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nt4itude., This- 1ntn“w*ﬂtnt*on 13 discouragingly stiparfiedlal,.:
Gilson hewever mist m"kn thass roproaches: 1s. not 2dl philpso«
phy disiectics ip his vien? Gllson does not; batiewa :in. a oA
solance, Thnt is why hia- philoqophv ‘ean. bae! ch"“sti"n@ One;mu
admit that philses revelestlon: plays argreat: parﬁ‘*n the'
cdda lectirxl ‘proleromens to philosophy in:. the’chriatian»world
but. p floacphy 13 not- Airlectics, -nor: ‘history of philoeaphy ;
n the ~bove mentlionzd nuthorsg,. thﬁ-’unddmant wh&QGSwﬁ
of modern rh*losophy(urknovn to modern: philes: phﬁrs)é&ne&clea
gtetad. s T:said,modern : ‘mathematisn. ben1n3\$u¢th Sootupls:
univocism; thus m“thpnafics(«ith its esserti&l homogancity)
vwhich 1¢ s-:zelerice,but also egsent 1ally aniati,. ageinaoequp.e
'the very stmmlt- of thought »#nd bﬁing.“ogically this milkﬁlead
to boinrg ﬁ‘" ubject for *rb" oﬁt*on“*ﬁ : :
upor’ . - TR T .T ‘Iﬂf‘lm" RV RS
Vasrnarn: Tﬂkua thﬂ nu’t ute *we &mpowe truat on=baing.ﬁ
Natursl forms zre .imposed: upoh nimed mattern’hidhwis'
_but: privation in all respecta..tT
sin‘hls.o In&on,hancq.thrsfip
’ mattam : am@“g@aﬁm nght:
Sand ok




.xﬁoppqnentu ,
COfundapental,
e :reachimx.“f,,;
e Loling: gave pa :
hls theory of £ B af eourse referring
impileationsd ). L& sked>to - imeglng: vhat: ‘Pl
nost pr cxoundiy sporgdnto’ thé Arissetellan: ands@ﬁaai
I would ansgwoer "W ,‘I aeans that dimop adn@l
philosophy ia 1ndc abLi 'TﬁereniS'n¢ﬂcérrae
-\ for 4t is by defimi ?basearax ;the prisgcy of
uucurd of distinctions esn mitigste this: Oppasitio
hunanism is a costiadiction in teras,:ths essence’ of“%numism :
bairg the wbsoiube transcendendy of God of whicn thw mnsb profu’
luplicetlon is predeterminetion, ) : e
' It heg Lecoume & sukkum custom with HGLST T .choxaatius to Ll
S cens fder frecdomn as the vary esguncs of per»ona*ihym Thﬁg wive ms .
resson thut personsllty is. something abgolutey Thev“ﬂzsée thed .
rccvut on Maubstentia individua. They. ‘negleot’ thé"rationéixa‘w ;L
sturaeh, seturs is the wost proround element ‘of th# aafinivion,'
. the other ¢lements wercly serve to render it nord nagure. Eow
“ the essencs of nature Ls communication of ltself (&ee ot landi&m
-~ art. in 4.de Poténtism,y.%,2.1) The mors this communibati@u i
necegsery the wore perfect it Ls. Tost is the case: in the’ E?Lmﬁmrv;
The Jivine processlons sre nécsssary and intericr: X -ahe riad
frow which they dre not distinet. Ther¢ 1s po ghestion af” fnee&o&
meEr in this nost exaited form of per: onaiity, ané tnere ia
‘cohuuzhcdt\on of nature. . R
. P'reedom wiways Anpliss some lmperfect*on, olther in tha ﬂuhlect
cr in the object. Godls Lfrecdol regerds finite being i The ePvERtnre)
ireedom relative to the most perfect ObJGOt(Gﬁd as’ known~1ndhvaat;i
impiles fuperi¢otion in the coreature.’ s :
The' incommuuicabi;ity'oi personality i4-a eﬁnﬂition-of S
corisunicetion. Farsdoxicaliys the more -8 sugpositum ia. 1n»0mmnni
coble, the more it is a“prineiple of cormunlestion, ... , P
This throws. overboard the fsisge Llmpllections:drswn! : 3
T distinction betweon individusiity end porsoRality i JAMthor E g
au weritain elalam thet mep ux§ a peérson is . .above:dotlety,Fort
{instance; end thpt he is » wember of +asgoiéty "as: an,indzvddu&,
This purely and . »impiy‘fplse. Uzn 1sis meber of tsogiely hq,nnﬁ
he is & person. That.1s why ‘snts sre not maﬂberxrwffﬁwpo S e
This pflﬂP ple 18 true tr&nqcar&ernglty' 1n the' %R
the Church,ip argelio wniverses::
it hnx rn-society i« baseﬁ on rniuwe fxmnﬁnﬂ e

Iq-d.

membwr oa 5001ety. n 3
- The perzsons zre-the principium a .€00, of t'
W& caxdl the meubers of soaiegty indlviduals irr-s
receptive rolrtive foithdgammon gaod thet il
fulfiAmant of & ne d¢£ Loy ‘potentinlivy
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must be the mash”tormidable.and 6" the sane ﬁzmelmﬁst ¢ﬂb%§é%§in§'

opronent; Lutereitlngibecause 1ty it ial positlons® are se HuE.

fundemental, -nd eoﬂ&a umnﬁlf,ibd lohicol me¢iaan6ns 50 f&ﬁ%;x;ﬁf

veaching, .
Foline gave the Zu*“e,t jelad:: ihle mnpr Halon- to gumﬁu;um in

nig thecry i f14e ‘&ili.(I am of cuurse reforring to logical ,

!mpxzc tions ). L L ware auked to imaglpe what philosopny ig - ©

nust o cotoundiy op,osad to the nrissotelisn and Thogist spirig, -

1 wouJR ancner "hwapdsm®. Iomenn LAt oo more profounidy Oy 0866

philomophjlxa anamcéiV&biu; There Lo nwo eorrucbive fox num“ni&m,

for 1t Jg by dufinition baged on the prisscy of Lroedoms o0 <.

wacuit of Guestinetlons crrn sdtigebe Lhas oyrosition. i thosdstie

h‘: anten o - oo Deadionlon in tf I tos ghaenge of Brisiod 2l

Bty tae ¢ bao ube brepceendondy of uvd of whilel the west peofosd

Liagetlog Ls UCPVﬂLchLlcrgﬁh _ -
vh o bhey hunuw& ¢ omwRRUL custom v Lih wedern cholzabies to

oty Lo drecang A the eory onrenen of pﬁrwﬂhﬁxihy- Thay pive &n

reozon tash persoralliy T8 cowebh e abrolute, Thaey GuRce the

feuent on Monosteniia indiviawe!t, fhey nepleot therablornriie:

pebavast, we bbrs ds Bboe pouh vrotoui miv~vmo of the Uw75“L71fﬁh

Pl st v fone nhy s oLy serve ho owopder Lt more 1w1nurpn LW

Blie enrencn ol neture 18 cozanlention of *tﬂwlj..(zee %o pendld

pte In Cde :ofnnb5'g|= ohel) The move this comarii pation in

Heee: wory bhe rove cevfect Lt le. Thet oo the eedwe in the lrininy,

Tre t""hi\'.' LOCE ‘lnrm fre Becessnvy spd inktoerior {0 one nature

Lo vhleh they nre nob rdistinet. Tuere le oo pueshion ai fmesdol

fews L5 bies nost eieated form ol yersonwaity, and tn@ra is

!

M sealcon of natire.

o0 t

: Pronani oivpy 6 ‘lplnp. LIS 1n,(r€~:t”0n glther in the mibieo

Cr LT the oblect. Godts Dpveodow regerds ilnite being. The cevesbure
dom rliative to the most parfect obiect (God az Brnown indivecti

iv L des foporieation in the ererture.

TW@ ircornunicabiiltk of cevsonailsy id » confition of

iention. iaredorxicaliy: the mere s surpositum 18 Lbeowrsrnl-

Cwaﬁ, the 1Ur9 it s s prineinle of covrvric=tlon,

Tpts throwe overboerd the ir ise lrnllestions drswn froi- the
Jirbinction h(tvuvn irdividualillty svd pers ;onis Lty . sAuthors  agei
cooLrpltain elrota thet men s » perzon iz cbove coclety,vor
ipntorce; (a2l thet he is » wembar of ageiaty ag an individvel,
s purmiy’*Nﬁ slaply telse. ban 1p & veer of sooiety bnvﬁuﬂ&
Liee by oo pereen, Thad 1 why sonte are rot meshars of  seclety.
Thie pflhﬂ':lﬁ i true hrerccorderieoliys in the Trtni*y, k5 SR
L ureh, fnoaveelio nnlverseng
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- the pelaofi§,becatse’ ad determinations they ar:
' to the expression of Ireddomi,.futcidal sccusation:is.a

"Iogleal congequancs of this ‘pasition,-i'Ilidome babk -on

: A ROt W AR SOEN BRSNS

% In tHe dight of thése fundemental.poéitlons.dating back
- many, ¢enturies,modern phllosophias. are meraly Andetarminat,

,euperfieial;an&f ! 10 :

- poaitions whichiere inderent to the modernimind. Ve couid:

‘to ‘go ‘back. to these sonroes,That would wean. to.stert. alyvi: o

1z contrary to the fig&t“ppinciplqs;pfwmqganniphilosoph;pg;?L

. from "what is knowledge?'. "#sse allud ut alind®; aliud meand

™ rily objective ss kncwledgeﬁfili be bestricted by our potensy.

- Dislectical mutepia i fust cnd i théide

God is object pure and simple,;i,e. "iuntellligers subsistens®,

this wou.d. be a contradiction in térms,"Leaszobiectiﬁafgq§:i-

must He abgoryad by thdtstale
inply determivation)they vde;

&tﬁﬂﬁéPhﬁﬁ 13

‘ are obstadle

w

. .
. .

Po nte .

unamnsbipuakdéduotibnsiﬂremmsﬁqsgfin;tigi;
not disouss with-modern:philosophers unless jthey, consented

.over‘ngain'the:argumants.anJanaLOgy,baiﬁg;prgﬁﬁt;rminaﬁiéhi"ﬁ-
speculative and pr&etical.sdiances'th4~But;thia"ia-eiaﬁrly":*
impossible,since the very;posaibilipy of . such & come-back

. x
. .

34 Modern philoscorhy has‘&aecmpliﬁhgd“th;byoomplataf_f@p{ﬁj'“
wilenation by the manner in which it posite the problem: -
of kuowledge, It 1s founded on. the negation of theVobjectl
we wight deiine it as & revolt against the dlctatorship of .
" Vasquez'position concerning truth implies that objeét ' -
and subject are eszential to knowledge as such, since his =
iogicsl truth has & priority on tranucendental truthi. then
the subject has priority on being as to truth: hence thé
aceent pust be piaced an the subject.. L,
© Put to implg. s subject in knowledge as such will lead %0
the negation of the object as suchy the object will become
a nods of the subject as subject. ] , '
fodurn phliosophy does not posit the prablem of knowledge.
It stirts from corsclieusress as an indefineble. Then the' -
first problem. which ociurs will be that of the vaiue of
conzclousness.lt willi ask: is it objective? Is it certaln?ete,
This is an sxemple of stertivg haivey, wnd of teking =
the inevident for ihm evident. L LT o
_Ariztotie snd. s.Thomas were much more. radical, They starte

Nobject” as aprosed to Ysubject™, subject implying potontisld: .

i.e. subjuetivity. Hence thelr definttion cfuknowladgéi~1l

a delinition of objectlvktyr if  there Ls po. fallud® there

is no krowledgej if there 1s an aliud,thers is kndeledge, .
Eence absolute knovledge means. complete abgence of subject

Sgraxknoxirdge Being composed.of act and pobendy, ‘end mord
rarticuiarly of matter and form,our knowledge, theugh necesss:

“here can however be no such thing as subjective knowiedges .

nct mean subjective, just as *lesa actuslf
th e act 1s potency. Henge,te determine the Qe
neuns to determine the digree of ohjectivitys’ :

does Dot wean ¥ g
groe of knowie
U R y :#
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From this I thirk it is clesy thaf the ) ps 6 B
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s addis e ks b

J}that resiphation: be

' & husenitarisn-idenl,. an 1desl which feeds': ¢n duath ‘apd
-"cor;uptig“wérhts~idaal'xa*bﬂlyvpossihle*ﬁffgﬁ¢§hpasamg;?J
1t does not .CaYe W here humanity-':lenda_e,tpf-.gg;pff:;s_oon:tgpt',;ﬁgﬁ,;. :

weke, the best-of. & bottomless worlid. Thi g8 agt both qle ™

- with {eritain we berleve in. o praetleal phi

e L ; %ﬁ

Ghsais. thialpraekard hivwred 7 1

e d Airohon e ITHER ToRbentRe KbT
foreidenth; that riserisl

' 1
hgrd

Aagiig 5

i1k AYe

1 prined Ale
1y ‘satiefied wis

 ptthe Bemé.time: L6 proctuinbian i E L

‘ (BESHTLLE S
grand blen. dé LiRomeniténs IV ia'complets

snd go on indefiniteiy. Avowedly modern eiviiisetion-can
exist and havagmeaning.enly;ih;sogfaruaS#itwlquattOfanf
overlastin%}nbwhera.-~t,ia.dond1tioned'by the  hugetiof . of -
Tinaiity. It

