean. Here, accordingly, 
the divergence among the participants begins. Very 
largely agreeing in an idealistic interpretation of 
what must constitute Reality if the word is to have 
any explicable meaning, they nevertheless soon 
expose a profound difference as to what Idealism 
requires when one comes to the question of the reality 
of spiritual beings, — above all, of a being deserving 
to be called divine. Thence follows, of course, a like 
deep difference as to the nature and the conception 
of God himself. More specifically, these differences 
concern the following points: 

(1) Whether the novel method of proving God 
real, put forward by the leader of the discussion, and 
here given a fresh form, different from that in his ​Religions Aspect of Philosophy, is adequate to 
establish in the Absolute Reality a nature in the strict 
sense divine. 

(2) Whether the conception of God upon which 
the whole argument of the leader proceeds is in 
truth a conception of a Personal God. 

(3) Whether this conception is compatible with 
that autonomy of moral action which mankind in its 
fully enlightened civilisation, and especially under 
the Christian consciousness, has come to appreciate 
as the vital principle of all personality. 

On the first matter, Professor Mezes and Professor 
Howison differ with Professor Royce. Professor 
Le Conte declines any critical opinion upon it, though 
he prefers, and offers, an entirely different argument 
for the reality of a Personal God. 

On the second point, the extreme division is between 
Professor Royce on the one side (apparently 
supported by his pupil, Professor Mezes), and 
Professor Howison on the other. Here, the question 
disputed being in fact the question of an Immanent 
God as against a God distinct from his creation, 
Professor Le Conte offers a mediating theory, based 
on the doctrine of Cosmic Evolution, by which he 
would conjoin the conception of God as immanent in 
Nature with the conception of man as eventually 
a literally free intelligence: through the process of 
evolution, operated by the God indwelling in it, the 
human being is at length completely extricated from 
Nature, hence becomes strictly self-active, and thus 
intrinsically immortal. To this proposal for reconciling 
an Immanent God with a Personal God, — the ​test of personality being the possession by God of a 
World of Persons, all really free, with whom he 
shares in moral relations, acknowledging Rights in 
them, and Duties towards them, — Professor Howison 
demurs, urging that no such World of Freedom 
can arise out of a process of natural evolution, as 
this is always a process of efficient causation, and so 
works by a vis a tergo, whose law is necessitation. 

On the third question, which is thus brought 
strongly to the front, the divergence between 
Professor Howison and Professor Royce comes out at 
its sharpest. Here, Professor Howison maintains 
there is a chasm, incapable of closure, between the 
immanence of God, even as Professor Royce 
conceives this, and the real personality, the moral 
autonomy, of created minds. Professor Royce, in 
rejoinder, contends there is no such chasm, that a 
Divine Self-Consciousness continuously inclusive of 
our consciousness is demanded if a knowable God 
is to be proved, and that its existence is not only 
compatible with the existence of included conscious 
Selves, but directly provides for them, imparts to 
them as its own members its own freedom, and thus 
gives them all the autonomy permissible in a world 
that is moral. In this difference, it may be presumed 
that Professor Mezes and Professor Le Conte 
side tacitly with Professor Royce; though Professor 
Le Conte, of course, would only do so with the 
reservation that the reconciliation of the dispute must be 
sought in his theory of evolution. Professor Royce, 
however, pursues his object by another path, more 
purely in the region of idealistic psychology, and ​devotes his Supplementary Essay, in its main purpose, 
to a systematic investigation of the nature and 
the source of Individuation. He seeks in this way 
to show how Personality, conceived as self-conscious 
individuality, flows directly and even solely from his 
conception of God, when the essential implications of 
this are developed. Here Professor Howison’s 
contention is, that this theory of the Person, making the 
single Self nothing but an identical part of the unifying 
Divine Will (as Professor Royce is explicit in 
declaring), gives to the created soul no freedom at all 
of its own; that the moral individual, the Person, 
cannot with truth be thus confounded with the logical 
singular; and that personality, as reached by this 
doctrine, is so truncated as to cease being true 
personality. The central topic of the book, proving thus 
to be this question of Free Personality, marks by the 
region entered, and by the method of investigation 
employed, the advance of philosophical thought into 
a new stadium. 

