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The subject which this thesis will examine
is the notion of Christfan philosophy. In a general
vay the question preposed is twofolds first can phi-
losophy truiy be cslled cﬁriatian ¢ and seocondly,
how is this doncmination to be explained ?

The consideration of this problem ean de
no means be called arisinal; ln fact in recent years
the prodblem of chrlstiun philoaophy holda the ylaca
of being one of the Host debeted, if not unqncstion-
ably, the xost debated qncatian among Neo-scholaatics.

i

Strangely encugh, the dlucuaeion was opaned not by a
philesopher, but by an nianerian, M, Emilg B:ehie:e

1,;4:

*****

(1927}, and lator‘ln s 1ocﬁpr= given.herozc tho
Institut des Hautes xtnnos de Bclgiqnn in 1988 and
the Soclété rranqaiaa da Philnaophio in 1931 he sat
forth the thesis that Ohxiatianlty 1n ita 1noept1un
coatributed no 1ntoll¢atunl vnluee tunctionally orli~
ginal or different from thnsl of pnanniam and that
in its development 1% had 1little or no influence on
k the progress of philosophical thoughte~in a wvord, it
i had never succeeded in oat:bliahing a Christian phi=
losophy. Thiz was not for want of trying; indeed,

b
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Shroughout the twenty eenturies of its existence
Christianty hed made Bunarous effexrts to eznex phile
oscphy, but all of them had proved to be in vain,
Lugustlenisn had strong Influence on the developzent

 of Seholasticisn as well &s en the philosophy of the
i7th aenstury; but St, Augustine hinself ss philoscphe
er wap fotallr pagan, that is, Platonist or nec-~Flate
oniste Likewise, St. Thosas aquines, who hizself made
claer the distineticn betveen philceophy and theelagy,
@5 & philcsorher took his deetrine frem the pagen

| aristotle, at oo timee-durisg the Patristie ‘pertcd,
the ilddle .iges, or even less in Bodern times-~did
Christianity succesd in founding what eculd be torz-
od e distinetively Chrissian Philoscphy, The resscn
for the failure iz nos dirriculs to deteot: in the
Very elements to be united, Christienity, "L'histoire
Eyetérieuse des E20200K8S du Liey avee l'homue® and
philosorhy, “is gonngiesacee slaire 2% dissincte g
da £3iBoReses Mamnmmhmmm

there was an irreconclable separation and opposition.
accoxdingly, it weuld be no more eorreet to speak of
8 Christian philoscphy than te apesk of a Christian
mathezatica or Christian cheniatry.
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It vas inevitable that sueh a radical thesis,
written on & subjeot whioh Catholis Philoscphers were
dispossd to regard ss their owa, should have arcused
iomediate diseussion aueng ths Neo=Scholastics, In
the seny and long discussicns whigh followed ¥, Bréhier
wus forgotten and the z«-ﬁ-.echeu-uu vere cccupled
with trying to resolve the problem from prineiples
of their own philosophy and %o defend their Tespeot -
ive positions, The centroversy wus censpiouous not
- only because of the great quantity of articles which
appeared on the problem, dut alse because of the
fact that a number of philosophical ccnventicns dey~
oted panel discussions or sometimes an entire meet~
ing to -tha problem, Besides bnhs doaéidarcd at the
Soelété frongaise de ph&losophio, Ohrinhn philoscp=
hy wes the tople at the J’om&c &'Mos sponsored
by the Soaidtéd Thomists at :uﬂ.ar in 1933, a meeting
notable because of the large number of Scholastle
philescphers and historians whe either vere present
in peracn or sent ccmmunications, 4% the Second Int~-
ernaticnal Thomistie Congress held in Rome, 1936,
the question was aguin debated. In America alsoe the
proedlem caxs up for discussions at the meeting of




the Soclétd Thomiste de 1'Université d'Cttawa in 1933,
as well as at the sozslon of the American Calholie
Philosophical issoclation in 1935, Bedides the artic~
les which were given at these discussions, the meet~-
ings wers oftontimes followsd by series of articles

or even books, stating, daeferiing, er attacking the
poaitions set forth ian the d&iscumsions., These, 4in
turn, prdduced 5%111 other articles which added furthe
er reasons for one position oF another, stated new
ocpinions, or tried to reconcils the axistins.pﬁﬁitiona,
pretending to see in the diversity a mere difference
of words, (1)

~ If one takea into sgeount all that has
appeared in recent years, it may seem superflucus to
addone more paper to the ulrua#y'inpreaaivc number
written on the subject. Yet, there 15 not only good

(1) For a bibliography of recent srticles that have
gzpﬁgfed on zhe zggggct. cgnfultx "Le problexe de
philesophie ¢ enne tin g
%,1V, on. 437-46E (for the pe%-r Uk 9334%1:;;9"
"Le probléme de la 'philosophle ehrétienn

- ]
"Bulletin 'rgf_g ste, e T, 0. 277=306, juil.~ 1937
(for the period 954-i93§$. * !

- "La philescphle chrétienne™ Journées d'Etudes de
ds Socidétéd Thomiste, 11 Jurisy, 1l Jeptembre, 1833,
PPe lEEwlE9,

Baudoux, B., O.F.d. "Quasetio de Philosophia?,
Antenlanum, X1, pp. 487-652, 1936,




Teason for reopening the discussien, dut a difinite
need for doing se, The decads of the 1930's vas act
the rirst occasion tiat the probism of Christian
phllosophy wes debated By Catholle thnolagiana and
philosophers. The theologlene of the lath and 17th
centuries wers weoll soquainted with the problem, Net
only were there earliier theologlans who discussed
questions which ars a$ the taquution of this problen,
Such as Capreolus,(l) Durandus,(s) Cajetas,(3) bus
others later took up the pru§llm of the Christian
philcuaphar'apeoirionllyﬂénQ;diaeaaaod it at length

(1} gapzeelna. Joannis, De

uniea (Turonibust swumptlon
Te Ve De 331 48,

(2) Dwrandus, I 8;;; diasg, 23, 3¢, as referred
to by 0351‘%1%% . ;‘Pi 385 ct'uiﬁi.

(s) ca.zma§ Thouas De Vi, &‘mm. Qe 1 (ed.
[ 2

Laca.t . 1895). Yo
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and with pracision, among them must be mentiomned
Suarez, (1) John or SteThomas, (2) the Salmaticene
ses, (3) Gonet, (4) ’fo.lstm (B) and Ripalda, ()
Besides these, thers wers many theologlans whe treat~
ed aspects of the preblem, sugh as Valentis, (7)
Luge, (8) Cana, (9)

(1) Suarez Francisous, 8.:‘ a4 s aecc
9 Parisiis: apus Viv‘a, lg% ’ _& 0 ’
Ve X111, pe 79 8584,

{2) Ioannis a Sta Thome, Cursus 1%gg;§gfgus I -
llas De T ﬁg, dvﬂ' 8.8 1 (Faris isg a§§d
1 .

Vivis,

(3) Balmant.icensea Tract, IVl
gg de disp,3 %%HW' ‘18?9).

(4) Gonet, Joannis Bapthu, .P. LYpe
sl Pt “—”’-"ﬁi%“ Z;
sg. s 8, 6 (Parisuu lp i
Ve

(6) Toletus, Franciscus 8.7, Lg &%& Thegl
' SO Tham?’e' . ‘. : a, 5: cm L

%@%ﬂf diap. 1z, séct.. %'%ariai 8! apud
vés,

]
viad,
(7) Valentia, Grcgoriua u. 8.3, ntar
ﬂ!% De Fide, disp. 1a § q, i, punct, 4 Lutet. ao
Paris

iorum: ex typogr. Thecdoriei et 7, Chevale~
1’11, 1509). Te lll, ecl &5a seq.

(8) De Lugo, Joannis, 3.7 ;gngtiugngg de Virtute
Fidedl Dlv inae, isp. 5: sect, enetiis: sumpti~
us N, Pezzana, 1718), » 111, p+ 59 seq,

(9) Cano, Xelchior Loeis .!g‘gg;ggg_u 1ib.l2, cap,
13 gés mren’ea Qt% by the lmanticenses, T, '11, Pe
197




Fonseca, (1) 3ylvecter Ferrariensis (2) and others (3).
Hovaver, despite the penetrating treatises of thege
theologiang on faith and natural sclence, their opin~
icns, a8 far ag this author was able to determine,
have nol besn Lrought to bear on the discusnions of
recent years. The nesd for taking into account what
wvas sald by theas eminent thsologians would in itselr
bs sufficient inducement for adding at leact a few
more words to tho debate. Thers are, however, rnore
considerable reasons for exanining what they have
8s54d on the problem,

In comparing the dlacussions of the modern
sriters with those of the eldcf Thomiats, we cannot
but remnrk the different anthod of attacking the
provlen. The preblem of Chrdstian philosophy~-
that 1les precisely the first 4ifficulty. ¥hat exacte-
iy 18 the problem 7 and whdt deng the qéeatton mean:

(1) Fcneeea, Jetrua, Sedey Counentariorun in Libros
Mat aic s8tote by Qe 1, Bect, &
Colonlae, 1615} (a8 reftrrud te by felmanticenses,
Te X1y Do 2050

{(2) Francisous Sylvester (Ferrariensis),

in
Libres 31\ T %E&!E Lib. Yy 08De 4 {ed,
Leon,.: Homa, 19263, Ya '