Vot L
v

So long aé"it'danndt be téfrifﬁed-by”ﬁhETQny}idéﬁibffv;g

the zbsence of {inslity;of -absolute fipality,it shall nod
be even nisposed to h.;a50phlze;th,haSgncgfear;effthurJ~,
"nihil®, It 1is like the sturpld unconscious man .who: braves

death without: fortitude, (Fortitudo eut prinnips 1= ) " 7
(Tortlpydo eut grinaipsliter eires

timores periculorum mor 3 ne
Lurate pigtituae mgainsgiggich.very,litﬁlajqag, 8 NONGe -
That 1y the point: we wou.d have to do things. .The inguisitil
tried to- da thinga, That is shodt &fothat:QGuid_bagrdonn,_
Put pi:liesophy has no concerrn with 'the doing; wiies? of cour
n e pr: philosophy ‘dibtinet
ironm prudence and from =zrt,(Fhis confusics iz Tespongible
for his pghilosophie chrétienne and his untortunate uiigling
with polities, He implieitly postulstes some sixth habitus
of the intel:ect, & habitus =t the same time practicel 2nd
speculétive.) : o T

Thy Lust we recognize wen who have not even the stufl of
a philoszopher? L : Colr L e T,
5, The thirking of medern philosorhers starting from Deseart
i1 more like a trangsitive action than- iuzmanence. They st
have an rudilince. The -"alils trodere" is prior %o "condempliw
Hithout &n sudience there wouid be no certaint{ and no rease
tor philozophy. Notwithotanding his much-affected isolation
andl his .cogito, morgievdr Descartes nuveyr for'sa ‘moment ‘though
Jor the sake of thinklng., FHe really szbhorred ‘sclitudes"Je
ercl. qu'll szrait trés nulsible dloccuper souvent sonm.
srterdenent & les mediter{les principes métaphyaiquas?";'Thi
feer of transcendency pervsdes all his wrltings. In his
mididtations there 1s not the faintest. trace of aéiitations
lis alwsys describes his philosophy as invented Moomsie utile.
4 l'humanité®,"pour lthonndte homune®; "Pour moi, je nlal .
Jamsis prisume gue mon esprit £t en'rien piud ‘parfaid gue
ceux du commun", Nevertheless,wHen he writesg ®mon Geaselyn
ntest pas dlenselgner ieci Ia nméthode que -ahagun dolt swivres
wour bier corduire sa‘ruiscnﬁ,ahaAisjaatIngﬁlﬁkQQagggﬁﬂtiqia
AlL gis thought is governed by an,%hitiaf“ﬁ{”ﬁﬁcﬁpﬂ;* nto
tﬁbc . N o N B B R -\’ .. .y “ v _'."',/."-"':' s d , \"L)’q-";(f = .

. . , ey h i Lo et o G N R

. Lo long &3 we canno¥ cud moderi: hil&?fﬁgf@i‘a

thelir. audlence thrvugh vhich ngé’wwnm b
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L cegeeption s WUHBHS
'jtm;méﬁaiJéhaﬁﬁnﬂ%?
‘ ‘ ’ .haﬁ;aﬁghiiﬁﬁbﬁhﬁ? i
AR ‘bedn alone;: oBiBpoken o AMaLLL.:
oo L ‘nedther - 1n- charecter nop in pre0gaupa sLuas
BT ' Jof. a trua.philcsopher  he Ldes
&ny, things -are obvious te X

P

. ta -be oneyid

. . o Joo e <. "1 :»"4‘”{'.; ‘“.. 0 i: 4_.'.‘,.4.‘:.-;.31 uibiee :'::‘A o) ) ‘._.':. : ' X
1 By It im-seid hat;thed?prisa.de{cqnsoienqgu_,ﬁ_actua;kygnl“
',coﬁtributxunﬁoﬂumcdern;philosophy;gﬁhatfitfi&.Qharactq@@?t&g?
oj:the~m9dern;ap1t;t.-ﬁnd. this is Lntapprgt@dj;n;q_f@!@:aﬁl&
SENEY - ot Faga v Lo e O IO 1
. Put -1 carnop see where it 1s anything but retrogrades:
I mean that-1t does not concern the self a8, ey object, but
+s =z subjeet. It leads 1o aprise de acnsoiencq;ds4139;1hert34
p freecom izolated from an 0bjact,axeuptgthe,pure‘axpgéasion.
of %k freedome The modern mind 1 ik bent upon the possibie
lities. .ol his.potentialities.as-thay may,be,.exp;eited.h$~ -
. pure freedom, that 1s freedom without an objecti fruedom . .
with o subject to be constructed without"imitation® (nindsis).
Strictly speaking, fhe modern mind dces not even ba.leve
in art, for &rt impiies pimésis, and mipdsis:implies GOms
Lore objeot. (That is mimisis of naturej nature as.a wopk .
of dlvine art.is a mimdsis of divine nature which is the .
object). The &rt the modern wind has in vigw. ls one completel
affranchised fromAnature~yaa.1n,dialadtﬁgalAmathi@lxamgﬁ;_~
sueh & econception alone is compatihlegwithmpﬁre;I#eed@mg-ﬁg,i
The true freedom that ¥e do-encounter.in our . times ip.

no product of the modern.mind though the latter preys.upon

it. The geéruinely modern freedom is that of dialecticald . .-
moterialism. Cowunism is.the modern demognaqy.,,-g-ﬁz‘-._j.

6. I am at 2 loss to find in modern rhilosephy any’ positive
contribution to philosophy. It i merely negative. Theve .-/
can be no guestion of .cow unication, To. us it .can. be.no o
more than & srectacle. ¥e can observe 1t; but we eanmot - L
spesk to 1t, Huwever we cen spork of 1t -to. puroselves,. And .
in this respect it is ¢ tromendous lessonm, the  greatest ™
pussbible negative contribution that might be medes . .-

" {juch negsative contribution-1s absclutely necessary to
phiilosophy, Jjust &s necessary as the "non-egt® to ouwr . - .
flost. Fut vwe Canr no more argue sbout it than sbout the
principle of coptrsdigtion, S ‘

In this respect, and historicél philogsophy implies
ever growing gontraries, s left tandingxtoward"nipilﬂg;wuﬁ
a right toward “being”. Frogress neans deepening of tﬁe.~_
gap, ever growing jrreconcilabildty. - i e o

The left holds to the priority of art affranchised : fyon
nature; - the right holds the priority of secisence, This shows
what happens when we get the apﬁcuiative:ahdztha;practical

irteliect mixed up, This contus&on.itéalr.iqqa;readyagunﬁt-,
thet remsins . for  us o do is $o.constyuc to wark upon
reallity conceived as pring matiey ;purs.po A% L5 g4
considered,not . as & Reture, but. iyesions

¢ /s dissAnoion) s Byen mathanstionl

T

to art. when the practical iﬂt@liﬁ@ﬁﬁbﬁﬁﬁ_gqygvpggm*ithﬁ.
at B&pri
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‘the method ,0f platonlam, not oniy bugeusa.of dts dialsetion
.charscter; buk because '£nthajpri¢riﬁyﬁ0£;tb&&sooﬁ.ﬂThA& S
we find,agg&nqinAtheﬁyoiontariﬁmﬁaf'thﬂ;ﬁ;aﬁ#igqan:txgditiox
"1t is even.remarkable that this pradition tended to confount |

: ﬁfiﬁtotlﬂ;nﬁVérfndvocated‘ph11030§hera‘aa,xu1gxs:pfjtﬁgﬂ“%“?

more logiesl and redlesl in its dircct selfextinctiong

. petwoen form end privetion, end bechuse pure contreriety

matter as murepprbiiEnRin

 gangntidligondivion of what -1simaent by, fresdom
*Fpeedau. 1¥3s1f \ve .aondelve ‘

d}?.,:‘

b3 w - V s ;1*‘;;:1;?.{ A '-’“"‘l‘-'*r .‘,3.#
e David, 6 0 pany Vo putne mattur derrives ik rag
form(dﬁ’&@gﬁ‘apﬁﬁ‘g&a&iﬁé&';béqa;ugg ToF atuEAL, e
. ! GABY a4
o ap-#; faculty; of grdeterniod ngy”

The primeey of srt s distinot festure o pRIBXIANE .

art. sud prudence,prudence becomlng s art as poiities-48 ..
today, and-as it was.ln Plato. (A notable point 18 that . oo

State,This 44 the function of the prudepntes, themem who do.
not ‘gaze st the stars and fall into ﬂitchqssggviaxacticalcg
materialism‘1$fmmmmﬁm-the~mdst-abaoluhe,ﬁormﬁaf volontrrlsm,
though I wonder whether the philosophy of Nirvana .43 not ew

ingtesd of pnsping through the laborious phases of an
setiwve diflectie. But then » compruhensive,vo;anﬁarism G LTI
be very logioeel, it must enploy devious weys, it must be
disiectical. For it aims not only at the affranchisement of
sell, but et the affranchisevent of all .reality, the self
belrg implied in the process &4 & part of the whole,

e self-sccusing boichevist differs from the oriental
systic in that he lc nob ascetic and seif-cestlgating,

but pather carried off by tlhie general process,

7. itricstotlets hyliemorphisue ig. fundrmentaily opposed t0O
dlzmiccticel wsteriallism. In sristotle!s phllosophy of natur
there are three principlesiuetter foru and privation. In
rieto!s there mea were cnly twol form,snd privation which
he identified with metter. in hristotie there 18 no oprposlt.
petween forms, L mesn they are not ¢ontraries, nor is there
contrariety between matter and form, The corntrarliety exlsts

rculd be contradiction, we must posit s subjectt priue cat
(Phys.l,c.?,lQObﬁQ) If prime matber were privation pure et
and simple, then the contreplies would desire theirho

distruction; snd the form W -
desire itself s somathing . S
On the contrary, matter 1ls: R
object being the form, th¢ - po
something dlvine. Frime ua
as a nature, an &ppetite ¢

dejrived of what 1t tenda/
© pDielectical moterisdlis(’

worf papdrfatienionm o dg
a desire for privation.
Aristotlets form a5 n PR
perfection, llence,asttef
pom this we obtaln ARld
Hepells tried 1e th
the pew compositum. i
cortrariety of [oTm.4)
ieneration seems % '
n Aristotde,¢oRRvE
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of"dopouillement®. Ksture being our enemy, we mastey 1%
leas determinate than petural forms. ie strive to make °

 sbsolutely plastie: & tomato szuce that is at the snma'ﬁimel

_However, the srtificlal forms which.we lmpose upon thinge, -

yery superficisl viey of the facts, end na nisunderstanding

¥ foys Lrau

prinotoTel hiiohlia (broh] .gg&. TRES LT UND
honens Ypei KaULdensy Hrlvatlon L aiaon:
the: contramﬁwﬁéggx'prmmm:;;.: . réa,
per acoldens:Lroin- toh. sohothing may. oy

- In dialecyloal metevialisim the’foim;belng a detarmines .
tion, 1ls an;obétacle‘por:reedbmzﬁThg~procass1¢£1dialﬂ§zgam 3
will then' consist in Xk freeingﬁmattev”f?amfixy”date?&&hamg
tions. Logically-this would lead: to some gpbaoclite in whiek’
matter deprived of all form,i,e, pura privetion, snd freedom
are idertifieds freadom would be as- the form of prine maiiey

Tndustrialisstion is & phase of this nmaaiaxda'prﬂeeﬂs-”

by art: we lmpose upon it srtificisl forms, which are glfqé@
snyhhing out of anythlng: ws strive to meke everything.

a hair tonie and a shoe clesnser and a - laxetive etc., This
déroulllement 18 nucessary for the fuafilment of our needs,

thus pushing the determinstlon of nature more and more .irftQ
the background, they tco are stlli forms,i.e. determination,
Few neture is sn ohgtacle because it is deternination {ail
the more beczuse 1t 1is an intrinsilc determination). Hence
artifiicial forms too remain contreriess they too must be
guppressed in turn, snd 80 On indefinitely. That is why
the w. rker hag no right to his product. He wmust reuwnin.
detsched s much as possibld. The ldesl worker 1s one who
she 1 turn his bachk to his producty ss soon a8 they are
zecopplilished, Freedom meaning affrapchisenent, it must ..
reunin  separsted, and bent excluslvely on deprivation.

