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PART ONE

PHILOSOPHY CONSIDERED IN ITSELF.

CHAPTER ONE.

PRIMORDIAL DATA REGARDING PHILOSOPHY

NOMINAL DEFINITION OF PHILOSOPHY: In spite of the many
abuses and degradations that the word ephilosophy*

has suffered, especially in recent times, the term still bears a very
precise and exact meaning for those who understand the genuine import
of the term .

A. Itis aGreek word, meaning *love of wisdom* (philia



2

sophias). So far as we have any record, the first to use the term
was Pythagoras a noted mathem atician and philosopher who lived
in the sixth century B. C.

B. Pythagoras remarked that wisdom, in its true
and proper sense, could be attributed to God alone; the most that
we human beings can aspire to, says he, is the tendency to be wise,
the pursuit of wisdom, the love of wisdom. For that reason he
himself wished to be called, not a wise man, but a lover of wisdom.

C. Thus, from the historical setting of its primitive
usage, the word ‘philosophyl came to mean the sort of wisdom that
is attainable by us human beings, - wisdom as accessible to the human
mind.
3. COMMON-SENSE NOTION OF PHILOSOPHY: This res

triction to the meaning of the term, narrowing it down
from wisdom pure and simple, to wisdom as attainable by OUR
intellectual power, remains attached to it until this day.

A. NATURAL WISDOM: For other wisdom”, higher
wisdoms, such as that of the Divine Mind, or that which we gain through
some sharing of the Divine Wisdom consequent upon God*s revelation
to man or by way of infusion into our intellect by God, - such other
wisdoms are not called philosophy. Philosophy is the name given to
that wisdom which we can acquire by the natural light of human reason,
brought to bear upon the things that we see and hear and touch in the
world about us, or that we experience by consciousness within our
selves.

B. WISDOM: Wisdom, of course, is the most perfect
of all knowledges. And the most perfect of knowledges is that know
ledge which grasps not only the fact of things, but the reasons or
causes of things, and indeed their ultimate reasons, their most pro
found causes* That man knows things best who can tell, not merely
that these things are, but why things are: who can give nthe why and
the wherefore" of things; who can analyse things back into the roots
and reasons and causes whence they spring; who indeed can carry
this analysis right back to the deepest roots, to the ultimate reasons,
to the most remote causes; who can make the last analysis; who can
give the ultimate explanation; for to explain is nothing else than to
unfold the reasons and causes. That man is wise who can give the
deepest and ultimate explanation.

C. NQTABMg”rJLffIOPHERS: Hence it has come
about that in common usage throughout the ages, those men have
been honoured by the title of philosophers, who have proposed a
system atic body of teaching which can make at least some recognizable
claim to unfold the ultimate reasons and deepest causes of the things
that are.

a. Outstanding among such men are the great Greeks,
such as Parmenides (whom Aristotle called "the father of metaphysic
ians"), Heraclitus, Anaxagoras (who was the first to formulate the

principle of efficient causality, who also made for the first time the
great leap in scientific demonstration from the things of this world
to God, proving the existence of a Transcendent Mind, - wherefore
Aristotle praised him, saying that "he spoke among the ancients like
a sober man speaking among the drunk"), Socrates (called "the
father of dialectics"), his great pupil Plato, and Plato*s still
greater pupil Aristotle, - this last bearing the greatest intellect

of them all, - whom St. Thomas Aquinas graces with the simple



title of "the philosopher”.

b. In the early Christian period there were many
eminent names, such as Philo and Plotinus. Then, towering above all
men for centuries before and after his own life-time, was the mighty
giant, St. Austin; his eminence was indeed more in the field of
theology than in that of philosophy, yet he must rank among the
princes of the realm of philosophy.

C. Upon the development of the great Arab schools
of philosophy, many names prominent in the history of thought emerge
upon the scene, - lbn Gebirol, Algazel, Alferabi, Avicenna, greatest

of them all, and Averroes.

d. From the eleventh and twelfth centuries onwards
came the rich flowering of philosophic wisdom in W estern Europe.
It was the age of St. Anselm, of Alexander of Hales, of St. Albert
the Great (whose privilege it was to teach the prince of all philosophers)
of St. Thomas Aquinas, who towers supreme above them all, the
profoundest thinker in the history of our race, of St. Bonaventure,
Duns Scotus, and Roger Bacon. These were followed, amidst a
galaxy of others, as time went on, by Capreolus and Cajetan.

e. From the seventeenth century onwards, many
noted figures have arisen, amongst others, Descartes, Leibnitz,
Fonseca, Vasquez, Toletus, Sylvester Maurue, Suarez, Spinoza,

M alebranche, John of St. Thomas, Locke, Berkeley, Hueib, Medina,
Wolff, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Sanseverino, Zigliara, Maine
de Biran, Bergson, Husserl, Heiddiger, Del Prado, Ramirez, Gredt,
Garrigon-Lagrange, Whitehead, Benedetts Croce, Giovanni Gentile,

Hamelin, Brunschvicq, Maritain, De Tonquedec, Jolivet.