On a different matter, of high philosophical import, 
with weighty religious consequences, the parties 
in the discussion all appear to agree. They 
unite in recognising, in some form or other, an 
organic correlation among the three main objects 
common to philosophy and religion, — God, Freedom, 
Immortality. They differ, to be sure, as to precisely 
what, and exactly how much, these three elements of 
the One Truth mean; but they agree that neither 
of the three can adequately be stated except with 
the help of the properly correlative statement of the 
other two. Thus: No God except with human Selves ​free and immortal in some sense, in some degree or other; 
and so, likewise, mutatis mutandis, of Freedom 
and of Immortality. The differences here are 
as to the sense in which Freedom and Immortality 
are to be taken, — whether with unabated completeness 
or with a suppression and reduction. On this 
issue. Professor Le Conte, as to the resulting state of 
Real Existence aimed at by his method, is at one 
with Professor Howison: both hold to a God 
distinctly real, in relation with distinctly real souls, 
though Professor Howison questions the conceptions 
on which Professor Le Conte bases his method for 
reaching this result. Opposed to them stands 
Professor Royce. Professor Mezes perhaps supports 
this opposition with tacit assent, though he has 
refrained from any open expression. 

Restating in the usual but more technical language 
of the schools the main divergence as now brought out, 
one would say that it is an issue between two views 
concerning the Whole of Real Existence — between 
the view known as Monism, and the view known as 
Pluralism. Professor Royce, and apparently Professor 
Mezes, adheres to Monism; Professor Le Conte 
and Professor Howison hold by Pluralism, though 
Professor Le Conte colours this with an intermediary 
Monism, as the means by which the final Pluralism comes 
to be. Only it is of essential importance to add, that 
both parties interpret their views in terms of Idealism. 
To both alike, all reality at last comes back to the 
reality of Mind; to the primary reality of 
self-consciousness, and the derivative reality of “things,” or 
objects ordinarily so called, as real items in such self​consciousness. The difference is, as to whether there really are many minds, or, in the last resort, there is only one Mind; whether the Absolute Reality is a system of self-active beings forming a Unity, or is after all, with whatever included variety, a continuous Unit; whether it is a free Harmony, or, as Professor James satirically calls it, a “solid Block.” The one view, then, would be more accurately designated Idealistic Monism, as Professor Royce himself prefers to call it; or Monistic Idealism, as it has sometimes been named; or Cosmic Theism, as still others at times call it, — though this last title is oftener used in an agnostic than in an idealistic sense. The opposed view would in like manner be called Pluralistic Idealism, or Ethical Idealism;[1] or, again, as its supporter would prefer, simply Personal Idealism, since all other forms of Idealism are, as he thinks, in the last analysis non-personal — are unable to achieve the reality of any genuine Person. Professor Le Conte’s special form of Pluralism has sometimes been called, with his approval, Evolutional Idealism; and this is descriptive of what he regards as the most important factors in it, and is in so far suitable. ​

So much for the chief sides represented in the 
discussion. Its significance for the existing situation 
in philosophy and religion can be made duly clear 
by exhibiting its place in that larger movement of 
thought which has most prominently marked the 
century now passing away. 

This movement, so far as it affected our 
English-speaking communities, was in its bearing on the 
rational foundations of religion professedly defensive; 
but only so by intent, and on the surface of its 
thinking; in its deep undertow it was from its 
springs profoundly negative, — destructive in 
tendency. When in the mind of the early century the 
question first clearly uttered itself: “What will all 
our scientific discoveries, all our independent 
philosophisings, all our historical, textual, and other critical 
doubts, leave us of our religious tradition? — above 
all, is the Personal God of past faith to remain intact 
for us?” the pressure of the situation, having borne 
the anthropomorphic supports of Theism indiscriminately 
away, forced thinking people to ask further: 
“What, then, do we indeed mean by ‘God,’ since we 
are no longer to think him ‘altogether such an one as 
ourselves’? — has the meaning gone out of the word 
‘God’ entirely?” To many — as, for instance, to Sir 
William Hamilton — it seemed that, substantially, 
the answer must come in this form: “God, surely, is 
the Absolute, the one and only unconditioned Reality; 
the universal Ground of all, which it is impossible not 
to account real: for it is impossible not to believe 
that Something is real, and therefore impossible not 
to believe there is an Ultimate Reality, What is ​sensibly present is finite, is thereby only derivatively 
real, and thus is intrinsically conditioned by this 
Ground of all, which is thus, again, intrinsically the 
Unconditioned. Hence, though God therefore 
certainly is, he is forever unknown and unknowable: 
because to know is to think, to think is to condition, 
and to condition the Unconditioned is a self-contradiction.” 
In this way the so-called being of God 
was supposed to be saved at the cost of his essence; 
and the mysteries of traditional faith were held to be 
further preserved and vindicated, because, as it was 
announced, need was now shown, and a way made, 
for Revelation, since our human knowledge had been 
demonstrated incompetent. 