inie dislectical process of undetermining lesds logleal
to the sliensztlion of the self, for the sell too is a -
determination. But the process being dislecticel, this
undoing of the self must follow the ruleg and clrcumshance:
ihen the ceircunstances sllow 1%, or rather demand it, as
B b o eotaky corfliet, it is really an ideals
(I veiieve thet the present sulcidal self-necusations are
perfectly deliberate and logical. It is noteworthy that
in nli cztes the indlviduals impiled belong to higher
circles ol communlsm: they are thoroughly corvinced. Te
sty that’ they are imduesd by constreint seems o me &

of the very doctrine). ,

Uspltalistic irdustrialisstion dl{fers frem that of
the compunists by its mediecrity: the capltalist does not
urderstend the loglcel impilcatlons of his doilbgs: that is
whet mekes 1t pragmatic, For it too feeds on the indefirite
[ver in our country thipgs sre less and less worth possessi
the creations of industrial civilisatlon gconstitute a
heraciitesn universe, Flxned things become -either values
ag slgns of the pset, or freakish,’ like the cars of two ox,
three years &go. No object is reuilyAworth'QQESessin‘.“Ee“
csn live only on seddmidm indefinite progressy Finﬁggty
would destroy existence £a we conceive 1t.{finis hahet’ .

i pakbes

i) Y

rationem Gfermini) ¥otien then ‘vecomar & CONLPARY <

which has guallty end’ immobllity immaneped, 7Y UL e
4 philescphy Ls bent aither _8&1 priue metteryor. om PRUNS |
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' E'%'vq"#,;f?- ARG ’
 lapd”Aristoblext 3 od el
S -1&amf§.§‘ i‘*ﬁ‘?’x"a  ¥he one. 1 gi‘ M
" perevrial philag@phyy The LU0 PILIRSL L Co nte vt o
: tnrougnou'isg .?fw,q?’?:“ﬁdé%g §r ‘have o yeyenss. Aristoteriusion: rmg}ﬁm,
. | obtaln merxlamyl; -‘tl‘-'e‘:.w&@l...ir?ém%'?'1-i'-?@‘;-lf.f5’3“?6’?1%1?@.1%‘?-.#?‘?&1&192’“:01,-
'~,iSupOSSiblawbbtwedﬂ;afmgrxiﬁt;énﬁ”éhfﬂ!yﬁtﬁﬁﬁ@&nhist!f,%ﬁ,
'woula,aeryaﬁaxﬁiaabtﬂtoébfinsfpu%ﬁalﬂargx.@gﬁ#ﬁhﬁ;ﬂlﬁf&»@gg“
I had been;ﬁtﬁﬁﬁiﬁgfthisgproblem-togethermwxﬁhﬁgaéquag~d¢g?
mOnléon(whé‘oqﬁeggtbjLaval-annually_rromxthquaﬁg¢l;e'Inst;ﬁ-
Paris for ope gemesher; ie @ former qupty and; suppléant ‘gl
uaritain, but by Do means afdlsgiplez.whnihaafprepnradfaj;
fine study orn isriisme, which Is to.be pub.l shec RSP HERS
Put. 1t wonld-not be enough o, Oppose Narxlsn aod Aristole,:
. wers. goes even beyond thetl hie resches irto the Fleld of L.
supernatural theology, & Hegel had done. 1The most fundamental
dogma of eatholle theology is thal of the Trinlty, Row marxlpmy
is a thomough negation of goneratiorn. In the Trivnity we " © o
find gererstion in Jfs highest forms in the procession ef
the bon. The divline.processions sre comwunications within
the inentity of divine nuture. 17 therve tu onything the
dielectlces weterisilst shousid rttack in virtuse of his loglia,
it is this. And thet .8 cizotly what 1t does. Cetholic -
Theology 18 (vowedly s prestest encllyy, #nd more speclficaliy
Tnem&hn, {or R even the terwirology L# rlmost the SHm8,. .
but 1t is used to desigrate contriries. Marxism 1 an absolute
negstion of Thomlsm throvghout. It i3 the "I em the spirit
thet denies" of Coethe's satar in Psust.
Lerilse as negation trkes dimbolic proyortions.it's very
eusernce L negation. snd 1t io profound 1n & negotive sonse.
ig you polnt out, 1t couid not be content wlth o superficial
geciontism or & wechaniosl materlzliioms it is a deepening - .
out of sclentlum, This 1.5 probably the reason Ffor its success
GRONE the younger .profesnsors of science in modern umniversities.

a8t 3 s s of i
Thé two phily gns Ay ntraries o

shed soon,

g. The contribution of modern thought (I mean, ositive -contrie
bution). 1s to be found exclusively in mathema_iGS,&nd,thaﬁ C
superinental sclences. It has suggastedAprinciples for the -
¢hilosophy of selence, but it has given no philosophy of - |,
CCLlENCe. ' S e T
_ Tt has however sugpested nuch that as & Thomiat I have. -
no diftucity to Acsi with. e cin justify its iethod to the
isst word. And If Haritein,for ihsbance,has ouarrel vith =
Linstein, it 13 bucause of hig auwn confuaiohﬁ;lﬁe hi&selfﬁ;
confuses cuantlty with the"modl quantitetivi® of the - . .. .
tecensibilla comounda Juse omnia reducuntur a&’quﬁntitatamﬁﬁ’
end with metricsl structure. Lf he rejects indeterminisa .
in neture, it is becsuse he has fslisn in lirve with the
jesult tyadition. In his ER&fXamhioxx tRéflextons sur la
niceusité et la contingmnCe“(Ang@lipum,Jﬂﬁ.1937)‘he,‘ts;“ ‘
rerl.y cefending lolina's supercomprehunsion,ﬁecofains to
which it i8¢ enough that (fod know ali he,ingredienmﬁ’or~°
the world to know the future in the presence of eternity,
it ip enough to know all the possibllities of mattey  to
know what wlll ectually happen, And if Meritain dogs Doty
as Holina,apply this to freedom, Lt 1 hecause he is pot. .
~ logical, Accoraing to 3. Thones 60& Knows future contingilek,

, : : b Jub e P! “
ﬁgtﬁﬁormgllx ?agéusejgﬁayﬂgra p:g&ﬁp@ﬁipgﬁtqga;jiiﬁxgg-.ﬂy,,
wd not axciudekix deperidence, Duk, beostpe e 28 B
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- Mans e g e upesy
CLg t1ow, “TuloRiing onsal Sudiloireatine gLy
en this’ subjech B find none with vhomil:soiresd
with you. 1 would howeveradd-one‘psl

| | nt $6-what you say Lyitha
rotet I would’ lay more’ iresds on the importance, of: formal-ii: waur

causality in phyﬁiqaamathematical*theoridat;Thermenning40ﬁfﬁhia»;
“use of formal cansslity isAclearly‘showany.Ariutoti@;kosﬁﬁknglg,

0,1%,78b38,and 8,Thomas lect.Eb. The form-ls- of course nob. ...,

I
the forma neturalis, but the specias of mathematics. The form:. -

‘of & physical theory is demonstrative ,hénce. there must

he some -

kird of .cousnlity; if however we eonsider  its matter,the theory
is dialecticel.(f sm here trking matter gn form in thelr - -~
loglcsl senge) The form of & theory.impliea-strictly'formal~
csucolitys I teke the tern maielecticsl? in the. sense defined

by 5.Thomaaeﬁetaph.iﬂﬁ&mmmmmm 1V,lect.4,nn.b78-B773alse comm, -

on Post inel.,f,c.11,iect,20,0:5. Relational logle too
3y » k 4

in 8o

fep ss it octarts frow hypothesis, is purely;di&legtleaijits
form however,is selentific,as the form of all dlalectical
demonstre tions, Put you know move ~bout &l this than I do, and

| oems peTuly surpesting. , o
;s to the nop-mathemsticsl experinentul solencest

they

difrer irom prhilosophy of nature in that they cre cssentlally
dindecticnli, vhercas rhilosophy is sclente pure and -simples

The furdettental recson 18,1 think,indeterninismt the absence

of rigour in the object: nence impossibllity of a universal
~rG6T. For the purpose of sclence, we then make universale, -
“1d procecd "es 1fY, and walt to see what happensi the eoincldent

between the corclusions of the theory snd the dats of

gxperience

cali never be cowplete. If it were,we would have krown befoxshsnd,
amd 1t wouid heve been necessary to verily. #hen we start from =
. clesrly derined "cuid est®, we remsin in contact with experiel
chroughout, znd it has no meaning torfcous back® to. experience,
Yould you hold with me that all sclentific experience ks

ocperaticnal: that therein lies the aifferance beswesn the
experience upon which rests phliosophy, and. that of experisménta
celence? That experience becomes scienéifia vhen we must :
sompansste by mesns of art? T# we once hsve racourse to ard,

end the apt dipiicd belng & ggﬂQKOper&bion,-wp" past retain -
"4t in the definitilon of the property defined. (On the contrary
the operatiorsimpllied in Judgnent and regsoning,"fabricantur®

saye John of a.Thomrs,nre in the second inrtention: we
lmply them in the definitions). =

do not

I hrve tried to meke this poirit cleer by showlng that - -
a physiczl property,for instance,ls an rinstrunental sign®
(a5 oprosed to formnl)ef what i#ddington calls myerldeconditions?
rot T will send you the menuscript of trestise before hanting
it to the printer.Thet is aboul wto or three wesks from oW,
Thepe 1B e tremendous amount of moterial in Arietotle's

Topies for the yhilcesophy of seience, and particularly
mrthemsticsl logle. : : : e e oo

for .

Yoo

10. There is irdeed some analogy petween théfgdﬁgﬁil pfduymg,fj

of the middle sges raphilosophyuthsalogy-mw‘;&bﬁl&hﬂ&w#@

_ The 10 delis _
of natural toought are bodhcomplote dm.

d2y = -hilosophy~sciences But Ifcdnsidefniﬁthﬁgnrx;mqgﬁ
botis of cathoilid $hetlo) i}angéﬁhﬁ;-;ﬁ"ﬁ'
m o L 5
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rd’ Hgt - radTogLIvI Aty tia0y  ake nathedl” snd venpeig
aifference 19-11ke ‘that betwoin WaF Tand: revolution;

ke that: beiwean wag rand’ revoluvion . The
studled by experimentsl *ﬁsg&ém@-':ta‘;s#,&mgwaﬁﬁs‘mﬁgaﬁ'm'\ Eamd
if ws musy stértChevefrom; we' edn Hevér' gét beyerid this Gontrin-
tlon, This me&ns dmpos si‘biiityj of .gomuwuni eatfan e’ L T SRR

The Sumna.’ ¢ghtra. Gentes was written fov’ pexsdris who #eéépt
. either metaphysich ‘or revelation. If they accepd -metaphysits,they
know thet OGod L1g:Kpown only"sud ratione entip®.” and thereby - i °

ard Hit radive

ﬁ@%@ﬁﬁi '

ackowledge & hidden supernatural .ovder which- “raveal -Ltself,
There is herd no fundemental conflicgt. If they aceept rewelation
withott being fideists, they must acecept metaphysics, Henee there .
ls n certrin coextonsion between philosophy and theology,They -
nlyd of the metzphysieist is paturally open' to the supernatuwrsl
crder. (Contre Gentes,IIT, ch,f5 and 50§ ' o R

- %his is pot the c¢ese 1n philosophy sard scliencetr the relation
reletive to the ratic entis, 1s one of the part to the whole.If
& scleptist 15 not zlresdy scme¢how ~ yhiilosopher, he shall never
be -nble Lo join 1t. There was cowmon ground betwsen philosophy
erd theology, becsuse they sra at the stwe tlme radicsdly distinc
~nd £t the sune tlie,someliow coextensive., If we arsimiiate this
Alatisretion to thet of phiivsophy and science, we¢ are really
throwing out elther phiicsophy or selence, The philosopher and
the theologien csn  corverse topether. If phiilosophy and science
were dlstinet In the sume marner, cownuxicetion would be sbsolut
+y Imgocsible. vhet I am confusingly trylng to lead up to is
this: one cennot be both & metsiphysiclen snd positively exclude,
the supernztursl, ‘ , : S S

CIn the end we nlvrys come Leck to the same peint: srd end

csciones. L mean thet the renl problem todey 18, &8s you have
Jourselt shown, auch more anslogous to thet of Pleato~Aristotlie,
it 1s & cusstion of declding which hers the primecyr ert or sclenc

~1il. The modern mind is & negation of opermindednéssy the negation
of irtei:icctus. It is obueszped by the demon of fabricstion. It
would do as the derk xgeiw sngels whose sin consisted in an effcr
to shapen and 1ift thémselves to the beatific vision. They wanted
an object only in so far es they tould bulld 1t through their
own pover. Theilr sin was sgalnst science. They chose the primacy
ol art, ' ' T e

The medern prhisogopher cannot sccept the existente of other
treditions as something he wight c¢onsider, They ean be no more
+0 him then paper and irk. He starts froz a surrender to the
subject. 3 —_— e S

in our view,the modern philesopher zhould plow through’
fGrevce and the middle ermges in order to know what he is talking
ctbout, ir erder %o become truly a modern philosopher. But in _
his view, he does not have to krow shat he' 4s talkingt he mereiy
‘has to talk, For this purpose,the "other" is superfluows., He': -
czrrot cven see the "other™ as such. If he 'did,he would not be
modern: he would heve recogniged zn object. R R A