(3) cre salmnntieenses Cups. Theol.,Tract XV1l De Fide,
© passin for a list ot suthors wh;'ﬁisaussed the prob-
lem with thelr respective positions.
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Is there, or can there be h'ﬁhriatian Phllesophy T
In the writings of the modern. authors what is irme~
dlately striking 18 not so nu¢h~thqt they arrive at
differant solutions (one might expest that in sueh

a debate), but that they hegin with Aifferent
"problens" of Christian thilecsophy. Te such an
extent 18 this true that one ean gquite consistently
agree with one authoy that there ia a Christian
phllozophy, and at the same ti%e with another that
there 1s not,. sgain, d1ffereat authors adriit that
there dan be a Chri{stian philosophy, but for entire-
ly opposed reasons. It is ﬁot difficult to scecunt
for the divergent solutions whap one appreciates the
faet that they are not answering the éame-questions.
Nor 1s there any reason ta !tadtgtthat &ll the solut-
ions do not convince, since many ars cfferqqﬁaa
opinions and sometimes even by 'lfhot DPractieal
counsels, as if the question wers one te“bc regulat~
ed by prudencae,

The Thomists of the iétn #nd l?ih centuries
alge had dirferent golutions, some of them wIrong, some

of then right, Hetertheleas. it must de eald in their

favor thet all wepe conceined Qith the same problem




and, since this alone would net de sufficient recon-
mendation, they are all askxing the right questicn,.
This precision enasbled them to pursue not only a
consistent discuasion begauss it avoided the neander-
ings which must necessarily ascompany & start from
vrong »rinciples, dut, above all, 1t enadbled at lesst
gome of them %o arrive at the right answer by rigore
ous proof and not by mere gpinien and conjecture.

then an author like John of S¢.Thomas, whose arguments
are set forth in this paper, has finished his serics
of cbjections, disoussion, und resoluticns to the od-
_jecticne, he leaves no deubi adout whether thers can
be a Christisn philosephy and why the reason for his
nosition axe the right ones, 4nd, becauss his treate
nent of the provlem is co formal and cenclusive, 1t 1s
alse most interesting and satisfying.

Some observations on Bow this paper will
treat the problem zmay be appropriats here, ¥hile all
the principles for the scluticn will be set froth
when the problem itself is ccnsidered, certain pre~
suppositions must be bornn in zind from the beglning,
Pirat, Lt should be noted that, regardless of what
the zitla.may seen to iz=ply, thils problem beléngn
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properly to the haditug of theology not philomophy,
The Judgment en any philosophy or the difference
betwsen one philonophy‘¢a¢~nnotn¢r‘h¢1eaes to the
historian of philesophy in 6#c far as by She light

of the habitus of philosophy he eanr Judge what has
been included in them, or neglested, what is right
and wrong, and such like subjects, Chrietian philo-
gophy, however, by tts var} name implles & differan~
ce more profound than one of anthral doetrine, The
very problem arises by‘rcaaéé 6tdth§ fact that: .
Christian revelation 1ntari§nai. bringing with it
supernatural t{ruths and the new light which they
addy-and not merely add, of sourse, but produce as

& greuter perfection. Bcca;;t €£1i”new light brought
by falth is superior to the judgment of reeson, whate
ever Judgments arec made must be thc;icrk of theolegye.
Accordingly, the conslderation ef the prodiem of
Christian philesophy must boloﬁg %0 the theologian
and not to the philcaopﬁar, The complete explanaticn
of this will aypeer laiur in {ts proper place, Furth-
or, this paper will not 4iscuss what hus been called
the "historical problem,™ either what is L8, or how
1t differs frem the "doctoral preblem,” or even wheth=

er there is such a question. Ner will there be any
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attempt to define the “dootoral problem” in so far:
ag 1t 18 thought teo be opposed in its prineiples and
gubjecta to the "historisal problem,” if there is
such a distinction, lhnt;vor problem thers is will
be considered adequately; and thcuhﬁffieiency of
this method must await the solution.

A word about the.erder.fo be followed will
not be cut of place here. In tha pages which follow
the intention has been to pr!uent the argument in a
genersl way accorﬂins to the unthod which St.Thomas
uees in eonaidering a prchlent rirat, a presentation
of the difficulties, cbjeetiens, and opiniocns of
others; next, a solution aceorﬁing to proper princip-
les of the problem and rinully, an ansver to the ori~
ginal aifficulties. Fol;aw{ne th;s plan, then, rirat.
the opiniens of modern'Schplaatiea will be presented
with argunents to support thnifﬂpbsitions; secondly,
a reaolutznn ¢f the problem vllifhe given, restating
the arguments of John of Ei; Thhm;g and‘feliow;ng
prineijally the treatment whioh he gives in the
Cursus Theologicus; thirdly, in~th§ light of the
soluticn given the original difficulties will be

ansvwered, -
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1. The Position of Modern Seholastics.

¥hen the question of the existence or the
possibility of Christian philoaéphy arose in the rec-
ent controversies, an attempt was first maae to enun-
. clate the problem in definite terms, In some instances
the question was simply stated iﬁ terms of uﬁé*§3351~
bility of a "Christian Philoseophy,® and this was
thought sufficient. Others, however, tried to give
precision to the ‘question so that the mon-essential
would be avoided and the trua difficulties would
brpughtvout. The preblam in & general vay thé} eaid,
was to define the mutual relations between reason and
faith, between theoclogy and philesophy, between the
natural and the éupernatnral erder. Spceirieally, it
sought to determins vhethsr.chriatianity'ﬁas had any
positive influence on the development of philosophie
thought. It was not simply a question of recognizing




certain influences and denocting these by a sonvenlient
label, to characterize a Philosophy which was develop~
ed in a certain atmosphere by eertaln men and at cert-
aln periods of histaory, The Problem, rather, was tgo

- 8ee if Lt was possible to enuneitate in one aoncept
and express in this complex Shristian philwworhy

the davélopmenh and enrichment of Phllesophieal
thought according to Durely rationmal msthoeds, but
'under the influence of revealed truths. More preci-
sely, the problem was to discover whether this comp~
| lex Christian philoscophy contained something beycna.
the mere Juxtapesition of two abstract esgences,
Christianity ana philosophy; fér. if it did no more
than that, Christian philosophy would be bdut an art=
ificial aggregate, and the ndJcctivoiggg;gglgg,would
be entirely extrinsiec teo the ahbatantivelzggggggpgx.
Is it posaidle they demanded %o diseover an intelli-
gible conneetion, an intrinsie liasison bYetween re-
velation and philosophy se that the $wo can be Jjoin-
ed 1n a single concept, Christian philosophy ? To
put it still another way: is there between Christian
and philesophy an irredueible heterogeneity or can
thers be a mutual attraction and ecoperation, and a




§arta£n homogeneity between revelation and natural
reason united in Christisn philosophy ? The prine
sipal aifficulty lay in this: under a regime of
Ghristian philosophy would 8 be pessible for na=
turs) science to develop uueééﬁihg'§a rational
principles and methods, or :uuxn tha autonony accords=
ing to ratiocnal principles cnd mtheda. or would the

~ autonomy of resscn itself be sacriffced slong with
the very existence of a traly rational philosophy ?

They stvessed the reint that a full answer
to the preblem demanded more than an attempt to find
a Christian phlloscphy in M, for even if this
vere 2o, it would not explain the meaning of the
term, Rather, the burden of ptuet consisted in exame
ining the terms to see if suoh a eonception was possie
ble: can philosophy be called Ghrigtian ? Is it simpe |
ly uttering an inherent contradfction to maintain
that what 1s'pnrely rational in its discovery, ela-
beration, and conclusions can be intrinsicslly in~
fluenced by and united to revelation to form a
Christian philesoph& ? Briefly them, the question
resolved itself to this: not simply iag there, but
gan there de a Christian philosophy ?




Qut of the vast amount of material that
appeared on the subjest seversl pesitiocn stand cut,

Note: To enumerate all the opinions are
gunents, reconsiliations, ete, would require a etudy
in itself. Sin¢e it is mot the intention hers to
Tecount the opinions of rarticular suthors, certain
general yositions »f are groupsd for the sake of the
srgunent. It 1s not implied tdat every modern suther
holds everything that s hers placed under an opinton
similar to his own. The poaitions enumeranted here
are used rather tc show the various poseible answers
to the question and to sorve as sn i{nsreduction %o
the solution given here,

Some denled that the notion of Christian
philoecphy had any right, formal or technical sense.
The denial of the legimimasy of eny philosophy under
the name Christian derives first of sll from the
radlocal independance and autonony ef Teason in the
purely natural scientifie order, Any philosophy which
adnite faith intc his 1ts process autemstically los-
eB 1ts rational character, Chpistisn and philosovhy
ars not only incompatidble ters, but the very notien
of Christian philosophy implies a comtradiction,

