Knowing in G. K. Chesterton’s Orthodoxy (1908)
“Dionysus made wine, not a medicine, but a sacrament. Jesus Christ also made wine, not a medicine, but a sacrament. But Omar makes it, not a sacrament, but a medicine. He feasts because life is not joyful; he revels because he is not glad. "Drink," he says, "for you know not whence you come nor why. Drink, for you know not when you go nor where. Drink, because the stars are cruel and the world as idle as a humming-top. Drink, because there is nothing worth trusting, nothing worth fighting for. Drink, because all things are lapsed in a base equality and an evil peace." So he stands offering us the cup in his hand. And at the high altar of Christianity stands another figure, in whose hand also is the cup of the vine. "Drink" he says "for the whole world is as red as this wine, with the crimson of the love and wrath of God. Drink, for the trumpets are blowing for battle and this is the stirrup-cup. Drink, for this my blood of the new testament that is shed for you. Drink, for I know of whence you come and why. Drink, for I know of when you go and where."—Heretics 
“One of the thousand objections to the sin of pride lies precisely in this, that self-consciousness of necessity destroys self-revelation. A man who thinks a great deal about himself will try to be many-sided, attempt a theatrical excellence at all points, will try to be an encyclopaedia of culture, and his own real personality will be lost in that false universalism. Thinking about himself will lead to trying to be the universe; trying to be the universe will lead to ceasing to be anything. If, on the other hand, a man is sensible enough to think only about the universe; he will think about it in his own individual way. He will keep virgin the secret of God; he will see the grass as no other man can see it, and look at a sun that no man has ever known.”—Heretics 
Exploratory Questions
· How do we know what is rational?

· How do we know what is true?

· Can we trust our self-insight?

· Is defamiliarization (making the familiar strange) a necessary cognitive and existential step?
· Can poetry or metaphor teach us truth?

· Can science offer absolute truth?

· Can authority be trusted to speak truth?

· Does the testimony of history have anything to do with something being rational or true?
Orthodoxy’s Genre (Chapter 1)
1. “A sort of slovenly autobiography” rather than a dogmatic treatise (215).
2. “A set of mental pictures rather than . . . a series of deductions” (211).

3. “The main problem of this book. How can we contrive to be at once astonished at the world and yet at home in it?” (212) [“Wonder and welcome”]
4. Faith as an answer to “the life of practical romance.” Romance as “the need for the mixture of the familiar and the unfamiliar,” as “desirability of an active and imaginative life, picturesque and full of a poetical curiosity, a life such as western man at any rate always seems to have desired” (213, 212).
5. “The account of this happy fiasco” that “I did try to found a heresy of my own; and when I had put the last touches to it, I discovered that it was orthodoxy,” that is the Apostles’ Creed (214-215).

Discussion Questions
· What do Chesterton’s descriptions of his project suggest about the nature of his apologetic for his faith? 
· Why do you think he takes this approach to explaining why he believes?
A Reexamination of What Constitutes Rationality (Chapter 2-3)
Chapters two and three seek to offset each other; the first works to call into question Enlightenment and materialist definitions of reason, including those of Cartesian clarity, determinism, and solipsism. The next chapter, however, holds the line on aspects of reason which fit within a larger practice of truth over against historicism, pragmatism, and Nietzschean egoism.
A. The failure of the Cartesian search for inconcussum [foundation, stable certainty]
· Madness and clarity (cf. 218-221)—a picturesque without joy; “a horrid clarity of detail” (221)
· Enclosed versus open rationality 
     (222—the reductiveness of madness)
     (225-226—the singularity of the mad and that of modern materialists)
· The problem of believing in yourself: 1) sin; 2) weakness; 3) hysteria; 4) superstition (216).
· Narrative and reason 
     (218—the fairy tales vs. modern realism)
     (223—the need for larger and more varied narratives)
· Contradiction and human insight (230)
· The nature of human complexity (227)
· Centrifugal opening as cross-shaped (231-232)
B. The larger view of the imagination

· “Imagination does not breed insanity” (218).

· Poetry and absolute (lack of) comprehension (220—the sanity of the poets)
· The method of metaphor

· The nature of symbols (cf. 231)
C. The proper place of reason

· The wasted virtues of modernity (233—fragments of Christianity gone wild)
· The (in)visibility of mysticism (230—as a safeguard of sanity; 231—the blaze of invisibility)
· Proper and improper humility (234-235)
· Problem of historicism and relativism (238-239)

· Act and self-limitation (243)
· Nature of authority and trust (236-237; 247-248)
· The Christ-hero

Discussion Questions
1. Why does Chesterton employ the example of the mad to get at questions of rationality?

2. Why does Chesterton seek to offer a more varied and wider set of faculties that make up the rational?

3. What does poetry and poetics offer that pure logic does not?

4. Why does he insist that authority, mysticism, and limitation are guardians of reason?

5. According to Chesterton, what has gone wrong with modern ethical projects?

The Nature of Tradition & Science (Chapter 4)
Chapter 4 brings another angle to the issue of knowledge and received truth. In particular, he offers insights into the nature of scientific paradigms that historians and philosophers of science such as Thomas Kuhn would make more acceptable in the latter half of the 20th century. (This is not to say that Kuhn and Chesterton would agree on much else.) In particular, Chesterton argues that our judgments about scientific phenomena are based on modeling repeatability without being able to guarantee absolute falsifiability of our theories. 
· Why there are no scientific “laws” (255-256)
· Mental relations versus physical facts (254)
· The “democracy of the dead” (251)—the value of tradition

· Magic as analogical overlap (255-256)—the agnosticism of fairyland
(259-260—the rules of fairy)
(261-262—an erotic reduction of sex to marriage)
· “The sunny country of common sense” 
     (233—common sense maxims)
     (252—first principles in the nursery)
· The “doctrine of conditional joy” (257ff.)
· Resistance, rules, and mystery

· Differing imaginations of the world (265-267; also cf. 226—a shrunken cosmos)
· The creational encore (263-264)—another way to view natural repeatability
Discussion Questions
1. Do you find Chesterton’s reevaluation of scientific laws and practice convincing? Why and/or why not?

2. Why does he insist on joy and imagination as essential to understanding the natural world?

3. Are we still being scientific if we employ analogies such as those of magic and theatre to relate to the world? Explain.
Loyalty to the World (Chapter 5)
Chapter 5 begins to move closer to the heart of Chesterton’s understanding of knowing, which is closely tied to what we love. Rather than certainty, our knowledge is based out of loyalty.
· Cosmic optimism and pessimism (269—empty categories; 272-273)
· Loving place without/ before reason (270-271) (271—loyalty to a place)
· Love is being bound (274) vs. false allegiance to theories of race (273)
· Suicide versus martyrdom (276ff.)
· God’s aseity and the creation (281)
· Why we do/don’t fit into the world (275; 283)—to love the world without trusting it (282)
(283—human happiness and the Fall as great equalizer)
Discussion Questions
1. Is love a cognitive necessity? A rational necessity?

2. Why does Chesterton think you need love and binding to truly understand the world?

3. Why do we fit and yet not fit into the world? Why do we have/need both views?