Une oanrot be both modern(slways in the valgar senge. of the-xi
word) snd openminded,i,e, objective, Cbhjectivity 48 sn-irnnte .
curlity of the 1nteliect.~1t cannot be acauired, ‘It s -thag' . .-+
perfection of the intelieoct whick recognéizes an obiect, Tk
itaelf does nod the objectivity & T%hﬁiﬁiiffﬁivﬁ

are open to thomism, 'l shoulld. ssy thag 1f yom
not beczuse thomism” bas opened youy ming,”¥L13
of the same obiees;but thwwm

O R
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R ¢ “6a7 noReliANL SLhat  fan, 8, ;
i dook. fb’:‘*sﬁ&ﬁ%@ﬁﬁ&&ﬁ:&f&. BLg 8.9 oLaftiG
Fhen' 'theg"iai:éémt:v-@,vnaimz&ng: 1vio maslves a6 Ehiivinio
formal object{ingtead of ‘using’ them fop:in:ob gat); Shey e .
turned to the:moderns’ with the zecl.of an epg. “qat:a%t : Phoyit e

: | _ave ‘sYove ]l nakersg, I am- convinced that the mexn who ‘haye
R . sctually ‘rendersd the grextest serviqe'have<ﬁlﬁayﬂ'remaiﬁﬁddhm
A . hidden toﬂthe#mﬁﬁern'wor;QT‘tojthq;ngtimaztnsxﬁ&re;the-Gmgaﬁd; 2
. o Banez,John's nfjs,Thomas,‘is‘speculatgve‘mindsmth@y cowld . mot
have dong mdre'without“cogtaminating;_thémselneg;-Is it ot o,
trua,%het.Chriq@Tnaverigave;afsermdn}to.the,highiprletts;pnd;vwg
the 860ts? - - o e L
: Christ oppoged his Church to the Mworld". Fhildsophy ¥
has ita - "worldn. . . . o o L ey

"; m LT
dho ﬁ%eﬁ"&”‘

B e e
12, I would readily sgree with you that the histery of philosde

. sophy grows in spiral form. Fut I o not think that this... = -~

" holds for philosarhy itsalf as aclence, unleas a3 in legel
philosopby were the hlstory of philogophy, On-the sontraPy . .
experimental sclence evolves essentielily in spirel form, by
wry of successive substétutions, as in all dialecticz.iﬁe*~“ :
history of philsopophy describes & spirel in go:fer as 1t:38
Jdlalectical. ’ o ) LT e ‘_; B

I w«1li add to this & few polnts on the. philesophy of-, =
nistory. I diptirgviesh it =s 1 do with philoscphy of naturex -
solence snd wisdom. As science,philosophy of history %ﬁ'f&bi,.
rhilosophy of neture, History 1s eagential to nature: becauss =
of time: 1t is essential to natire "sub statu potus exishensf®,

- that ig in sc for ap cur unlverse 1& -subject 3o svolutiom... - .
w1l profourd novelty. If there must bé evolution along ralative-
Ly unpredictsble lines, this growth mast apsune. s spirel form., -
liere we join iaritain with his distinction between univeclism,
and anslopy in the conception of history. ¥We might add ... - _
gxulvoclsm(l.c, complete heterogeneity of the various stages) |
1f sxr¥sk wsriteln hes not Aone $Oj this being,I understand,
Pergson's nosition, Now all thig we may show & priord,

‘g can show,startinrg from ary glven mobile being, that the
uriverse must evolve toward nind: i.e. 4 term essentially -
imnobils, otherwise movenent stself would be. a econtrsdiotion,
gpiritual cimioblllty slone is an Trzobllity #hich has "ratio
teraini™, Now 1f the universe was intrinsieaily predetermined
£s to the various lines along shich this evolution. must :take
plece, that would mean thst wather 13 in,rinsicaily‘dispcsad
to the humen forms then histary would not, exist.There would
be no resson vhy bdhe tera of evelution sheuld not exist from . .. |
the start. . S SN e

mithin humerlty the some provess,contiﬂues.vFo:_thaghuman T
mind toc is comparable to prime matter. in. s0 far as knowiedge
evolves Listoricaily, it must do so in splral form, (This .
nmckzing 1s Lwupiled in the thomistic conception of .€hs ngﬁgma,
cognitum , as apposed to deotus! species .speclalissims, and = .
the jesuit tradltion concerning inteilectunl knowlsdge of -
singularity), ALl this is due ﬁQ“contingepcygnﬁnzggngqu;qB&g
of phlloscphy hetng_truly'sdianqa,‘cannbtzbe:dgg,,ctgggz;zgw;.-

The philosophy of history as wisdem: Is ageln phi :

i

.of nsture as wis@om. =~ .. ssrvama lr e
History proper is.a dialecticsd polencesl
in abroad senagi. For histoxy is nob governsn

PRI



e opments. khown: through constant cont

7. ¥re nistory pt.philosophy: as, & copflick,
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i GoRFIict wlls revenl itself gidﬁg}&inéé‘abﬂl§ﬁue&
o those of;geﬁ@ration-and‘corruption.&hpa;ip;.corruyh;gﬂu

'vsomothiﬁgfis;défipitexy cask off;rIn.£nia':espeet thﬁ, n:{%‘

evo.ution of philosophy wili entall an ever. deepenlpg. i -~

dixvipkergeatioe disintegration. Philosophy, ln 1ts histos.

. rical development,has contraries: the primecy of. szt . " -
being the privation, Bui es in nature,.theyedntrary;ia'-u

pot n couse: the evoiution of phiiosorhy 1s not dus o

. the conflict, 28 with Illegel. Netare o005 not .argus with
privationsy hey are simply cast off a8 .she Progreases. -

The conf.ict is something that 1s, it does not opersnte;

privetion is £ non-esse. o R e

Lot us cenzider an exsmple. There mey be. in scholssticisw

whzt Dowulf calls a 'patrimoline comun", Fut whatever it

15, it i1s 8 very cuperficisl ouej it ls more apparent than

renl. The Glffererce between Scotism and Yolinism on the . .

one hend,und Thomlsm on the other, is ebsoilute. The opresiti

11 truly fundamentel,it concerns the notion of ‘being. There

is no point upon which they agres. wvhen they do agres,thers.

i: an iliusion somewhere; 1t ls verkold or purely‘acciaanxal.

- (The oprosition 1s so fundenental sven today in such remote
. figlds as phiicsophy of sclences: thero 185 no point upon .
vhich we can agree, e&s you may 866 in ell. articles writien
by G.J.'s of £.J.tradition) A sehclestic belongs to'one
cohool er.zpnother, He must reject all the others sindée thelr
difference concerns first principles in a very axplieit
menrer from the Tmoment they reflect upon them:in petu .- .
sierto.Thig ‘Givision of cehools is. fundemental ond definite,
‘21] the more so tnet there 1s a patrimoine “commans btheprwilse

- the privation could mot be great. B C

Like the gnlsxies,philosophies are drifting ferther. .
«nd ferther aspart. This is essentisl to the- purification
of i philoscphy. The oppesitlon st grow despers. IThat

exlsting between dialecticsl materialisn{the putcome;of
left-wing scholasticism) and. thowmlsm todsy: 1a. 50 consumuate
that I em incliined to thixk we are &pproaching the-ends.”

Consider these fzets: Greek phiiosophy started from
naivo materieilon(Thales.,.),pass through & stage of - .
e thomatlsm(Pythage~Plato), snd finally resched metephyalcs
with Aristotle, These phases are of course statistical -
ratiher thern clerr-cut, Thanks to Curistianity cxerting:

s prolovng extrinsic Influence on metaphysics,-phiieacphy

‘ reachmd'meta;hysical‘maturityi1n:s;Tnomus.~Fromithatnvery

 poment we shift back into metherms tiss with Scotus,dueres,

‘BGSCErtGS,LGibnitEQGtC.AKﬁnﬁ is again definitely a'seienﬁis

_(Iﬁtake‘"scienﬁist“‘in its french weaning). The only -

‘soiutlon to Hégel ig'ierx. ¥e bheve rejoined materiallsm,

. but this time no naive moteriaiism: bvut a perfechly =

, -cohgglous and aature waterieiisn which defines the absolulbs
“Just a@ we Aaeéflne -pripe matterd i .. PR N i

... ¥lll'this rrocéss stert sll-over sgedn?. I aw 1oglined $@
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But L.em, ulioi00 s Shat-Ats AiSe ot b,

that: has ey Dhky

¥ AN ROX, , PUIRL B
oxtringeci sm,’ Thonsim 4s: o ?ﬁé@ia&aﬁﬁh&ra{iﬁ!_&mguﬁagii>n@m&
todsy. Buti in atbiﬁ?;%@'#%wﬁf ‘418’ ninags thers: isi fmalug, w40
piuribus;;,thbmism?hasqrégche@;tharﬂgn:?§e¢o.“§taxm9$bté??¢=“2
forms.. of deformebiomi ik Ty e i SR LRI TR
o 'ByTthis;Iﬂ@@fnpﬁfm&&néth&t,Waishnuﬂﬁwhiduwit‘fgémaanaqghstz
ipso fecto-1it becpmgaghiddenaasbwa.approa¢h4§tjmprgﬁyrbfpundxf
The purer our thomism 18, and theAbetter~§e«;s§egknpf,it,‘tpa; _
less 4t is hesrd, I.derlve the grﬁat&st”plaagurerﬁvggixeading~;ﬁ~
you: Lt is to me recognition, Bub £4 the. zame. time, thizking.. -
of the usss of yaur,yeaders,.I:nrealize:hcwﬂfntila:ypu;muat;ﬁ :
sound in thelr ears: what you thew may.hecomegcimpqssiple.ﬂfl s
In thiswnss I include your scholastic’readers;*l*hava~read¢%ﬁyw-'
eppreclstions of your work in soholastic periodicels. I think
" that mepy of the. criticlsms on purely -technical:pelnts.-are. . 1o
corrects Put I sbill have to resd & compte rempdu that sel-es ,
the spirit of your writings. The best of whatgydu~offeriialgu__., 1
complotely overliocked, /fnd 1f you are right,1t could not be. -~ .

otherwlee. But I. also feel that you do not reslizeé. thisy
thet you entertain certain certaln voin hopes, Having studled ,

" {n strictly &cholestic milicux durdng & reriod of Iifteen jesars,
spc now working thoerein, I t?%ﬁk-that I have hed & certeln -
grrerience to support thiz opinion. . - :

' benaist thgi § £n not.icssimi:tic. I thirk it 15 enough’
that hope end there' is one who reslly devotes himgelf4tq‘;he.<
object. : , L - S S

1 condlnusliiy uze the bterm tthows sm".- Though I do ok o

jaentify thomism sud philcsophy or treoliogy, as a.thomlst'lﬁfﬁ

consider it the closcst cpproxlimation &3 phiiassphygvit«is~§ha'
only school in the path-of yhilozophy., it yil;.keepve@stingf.‘_b_.
of? wmir weste metter as It approsches philosophy. Kon~thomist - .-

phiicsorhy is not what 15 boing ¢ssirllated, but vhat is belng
cast of{ ln the procesgs of agsimilitelon of the object, I belleve

1o more it plurality of foras -in the science of philesophy . . .
than in netursl substance, Nor can thomlsm chaqge 155 substantial
form &s LU growc. S . e : L -
The cuality mrost suthors dizliked in Harltalnghis intransige-
 snce, is saat L liked most n-him. Kow he seviag to be gebllng

‘ confused, <nd wsking nliowances on fundamental pointa, Thia-. .~

began the duy he gpsve way to tction and proaqlﬁti@pgealvgaigt'_
new attitude finds root in his conception. of ﬂlnggnzaxx o

1t i3 inionense in .
not

SNt g

7le mocoie addvuateuwont yrisen,

13, There are only five habitus of the intellect: three purely 3

speculative, and two purely practical, There is no :

habitus that is both speculative and practical, no science

both speculative and practical, except divine science and .

of course theology subalternated to divine science. The 5

logic is a speculative science and a speculative art, g
: distinction between essence and existence is the ultimate .
. . i reason of this impossibility. .
Lo ' Practical arts always concern existence, i.e. ""esse concretum’. )

If our speculative science were also practical it would be :

truly creative. Logic is both a speculative art and a specula- h

tive science: it cannot be a speculative science and a

practical art. (See J.of s.Thomas, Logic,II P., qel,ae2 & b

Cajetan, Ia Ilae,q.57,a.5)

|




BELTE- BARG 2,V GRS WY REN DORTING VY FURTUM e eepaciTrgn T, .

tion. #nd T° ey this begause I an cpnopbimd ety et T

: L'thinxithomiﬁm'tr&uﬁghszwhani#tﬁﬂiWQsﬁinfmuxﬁwofldﬁtﬁﬁawm?f“

But T am alido corviuged Blat: itolife muet beibldden;” becumme ..
1t i3 imscnence inia world that has eyes ehly: Top vptkre . 4o
extringecism. Thonedn 13*notuﬁforis&g;ﬁhera.isaa_maas,nflﬁhgpiata'
today.Fut in this,becruse it 1s n massthere da fmalury we A
pluribus": thomism has reached thersin one of¢1tpzmost”ﬁxq;pund~:
forms . of deformabion. - 00 0 o oo R A LA

By this l}db:pnt~maanqtnat,waush@uid“hiﬁailtz,l wearn :that -
ipso frecto it bocomes hidden ag ve approaghyit‘morg-profoundlxq .
The purer our thomism is, and tha¢bettar-we ~speak;pfjit,-ﬁpa,ﬁi .
less 2t is heard, I derlve the groatest plessure, fvom reading = .
you: it is to mefrecognitian;'But'at the aame{time;?thinking .
of the mass of your readers, 1L reclize how futile you must. .
sound in thelr earsg; what you thenvsmy.b@eQMea:impqssiblei#“ﬁff‘_
In this mess L include your scholastic readers, I have vead: |-
epyreclstions of your work in seholastic periodicals._l-thinkA;
that meny of the criticisms on yurely-technieal'pcint5v@re;j, L
eorrect. fut L still have 10 rend & compte rendu that:selzes
the splrit of your writlings. The best of what you offer is -
complotely . overlooked, £nd 1.f you nre right,1t could not be
othervise. But I also feel that you do not reslize thisy
thet you entertain certain certein veln hopes, Hoving gtudied
in strictly Scholeutic milleux during & period of Iifteen years,
apnd now working thoerein, I think thet I have bad s gcertein -
grrerience to support this opinion. . .