The question, they held, was one of elenentary Logle:
What is philoscphy ? and, What does it zean "to be
Christian 7" Philoscphy is an explanation of Teality

vhich {8 the object of purely matural knowledge,




the work of Tsason slonet it begins from what is
oblsatlively and evidently given, and attaints its
knovledge by purely ratienal mm¢ In principles,
asthed, and conclusions philosephy is purely rationalj
if 1t is met this, 1t 18 not philosophy., Thia ra«
tlonglity not only asasures thse ﬁnf;ty and aim of
phllosephy, but alse ite perfut nuteamy and dis=
tinetion frem falth, m mtha known by tatsh, on
the cther hanéd, are nct mwihh 7] xeescng they
are not evident but reveaxoet thay do rot yroceed
from rational principles dut n-u mt_nwity. Reason
and revelsation are two distinet iné. oppaaed ways of
knowing. 0 gseek help rmr ph:llaumh: rm revelation
is ta go beyend what ﬂuaca can atﬂain by 1t8elf and,
at least, to attempt to intreduge smcth&ns foreigh
to the ratlonal order, If :nymnzng can be given
the terms, 1t may de true tc say that there have
been Christian pnilcsoyhéu. ia the ﬁmae.. that they
vers philmeyhars who were, at the same time, Chrige
tians. The error, however, lies in iranuterim; the
uniity whieh exists only ia the subject, who has both
~ philesophy and ﬁhe faith, to & unity of philcsophy
and faith. If a harmony exists detween the truths
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which the phllosopher had discoved by reasson and the
truths of revelatlon, it mmst be g¢oneluded thut the
hisrony eoxists not because the phllosephy is Christien,

dut decauss it iz true,

' From the viewpolat of the formal objects
of reasen anﬁ faith, the same conclusion holds,. any
attempt to unite revelation and‘rhiloaophy &nd there=-
by construct a "Christian phiioadphy" would deétrny |
the order of npecirioationlét fﬁnlneiancue. Whatever
he the proper oblect of the Syveéul naturel sciences,
they are all at least diatinauiiﬁeﬁ,rron falth in
this, that they have objests which are known by the
sole light of reason, !hero:AA_taith_ind theology
have es thelr cobject God knnvn:thrbpgh’revelation.
sny scientific constructioﬁvin'thch revelation in-
tervenes formally as i souicc of'knowladge belongs
not to a "Christian philoaophy"'bu& to theology
properly quakins. Theulogy:le distinguished frem
the purely humen sciences previsely by the fact that
it derives from a light other than reason., Whenever
reason, basing itself on principlea revelation,
| arrives at new truths, the product is theology, not
philosopby. The reason for this is that the object




in a solence is the rirst intelligible light from
which the knowledge is derived, In philoscphy this
light $5 disoovered by reasonj in faith of in theo~
logy, the light 1s revesled. IF any kind of unity

$8 to be achieved betveen Eeovelation and reason to
gchstruct « "Christian philoscphy”, recourse would
have to bs mede to some cbjeet and some 1ight sbeve
both philoscphy and theolegre-which 1§ cbviously
impoesible, Hence, thers can bs Bo unity such as a
"Christian philosophy” desanc s, And, unlsss ;h{g |
clear distincticn is made between the objest of
reason snd falth, the natural sefences and theology,
there is a danger of returning to that eonfusien
shich existed Lefore St. ilbert and 8%, Thomes elear=
1y alstinguished their respective rislds., To try to
eataaliaﬁ & "Christian philosophy”, $.8., a unity of
the objects of reason and faith, is not to Christia=~ .
hxze philosophy, dut to destroy it.

1% is sonetliaes argued shat Christlanity
has exeroised considersbls influence en the prosréaa
of philosophy. 3efore admitsing, however, vhatsver
truth this contalus, it should Ye noted that whatever |
iafluencs Chrlstienity has hed on philescphy, this
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has not been a posisive lafluenge in the pbilosophical
order. Trua, Christianity nas left 1%s imprint off phil.
osophy, but this has been effeqted only by preserving
the phllosopher 4n a hegative way from error, or by
alding the phkilcscpher indirectly and sxtrinsically

in the psychologisal order, The koason for this is
evident: progress in Pailescphy 1s not made by re-
velation, but by reason, If Christian revelation has
suggested to $he philosopher ideas, inaighta, or

truths whieh hitherte he had hot peraceived; if the
presence of fulth has

higher motive in the Searsh for truth and of Treeing
hiz from passions whiah distract from that searshein
@il shis the influence of Christianity has been me=
rely nezative, sxtrinsie, ox Poyohologicul. Christia=-
nity may have prepared the Wy for philcsophical
advence by plaeing the Philosepher in an atmosphere
favorable to speculative work, but 1t did not {teselsr
accomplish that wokk or discover new truths. It may

~ have suggested new truths to the philoscpher, but




once the work of the phileiepaur &g philoscpher
began, whatever truths were discoved, they, like

any others, depended on the prineiples and method

¢f resson alone, and not on the revelation whieh

may have sugzested them. I% nmay have given the
philosopher an interior pesce and serenity, and a
greater love for truth but these are merely phychow~
loglcal alds to the ghiletephar;'qut yrineiylua'in
the develcpment of phiieacﬁhy itaelf, Granted that
all theee influences aided the jrasrusa of philescphy,
they are, nevertheless, extrinsic and do not warrant
eslling the phllosophy developed under their intlaencc
a "Christian philoeephy,® o

Finally, the expression “Christian philoe~
sophy”, wven when it is to a ¢ortalin extent legitimate,
should be avoilded. The use of the term, decuuse of the

mere negative and extrinsie value 1% possesges, is nge
re than offset by the fset that it plays iata the hands
of those advérzartaa of the Chruch who have zaintalined
all along that In the 4iddle iges reason wus enslaved
by theoleogy and religicus authority, so that in fact
at no time was there e truly autonomous philosphy.

The continued use of the term %odsy places Catholie




philosophers in an unfavorabls position before a

¥orld which takes pride in its right to think free-
ly. Hore ever it leaves Catholle phildoscphers open

tp the chargs that they still are not true philosophers
but are trying to put forth & theologieal dostrine in
the guise of philosophy,

fhe canclusion to this is clesr, There ha~
ve been Christlan philoscphers, or rather philosopher
who were Christisn, beqause their féith'ncsatzvely
guarded them from error and indirectly disposed them
through lta teaching and threugh grace to develop a
philcsophy whieh wag true, and in the mesesure in which
1ts content coicided with what was revealed it arrived
at truthe compatible with the truths of revelation.
Neve:theless both flelds oflknowl;dén remained distinct,
each having its own cbject, prineiples and methed, In
ne true and formal sense gen the two be united, :slthough
thers may be a harmouy\bctutcn Teason and falth, there
is never a synthesis, since this would be an inherent
csontradiction, Therefore, it is true te say that in
any strictly formal or intrinsic sense, thers cannot
be a Chyiatian phileosophy any hare than there could
be a Christian mathematics or & Christian physlcs.




Cpposed to the posltion Just enunciasted
vers many modern Scholasties who held that there
qould de an influence or ranh tion on philosophy

and a certain union batuen ralth and ybilcsopha.

Therefore, they coneluded that there vas a justi«

fication fer the expyression w Rhilgsophy,
Thile admitting that the faml objest of phile-

sophy remuined alwsys the nm, and t.mercre
that Christisn changed nothlng 1& rusaré to the

- spegification of phnonephy. (1 ﬁhc same time ther

maintained that e philosophy mung in the atmoa-
phere of the faivh, wus intrinsieally so affected
that it could Justly and {n o mere sccidental sen-
geé be called a Christian ?piziléafégﬁr. Thelr recsons
weres based on the proposhm‘m('mne man could
have natural ag:aculaﬂft acima cnd speculative
wisdozn {philosophy), d4e fagso in tha prescnt fallen
state of man this could bde voriﬁcd only imyerteet-

1ys Natural wisdem could not be Pealized a8 & per-

fectum opus rationiz without a cerisin reinforcement
or strengthening (gonfortgtio) which grace furnished
to human nature wounded by original sin, This perfect=
icn o the werk of reason was explained by a twofold




The mmmmmw:m Comprise thonse
revealed truths which, absclivtely speaking, ecuid hee
ve Deen known by human Tessen but vhich de fegto in
the present state of fallen nature were not kncwen
Qetoro Tevelation and whioh either ¢ould not have
been discovered or would not have been known with
certitude end witheut error but for the fact that
revelation made them known, This does not izply
that the early philcsephers were in total ingnor-
ance of all of these truths, They knew at least
scne of them, but they nc!ittttﬂ them only cbseu-
rely and uncertainly,. The Qh:iatianjphilcacpnera
knew them more perfectly becauss the faith by affirme
ing shem gave confimmation of their truth, St, Thomas,
they maintaeined, was aware of the role which revelation
plays even in the knowledge of natural truths, In the

| Summe Theologica he says

id ea etiam quae Gs Deo ratione hu~
mans investigari pessunt ngceszsa-
rium fult hominem instrul revelatie
one divinas quis verites de Deo per
raticnen investigata, & paucis ho-




DR | 2nibus et per longus tempus, et
o . cum admixtlnaq'nnltarwnrtrraﬁun

Provenirety a cujus tamen aritatia
sogmitione dependet tota hominis
Balus, quaw in Deo est, Ug igitur
Balug hominibus ¢t ccnvenlentiue et
Goxrtius proveniat, Dedessarium fuit
qued de divinis per divinen revela~
tlonem Lnstruerentur, Nevessariua
igitur fuis, Praster philosophicas
diseiplinas, guae per Tationenm ine~
vestigantur, sssram doatrinas per
revelatlionen haberi, (8, T, Ia, g4, asl)

The Vatlean Ceunei: likewise affirms the
Game conelusiony ' - |

Hule divinee revelailoni tribuendum

guidexn est, at ea quae in redus a4~

vinis humsnse zatlaai per se imper-

via nen aunt, in praesentl qusque

generis humeni eonditicns &d omnidus

expedite, firms sertitudine ot nulle

adzdxto errore sognosed poasing,

{Sess, 111, ags B, DB, 1788.)