In contrast to this attempted theistic Agnosticism, 
there appeared almost simultaneously, issuing from 
France through Comte, an Agnosticism openly 
atheistic. It was entitled Positivism, as restricting, its 
credence to the only things certain by “positive” 
evidence — the immediate and autocratic evidence of 
sensible experience. It said: “Let there be an 
end now, not only to theological, but to all metaphysical 
Entities quite as much; for all are alike the 
illusory products of mere abstraction and conjecture.” 
As the substitution of the “Ultimate Reality” for 
God had turned God into something unknowable, 
God — and the “Ultimate Reality” too, as for that 
— became, as the positivist justly enough observed, 
an affair of no more concern to us knowers than if 
he or it didn’t exist. So, let human life be organised 
without any reference to any “Reality” beyond 
phenomena, and let us confine our knowledge to its ​authentic objects, namely, “the things which do 
appear.” Comte brought to the task of this “positive” 
organisation of life a comprehensive acquaintance 
with the results and the general methods of all 
the sciences, and a noticeable facility in classified 
and generalised statement. These qualities, joined 
with an ardour of conviction and an insistence of 
advocacy that lent their possessor something of the 
character of the prophet and the apostle, earned for 
the new cause an attention sufificient not only to 
found a new sect, intense in cohesion, if limited in 
numbers, but to spread the contagion of its general 
empirical view wide through a world interested in 
the theory of knowledge, however indifferent to the 
religious powers claimed for the new doctrine. A 
philosophy insisting on the sole credibility of 
scientific evidence, and chiefly busied in formulating 
scientific truths in generalisations so rarefied as to 
seem from their unexpectedness like new scientific 
discoveries, naturally appealed to many a scientific 
expert, but still more to the ever-swelling throng of 
general readers who fed upon scientific “results,” 
and gradually formed the public now known to the 
venders of “popular science.” 