- [ inslst thet L za not pesslmictic, I thirk it is enough
that here end there is one who reelly devotes himself to the
object. . : T - L
’ 1 cortinuslily use the tera rthomlsm. Though I do ot - .
identify thomism and philcsophy or theology 55 & thomiaet L. -
consider it the closcot zpproxluation &S phiiqac;hy: it is the .
only school in the peth of philosaphys it wild keep easting
of? watx waste metter os 1t &pproaches phiioaophy..ﬂon-thomimt-~
ybiicsophy is not what ig being cesinilated, but What'is'baiyg o
st ofl in the procees of agsiciliteion of thé objact, I bellieve
o more ir plurality of forms in the science of philosopby - -

than in netursl substonee. Nor cod thounlsm chane its substantial
form &5 it grows. . - - o .

The cuallity mozt tuthors dlziiked in Maritain,his intransige
2nCe, Lo vaat L 1iked most in him. Kow he Beuwug to ba .getting
confused, &nd weking nliowances OB fundanental pc@nﬁa,;@hia ,
began the doy ke give way to acbion and proselytic wesd, His
pew attitude finds root in hls conception of AIEEMEHRRIN . . -
nle mocale adéuuatewont prise®, . 4 ' RO e

L

13, There are only five habitus of the intellect: three purely
speculative, and two purely practical. There is no
habitus that is both speculative and practical, no science
both speculative and practical, except divine science and
of course theology subalternated to divine science. The
logic is a speculative science and a speculative art,
distinction between essence and existence is the ultimate
reason of this impossibility.

Practical arts always concern existence, i.e. "esse concretum',
If our speculative science were also practical it would be
truly creative. Logic is both a speculative art and a specula-
tive science: it cannot be a speculative science and a
practical art. (See J.of s.Thomas, Logic,II P., q.l,a.2 & by
Cajetan, Ia Ilae,q.57,8.5)
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20 East Cedar Street
Chicago. I11.

Jan. 5,1937.

‘Dear Professor De*Kdninck:

: Thénk you for sending me a reprint
of your paper on the'prcblem of indeterminlsm, I
have been readihg the artiéled by'you'on'the;same
subject which have been sppearing in the REZEE
T@gfiffe. T have found your analysls profouddly ”‘
prova:ativé. I shall need to study it more clogely

before I write yéu my reasonecd judgment on some of

the gm® crucilal questions you have ralsed.

With every good wish for the New Year,

Sincerely yours,

W aTeX

e mepape - 2
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- Thaﬁkfyéﬁﬂfof%the:feprintfdfgybﬁr7pa§§riah‘Tradiﬁion'
and Compunication. ¥You have;said.much;%hatfconcerns“manyq-
It was:-m:legson. for me,.for I.am not as optimistic s .
| you. are mbewt’eomminiention. ot TS

w ot

- T am alweys consclous of théauttarﬁimpdssibility;
of meeting modern’ philoscphers. on a -conmmon ground.’

They ere too. dogmatic rnd —carrot stay on-first principles

. They slwnys -deprrt from » flock of evidences which: I
completely fail to rrast. They statt hel'way. There can
be no comwor ground betweern modern. philosophy =s such

snd philosophy &s we understand'it;:The_fundamentallreasoz

{5, am sure, thet-thelr conception of philosophy ie

- not in the leanst philoszophical: modern philosophers from
Descartes on, concelve philosophy, not "as:a - sclencey
but as san art. The absolute opposition between -
aristotle, Metapnil,c.l & 2, and.- Descartes Discours;parts
1 & 2, has slwsays struck me that. way. A1l the proépertde:
nssigned to philosophy by Descmrtes aré really properties
of =rt, not of science. tnd therein lies. the disguised
dosmntism of modern philosophy. In fact an- artist has
intividunl evidences, culte leglitimate in his féeld,

T insist on this point in nmy tntroductory course to
rhilosophy. for this rerson there cnn be no communication
in the scientiflc sense. For this ssme .reasomn, 1f for
no other, Lescartes would rruly be the father of 231 '
modern philosophy, hiz- prandparents beling Sgotus and

the Jesult schools of Colmbre, Vasouez,Suarez, Holina.
The only modern philosophy wvhich rerlly interests me,
becruse so unfailinegly lopical, is dinlectical meterialis
s purely ertistic conception of resllity, » complets deni
of speculation and noture. I+ i3 interesting ag consefuer
~the only logical cne, of idems Aating back as far a8 the
~~uthors mentioned. o e

!

The task you hold before 2 e¢atholic philosopher or
theologirn, or even more specificnlly before & Thomigt,
is n vary difficult ore, :f only from A mere cuantitatiy
point of view. 7 don't know when -'1l get through resd!
iristotle, St.thomas,capreclus, Cajetan, Dominie of.
~ #lmnders, Banez, John of &t.Thomes, the Salmaticenses,
the Conimbricenses, Fonsaeca, Vascuez, Suares, lolina etc.
This tskes a tremendous amount of time, and I would -
rather accuse modern- scholastics of trying to:. .communiecat
with modern philosophers before- they  are-sufficlently s
secuninted with their own flelds: - ot s g MRS

N 13 .
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Ifrarmodern philosophe b to. work, your: !
wémﬁérfhow*MHbﬁfﬁima~ﬁﬁdwouldﬁﬁmkﬂﬁ@im;@a@hgggme?
@hilhsopheraxﬂhnﬁshall}beadt;lemﬁtmgngygh&irggw@p. ;3 K3
befare~ne~can:knowuapprqximatelygwh@qahe;isﬁtalk&ngﬁf@bqu@;,,
Hé%vunfailinﬁlyvchooseg.the‘eaaieriaitebnativqg he. dentes’
the paste 750 s Fomes et SR et . o

roput $0.:WOTK, FOUT

ce i s o e g L
- As far. as study is.cancerned;.i,havé.nQVEﬁ"Hthﬁﬂ7 S
thig. side-of Jahn of 5t Thomas, and 3t will. tnke me. S
many more years ta pat closer to my- time. In the . mesntime
I have.no difficulty with modern sclentific theeories, and

I can‘Jpstify.mod@rn'methoﬁoloﬁy;.IjSGe tha&;whengmarit&inﬂH ;f
‘has auaﬁreliwithwﬁinstein,.it“ianbecmuseghe;himSelﬁ‘ .

confusqszuantityrWith~thevmod¢zsuantitanivingofﬁthefij
1gensibilin communia®y L he rejects'indeterminism,:it.ia; o
pecsuse he hss fallen in lire with the -jesuit. traditicen, - -

etc. “hen he.speaks of integral humsnism, he s adhering

to the molinist theory of freédom. When he speaks of
Christisn philosophy, he confuses seience and prudence.
T can see thet if I accept Ccotus! univocism, I become.
: mathematist with Degcnrtes,«rlebranche,  Leibnig, and
modern mothematicisns who generalize their method for all
cseientific knowledge and identlify logle with mathematics
throughout. If I accept Vasquez' doctrine of truth S
(veritas transcendentells conslstit in sola denominaticne
e<trinseca) I become & modern idenllst. If I accept .
dolinats doctrine of free will,. I become a dialectiesl
moterinlist, snd  so on. = Fow,lf L wish to communicate,

“not with medern philosorhy, for th=t 13 what I am daéing,

but with modern phillosophers who sre ipdividuals, who

shrve snd wear ponts, 7 shrll be able to do so only in so -
fap a5 they neree o do soms resding, thot ls after some.

ten yesrs. irom then cn reclprocnl communication will become
pocsaible. o '

There is indeed some ~nrlogy between the genefnl problen

of the middle spes - thet of reconciling rhilosophy and
theology - <nd the grest problem of our dry - the relation
between sclence snd philesophy, - but it 1s a very weak

one. The rrotio deitstis ond  the ratio entig are both

complete in their cowr rirht. This not true of philosophy

~nd cierce: they =re both nntursl sclences: parts of o
one whole. Tltimstely their rztic is the ssme. The difference
is like that between wsr snd revolutlon. The rntio entis -

comprises the supernstursl implicitely. The formallty studled
by oxpsrimentsl sclences is slready a contraction, and we must
start therefrom, we can never get beyond this contractlion,
there 13 no common ground. _ o o : ' ;

Tn the evolution of culture there secms tc'a'dertain
amount of dlsintepration from which the woikkd can never

recuperste, n~t lerst not nlong lines which we .can reasonably

predetermine. That s we really search for unity. There msy

"be in scholssticlem whet De Wulf ealls a tpatrimoine commun®.
But whrtever it 1s, it isn very suparficial one, - it ia.more.

apparert than renl. In philosophy there is certalnly mugh.
more Alfference between Scotism,Thomism, and’ Hollniss,
vetween nny of these systems and eny modern philoscphye)
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Dear Dr. Adler:

Thank you for the reprint of your paper on Tradition
and Communication. You have said much that concerns many.
It was a lesson for me, for I am not as optimistic as
you are about communication. . : -

I am always conscious of the utter impossibility.
of meeting modern philosophers on a common. ground.,
They are too dogmatic and cannot stay on first principles.
They always depart from 2 flock of evidences which I .
completely fail to grasp. They statt halfway. There can
be no common ground between modern philosophy as such
and philosophy as we understand it. The fundamental reason
is,I am sure, that their conception of philosophy is '
not 1in the least philosophical: modern philosophers from
Descartes on, conceive philosophy, not as a scilence,
but as an art. The absolute opposition between
Aristotle, Metaph.I,c.l & 2, and Descartes,Discours,parts
1 & 2, has always struck me. that way. All the propertaes
assigned to philosophy by Descamtes are really properties
of art, not of science. And therein lies the disgulsed
dogmatism of modern philosophy. In fact an artist has
individual evidences, quite legitimate in his faeld.

T insist on this point in my introductory course to
philosophy. For this reason there can be no communication
in the scientific sense. For this same Treasoi, if for
no other, Descartes would truly be the father of .all
modern philosophy, his grandparents belng Scotus and

the Jesuit schools of Coimbre, Vasquez,Suarez, Molina.
The only modern philosophy which really interests me,
because so unfailingly logical, is dialectical meterialism
a purely artistic conception of reality, a complete denia

“of speculation and nature. T+ is interesting as®consequenc
- the only logical cne, of ideas dating back as far as the

authors mentioned.

‘The task you hold before a catholic philosopher or
theologian, or even more specifically before a Thomist,
is a very difficult one, if only from .a mere .quantitative
point of view. I don't know when I'll get through readin
Aristotle, St.Thomas,Capreolus, Cajetan, Dominic of
Flanders, Banez, John of St.Thomas, the Salmaticenses,
the Conimbricenses, Fonseca, Vasquez, Suarez, Molina etc.
This takes a tremendous amount of time, and I would
rather accuse modern scholastics of trying to communicate
with modern philosophers before they are sufficiently
acquainted with ‘their own fileld.




The op?osition i

s truly fundamental, 1t concerns the notion

of being, of concept. There is no point upon which they
really agree. When they do agree, there is an illusion

somewhere, it 1is
fundsmental that

‘merely accidental. The opposition 1s so
there can be no agreement today upon a

point of philosophy of science. A scholastlic belongs to

one school or
their difference
expliclt manner
in actu signato.
the outcome of s
a modern philoso

another. He must deny all the. others, since
concerns first principles in a very

from the moment they reflect upon them
The breach of philosophles today 1s merely

ome original disintergration. Now what can

pher do to restore this? Must he go way

back and resgmrx and start 211 over again? Of course.