Whether ene believes fa revelation or not
it &8 a matter of plain fact that there has been a
change in phlloscphy sinees the tine of the Grecks,
Batween thely age and ours conms Prefound influence
bas intervensd, and thers 1s ge doudt but that this

influence hae been the Gogpels FPurthexr more, ciaéy-

one recognizes that the philcsophy which has develop=
ed in the olimate of the falsh hag elearly manifeated




a Christian influence, Among the several truths whieh,
th¥ough atteinable by Feason it#elr. ¥ere neverthe~
less not clearly understosd by reason except in the
Christian state the following czay be mentionned;

lo Crestion of the world X nihilo, a
truth unknown te the enclent philascphars and even
today not clearly understoed outside the dhristlan
tradition;

20 4 clear end certailn knowledze of the
-spiritualityvor the scul and perscnal immortality;

So The distinetion detween escencs and
exlatence;

40 4 clear distinetion between nature and
persen, develored bescause of the doetrine of the
Trinity and the Incarnutlon; in the sare 1ine, the
doctrine of the Iaearnatian sheved that human nature,
®hile remaining human, is not closed to the supere
natural orier;

56 And many others, sueh as: the unlcity
of God, divine providence, and fres will,

¥hile 1t dces not require revelation to
realize the debility of the human intellect in its
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pursuit ef truth, navertheless he Chrintlan has this
advantage that by reason of his faith he is in & po~
slilon to detect the scuree of this wakness and pee
sognize the remedy for it, For the Christian belleve
o8 that, theugh human reason in the fallen state was
darkened by orizianl sim thirough the weusds of {gnop~
azge and concuplscence, in the state of repaired nae
ture it 12 slded by yeasocn of zan’s slevation to the
supernatural state, aeaaruXAslr. the aegniaitien of
prilosepby in this latter stata, even in ragtrd 80
purely natural trutka, 1s sade easier and move eortain
because faith proposes to reasen obJects which resson
by itsell would not otherwise have known with gertitu-~
de and without t:ra#. And lest thers Ve nay sfsunders-
tanding adout this aid, it should be moted that the
gbjecta vhich faisn tnggtatl are na&ésrnsoaca a8 in-
differently true or false, The 1nt1éaneo which faith,
exerelses in regamt to the phllesopher's knowledge is
in the order of final causality, in so far ag the
truths are alxeady known by & mede of knowing au;cri~
oF to human ressen. Hence, they ecme into the erbig

of philosophy not am mere objeats for ecnasiderasion

(a8 aight be sugpested by any natural sourse), but
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Bt dot s,

'% : ag truths already infallibly established and known

g | through faith to the philcgopher, tovards which he

| cen new direet his philasa;hicalmiaquxxy. Thaie orten~

j taticn towarde a se;ution.alrandy Xnown a8 true in

' no way detracts from the philoecphical ehazracter of
the inqulry, singe the Fallodophy remains fntrinsi-
c2lly cenformed to the laws af natural aciéntlfie
inquiry. If a men olimds a mountain alene or with
the help of a guide, he attains the susnit in any
case, dbui what a difference in the ascent { It is
much the same in the eomparisen of Ron~Christlan
Philcsophy with Chrissian philosophys Both may arri-

B . Ve at the saze concluafons and Dath are entirely in
tho philesophical oider because the yrineipias and
mathod belong to purely rational fnguiry., The Chrise
tian philosapher, however, has this s dvantage that

7} in 80 far as the term of his inguiry 1s already
established bu faith, he will be guarded from error
and be more surcly directed Sowaprd the truth and
more likely to attein it ia the Philcaophical order
than the nen=-Christisn phllesephers Hence, P. Plus
1X Justly called faith a gtelln reotrix which would
guide Christian philaaqphcrs.tewards the truth and
keep thea from Error.




Ruazvis enfn saturelss fllas dis«
eiplinee suis grenrtu ratione aoe

gnitis prinetpsis 8itantuy, cathoe
lied tazen SaXuz cultores divinam
revelationex velutt Tegtrieem stal~

lam prae osulis hadeantg oportet,

Qus praeluveste sivy ¢ syrtibus et
erroribus caveant, uby in Buis ine
Yestigationidys duel, ut saeplssize
acoldis, ed ea proferends, quae plus
minusve sdversentur 1urux££azlz re-

Tur veritati, guse a Dee rwvelstas

fuere. (XX ep. "Tuag liserter” g& archiepc,
&onaco~¥rilzn¢ena¢n, 21 Deo.1863, D,B, 1881

If it de cbieated that Phllosophy hes its

%6 the entire rcnlm»et'natu:ll kucwledge andﬂﬁﬂﬁa needs
no exirinsic did, 1% must &t the snﬁn time be remember-
ed that this philosephy exiiats in philesophers whe auff=
oF froa the effects of eriginal sin, This patural wisdom,
universal though it %8, canact exist in shem in its ung~-
voraality and perfection without these sxternel, supere
Batural reinforcements. The edvantage which Chrigstian -
philosopny Fooscaaes 1s that the falith inﬁervunes and,
by placing the subjest &n an easentlally i;t condition
in regard to the ohjeet, supplies a derzcihncy‘intrin-

8ic to the pursuit ¢f that objeat,

Besides the Buperiority jlust zentioned,

Christian philosophy enjcys certain gpnfortationes
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sublecgtivas. These are the etrengthening which the
habitus of faith and theclegy esmmunisate to the
nstural scientifie habitus whereby these latter
are reinforced in theilr own order, and, ss it were,
even elevated to a superier Rode above it, In this
afortatio, the Christien philescpher 12 so for-
tified by the infused tirtac of faith and by the
act er' falth that the mtn:u‘l mths which he knows
by Teason are now strengthensd and appear with such
viﬂdneaa that his work $s» rendered essier and more
fruitful, Furtherzors, the Ghristim pblilosopher,
ence he has arrived at the truth, adheres to it with
greater firimess, when for example, the certitude
of felth confirme subjeetively .m philosophical
certitude of the propesition God Axistes There
cannot exlet in the same faeulty two habitus, one
superior to the other, without the superior one
influencing the inferier one, and by a sizpler obe
Jective light sonfdrming and strengthening it with
a greater certitude. Not only iz there at esch
degree of kncwledge a speeific 11ght, but there is
also a communication of lights at the various levels.
| 'Applyins this to the present preblem, the nen~Chrise




tian philoacpher w&l; haf,_oalr the light at the
philosophival level, l&‘!gan the Christian phile
osopher will have also the superior light of falith
shich, in turn, is communfosted teo the Zatir level
and henge confirms ans strengthens the light of
philesophy in 1tz own order. |

Therefore, nét only because of the objects
which faith has proposed th philoscphy ;qﬂ,whiqp it
would not have known ¢loarly by itoelf, but ulaé be-~
cause of the snb:cctivo‘fartityins whieh tatth;§§ves
to the philescphical assent, it cen be affirmed that
Christlanity hes had a profound asd intinsie influence
en philoscyhy. 1t has not changed but strengthened {is
shsructer of truth, without at the same tize disturding

the autcnozy of philosophy. For these ressoms philoso=

phy can be cnlladAGhriatian in a true and intrinsiec

8enne,
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1l. The._aaeasssuﬁma.jnhuma

Before nndartnkiac tkc solution of the
problem of Christian phileaaphr 1@ will be desirable
£irst to reconsider wha® the problem is, As has al-
ready been noted, an abécurity an& 1aekvar precision
in regard %o the meaning ;tjihe £arma ean lead and
hes led, even though the facgisvnat always recogniz~-
ed, to formulating several different “problems” of
Christian philosophy; and th§l; in turn, ¢an result
and has resulted in many, crnn,qucnad soluticns.
Even without examination it is unlikely that all or
even the majority of ﬁheee aﬁtc:pga ave attacking
the fundamental question, Singe 1% would be of no
interest whatsecever to know in how meny accidental
senses philosophy can be e&llnd Christian, but quite
imperative to understand in what striect and tbimal
sense, if any, it can be se designated and what that
sense 1s, it will be nesessary firss to be clear on
what the terms mean and tnﬁt precisely is the quest~
ion. The words of aristotls are eminently true and
appropriate here:

c/»




1% behocves those whe wish to ine-
vestigate the truth of any problem
to scige well the difficulties be~
fore they undertaks the work. The
subsequent inquiry iate the sruth
is nothing else but the resolution
of the previcus difficulties, for
cne does not untie a knet of which
he 18 ignorant, Difficulties are
like knots %o the 2ind and have the

. gane effeot, for in so far a8 the
zdnd has ¢ifficultles, it {8 similar
to those who ars houni in either
cage it i3 impossidble proceed,
Therefore, the nind susy survey all
the difficulties and their causes
bsforshand, The reasen for this is
that those wha to attain the .
truth without having first ecnsider-
ed the diffigulties are like those . ...
who do Bot know in which direstion
they heve %o go. Furthermors, a man
of this sort, when he dees arrive
at the term of Als inquiry, does
not know when he has found the truth
he was peeking and when he has not,
because the end of the inquiry is
not clear to him; whereas;, to hin
who has considered the difficulties,
it is manifest § (1)

iccordingly, then, it will de fitting to
inquire into the meaning first of the terms used

and secondly of the problenm,

The term philesgphy throughout this dis=-
cussion wlll be taken aguording to the same signi=~

(1) Arietotle, Metaphysics, 111, a, 1., 995a27~
996b2. )




fleatlion which it had for St. Thomas and for aristotle,
They were content to aceapt the nominal definition
given by Pythagoras: amor saplentise, For theg, the
philescpher was "g lover of wisdem," Thiz definition
has the advantage tha% it not only comprises all
that phlicsophy is, but says, as exactly as can be
suid, what 1t is. Philosophy 18 simply the gearch
for the causes of things, which will have for its
term the ultimate csuses of thingss It does not
designate a oingle separated selence, but includes
all those diseiplines and sciences in which the
gpeculative intellect works dy e knowvladge of causes
from what 1s most known to itself te what lz most
knowabdle gecundum se, that 12, from the most inferior

.discipline, thrcugh all the asciences to metaphysics.