So matters stood, in the world that was balancing 
between the interests of philosophy and of religion, 
till about the middle of the century. At that juncture, 
following upon the latest developments in the 
sciences, particularly in the field of biology, Herbert 
Spencer appeared with his project of a “Synthetic 
Philosophy,” based on the principle of Evolution 
carried out to cosmic extent. This view presently ​received an almost overwhelming reinforcement, at 
least for the general scientific intelligence, by the 
unexpected scientific proofs of biological evolution, 
worked out chiefly by Darwin. The change of front 
in the scientific world, upon the question of Species 
and of Origins, was almost as immediate as it was 
revolutionary. The conception of the origin of natural 
things in a direct act of “creation” — a supposed 
instant effect of a Divine Will operating without any 
means — thus seemed to the popular mind to be 
assailed in the seat of its life. Many felt, indeed, 
that this view, so ingrained in the religious tradition, 
had received its deathblow. In this feeling, as fact 
requires us to acknowledge, they had at any rate the 
countenance, if not the direct leading, of many of 
the scientific experts who promoted the new 
evolutional theory. The nature of the Eternal Ground of 
things appeared to need a radical reconception, to 
adjust it to the evidences, felt to be irresistible, of 
the presence of evolution in the world. The way 
was thus made, over a field widely prepared, for the 
favourable reception of a philosophy that proposed 
nothing less than the harmonious satisfaction and 
fulfilment, in an alleged Higher Synthesis, of the 
conflicting interests reflected in the Agnosticism of 
Hamilton, in the Positivism of Comte, in the evolutional 
results of science, and even in the Theism of 
the traditional religious consciousness. The theist 
was to be shown right, in so far as he resisted the 
positivist by asserting the fact of an “Ultimate Reality”; 
for this was not only an “absolute datum of 
consciousness,” but the unavoidable presupposition ​of the fact of evolution, which could only be explained 
by “the reality of an Omnipresent Energy.” 
The positivist, in his turn, was to be shown right, in 
so far as he maintained against the theist, theological 
or metaphysical, traditional or philosophical, the 
weighty discovery that all knowledge is necessarily 
relative to the constitution of the knowing subject, 
therefore cannot be the knowledge of any Ultimate 
Reality, nor of things as they are in themselves, but 
must be knowledge of phenomena only — of things 
as they appear to conscious experience, limited as 
this is by correlation with a specific nervous organism. 
The agnostic, however, was to be shown the 
most comprehensively right of all: for his was the 
truth that embraced and harmonised the truth of 
the positivist and the truth of the theist, at once and 
together; his was the immovable assurance of the 
fact of an Ultimate Reality, whose nature nevertheless 
could only be stated as the “Unknowable,” or 
as the Power present in all things, the Eternal Mystery 
immanent in all worlds; his was the possession, 
too, of a boundless cosmos of phenomena, indefinitely 
receding into the mysterious recesses of the past, and 
unfolding by orderly evolution, ever more richly complex 
both in psychic and in physical intricacy, into the 
indefinite mystery of the future. Thus he was able, 
moreover, to meet the genuine demands of the religious 
consciousness, and to meet them supremely; namely, 
by an Eternal Power immanent in the world, instead 
of by an anthropomorphic God transcendent of the 
world, — to meet them supremely, because religion, 
at its authentic base, was founded in Solemnity and ​Awe, and these had their only secure footing in the 
unfathomable and the mysterious — the omnipresence 
of the Omnipotent, from which none can escape, 
whose ways are past finding out. Thus, finally, — 
let it not be overlooked, — the belief of traditional 
religion in the Personality of God, in the self-conscious 
purposive Wisdom and Love at the root of all 
things, was to disappear. Not, to be sure, in behalf 
of Materialism; not in behalf of Atheism, taken as 
the dogmatic denial of God; but in behalf of 
Agnosticism, the far subtler avoidance of a Personal 
Absolute, — an avoidance all the more plausible from its 
appeal to the impartiality which is of the essence of 
reason; an appeal to the rational neutrality that 
would no more deny than it would assert God, would 
no more assert than it would deny the eternity of 
Matter, but with disciplined self-restraint would confine 
itself to the affirmation, declared alone defensible, 
of simply some Ultimate Reality, whose nature was 
impenetrable to our knowledge. 

Confronted as our human intelligence always is 
with the fact of our ignorance, and bred as the 
religious thinking of that day had been in apologetics 
based on an agnostic philosophy such as Hamilton’s; 
impressed, too, as the general public was, religious 
and non-religious alike, with the steadfast march of 
natural science towards bringing all facts under the 
reign of physical law, — above all, under the law of 
evolution, — we need not wonder that this public was 
widely and deeply influenced by this philosophy. It 
is accessible to the general intelligence, and its 
evidences are impressive to minds unacquainted with the ​subtleties inseparable from the most searching thought, 
while its refutation unavoidably carries the thinker 
into the intricacies of dialectic that to the general 
mind are least inviting, or are even repellent. 

Since the diffusion of the doctrines of Darwin 
and Spencer, the more alert portion of the religious 
world has exhibited a busy haste to readjust its 
theological conceptions to the new views. In fact, these 
efforts have been noticeable for their speed and 
adroitness rather than for their large or considerate 
judgment; in their anxiety for harmony with the 
new, they have not seldom lost sight of the cardinal 
truths in the old. Memorable, unrivalled among 
them, was the proposal of Matthew Arnold, in the 
rôle of a devoted English Churchman, to replace the 
Personal God of “the religion in which we have been 
brought up,” and in the name of saving this religion, 
by his now famous “Power, not ourselves, that makes 
for Righteousness”: a proposal which while sacrificing 
the very heart of the warrant for calling the 
religion Christian — the belief in the divine Personality 
— was put forward in the most evident good 
faith that it was Christian still, and in a form so 
eminent for literary excellence that it beyond doubt 
increased the spread of its agnostic views in the very 
act of satirising the “Unknowable,” and preserved 
for the New Negation, in a lasting monument of 
English letters, the aesthetic charm which it added 
to the cause. 