But who is going
great help if we
or another. I

to do it? Is it possible? It would be a
could have condidence in some great author
confide in John of St. Thomas. This 1s a

great help. But how can I prove to others dhat he 1s worthy
of confidence? : B




‘ I am convinced that there 1is altogether too much
talking in our time, and not enough silent and patient work.
Much is to be said, no doubt, but what is to be sald?

If a modern philosopher put to work your suggestions, I
wonder how much time it would take him to become a modern
philosopher. He chall be at least grey-haired and bald
before he can know approximately what he is talking  about.
He wunfailingly chooses the easler alternative: he denies
the past. ' : .

. As far as study is concerned, I have never gotier

this side of John of St Thomas, and it will take me
‘many more years to get closer to my time. In the meantime
T have no difficulty with modern scientific theories, and
I can justify modern methodology. I see that when Maritain
has quarrel with Einstein, it is because he himseld
confuses quantity with the™modi gquantitativi" of the
"gensibilia communia; if he rejects indeterminism, it 1is
because he has fallen in line with the jesuit traditionm,
etc. When he speaks of integral humanism, he is adhering
to the molinist theory of freedom. When he speaks of
Christian philosophy, he confuses science and prudence.

T can see that if I accept Scotus' univocism, I become

a mathematist with Descartes,ilalebranche, Leibniz, and
modern mathematiclans who generalize their method for all
scientific knowledge and identify logic with mathematics
throughout. If I accept Vasquez! doctrine of truth
(veritas transcendentalils consistit in sola denominatione
extrinseca) I become a modern idealist. If 1 accept
Molina's doctrine of free will, 1 become a dialectical
materialist, and sO on. - Now,if I wish to communicate,
not with modern philosophy, for that is what I am déing,
but with modern philosophers who are individuals, who
shave and wear pants, I shall be able to do so only in so
far as they agree to do some reading, that 1s after some ‘
ten years. From then on reciprocal communication will become -

possible.

There is indeed some analogy between the general problem
of the middle ages - that of reconciling philosophy and '
theology - and the great problem of our day - the relation
between science and philosophy, - but it is a very weak
one. The ratio deitatis and the ratio entis are both
complete in their own right. This not true of philosophy
and science: they are both natural sciences: parts of
one whole. Ultimately their ratio is the same. The difference
is like that between war and revolution. The ratio entis
comprises the supernatural implicitely. The formality studied
by experimental scilences ig already a contraction, and we must
start therefrom, we can never get beyond this contraction,
there %s no common ground. ‘

In the evolution of culture there seems to a certain
amount of disintegration from which the wotkd can never:
recuperate, at least not along . lines which we can reasonably
predetermine. That is we really search for unity. There may
be in scholasticism what De Wulf calls a "patrimoine commun'.
But whatever it is, it is 2 very superficial one, it is more
apparent than real. In philosophy there 1s certainly much
more difference between Scotism,Thomism, and Molinism, then
between any of these systems and any modern philosophye.




finality. i
Philos.of hist. &8s
data and theories of t

wisdom is a reflection on the

he science of history. Here we see

historical developments in a higher light. I iz in this

mermer that I explzln the history of philosophy in the:

light of the notions of art and science. o ,
Another example: I think that the evolution of philosophy

f definite diskintegration(the analogue

entails a certain amount o
Now in corruption something is

of corruption in generation).
definitely cast off.
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+ oy Thank you: for -the. . Teprint of yburﬁpapdnmon;Tradition»ﬁ;
and Communication. I have.. wnited.ﬁor'th1simomenm%to@wr&zaﬁuﬁﬁ
you ailongﬁletxer.ﬁYOu"have~said:much thatqconanrnsamangmﬁﬁig;
Your papér-was'azlesson’-to-me,efor“I‘_am not@asqoptimxgtic,ﬁ
sbout the possibilitte3=0f‘communiontiohxhetwe@p philosophers
todzy as you are. Any optimism I ‘have 1s 1g:founded on men
1ike yourgelf and Prosident Hutchins. I would be at a8:1QsSs
to name others. And I wonder how much the "others® are .:

- necessury. et

"I am nlways consclous of the utter impossibility of.;
meeting madern philosophers on -n- common -ground. They are
.ecertisrlly dogmatic iy the deropatory aense of the word.
They cannot stay on firgt principles. They rlways RepszE
start <rom n flock of evicdaences which I. completely fRil. vt
to grasp. They stort herlfwry, Thelr only #mbition is to
talk, to impnart their views.They have nover: 1istened; and. -
they ¢o0 not interd to. There can be no.cqmmon>ground}';'
between modern rhilosophy and philosophy.as-we;understandfﬂ
it. The fundrmental Teason 1, I am- sure, ‘that thelr =
conception of philosophy 18 no% in the lenst‘philopophicalz
mocderr; philosophers. fram " Depeeartes on conceive - ‘philosophy
not ng.n scienca but @5 °h ert. The absolute opposition
between Aristotle,ﬁetaph.l,c.l-& 2, and Descartes,parts.l & !
of his'Discours de 1n  mdthode,hns nlwrys struck me ‘that
way. All the properties assipned to philosophy'by,pescartes*
sre really properties of art. His tone and ' -procedure are
auch that we carnot expect to communicate with him. Neith |
does he 1n.fact=expect‘scientific communicgtion.:Herpresent
his philosophy 25 a"tablean”, 2 nfable'.  He merely .asks us.u
of we like 1t. #is exemples are all drawn form :the’.arts.:
From them he-concludes that we must do in philosophy what -~
1g Gone - in the arts. And therein‘lieS'the.disguised;ddgmati
of =211 modérn'philosophies.'Whnt has been celled Mliémanclpa
tion de . -1ltindividu" 1s in:philosophy*thejequrvalenx;gf:theu

emancipation of art a3 r, substitue. for science, . ¥hen today” .
we oppose selende -to- philosophy, ‘we are remllyfdistinguiﬁing
pure science(philoaphywhich 15 .rejected as sclence):and:
the sclences which #re nls0 assentlally artay 1,a, mathematd
and esperimental sclence. find whnt 1s sought for in the ‘latt
{s not the sclentific ngpect, but rather the ertistic,
the fabricative, the making and - the shapingy Ifmthiﬂ,pipﬁzy
nodern- philosophy, . there can-be no communlcattOn*netonaﬁﬁ“j
in science, but;ohlm~communicntiongof'ptoductumwhich;havaaﬁ

their principle not.ln«the.obaaet,ahut'inuihegmgkaﬁ¢§§§t~;m_

modern philosopherahgqﬁbeyondﬁscience;pﬁhgxmh@ggmpz'v",%ﬁrg
aptists, They heve ~{nd Fvidusl evidepcesihauituclesd A

in certain domeins.
iy T e B K .‘.‘ o .:.r '_:"1"{"'?‘. ’f\#'

of xrt, Whioh by definitis
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' {tg own saked(Thisl 2i’.s':’nnotha1'-:..:2‘.!1!1@:?2“%;%%'~'-
between Flato with his,ph&losophenﬁgn}agg

'Aristotle:who#dﬁstinuuﬁShed&thei Lvear £

*’thdﬁ’ofxprudﬁncb;Dﬂheﬁlines;alo'xmnnichgmq o

: -ﬁdhﬁvlopes:havbino@hin&ﬁﬁQﬁQOAWIth this ‘subde

- thay -4re bﬂildingﬁwquanﬁ¢apqiithq‘pn;LQs

ronls ik

, ,-cénveréewwith.xhem;ﬁs-phil@aqpbex,;ﬂeggl;napi jjoyed.
;*onlyxfns*nnﬁnnﬁist.'Inomigt .havéireprQachedfCasgtan and

: . gheir. times "

" John o£~St~Tnomas¢£0rﬂ1gnor1ng-thq“épinitﬂdr}wghe , )
‘This, I am- sura, is a very:suparfioial.intgrpygtgtton of i .-

‘thelr httitude;r?heym,were{perfectly;gwsrqwdtjtheZimpogqiblé i
.11ty of approach. Cnjetan could not argue with Luther, -

. Johr of 5t Thomas refuted the essence oi,mbdern}philqsopﬁy‘fﬁ*

.4n his attzcks upon gunrez,Vasquez and.Molina, who-are i
. more modern than any of the modern‘philosophensJ'Hare’aﬁ .
léest the theses of modern phileosoprhy are clearly formulated,
Hodern mnthemntism begina with tcotus' univocism. The -
dmmedinte foundntion of moderrn idesllism lies.in Vasquez?t
‘doctrine of truth:tverltns trenscendentalls consistit in
sole denominrtiore axtrinﬁeca".;Molinnvgnve the fullest'.
gxpression to humenism wilth his theory of free will: its
ost.logical”implicntion is communisi Mcdern,philosophiés.
are merely painful,indetermin&te-and,supexficial and uncone
ccious popular deductions fpom these initiel positionse.
T'e could not discuss with the lmtter unless they consented
to go back to these zourced. Thet would meen to. atart all
over mgain the arguments on snalofy, being, predetermination,
speculrtive and pract.cal habitus,atc. Put .they cannot 4o thi
T+ {5 contrary to. the very nutyre of whnt'thegfassume,agA .
first principles. . ' T e o

. There i1s however e lesson in_nll.this.;It’shcws‘wﬁatgif‘
" hoppens when we et the- speculntive nnd thejpractical;j*f°
intellect mixed up. This very confusion is already due o
art, Therein lles the scurce of dialecticaljgmaterihligg,ww
Yhen the,prmcticul'i‘tellect.becomes supreme,gallﬁthaﬁ §N“ '
remains  for us to de ls to work,'and-all,that;vgmgina“i'
for us to work upen r's ipatter, pure potentiallty;primg“*
matter, not s = natgre, but 23 privation, (Plato had. . . . -~
rniled to mrke this distipction), énil privation becomes the
abzolute. Dnvid ef Dinant!s rrime matter,deprived of all" .
patursl form, OT parhzps deprived becruse of natural ' form
+o be replneed by nekigind artificisl forms, 18 sn essentia
cordition of whet . we mesn by rraedom todny. Yreedom itself
w8 conceive as % ner=tive in@etermingtion?__. ’ S
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The modern mind 1is nnturolly atlense in tha_;indérlﬁite, ‘
that bottomlesness the graeeks sbhorred. This 1s to me_1its:
most i1rritatling inpredient. That contentment”in-1rresolution
that resign&tion.before'death, that insensibi;itzuialgrdwﬂ.
nothingness, that willlingness to sink back. into.prime.matter

proclakming at the. same and 285.4 first. principle "le, pias.
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, -'periculorﬁmymortxa;;3&11?thié“chm?hcteriﬁéﬁ?aﬁ:”i
: plntituﬁaf&@Eihsﬁgwwhichfpoth;ng1q&n§bé;don¢#ﬁ¢'
- .. point: we WO ldub@V@rtoygggthingsi¢£u$%pﬁilqadyhy
s oience-has. no -concern yith doing, unless With:

welbélievé11&.nﬁﬁfaétECQI:philosoph#;dgﬁt;ncti
and from art.;(This‘cqnfugicn;isﬁggquns;bl :
. "phiLOnophiélchrétiennéﬁqandﬁhisﬁuﬁ:ortﬁnatg,m',_ ing }
politics.-ﬂe‘posﬁulat&g”sdme;sixth:habitﬁsﬁofiﬁhegiﬁtellact4-
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" The thinking of modern:philbsophérs'sﬁarting“froml .
Ngsenrtes is more like 2 trﬂnsitive'a;tionnthanﬁimmsnencﬁiv'
They must have an',nudience.’Withcut.itﬁtherefwould'béf'gﬁ*
ro cert~inty =nd no rengon for.philCSophy.gFOtwitﬁstnnding
his nuch affected 1lsolaution nnd his-eogito,;monsieur'Resﬁrtes
rever for a moment. - thought, for himself;kﬁe-really“abhorred. -
solitude: "Je.crois,au'il’serait_trés'ﬁuiaiﬁlé?d!oCcuppfsi,j

souvent son gntendumert i les méﬁitev(las!ﬁrincipes’métav"

physisues}".*This funr . of transcendendyﬁﬁervﬁdes?allﬁﬁigéﬁfﬁu:_

writingse.