Philesephy, then, ia the investigation of causes—at
its term, the ultimste causes{ but it does not exclu-
de the intermedlate gausss, In sp far as the inferior
and particular dizciplines are ordered to wisdem,
they are parts of philoscphy« The definition amor
sapientiae, consequently, expresses not only the
diversity of diseiplines included in philesorhy,

but alse the unity of order in philcecphicel inguiry.

(
\




In this cxder all speculative knowledge haus 1ta
determinate place, deosuge all :puuhtivc knowe
ledge is o pnrtieipation to & greater or less ext=
ent in wisdom,

If the examples uged in the Gouslderation
of Crristian rhilosophy are xtkuictad RoTe te one
diseipline than to ctliers, 1¢ Should pot be inferr-
ed from this that the eonclusions arrived at spply
ouly to that selence, Trde, revelation does not
| urreet truths of ceztein Qiaeiplines such am mite
hematies, physies, or §ranuer, Iha reason for this
i8 that the end ef Tsvelation {a not the wanifes~
tation of natural truths for tla sakes of the know-
ledge, but the ordering of asn to Mt salvation,

- HB<nee, the phileoscphical truths th.lah ¥ill serve
&8 illustrations.of Chriastian Philosephy ¥ili ve
thoss which concern God, bis nature and kttribuus,
man,humsn 80%, amd trutha of wny diseipline which
are rel&téd Yo end of revelation, Noreover, if it
6an be shown Yhat Chrelatian Pevelation perfects

the truths of the apeeulative sslenoes, which are
mo¥e pilicsophicul then tha #Pagtloel seiencessince
they are not craercd te a surther end, a fortiort




revelatlon can perfect the prastical dieoiplines,

The clurification 6: the term phisesophy
should at the sume time érnid auén false problems

a8 "Whether thers are seversl Chriatian philosophies,”

or, "Whether Chrissian is said ef Philosephy in so
far us the latter is an inquiry, e process, or a
gysten,” or, "Whether Ghrisuvian Philosephy is found
applicable both to philesophy in the strict sense

and to phllceophy as a Jeltanshauung,* ?undamentally
all of thees Pecudo-problens fail in this that they
ignore the definition of philosephy, Whenever that
seareh for the causes aof things through demcnstration,
whieh. 1s philosophy, is parfected formaliy in its
vork, there is Christien philesophy. 4s will be shown
more at lénght later, sven if ens bebltus of a phil~
osophiecal seience inre thus perfected n only one act
of demcnstration, there would be Teason for saying

to that sxtent that Shers was Charistian philoscphy,
and that the subjest posseasing the habitus so per~
feeted waz a Chrlatlea piiloscpher,

The full meaning explanation of the term
Christian a8 applied to shilosophy==whether it can




be sald, and, 1f 80, in what sense~-will sppear enly
at the end of the inquiry, fer in that liss the so«
lution of the problam. For the present purpose, the
tem Christian will be Saken ia o genarsl way to in-
dicate any modiftication and parfection of philaaephy
by the content of Charistian rsvelation, 1f this ia
rossible, | |

Zhe Froblopm.

The £irst and fundamenatal problem-of
Caristian phlloscphy, as hes been slready indicated,
is %o discover waht ataatiy is ;h.‘problem. Until
this 18 stated in precise terms, no progress oan
be made, If, despite ﬁh&s tnet;'ﬂn attempt is made
anyway, the only result will be something like the
state of the nan of whom Aristatin“lara: "¥hen he
arrives at the tera of his inquiry does not know
when he has found the truth he was gseeking and when
he has not, becauss the end of the inquiry is not

clear to him,.." (&l’lﬂ‘@‘lﬁ. m;mmg..lll, Qa1
. 997a38],

How, then; shoula thn»prablcn.bc stated gorrectly 7
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Certainly it is insufficient o enunciate
the problem in the terms which amny nso~Soholastics
has used, For example, it only concesls the diffi-

N eulty of the problem to propose it, as some of then

] have done: "Is there an intrissie 1laison or intellie
gible homogeneity batween Christianity end Philosophy.™
Even after the terms "insrinsic liason® and "intelli~
gible homogeneity” would dbe explained (end usually
they are net), there would be nﬁ formal philosophical
or theologleal difficulty; or, ir there would be,
then that would be the problem, end 1% should have

| been so stated, Nor, for the cazme Teason, does it

E clarify the question to ask it id terms of whether

| this complex Christian philoscphy signifies more

than the Juxtaposition of two essences. Agaln, 1%

1s of no help to state the diffigulties in terag of

"the autonomy of reason in relation to the influence

. " 4 LAA T Ly e W T
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of revelation,"” or "the peaaiblé inherent contradict~
ion latent in the connection of Christianity with
philosophy.” Such acatame;zs nrsutuadequatc because
they do not lead to & solution by only leave the
inguirer with the further question: "What exactly

is this 'autonomy of reasen' and waht is meant by




the 'influence of Christianity* and vhy preelaely
would there be *an inharant copntradiction?'™ likew
wise, 1t is insurficlent merely %o ask: Is there

a Christien philcsophy, er Can thers de a Christian
rhilosophy? becatuse thess gtatenuents, like the cthera
fall to state the problem in %8 proper termge--ip
vhich alone a right ansesr gan be found,

“hat, them, 1s the problem? i preliminary

- ¢larification eczn perhaps be arrived at by comparing

Christian philoscphy with other designations _Gommon =
ly applied to philosophy, It is eustozary to ;ﬁéak

of Sreei philoscphy, or medern philesephy, or Kagtlan
philesophy, and these'appaiatioa are agcepted without
queation. Cas they be applied to philosophy? There
geexs to De no objection to deing so, provided that

i¢ be understeod that thase gnulitia&tians are‘pura-
1y accidental to the order of sclense, & philoscpher
18 not a better phileoscpher for being aruék. e¢r Frenoh,
or éadern. Hor is a philescphy, bDescause 1ﬁ‘ia Zantian,
or Homan moro excellent as Phllcsophy. and, indeed,
everycne reccgnizes that these dwmamat denominstions
were intended to express a greater pexfection of phile
esophy itself, but are used merely to dencte a certain
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engemble of Philosophiesl thecries, opinlons,
subjJeot or tendencios disoussed by o sexrtain
philiosopher, or ét & sertain epech, or $n a
certain milieu, ¥hilg they are eonvenient desi-
grations, custazarily and rightly used to gat
apaxrt a certain asgemblage of philosophical
doctrine, they are not intended 4n any instance
to denote a new light or perfestion brought to
the sclenca o¢r to slenify a baw species of
pillosephy,

The case of Christian Phlloscphy, however,
is entirely dirferent. These vho deny the possibility
ef Christian philosophy as well as thoss who support
it ére both in agreement iﬁ this: they are argulng
about a notien more proefound iﬁan & ecertaln snsemble
of doetrine; or a yhilosagég showing traces of belng
developed in a certain milieu, In dnquiring into the
possibility of Christiap phtlesoply, no cne iz sesk -
ing to apply a convenient asscidental label, but rath~
er to dlacover whether it 1s Posaidle for philescphy,
by being Christian, to have a greater perfeetion in

~the order of sclence thanp philosophy which 1s not

Christian., In other words, ean 1% te sald that the

N
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batural selence recaive a zew fntelligidble light
from the faet thet it extats with falth in the

san® knoving subjest? In regard to the Christian
Phllesophes, aleo, 1% 45 net 8lmply o quention of
discovering vhetkeyr hig Knowledge 1s superior bHew
ezuse, in wddition to :ha1hgkzﬁgg,ef'neianae, he
rosssones & superisr mode el knowing sceoxiing o
the hgbitug ef faith, while the Bon-Christian
Philoscpher ims only the hadfsug or soience, Rather,
the probvlem iz to deterning !Bcthcr'the Philesopher,
¥ho 1o Chrlstian has o Sreater excellonge 28 phil~
28o2ber precisely deeause of Ris falth, Can supers
natural faish tomminicate & new 1ght und perfect
phileosophy vithous at the sine cixt destroying ¢

8% A natural scleage? Yet, ever 83is dces ast presceat
the preblem us Precisely as it Should de stated,

