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or even in a series of essajs it would have been legitiinate to ask. 
just where does the Catholic Church come into tlie picture? Oiie 
cannot help regretting that more of its supernatural force is not 
indicated in these non-committal-perhaps ‘irrespon,sible’ is less than 
just to the real author-letters. Jlichael Paravane, the Catholic, is 
a very elusive figure and typical-if a t  a l l -o f  a very small group; 
on p. 69 Peter catches a glimpse of the limitations of merely natural 
reusoning and in the style t,here is an echo of Belloc, but i t  is only 
aii echo and the original thunder is harmlessly distant. Surely, If 
tliose of us nlio were born into the age of secwity we a t  a loss to 

Revolut.ion, t he  Wall Street Crash, Hitler, and the atom boiiib- 
we may be allowed to cultivate our garden: but in the spirit of St 
Benedict, not of Candide. 

understand younger lives jerked from crisis to crisis-the Ru s*1an - ’  

1‘:DWARD QUISS. 

l’rIysrcs ASI) RSPERIESCE. By Bertrtiiid Russell. (Heiii.? Siclp iclc 

Lord Russell’s opening paragraph might lead one to hope that he 
intended to deal 1vit.h the metaphysical presuppositions of tlie induc- 
ti\-e method used bj- physical science. Bu t  he proceeds to state his 
problein soniewhat as follows. External objects, if it be assumed that 
metaphysics is esseiititllly correct in its account of them, are very 
unlike what we perceive. But  physics is built on inferences from per- 
ception. How, caii we account for the discrepancy? Pliissell then dis- 
cusses perception and the relation of mind to matter, with his us~ial 
combination of logical acumen and neglect of nietapliysics. 

He takes for graiitetl the truths of ph?sics tiiitl does n3t (lisciii< 
their origin. ‘l’o resolve his problem it woiild seen1 esseiitial. how- 
ever, to consider fir.st the method of physics, aiicl the kiiid of know- 
ledge to be expect,ed from such a method. Since tlie method is quan- 
titative, based on rneasurernent, it c‘mi only issue in a mathematical 
rtccount of nature; it is therefore not surprisiiig t,hat colours, scenfs 
a i d  soiuids (for example) are omitted. Incident,allg the method can- 
not proceed unless we have independent grounds for believing its 
basic nssriiiiptioii. iianiely that t l i r i ~  i h  oi~lei. i l l  i~a t t i re ;  a11d such 
grounds can only be metaphysical. 

1.: .k’ .c . 

lecture; Canibritlge, 1946; 1s. 6d.) 

I-’I.ZZLED PEOPLE. By Mass-Observation. (Gollancz ; i s .  6d.) 
‘ A  study in popular attitudes to  religion, ethics, progress and 

politics’, or, more briefly, ‘Well, I don’t know’-the representative 
answer to Mass-Observation ’s enquiries in a London suburb. The 
Ethical Union. which sponsored the enquiries, concludes that ‘the 
principles of (’lii*isti;tiiity H I I ~  the priiiciples of liberal rationalisill have 
f d e d  to  save tht. iiitmses from desultory living’, and hopes that  
‘transfomin,o tlie contlitions of life and tliought . . . by [vise and 
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