Agnosticism thus became adult and adorned, and 
made its conquests. But it was to meet a mortal foe; 
a foe, too, sprung from its own germinal stock. The ​successive stages of its growth, by the express declaration 
of their authors, all had their impulse in doctrines 
of Kant. Though their religious negations were 
connected with Kant by a more or less violent 
misinterpretation of his philosophical method and aim, Kant’s 
own way of dealing with what he called Theoretical 
as distinguished from Practical Reason was doubtless 
still largely responsible for these results, so erasive 
of Personality, in all its genuine characters, from the 
whole of existence. The counter-movement in thought 
was also founded on Kant, by another one-sided 
construction of his doctrines. 

For meanwhile, indeed during a whole generation 
prior to these negative movements in the 
English-speaking world and in France, there had followed 
Kant’s thinking, in Kant’s own fatherland, a succession 
of systems deriving from his theoretical 
principles, and distinguished by the great names of 
Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, each aiming to 
surmount the Agnosticism lurking in Kant’s doctrine of 
knowledge. If Kant made the bold attempt to 
remove religion beyond the reach of intellectual assault 
forever, by drawing around the intellect, under the 
depreciatory name of the Theoretical Reason, the 
boundary of restriction to objects of sense; if he 
thus left religion in the supposed impregnable seat of 
the Practical Reason, which alone dealt with supersensible 
things, — with God, with Freedom, and with 
Immortality, — but dealt with them unassailably, as 
the very postulates of its own being and action; 
and if to him this made religion, in all its several 
aspects of devotion, of aspiration, and of hope, the ​direct expression of human rational will: to all of 
his great successors, on the contrary, this rescuing 
of faith by identifying it with pure will, after depriving 
it of all support from intelligence, seemed in 
fact the evaporation of freedom itself into a merely 
formal or nominal power, meaningless because void 
of intelligible contents; and hence the method, so 
far from being the support, appeared to be simply 
the undermining of religion. So, in ways successively 
developing an organic logic, Fichte, Schelling, 
and Hegel set seriously about the task of bringing 
the entire conscious life, religion included, within the 
unbroken compass of knowledge. But as they all 
alike accepted one characteristic tenet of Kant’s 
theory of knowledge, namely, that the possibility of 
knowledge is conditional upon its object’s being 
embraced in the same “unity of consciousness” with 
its subject, they either had to confess God — for 
religious consciousness the Supreme Object — unknowable 
and unprovable (as Kant had maintained in
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	↑ Professor Royce designates this view Ethical Realism. Professor Howison has no particular objection to this title, as it names, quite appropriately, an actual aspect of the doctrine. He would himself willingly call it Absolute Idealism (as in his opinion the only system expressing completely the Ideal of the Reason, and reaching an ideal that per se turns real), were not that name already associated — illegitimately, as he holds — with the theory of Hegel, and so with Professor Royce’s own. Absolute Idealism, of course, however interpreted, must also be called Absolute Realism. Accordingly, Ethical Idealism is in its reverse aspect Ethical Realism.


	↑ The pervasion of pure literature by this fascinating theme must not be overlooked in recounting the causes of its present prevalence. It has filled, especially, almost the whole realm of Poetry, from the days of Goethe. The English poetry of the century is alive with it: Wordsworth, Shelley, Keats, Tennyson, Browning, Arnold, — it seems the ceaseless refrain of all their song. Nor, to turn to the essayists, may we forget Carlyle; nor, in his theistic moods, Emerson.


	↑ See pp. 123-127 below.


	↑ The editor, for his part, feels much regret that the limits of the volume have forbidden the insertion of Professor Mezes’s rejoinder in full. Its unavoidable length precluded its appearance as a whole, while the close articulation of its parts made impracticable any excerpts that would do it justice. It is to be hoped the public may see it elsewhere, and in a less restricted and more adequate form than its author was constrained to give it in his communication to the editor.
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