If the problem ia to be sean 1a fta rignt
perapestive, semg conaldarstion auag b8 ziven to the
propar aabitus te which it Yelongs. Tha PToblen of
Christian hllosophy la Properly attaohed to the
havbisus of theology, not te a1y Roblius of the phile
escphiocal selences, In any demenstration the truth
and the eartitude of the conolusions will be formally
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dependent on the tru?h and asrtitude of the Principe
les known under some formal ratige ipplied to the

. problem of Christfan philosophy this means thet the
‘f K ' certitude of the Qenglusinnn arrived at, namely,

= whether and how natural ssiemce can be perfected
by f&ith, will depemd formally on principles receive~
ed from divine faith, in other words, known per
pedium luminis Dei testificantis, It is evident, then.
that the one discuaaing Christian philesophy is to
huve any certitude of theas Principles, be nust ac~
~ tually believe, that is, Procesd from principles
known thru the Tight of God Tefealing. Consequently,
s | eerﬁituﬁe about Christian philoscphy ean be had only
if the one demonstratiné has anﬁ:proeuada from divine

RELUeR SR L

faith. Now, any discourse proeeeding froem infused
falth 18 theclogy. Therefore, if the problem of

- Christlian is to be discussed with any eertitude, 1t
must be attagched %o thc‘hgnzsgg,of ehiclosye Conver-
cely, it is true that any consideration of the per-
fection science by faith whioh is zot baéed on infuge
ed falth can be only opinionative and hypothetical,
and this is all that cah be ssorived to the pbilosoph-
er who argues solely as philosopher, because, by
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proceed in thiajééy,.ha use8 only principles known
by thg light of nﬁtural Teason and does not know
whether faitk can or cannot perfect the naturel
demonstration; because he does not believe. Conse-
quently, in the econclusions hp has only opinion or
hypothesis. From elther way of looking at the problem,
then, it 1s clear that any conclusions arrived at in
regard to Christian philesophy must proceed tram'in-
fused faith, Further more, it sheuld be noted that
‘when even the argument extends to natural truths,
they too are'attached te the habitus of theologj;

The reason for this is that theology is
visdom and therefore architectenie in regard to the

other sclences even metaphysies.

Selentiae quae habent erdinem ad
invicem hos modo se habent guod una
potest uti prineipiis alterius sicut
scientlae posteriores prinecipiis
priorum scientiarum sive sint super-
iores sive inferiores. Unde metaphy~
sica guae est omnibus superior, utitur
his quae in aliis scientiis sunt pro-
bata. Et similiter theologia cum omnes
alias sclentiae sint el quasi famulan-
tes et praeambulae in via generationis,
quamvis sint dignitate posteriores,
potest utl prineipiia omnium alfarum. (1)

(1) P_g. Trini‘b&te, q,t 3, a. 3 ad 70
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Wisdom, while 8till retaining its supexfor-
1ty, can us the principles ef gther sciences, deduce

conclusions from them, treat of things they eonsider

through its own higher causes, make judgments, and
defend them. Thus, wisdem infers conclusicns which
are formally reduced to its own superior ratig, in
the light of which these conelusions are Judged,
approved and defended, Although wisdom materially
uses principles of inferior Bciences, it does not
derive 1ts certitude from the inferior science but
frem 1t8 own formal ratig. |
. How theology, above all, among
i &ll humsn disciplines is= called
visdom, not just in regerd to one
genus of knowledge, but in regard
to all knowledge witheut restriction,
because it treats of the absolutely
highest cause of everything, God
B and of all else in 8o far as it is
B known through revelation from Ged. (1)
Accordingly, when theoiogy which proceeds
from higher principles, naﬁély tfpm revealed truth,
considers what pertains to faith in 1ts relation to
the natural sciences, it arrives at econclusions

of a higher order than if the conclusions

(l) cr. IA, Qs l, a 6.
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were only of the natural seiences themselves, for
it affires and defends truths which are inferred
from and fermally dependent ea premiges known by
faith, -

‘i’hme' prinefplec while deteraining the
hsbitus to whish the prodlem of Christisn philosophy
belongs, st the same b!.m fndicate its preper plece
within theclogy, namely vruhin tha treatice on ;‘aith.
The juestion of Christian philescyhr {3 not ecnéernaa
with nstuzal demonstration in rTelation to a s}i{'&me
doctrine revsaled, such as the ixisémnq of Ced or
the immbrtality of the soul, but to al)l the truths
of revelaticn in as =uoh as they are knosn by iafus-
ed faith, The ;vruixlm in usuliy proposed betause |
some natural truths, knows by ell ‘phs.loseghem.
Christlan and non<Christian ulike, are also knewn
to be reveuled} nevertheless, the very formallsy
of the guestlon will conslst in diacovering the
probleme and relutions which arise betwsan the sete~
urally koown truth and the revealed truth peclsely
a8 kxnoun by falph, Cor example, whethezr the bunme
truth cun be kncwn end Relisyed by some one at the
saxa time, or whether its belng xpeown by faith will




influence the knowledgs by demonstration, and similer
probiems. Consequently, he sonsidearation of Christe
isn philesophy will be atteched te the question on

| the theologleal virtus of fatsh as sne beginglng of
the Secunda Secundss, To piace the gquestion even

more exactly, the precise resscns for the solution
will net follow from faith in 80 far as it is an

act or a habis, or because of the sub Jeet in which

it exists, or from 1ts effeets, but from the formal
';ggig,or faith itselr, Therefore, Christian philoaop=
hy iz econsidered as an auxiliary questicn to those
articles of the first question whigh disouss the
cbject, the formal subject, the obseurity, and the
ecertitude of faith, This is the place where the earlii-~
er theologlans discussed it, and this is where it

belongs.

The guestlon, then, in ita most precise
fora resolves itself to this: In the saue sub ject
‘ean the perfectiocn and 1ight of faith about an object
be in anyway commumnicuted to & natural descastration
about the sare object so that the demonstrution is
perfectad, illuminated and strengthened in its very

aet of nadural selence? In what vays is a greater
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parfection not possidble 9 in what ways {8 it posaidble?
And, in regaxd te the latter, hov is this greater per=
feetlon to be explained? In an affirtative reply can
be glven to the firss questicn, there will be anple
reason for saying thers g Chriatiun philosophy. In
detormining the answer to the latter guestlons will
conslst the explanation ef the expressicn,

111. The sm..mam.mm

The @rguzent on whieh the sntire argunent
¥ill be based zay be Stated a® follows: any Speculat-
ive sclence which is more eertain than snother is
hore excellent (nobilfer) than the other, But the
natursl scientifis knowledgs whish the Curistian
philosepher hup--ut least 48 Tegadds certain dee
zenstrations~«is more ctétaln by resson of & gre&s-
er certituda communicated to the demonstration by
falth. Thersfore, this philoscphisal knowledge, so
perfected by fafth, ig mors ¢Xcellent thun the soien~
¢e of the nen=Christian phileosopher, and because of
this strengthening of added certitude received from
faith can righly be called Christien philosophy. The

'maxn point to prove will be the minor propesitions
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that falth can communicate an added certitude to the

selentific demonstratiom,

The principle ﬁj ihich one speculative
science 1s superior %o an other is mentioned by St.
Thomas 1n two texts, one in the Suoms Theologlea(l),
and the other in the De Anfma (2], In the Summa

St., Thomas says:

Speculatlvarum enin sclentiarum
una altera dignior dicitur, tum
propter certitudinam, tum propter
dignitatem materiae. _

The text in the De Anima is more explanatory:

Sed et 1o ipsis sclentiis specula~
tivis invenitur gradus quantum ad
bonitatem et honerabilitem, Scien~
tia namgue omnis ex actu laudatur;
omnis autem actus laudatur ex duc-
bus: ex objesto et gualitate seu
mede, sicut adificars est melius
quam facere lectum, gquia objectum
aedificationis est melius lecto.
In eodem autem, respectu ejusdem
rei, ipsa qualitas gradum quemlam

(1) la, q. 1, a. 5.
(2) Commen. in De Anima, Idb, I, n. 4 (Merietti:

Taurini, 1925), p.d.




facit; quia quante modus . - '
aediricil est melior, tante melius
est aedifiefum, Slc ergo si con~-
slderetur seientia, seu actus ajus
ex objecto, patet, quod illas
sclentia est nobilior quae est
meliorum et henorabiliorum, Si
vere consideretur ex qualitate seu
modo, sic selentia illa est nobilior,
quae est melliorum ¢t honorabilioc-.
rum. Sie ergs dieitur una sclen~-
tia nagis nobilis altera aut quia
est mellorum et honorabiliorum aut
quia est megis serta, (1)

Thus, in comparing the jerfection or

excellence of any twe sciences, two things must be

considered:

1) the dignitas materise of the two sciene-
ces, and 2} the quality or mode . of the sciences
:uhich is certitude. In accordance with these norms,
one sclence will be superior and m@fe excellent than
another elther 1f it treats of objects which are betbe
er and of greater intrinsié 'brtn-ro: example the o
objects which metaphysics treats are more excellent
than the abjécts which natural philoéophy considers -
or, 1f it is more certain than the other science,

(1) Commen, De anima, Lib, 1, n. 4 (Mariesti, 1925),
De &, B . |
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as mathepatics, for sxample, gives greater e¢ertitude
than natural.philasaphr¢