Tn his Héditatlo

nSutnerefis;hot*ﬁﬁégfhtgtéSt trace .

alwnyS'chmrncterises

nis phtlosophisy -

of mediteztion. iia

rhilozophy "comme utile A 1thumnnité?, "pour ‘lihonnete hotime™ 3
it iz brsed on "le chose

is du monde la mieux artagéets "Pour
moi,je ntal Jemels présumé cue mon esprit filit-en rien plus
perfalt cue ceux du commun'. And when he-writesj”mcn’dessein»
‘ntest pes dtenseigner icl 1z méthode que chscun doit sulvre i
pour bien conduire sa raison”, he is scting like & politician.
411 his thought is roverned by repshing an initiel preoccupas
tion to taach. S0 lonp B3 Ve cannot cut modern philoso hers
pway from thelr sudience threugh which they kid themselves, -

we cannot compunicate with them. we are separated by that
element of wvulgarlty SO obvioug in » Drunschvlcg and a Dewey.
Perhaps the german idensllsts are e only exception to thils
rule in so far 28 it concerns moral character, The french
rever had » phllosophy cor the. alnd ng such. Bergson ls

not french in chmrgcter’hnd‘prcoccupsﬁion4 e S

T am xt @ loss to find in moﬂern‘philbsbphy'ﬁny positive

cortribution to philecophy. It 4t ig merely négapive;-shbfe~g<
can be no mutual comminicrtion. To us it cdn be no- mors than
& spectacle., T CAn obﬁerve-it,;butnwe“cannot;sﬁegklto 1t

© " If .= modern philosopher put tb'wdrk'yqur‘suggesﬁions;éau
if he atxIexsk accapted the exigtence;fo{;qthﬁr@}traditiona;]
£t least ag paper and“gink;-I'wonﬂerjhOWme_hgtimc*itﬂwnuld-
take him to become & modern 'philosqphar;,lﬁngina;himﬁplnwing
through the mlddle nees;iﬁb;shall1bqﬁatFléuSt:trEYGhﬁiﬁkdi .
and bald before He can’kKnow.Ap ngx;ggtggy whnt e 1 taiking.
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:u'LyOne*eannotﬂbe.*both modern and openminded in the true |

.. "'gense of the wprd,i.e.objeetiveq This objectivity 1s an
+1v-ipnate quality of the intellect. It cannot be acquired.

If you are open to soholasticism, 1t Ls not begause ...

ﬁq,,:”scholasticism'hﬂs opened'it.,ﬂristotla and Thomes are

' sl ghere to be recognised. A1l we have to do is to keep 2nd
;- i.davelope them there. And this 1s where modern scholrstics

/s v.pave falled; and vhere Cujeten,PBanez, and John ef St

o 'ﬁThomaa;have:succeedad.'As gpeculative mindz they conld -
Cul T podihave done more. without conteminating themselves

" mepally. Is 1t rot fprue that Christ rpaver gave & sermon
v L..to the high pries?s? :

Sk The eontribution 66 modern thoupht is to be foumd
",g;ﬁ"*ﬁpxglnsively;in mathematics and exrperimental sclence.
g U Atbhes glven us prirciples roT philosopy of sclence, -
,*tf;pbutgsotiQVen‘a,philosophy of science. How could 1t?
'._';‘r?ﬁqdern4philosophy;1tae1f nes contributed nothing to S
“,.?;ig’?bhiloQOphy'of.scienca. Cpn the other hand, as a thomist,’
Y ST T have no- difficulty with modern scientific method and
-~ theoriegs I can justify the method to the last word.. .
. 'If Maritain has quarrel with Tinstein, it 1is bscauae he
R himself confuses cuantily with the "modi cusntitativi® of
' N-ﬁhe«”sansibilia comxunia® and with metrical structidre.
s e If he rejectslindeturminism in nature, it is because he-
7 has fallen in line with the jesult tradition. (In his
U Réflexions sur 18 nécessitsé et 1n contingence,Angelicum,
. Jen.1927, he is really defending the molinist theory .
. of supercomprehensio,.RCCO?dingfto.which it .18 enough for
- God to know 2ll the {nerodtents of the world to know the
 futuee in the presence of stermity.) Anything modern -
philosophy,ns-such, hae sxid sbhout philosophy of ascliencs
. can be no mere then =n obstncle to -philosophy of sclences’

.. There i3 indeed some snrlogy between the-gen&ral
_problem of the middle «ges, philosophyntheolOgy, and that

f’ﬁfﬁﬁ‘ . of our dny,;philosophy-sclience. Tut it is n very weak one.
gt The ratio daltrtis of cathollc theolcry, and the ratlo
L e ' eptig of natural thought, nre both complete in thelir

‘own right. This 1s rot true of philogophy and sclence

~ commuricating in the seme light of rerson. The wvarious.

S degrees of natural knowledge are net rndically dlstincet

g . 1ike matureland the .supernetursl. The' dAfference is’ like
that between war znd revelution. The cormality studled.

- by experimmbtal sclience is nlready a. contraction, and .
if we must. start ‘therefrom, we ann never pet beyond this
contraction. The Summe contra Gentes was written for

R ~-person5'who.accept either metaphysics or revelation. :

whelo . If they accept mataphysics, they accept & hidden supernte

s .+ . tural order which might freely'communicate'itsalf.:If’they
: ‘ accapt revelntion'without'being fideists, they must sccept

PR . . metaphysics. There 1s a certain coextenslon between o
B ...-philosophyfund theology. Thig 13 not the case in philosophy |
B and science: the relation is that of the pert to thé
S - vhole. Thére was common ground between philosoghy'fand- :
LI, theology, because -they are st the sime time T& cally -
SRS :  digtinct.and somchow Soextenslve. 1f we assimilate this
P i distinction to that of philosophy and scilence, on the -
(IR I contrsry, we  are really throwing. out gither philosophy or
' cclence. The philosorher and. t he theologisn can converse
together. if philosorhy and sclence were distinct in the

o
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Mr. Charles deKoninck”
28 St. John Street
Guebec City, Guebec

Dear WMr. deKonincks <
o 1hank you very much for your %ind note of recent date. I shall be
inter=sted o receive your obsarvations nt craater lencth which you nromize to
send sometime. I am aware of the discussion by Jomn of St. Thomas concerning
the stntus of loric we a science ané as an art. I thin¥ I apree Tith at

Jeact the followine pelnts he malkes: (i) thot 2= a science, lopic is snecu-
1ative ~nd nat orecticl in th 't meaning of nr-ticel as aonlied to science
whinh pafars to the order . f mor:l ends; (2) thit as a sweculative sclence, it
is distincuiched from 2ll the other aneculative sciences by hoving & formal
obi~ct exclu=ivelj in the second intention; (3) that as an art, logic is not
only lireral ip the <ense o9morad to s.rvile, tut apeculative in the sense
niosed to fine. 8o fir, 1t seems to me Jom of St. Th mos coes and I go

mith Tim, but Lt eeo~s necessary to .m0 furtier nd to conrider ~hat is the
mrat Aundrmental distinction amon# the ~rts, u=mely, the distincticn betw=en.
those “hieh wre oreetizal such as medicine, navieation,nd thoas which 1are
aroductive such 2= shoe mating and sculoture. (Hote: The word "poractical" is
here being used in 2 totally different sense and has no moral connotations.
ihe distinction here tetween pructicalawproductive ig whether the art cooper-
ates with m2turs to oroduce effects which nature would produce itself #ithout
art or whether the art ooer-tes on aatural substances to produce individuzl
entities that wouid nont come about in the courze of natur<l change.) In
vies ~f thus dimtinction it sesemed necessary to say th1t losic can be viewed
both =s sroductive -nd 2s oractical. As vroductive its works ars.such logi-
cel sroducts as aropositiona, syllogisms nd sciences. As practical it is

the art of taaching and teingtrusght. I say all this to clarify the point _
which +« made somewhat too briefly in the »aper on Tradition and Communication.

: You saoeak of the parallels I draw between Aristotle's natural
philnsoohy =and dialectical materialism. You must te referring to my dis-
cussi n of that voint in What fan Has wade of Man and not in Traditicn and
Corrunication. I should very much like to henr what.you have to say on

that whole onint because in seneral I nave the feeling that you and I agree
on uany woints in natural philosoohy. [ have reid your omper =n contingency
and not only n#rre2 with youressentiﬂlsthesis.about real contingency in
natural nhenomens, kut slso I find in your diacussion some supnort for my own
in<ivht thit there re only five praql sozcies of comoosite substances, th2t
21l the othesr suhordinate distinctions which are too oftesn loosely cnlled
_necie= are only monidental units which have a certuin genetic consistency
and oniy thot. Llhis of course bears eritically upon the srablem of evolution
and tre whole -oint of contingency in nature. I hooe we CAN f£ind time to
tooather , becsuse ty ~nd larec2 the noints you are

disecuss these matters
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trying to maice in the nhilosophy of nature and those I have been interested’
in are gener=lly not apprehended by our most respected colleagues.

I wonder whether you received a copy of a little lecture of mine
entitled St. Thomas and the Gentiles? I would be interested indeed to get

' your critical reactions to the main. thesis of that.

“aith oleasant memories of our last m=eting, I Am

Sincerely yours,

;thwV%i;°“"“Z;Q-W‘Z“ZZ%lz

.mjasj¥k
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Dr. Charles DeKoninck
25 Ave, Ste..Genevieve
Province of “uebec
Canada

Dear Dr. DeKoninck:

T think the editors of the Thomist have already written you concern-
ing my article (to appear in the April issue) and thelr desire to
have you carry the argument forward by writing an article én the
same general theme. :

T think T have solved the problem of species =~ in other words, I
think there is no problem left now because the position which af-
firms four or five specific natures in the corporeal order can be
completely proved to be true; whereas the contrary position can be
shown to be absolutely untenable within the framework of the Aris-
totelian and Thomistic philosophy of nature. In addition to meking
these proofs perfectly evident, the article does two other things:
(1) it clarifies the use of the word "species" in ontological and
in logical discourse and in doing so clarifies, I hope, the whole
oroblem of the relation of ontology and logic; (2) it proposes a
I clear formulation of the relation between natural philosophy and

)B1Aﬂ}/ ]L*’fEEEGEEI‘§§EBe. On both of these points our scholastic contemporar-
ies seem to be very sorely confuseq)as all the discussion of my book
so plainly indicated. : '
Jzan MeCall wrote me that you were planning, to do an article for the
Thomist dealing mainly with the problem of”&ogical and the ontologi-
cal consideration of species. I hope you will execute this resolve,
becanse much work is needed to make our contemporaries really see the
true solution here. In this comnection it is my hope that you will-
find my article in the April Thomist a good springboard for the arti-
cle you are planning to write. You can well imagine that I shall
wait impatiently for the day when you have completed the reading of
this forthcoming article of mine; I nave a feeling that you will agree
with it in substancé, but I am very anxious to get your reactions in
detail. -

"~ If you ever get the opportunity to write me, will you let me know
about plans for the summer gsession at Laval. I am still considering
the possihility of coming up to Quebec to give a short series of lec-
tures in order to enjoy the opportunity of long conversations with

-
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Dr. Charles DeKoninck 2 February 25, 1941

you. My plans for the summer are still indefinite, but I think I
shall take my family to the Atlantic seashore somewhere in New
England. I do not think it would be difficult for me, once I have
them settled, to get to Quebec for a couple of weeks.

With kindest . regards.’

Cordially yours,

e o

Mortimer J. Adler

P. S. I must say one thing more now. The book on species contained
one serious error. None of its critics really discovered it, though
one or two, notably Pegis of Fordham, almost had their finger on it.
¥hen I discovered the error and corrected it, I found the solution

to the problem. If I had not made the error in the first place, I
would never have supposed that what is called in the booky the second
theory of -species, could be tenable at all.




| iine Janet Kalvem, - w s

5200, Blackatons Avenua, R

PR

Daar dJaiet, T o -

-1 mgt My, Hutchine Just after he handed me
Boezelkuffs stockings. He was all that you and
Vortimer Kad caid. He asked me 80 many questions
and of such & nature that T thought it neceeeary

to malke 1% understood that I was not locking. for

o jobe He said he knew, and ‘thet he would pro¥r.
ably Yb~the one looking for a job. He wants me

* to send him sqeme vibliography, although 1.hed told:

nim that I an not much of & writer. Do you think
I should aleo send him a 11st of lectures I have
already given to Mortimer? . :

‘You and the two gentlemen Helood and Patriclk, .
4f 1 got thelr names right, vere certainly good to
ma.. And I realized it all the more on my reburn
40 Chicago last Pridays I hed gone to Saint Poul
and returned hy plans, a Yentern Airlinejg! Taxi '
took me way down town into the heart of confusion
gnd left me there on the curb (418 this what you .. . |
cell a mixéd netaphore?) Somehow I managed to wedMg. -
ny way to the Windermere vhers I left my Raggnge ‘and -
then rushed to Hutchin's office, which wasn't there.
The hotelckhark hed sent me %o some Ragietration .
office., JAnyhow I got %o Hutchin's. office ten minutes
befora time. Then I got back to the hotel %o get
gome information abou% the trains. 1 was wrongly
informed both as to the station my train left from
and oe to the howrs. My 1nck of confidence in the

3




man ‘who gave He. the" 1nformﬁion ﬁuauy Zoh. ne
to; the. right q%auon where I 411 had four houwrs
L i g0 walte . 1% ‘was & hiserable nolsy Chicago diwmp
- 3 ¢ ‘buried mysslf% movie for ths :time.vhere I
N -\ &) ‘$wa rema.rkably 1lousy plotures. . I. slept from
' Ohioago to Toronto. Then: I had a most miserable
tims 4n Montreal, becauss tha train sonduotors had .i- 0,
“given me bad information both as’ to atation and \
houra of departure. Instead of gstting homa on . MR
Saturday evening I got here yaaterday morning at L
threa o'clock.. But it was so.good to be dback home °
‘that nothing mattered. It was only in Toronto that -
" 1 realized that I had not paid for the ‘stockings.
1 anavped out of it when T looked into my porte-
feuilla. If I had paid for them I would nat have -
~ had enough money to zet hack homes My forgetfule
"ness had a good sids %o 1t ‘gmotlje is very pleaaad.
with the stockings, they are the right eige, and .
the ahada ia betﬁer than she had called fcre B

. A.f‘aer all thia confusion 1 appreeiata the
more fuetaa's relative calm. . I-told tha: children.
_about the aguarium, about the plane, !on should:
have saen their reaction. “‘ha.nking you agaln for .
your kindness. - Smct;ig and. ths chndren aend you.
thetr bast wighes. _ A e
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Professor Charles DeKoninck
25 Avenue Ste. Genevieve
Quebec :

P.Q., Canada

Dear Charles:

I am sorry that.I have not had a chance to write you
all. these long months, but I assure you that though what T
have been occupied with is less worth while, still it has been
time consuming indeed. I have either been in New York doing
work there, on the road lecturing, or chained to my typewriter
meeting deadlines. .I wish I had your lightheartedness about
deadlines, or 1s there some other moral defect in you which
permits you to whistle as they go by? - As a matter of fact, you
are holding up that Brensan volume, which injures me personally,
since I worked terribly hard to meet a September 15 deadline.
If you haven't got the article done by this time’I hope this
letter gives you a kick in the pants.

