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ists only for a seif-consciolns belig,
we iust iinterpret reality as a sp)irit-
liai, flot as a lnechanical, systeml. On
the other lîan<l, ( ireenl hol(ls that it is

ûnly by a gi adual ])tocess tliat the
spirituial sy steni whichi conistitutes
realitv cornes ilit( existence for uls.
Thcl volid is the manifestation of a
spiritual beiug, b)u this being rnuist bce
conceive(l as au -cternally comlpleýte
self -conisciotusness,' whichi is in no

W av~ affected ]w the prcs of experi -
enice in uis. T'his contrast between
the world of experience as arising for
uls only in the pocC5ss by whiclî wc

g(radutallyý corne to know it, and the
worltl as it is for the eternally com-
plete self -cou scion sfless leads Green
to deny that we can be said to know
God in an absoltite sense. We do in-

deed know that "the world in its
truth or full reality is spirituial," bc-

cause nothiing less will explain the
fact of our experience, but "sucli a

* knowledge of the spirituial unity of
the world as would be a knowiedge
of God" is impossible for uis, or, as
Green roundly puts it, "to know God
we nîust lie (ýod.' It is evident that
Gýreenl lias failed to justify ad(equate-
ly his contention that there is no op-
position betwcen knowable reality ami
reality as it absolutely is. ln an-
other way lie restores the dualismi
between kiiowledge and faith wlîich
hýe inheritecl f roiîn Kant. Now, M\r.
Bradley, in his "Appea:rance and
Reality," lias attenipted in his own
way to go beyond the gluarded atti-
tude of GIreen and to define the abso-
lute or God. No onie lias enîphasized
more strongly tlian hie tlîe infinite
complexity of the world, the nîanifest
want of lîarinony and consistency in
our ordinary experience ai-d the im-
possibility of regarding it as an ulti-

mate (letermination of reality. Neyer-
theless, lie mîaintains that we are able
in general toý define the nature of the
absoluite. For, as lie argues, otnr verx'
inability to accepýt flic contradictionîs
NvliiCi we fiiid iii our ordiiiary experi-
ence l)Foves tliat, real as thiat experi-
ente is, it cannot lie regarded as co-
incidenit witlî reality in its intirnate
nature. Now, why do we condemin
otir ordinary experience? Is it not
hecatîse it is inconsistent or self-con-
tradictory? But tlîis inîplies that we
alwax-s presuppose truc reality to be
self-consistent. Moreiver,' as nothing
can exist tlîat faîls entirely hevond ail
possible experience the absolu te iiii{ st
bce not only self-consistent, but a
single or total experience. This, how-
ever, is as far as we can go. Ultiniate
reality is uindoubtedly a liarmo3nious
whole, an absolute spirituial unity, and
if we coutld put ourselves at flic point
of view of thec Absolute we slîould
certainly find that the whole complex-
ity of otîr experience-including sci-
ence, inorality, art and religion-
wouilc be perceived as a single har-
nionions whole. Mr. Bradley, how-
ever, tlighlihe admits thiat there are
"dýegrees of reality" within our ex-
perience, refuses to admit that even
the lîiglîest fo-rni of reality known to,
uis is identical with the Absoluite.

Now, ýit inust bie adiiiitted that in
thîîs doctrine of Mr. Bradley tie op-
position between knýowledge and faith
stîll survives, andI lience it is perhaps
not to lie wondered at thiat men like
Prof. James and Mr. Schîiller should
find this foinm of ldealismn unsatisfac-
tory and .self-contradictory. They
therefore iii a sense recur týo the point
of view of Kant, so far at leaýst as to
maintaîn that the true nature o! real-
ity is to lie found by a consideratioin