Armlying thesa principlea tp the immediate
problem, there c¢an be a Christian phiibseyhy, and it
will be more excsllent ﬁnd perfect than nen-Christian
philoscphy either 1) 1f it can have matter of greater
intrineic worsh than She matter of other philescphy,
or, 2) 1f, by reason of & conneetion with faith, the
pillosophy which the Christlian has will have a great~

er cartitade,

Can there be a philosophy called Christian
which would be more axcellent on account of the sup~
erior satter of the sclence? If this wers true, it
would be necessary tc suppose fhat the subjects of
the natural sclences would in soma way bde made zore
excellent in thomselves by an affinity with the phil~
osopher's Ghristiah faith. Yor clammla, moblle belng,
the suﬁject of natursl philoscphy for the philoscpher
who was Christian would have $o be zupefior and ef
greater intrinsie worth than medbile being the subject
.-of natural phllcsophy fer any other philesopher.
Regardless of how this hypothesis would be expressed




OF of what attempts might be Rade to defend 1%, o
sonclusion in faver of o Chriavtan phlleacphy in
this sense seens impossidle. If this new "nobile
being” of Christian Philesophy were more ¢xdellent
than the mebile being of natum} Philosophy, what
weuld it be? Singe there ars no furtier abstractiong
than those whieh specify the sclences, thers tould
be no zmemxau between the subjeet of natursl
philoscphy apa Eathezatics, ¥ould the bjsct or
natural Philescphy, Shen, hecome the sublect or
mathenatics? or of mumzyulu? Asf what would the
sudbjects of these sclences beecne in s Christian
Philocephy? Even suppesing that aniy were possible,
vhat advantage woula there be in ehainging arcund
the matter of the solsnoes? Furthermore, while it
12 av least sonceivavle that the presence of fattn
might affeet the Enceledgp whieh ghe bPhilosopher
has, 1t seems in ne Y sdmissadle that faith weulq
chenge the chisete studled. The dlenites maverise
Bt alunys be Jud@;a& from the ecnditicns .or the
uétter sonsidered in Lteelr, nos froa anysihing
arising in ghe subject who inows this zatter, It
sheuld be elesrly noted that the guekticn hare is




not one of ccnsidering the mane things In one instance
under the light of philauephyfaan in ancther under the
superior light of faith, Even within the philosophical
disciplines themselves, there is nothing to prevent
the sume things frem being soneidered by more than

one sclenes, for exampls when the same thinss'mka
considered by the astronomer and by the natural phile
osopher in so far as in each instance they are Xxnown
through different media., ¥hen natural things are con-
gidered under the light of falth, however, they are
net thereby elevated and nadq superior to what they
are in themselves, even though the knowledge in which
they are known may superior by Feason of the tﬁet

that they are acnsidsrsd undér iﬁn mere perfect ratio
formalls of faith, Horeover, the new kﬁouledga in
which they are then known is nbt a ichristian phile
osopﬁy" but. the sclence of theology. It must be con~
cludaed, them, that there can he no philoscophy called
Christien in this respect that the matter considered
would be different and more excellent by reascn of a
conjunction with the raith of the philcacpher, and
this concluslon is not ccntested, but admitted, at
least 1mp1131t1y, by all,
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The Seoond alternative, namely that phile
oBophy might be culled Christian because it eoculd
heve a more excellent qualisty ot sode, that in, a
greater certitude sommunicated to 1% by faith, is
& far more complicated prcbllH4 and, because of the
2any difflculties which grise ih genneotion with i,
& longer conpideraticn »ill he n.cnesary. An erderly
presentation will demsrd that the dtscusslon of the
preblem procesd according to the order of the queste-
icns which present thezzelves, These may de enuﬁsrucod

as followsi

1.-?1rat, what is the very peireetion of
the intelleot? ¥hat perfeeticn does sciense give to
the lntellect, and what perfection does falth giva,
end in what does the greater exeellsnse of falth

ecnsist? By 1tse1r,.€he answer to this question could
not determine the possibility ef Christian philozophy
because, cconcelvably, there eould be xets of coicnce
and faith about entirely different cbJeets, and any
superior perfection of faith would have ne relation
to the perteczion.qr imperfection of pMlloscphy. If
fiath is tb influence ang perfeat the phllosophlcal




knowledge, the two habitys, must somehow or other
be brought together to bear on the seme object.

i1, Hence, a seocond question arises: Is
there any contradletion in pesiting in the same
intelleat an act of faith and an act of selience,
or the hablit of falith and the hebit of aselence sbout
the same object? 4 sclution to thls guestion will
demand explanation of the radical difference Yetween
faith and natural scientifie knowledge.

iii. If the answer to the above question
is negative (as 1t will bd shown to be), a further
question must then be asked: oan faith and natural
seclentific knowledge be brought together in any way
sc that the faith of the Christian philosopher will
influence and perfect his science? and, if a0, how
is this to ve explained?

/‘\
%
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1. Cersisude, $he Fextession of she
Istelleot. Zhs Gertitude of Zaieh
and Sojense Cosrared,

How iz certitude the perfecticn of the
intelleot? S5t, Thomas considers the ressons for
thiz in the Dg ¥arisate where he sayss

Intelleatus enim nostri secunduz
Fhilesephum in 42 Aplca du-
plex est operatles Una qua format
sicplices reruam quiddisates, ut
uld est home, vel quid est animal;
AR qua quiden gperatione nem in-~
venitur verus per se aee falsum,
sic nee in veeibus incomplexis,
allas gperatie iatelleotus eat
tecundum quam compenit et dividit,
alfirmende et negamde, 2% in hac
Jan invenitur verum et falsum,
slout et 1a vooe complexs quag
6ct eJus signum,,.Intellsetus aue
tex pusaivilis, cum: quantus ait
de se, elt i{n potentia respectu
cuaniux face billum formarus,
siout et zate Prima respeotu
onnlun sensidilium formarum, Eet
etiazm, quantus est de o8, Bon
magls detarninetus ad dose gﬁod L
heereat coaposiifon! quam iviolont,
vel € conversg, Cuns autem gquod
eut ceterminatum ad dup, nen detere
sinatur ad uaum ecrus nisti per
aliquid movens ipsuz,

In ibla vext St, Thomas shows Tour thiugs:
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1, There are two cpsrations of the int-
sllect: simple spprehension in which the intelleot
seizes simple gquiddities of thingsj and composition
and division, in which the lntellect affirms or
denles one thing of uncther. In this cepration is
found formal truth in so far as the intellect is

conformed to what 1s.

2, Seceondly, he says that the peossible
intelleet, cucntum est de se, is in potency te all

'1nteliigible forms, altogether indifferent to one
over anctier. Just as »rime matter is different to
all ferm, so the intellect, which 1s as a tabula
rasa, le indiffersnt to zll ferms vhioch ;erfect it.
It ig first of 21l indifferent te all specles and
otjects which actuate and perfect the intclleet as
regerde the first operations Furthermore, teozuse
the intellls dlrected tewards Xnowing truih which
it attains in jucdging that something is or iz not,
it 1s =lso indifferent in regerd to all %truths, in-
clined neither io thls cne mor te that, having no
cetermined inclinaticn either to compesitlion or
civieicne Ihis inisterminaticn of the fntelleet 1s

its ixpertrecticn.
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S. Thirdly, he shows that if this imper-
fection is to be removed and the intellect 18 to
attain its perfection, it must be dggefmined 80
that it may know perfeetly and judge surely, It is
important to define precisely what this determiration
is of whiceh 8¢, Thomas speaks. He is not rerérring |
- to intellectuel virtues, which are qualities in the
entitative order; superadded to the potency and per- |

fectlion 1t in ordine gg,gperat;ggem.ggrfaétam‘gg
consummatam, by which the intellect is disposed to

proceed orderly and surely in knowing the truth,

He 1s not speaking of an entitative determination
but of a precesding determination in the intentional
order. Even here, it 418 net a question of that det-
ermination of the 1ntelleet~wher§by the intelligible
object informs the intailesct and reduces it from
potency to act., What St, Thomas means is ¢lear from

what he says:

Intellectus possibilis gquantum sit
de se est ln potentia..,non mapis
determinatus ad hoe gquod adhaereat
compositioni quam divisioni, vel e
COnverso.