Hutchins, as you may have guessed yourself, was de~
lighted to have met youy and he really is anxious to arrange
a visiting lectureship here at the University of Chicago.

(He even thinks he can propose you for an appointment to the
Philosophy Department, but I personally think he is nuts. Know-
ing my colleagues, T don't think he could possibly manage that
from the point of view of his limited monarchy, but I do think

N that he can wangle a lecture series which will be very worth
( Lo’ _while indeed.]{To this end he asked you to send him your academic
“ a,,l Jography and your 1ist of publications. You have not yet
C¢MJ}F K‘J, done that. I don't think the biography you sent me is adequate
A b SRR | so far as bibliography is concerned. I think you should make |
o .~Ug' ' a complete list of your various writings with full references.
- M Will you please sit down at your typewriter and send this off to

him right away?.)I also suggest that when you do this you send
TIman outline of a course of lectures just by title of the
various parts of the series. I think the best thing to do
would be to lecture about the philosophy of nature and the

philosophy of science.

I have had some difficulty with your list of lectures.
I have gone over them with Leigh and his judgment on them is
what T felt it would be, namely, that as outlined they are much
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Professor Charles DeKoninck' e

November 18, 1941

too technical for him to be able to use in promoting you as a lec-
turer. If you are still interested in being a popular lecturer
either to popular audiences or even to college audiences, which are
not much better than popular audiences, will you try to write just
six lecture outlines on the same level as the two lectures en-
titled "If Death is the End' and "Have We Lost Faith in the Human

Intellect?"

Even the second of these as you have outlined it is

too high~brow.- Don't misunderstand me. There is no reason why

the lectures

themselves when you give them shouldn't be as high-

brow as you want to make them. I have a resolute policy in public

lecturing to
and I have f

speak as far above the audience's head as possible,
ound that is a right.and successful policy. The point

here is not what the lecture is, but how it is described in a

lecture bure
becoming an -
sending you
three years
business is

I
to undertake

traveling and the additional income. My reason for saying this
is I think a philosopher should suffer the pains amd have the

experience of trying to make important ideas plain to- ordinary } -
people. Otherwise he gets all tied up in his own Jjargon and he ymET;,a(f
is quite content with. technical : instead of common , ;J

intelligibility.. I don't expeect you to get this material to me

at once, but

I
Diagramatics
reaction to
fond of it.

I

reprint of a
the immediat

I

missed you while you were here,
"I have sworn a sacred vow to get you drunk on Bourbon améd toddies.

Janet has no special competence in this line, but there is a do
or die wager between us that T can do it. Do write me when you

get a chance

give my fond greetings to Zo%;and my best to you.

MJAshp

'sincerely believe that it would do you a lot of good

au folder. At the risk of scandalizing you or of
object of your anything but innocent merriment 1 am

2 lecture folder that Leigh got out for me two or
ago. This will give you an idea of what the lecture -

like.

popular lecturing = quite apart from the fun of

any time before Christmas will do.

am sending you under separate cover a Copy of
, which I think you will enjoy. I would like your
it. It was written many years ago, but I am still

am also sending you a copy of my last book and the
recent article. I don't expect you to read these in

e future.

am still nursing my regrets over the fact thaﬁ I
if for no other reason than that

, or should I say meke the chance and write me? Please

Sincerely yours,
[ (MY
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Dear Charles:

1 am writing to find out how soon your bulletin for the
summer session goes to press, I am almost certain that I shall be
able to come to Laval this summer, as we had arranged, but cer-
tain contingencies in comnection with the war may interfere with
all my plans. Hence, two questions: (1) How late can I let you
know definitely whether or not I shall be able to come, and (2)
How badly will you be inconvenienced and embarrassed if I am
compelled to change my plans &t the last moment, even after I have
definitely said that I thought } could come? I ask you the second.
question because there is no:Gontrblling'contingencies this year.
Hence, if it would be a great jinconvenience to you to have me
wash out at the last moment, perhaps I ought to say now that I .
carmot come, even though the major likelihood at the present
moment is that I will be able to.come.

Since you are an expert in practical thinking, please
exercise your prudence about this matter. Because I would like
to have an answer from you about this in any event, perhaps
you had better exercise some other virtues too,

I hope your health has improved considerably since our
meeting in December, and that you are not too depressed by the
world situation. o

Please give my kind regards to Zoe, and tell her 1
hope that conditions will permit me to come back to Quebec this
summer,

The book on Analogy, some 330 pages, is finished, but
precisely when it will be published, I don't know, I am at
present working on Part IV of "The Theory of Democracy." You
will find yourself referred to, though not named, in the con-
cluding sections of Part III, which appears in the April issue
of the Thomist. : '

When you do write, you might take an extra paragraph
to tell me what you have been working at; and also you might tell
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me in what field you would like me to develop my lectures for
this summer. Perhaps, in the light of last summer's experience,
you have some more radical suggestions to_make about the whole

procedure.,

As ever yours,

Mortimer J. Adler

Professor Charles De Koninck
ILaval University

Quebec City

Quebec, Canada
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o ‘ © i’ The bulletin is already printed:. I
~ _ . haven't seen it yet dui you'll "receive s
B copy some time next weelk. - You! re in 4%
" You'rp going to spesk on some probiem: - ..
concarning logle during the last part of.
the session. So it looks as if you were .
. ‘coming. YWho could bjame me if the ‘war: ' .
: interferes with our plans? . .1 have been '
. ‘ - working on nothing in particular outside '
' " the preparation of my lectures and the .~
‘direction of thes@s, which rangs from
Hietsche's "will to Power"' to Russell's
HClass of Classes’. As you muat know .. -
by now, I gave up tha Brennan essay; for
__the simple reason that I did mot kmow: - -
-enough to write it. "More gleep hag im-.. - . PR
proved my health cesnt xBaty. CMM R
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A8 ever, . . .. e




The University of Chicago

The Law School

CHicaco ¥ay 19, 1942

I have wai

_l-
‘;5 ci‘

ta vait hofore vrltl rou 2 final decision on the summer. I
very much regret to say that 1t now loo%s cuite impossible for
=e Lo come 4o Tuebec this rummer. 1 shall not trouble you with
2 detatled report of all the complications that stand in the way,
pik wou will understand that they must be hoth considerable and
insuneraihle to force ae to ”811P(u18h a nleasure I had looked

-ormard to ever oince last iucust,

ed ns long as it seemed reasonably pessible
f\‘
'y

S -
I hope you will invite me annther time when
Yo1c nWeaﬂﬂnt and peaceful pursuits once

A I nooe this will nat nrove sn inconvenience to you,
and more than thah e i
ne

all

.l.
the war malkes
~arain possihle,

T am sendine you under separate cover a little niece

=hat mav amse you,

Janet joins e in sending to you, Zoe, and les enfants
HuT warn resards,

As ever yours,
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DearAChafles —

You put to me a practical question without giving me
enough of the facts that 1 need to know in order to answer the
‘question. You do speak of the first two weeks of December. With
respect to that time I can answer: (1) that I will be out of
Chicago most of the.time, and (2) that it would be much too soon
to arrange a lecture for you here at Chicago. Even so, I would
have to know specific dates and days of the week, in order to
know definitely what my ovn program would be at the time, and
what the chances are of arranging a lecture here at the University.

If you can postpone the expedition until January or
February, please write me as soon as you can the precise dates
whervin.view of all your other engagements,you might be able to
be ih Chicago. Then I shall be able to write you, first whether
I will be in Chicago and free at that time, and second, what the
chances are of getting a lecture at the University. On the
second point, I must tell you at once that the chances are likely
“to be slim for two reasons: first, that the University is complete—
ly disorganized by the war and;bur whole program of getting men
into training for the army, and second, that the matter will have
to go through McKeon's hands, unless Hutchins can manage to arrange
it quite independently of the faculty, which will not be easy.
In any case, I shall do my best on the matter as soon as I know
the precise dates. 1 certainly would hate to have you be in or
around Chicago without having a chance of seeing you,

The Theory of Democracy" ought to be finished some-

~ time in 1944. It has at least five or six more installments to

come. When you say that you disagree with my theory of the com~
mon good, I hope that you are doing so on the basis of having read
more than Part II, All of Part III is absolutely relevent, and
even some of Part IV must be read before you are in a position to
disagree. I also hope that you have read carefully footnote 263,
on page 337 of the issue for April, 1941, because I wrote that
footnote as a direct rebuttal of what I thought to be the fallacious
objection you presented to me last Christmas in Philadelphia. Un-
less you have a better objection than that, I can't imagine what
your argument comes to.

As a2 matter of fact, I cannot even believe that you dis-
agree, any more than I was able to believe that you disagreed

-
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with my theory of species. I was told that you did,before we

met in Quebec, but I kept insisting that you couldn 't possibly, '

and after our discussions there pan=sehd that the disagreement e AL
was egtirely verbal and not real, I have the same convication E;
about this matter. My hunch is that the problem is largely

verbal, and that you are either sticking too literally to the

words of Aristotle and St, Thomas, or that you are failing to

understand my.position, because you are misreading my words

as if I were using them in precisely the same sense as St. Thomas

uses the same words.

Of one thing, however, I am quite sure. If you really
pelieve that St. Thomas (and Aristotle) are either correct or
adequate in their account of the order of temporal and natural
goods, and hence the common good in this order, then, of course,
we do disagree, because 1 think they are both quite wrong on
many fundamental points, though right on some. I am sure, in
any case, that you will try to present an argument quite independ-
ent of the authority of Aristotle or St. Thomas, That is the
only sort of argunent I would really be interested in, though
I should be happy to consider the less important matter of how
to interpret their words, which are often thoroughly ambiguous
and capable of many diverse interpretations.

My warmest regards to Zoe, and my best to youe.

As ever yours,

_—
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Dear Charles o

Thank you for sending me the reprints. As a matter of fact,
someone else had sent me the same CODPYs put I had to return it, and
that is why I wanted some copies of my Owne I have already taken
the time to read the thing through hastily, but, as you know, I
shall want to have a precise translation made before I am prepared
to tell you what I think. If, however, you will permit me to make
some tentative remarks in advance of more careful study, I think I
can say that your criticisms don't touch my work at alle I will
show you this in detail later. The reason why they don't touch my
work at all is because you haven't sufficiently attended to the dis-
tinctions and definitions I have made. You have failed to observe
the three meanings of the words ngommon good,™ you have failed to
observe how sharply I have distinguished between the private indivie
dual good and the common individual good, and you have failed to
keep the discussion of the common good as an object of justice,
distinet from the discussion of the common good as an object of love.
In short, I tentatively suggest that you may be attacking some wrong
notions, but you aren't attacking my position. On the other hand,

I am attacking yours, because you are still holding to a traditional
statement of a doctrine which can be true; but which isn't true as
St. Thomas states ite. This I will prove to you in detail. I was
acquainted with most of the texts you cited, but I must confess that
these texts simply indicate difficulties and inadequacies in the
traditional statement, rather than clear and sound doctrine.

All this let me say once more,:ﬁn advance of a long and

carefully written letter giving my arguments in detail. If, in the

meantime, you get a chance to reread Parts II and III of "The Theory-
of Democracy," and find therein all the distinctions which you seem
to have missed, you will save me & good deal of trouble by letting
me know that I don't have to write the long letter to show you why

your criticism doesn't touch my theorye

One further word. One reason for your misunderstandings,

I think, is that you somehow insist upon supposing that the language

of St. Thomas is unambiguous or adequate. On the contrary, Ste
Thomas uses most of his basic words ambiguously =~ and I don't mean

~analogically = T mean equivocallye

It is true that Janeb has joined a religious order - the
Ladies of the Grail. It seems to have been the thing she wanted to
do most, and she is now extremely happye

CHicaco  January 26, 1943

2 StiE.d