In other words, the dstermination in
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question is a determinaticn ad yszum gesnosgendun
vhere the intellect through eompesition and division

adheres firnly ad suum gopposeidile, that is, knows
perfectly and Jjudges firmiy¢7fhcs, when the intelleect
- in compeaition and division Judges firmly end without
foar of errcr, and excludes the iéntrudlctory of what
it affirms, then it is in a iu'u’or deternination
te its objeot whieh 1s ita yurfigtion.lthit detorw
mination end rirm adherense %o it knowable object

{8 called certitude,

Virtus intellectus, oum versetur
circa verum gognoscendum, perfectio
ejus consistit in esrtitudine,

- » uia tune perfedte tognoscit et
udicat, Intellectus ecum eognoscit
firmiter ot certe, ita illa eognitio
deficers nicn potest, ‘tung enim per~
foote excludit suum eppositum et
contrarium qued est Psldum in quo
consistit defectus intelleqsus, (1)

Certitude, then, always denctes determin-
ateness, firmness, stability of assent and unwavering
determination to the objeats Formally, it signifies

(1) Cf: Joan, a Sto Thoma, %F&ﬁ"'; ;_%“ wIlze,
* p e L

diﬁp. 15, K 1' (‘1"3;




the perfectlon of the intellect tn which u{ is dater~
mined to its object. 8%+ Thomas defines it?

iﬁﬁi&“ﬁiﬁ?ﬁ:ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ&:ﬁ?ﬂm (1)

From this it is cvidonﬁ that the certitus
de in queatioh ia not pa'rtiaipht;ed éitur:%ilﬁixdc; that
efficacious tending of the uu, eonScinud to and
ordered by a preceeding lmovlcdst md noveé by an
infallible motive towards u; cnﬁ. ﬂor s Lt that
certitude materise, uusd abdutiu certitude.
which 48 simply that pamncnt mﬁ mnvorins stabe~
111ty of the thing entit&ti‘uly cmiderad, in so
far as 1t is predateminea in un cauaea ao that 1t
cannot be other than it u' Thn cmitude in question,
rather, is formal cnmwéo. (1) that determination
and firm adherence of the mtanect -i_n. arr:.m.tns or
denying one thing of another. &n@ ;n;ggd, this is

(1) cr: Sent, Mat 25, Qo 2, R z nla 33 et
éiat%%ﬁi s 2, 8. 43 I20 & Ste T!w?u

Theol. 1 _ix_ _I_%? disp. :égh $, B, 1 gmes:
ourna 83 Qgg . &
11 7., a. 26, l; z ?Boilor! “ﬂf; 6303,"
Ve 1, P» 8033 Salmanticnese, . %gui;
Tract. 17, disp. 2, dud. 8, n. 105 (Par -s. 1879),
n.. pa 1530 ’




certitadq strictly and simply epesking, becaunse the
determination and fira adherence to the cbject iso

feund formully &n the intellset and only in a re~

loted way in anytﬁins}elsa. I% should be further noted
that net all adherense of the intsllsct 45 called
certitude, but only the adhmncc.y_l_ Suun cognogeibi -
le.(l) an essent to what is Talss mni be charscteriz-
ed by a certain "firmness" ofr ﬁkthor, sbetinacy, dut
this 1s not certitude because igit-is false is in no way
the object or the perfection of the intellect, Furtherw
more, while it is true that sertitude will always be
found where there is formal Sruth,truth and certitude
are formally distvinet. For truth, i% suffices that

vhat the lntellect affirme be gonformed with what is,
This conformity or adequation obbelns even whenm there
16 no firm adherence to the cbject, as 1s'ev1dent in
the cass of cpinica. MoFecever, since this confermity
te the object is indivisible~-the intellect either is
or is not conformede~ons jgdsmeat ennot be truer than

ancother, certitude, hniivef; consists in a deelsive

(1) crs M%‘f dist. 28, q. 2, a, 4,




adherence to what 18 affirmed, and ein be greater
or less. agoording as the motive moves the intellect

to greater firm adhersnce,

4) Pinally in this text of the De Veritate
St. Thomes detarmine: the énuso of tornai sertitude,
This 18 a most important point in the comparison of
the certitude of faith and selence, first, because
the intelleot will be said adhere firmly cnly when

- 1t can be shown that the cause is capable and surfi-

‘elent of produeing firm adherence, and segondly,
because the different degree of gertitude will be
determined according to more infallible ceunces eap~
able of determining the intellect, In order to see
the reasen for this, 1% will be necessary to con-
sider the rest of the text, a

Omne autem quod est determinatum ad

duo, non determinatur ad unum eorum

nisi per aliquid movens ipsum, In~-

tellectus autem possibilis non moe

vetur nisi a ducbus: seilicet a pro-

pric objecto, qued est forma ine

telligidilis, soilicet queod quid

est, ut dicitur in 111 é%%gg,

ot a voluntate quas movet allss vires...

St. Thomas then shows how the.lntalleet

can stend in relation to the two parts of a contra-




diction. First, there are two Llnstances {n which the
intellect is not determinedi |

1) Quandeoque enim fien inclinatur
magls ad unum guen ad aliud
vel propter enfectun‘nevcntlum,
slout in illis groblematibus de
guibus rationes non habamus; vel
propter sprerentam ssgualitatem
eorun quae movent ad utrasque
partemj et lata est
diﬁpﬁﬂiﬁie“tq .

2) Quandogqus verc i{ntellectus ine-
¢linatur magis ad unum guam ad
alterumj sed tazen 1llud incli-
pnans non sufficlienter movet in-
tellectum ad hoe guod determinet
ipsum in ungm partium totaliter...
et haed est dispositic gpimentis....

He then sets forth instances in which

the intellect 13 determined and therefors attains

certitudet

Quandoque verc intelleetus possibi-
lis determinatur ad hoo quod tota~
liter adhsereat uni partij sed hoe
et quandoque ad intelligiblll,
quandeque a voluntate,

1) 4b intelligidilt qnid«n quandogque me-
diate, quandague lmmediatej

a) immedliate quando ex ipsis intel~
1igivilibus statim veritas pro-
pesitionum intelligibilium in~-
fallibviliter apparet; et baecc est

intellicgentis

dispositio

[ ¥ X}
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b) nediate vers, guando eognitis
definitionidbus termincrum,
intellectus determinatur ad
salternam partem gontradictio-

nis, virtuse primorum prine
ciplarum; ot ista est Eggnggg~

2) Quandogue vers intelleatus,.,
determinatur a veluntate, gquae
eligit assentire uni parti det~
erminate et prasaise propter
aliquid quod est sufriciens ad
amovendunm voluntatem, non antem
ad movendum intellestum, utpote
quod videtur bonum vel convse
niens hule parvi assentire; et
1sta est dispoaitio oredentis..(l)
Therefore, from this it is clear that the
cause of certitude in the intellect can be twofold:
elther the proper objest of the intellect, which by
evidence moves the intelleet to amsent, or the will,
which, because it moves all the powers of the Soul |
to their rcapeetije‘actk, ean move the intellect when
the object 1s not seen per se irsum or cannct be re-
solved to what is per ge evident, Thus, a determinat~
ion of the intellect is obtained not because of a

motive proper te the intelleoct dut begause of a motive

proper to the will, a bonum gonveniens.

{1} De Ver. Ge 14, a. 1.




Thus faith and science agree in this, that
they both daterumine the intellegt totally te one part
of a contradletica, but they differ in the cause of
deternining. In ascience the 1§§allgct is determined
in virtus of the first principles, because in so far
a8 the conclusion can be ahown to depend on the truth
of first prineiples, the intellect 185 compelled to
assent to 1t. and, in assenting ﬁa gonclusions eas well
as the first principles, the intellect is determined
by the evidence of the things In matters of faith,
however, the intellsct is determined immediately, not
by anything in the intelleet, dut by the will of the
one believing which choses to adhere decisively to
one part of a e¢ontradisction because it judges it to
be good and fitting to assent and adhers to the cne
revealing, in so far as the latter is worthy of bellef
end cannot err, In so far as it is Bhewn that to ade
here to the thing proposed is goed, this suffices ¢o
move the will and inelins it to assent dsterminately,
although such a motive would not suffice te¢ move the
intelleet to aszent, since there is no evidence. The
will, however, moved by a bonum gonvenieng, commands
the intellact to adhere rirmly teo a truth, for exampla




that God 12 one in essence, and trimme in persens. (1)

¥ith these definitions and distinetions
in mind, it will be peaaibiﬁ nntjtd cempare the cer-
titude of natural selemtiria knoiled;o vith the cer=
titude of faith. The guestion forms itself thus:
which of these twe has & formal motive that will
determine the intellect more perfectly and hence
cause greater certitude in ﬁhn.knctn:?

A firet glance, it would sesm that the
certitude of sclence is stronger than the certitude
ef faith for the reasons whiech follé!o

Ff&m what has deen said previously, formal
gettitude implies two nocasi firat, firmness of adhes~
ion, whereby the intelleet, moved by ita cause, assents
strongly, and secondly evidence of that to which assent
is given, Now whatever has more modes of certitude is
mera certain, abt least extons&rély. But secience has
both the certitude of adherence and the certitude of
evidencey faith, on the other hand, has oﬁly the cer=
titude of adherence, and 1s therefore less certain,

(1) ¢f: Sylvester Ferrara in Summe Contra Gentiles,
Lib. ln’ cape 40, Do 24
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3t. Thomas says in the Segptepvep!

Cortitude enim sclentiae consistit

in duobus, scilicet in evidentia,

ot firmitate adhaesionise Certitu~

k do vereo fidei consiastit in uno tane
~ tum, scillget 1n firmitate adhae-

- sicnis. (1)

He says the same in the De Veritate:

Certitudo duo potest imzozttxn, sci-
- licet flrmitatem adbaesionls, et quan-
~ tum ad hoe fides ent certior omnd
intellectu et scientia, quia prinma
veritas, quae causat tidﬁi,naaansun,
est fortior causa quax lumen ratio=~
nis quod causat assensum intellectus
vel selentlae} importat etiam evi-
dentiam ejus sul assentitur, g%aggg
8

fides n §§E§152918£!
- scientia et intellagtusy st exinde

est guod intellastus cognitationen
non habet, . o
Therefore, while rézun iu}'prodnce certi-
tude as regaxds firmness of idhcrence,'cven & great~
er certitude than natural science, it produces less,
considering beth adherenge énd evidence, Sinco cer~
titude impllies both, as &t. Themues says, that which

contains firm adherence and evidence; namely naturally

(1) 3 Sent., diat. 23, g« 2, @, 8 ala 3, ad 1.
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