D. THEIR TITLE TO THE NAME:

a. All of these men are marked by a common char-
acteristic: they all elaborated and proposed a system of doctrine
claiming to be an ultimate explanation of the objects that confront
us in the world in which we live and see and hear and feel. They all
claim to be unfolding the ultimate causes of things, to be analysing
the objects of our knowledge down to their most profound reasons and
roots. Some of them are able to substantiate their claims; some
cannot; but all of them can urge a claim that is recognizable, and
that merits examination. All of them are therefore honoured by the
title of philosophers™*.

b. And there is this further characteristic common
to them all: they all claimed to base that doctrine, which founds
their right to the name of *philosopher*, upon the natural light of
human reason: - not upon any human authority, nor any ephemeral
fashion of thought, nor any poetic fancy, nor even upon divine
revelation or a wisdom infused into them by God.

cC. Thus has the word *philosophy4 retained through
the ages that original distinctive note of "wisdom attainable to the
human mind by its natural powers.”

CHAPTER TWO
DEFINITION OF PHILOSOPHY

4. STARTING POINT OF PURSUIT OF A DEFINITION: The



nominal definition and the popular notion of philosophy provide the
starting point from which proceeds the pursuit of a real definition
thereof.

A. (For the pursuit of a real definition of a thing
always begins from the nominal or popular notion of that thing: for
if we are looking for a thing, it is necessary that we have sufficient
knowledge of it to know what we are looking for, and to recognize
it when we find it).

B. The pursuit of a definition is of two kinds, thus:

by way of ascent.cccs covveiiieeriiienennn. Art. 1
Pursuit of definition
by way of descent...ccceeevvieeiininnnns Art. 2

ARTICLE ONE
ASCENDING PURSUIT OF DEFINITION

5. METHOD OF ASCENDING PURSUIT: By this method we
arrive at an exact notion of philosophy, such as we can
express in a strict or real definition, by comparing together those
men whom mankind agree to look upon as philosophers, eliminating
from them all that is peculiar to individuals, and retaining that
characteristic which is common to them all, and which at the same
time distinguishes them from men not looked upon as philosophers.
For this something that is common to them all, and yet proper to
them as a group, must be philosophy; so that if we can indicate what
this characteristic is, we are thereby indicating what philosophy is.

6. CHARACTERISTIC PROPER TO GROUP, BUT COMMON TO
ITS MEMBERS: When we consider those men whom mankind
agree in calling philosophers, we find that they are distinguished from
other men by this characteristic; they pursue a knowledge of the
ultimate reasons or causes of all things, - a knowledge of the causes
why all things are as they are, and cannot be otherwise; they aim at,
and achieve, or think that they achieve, a knowledge of all things
through their ultimate causes. We find too, that for the attainment
of this knowledge, they use the natural powers of their intellect, not
basing their conclusions upon data which has been revealed by an in
tellect superior to man¥*s.

A. It is accordingly proper to this group that they
pursue by the natural powers of their mind a knowledge of all things
through their causes. We find moreover that this characteristic is
common to all the members of the group, - at least to some extent
(to the extent that they are regarded as philosophers.) We notice
that in proportion as a member of the group seems to display this
characteristic the more, and seems to succeed the more in attainment
of this knowledge, in such proportion is he deemed by mankind to be
a more perfect philosopher.

B. TO SUM UP: We find that only philosophers, and
all philosophers, attain by the natural powers of the human mind a
knowledge of all things through their deepest causes, and that the



more perfectly one attains this knowledge, the more fully does he
merit the name of philosopher.

7. DEFINITION OF PHILOSOPHY: It follows then that

philosophy is: 1A knowledge, gained by the natural
powers of the human mind, of all things through their deepest
causes".

ARTICLE TWO
DESCENDING PURSUIT OF DEFINITION

8. METHOD OF DESCENDING PURSUIT: The descending

pursuit of a definition consists in eliminating parts of
auniversal whole, until that, whose definition is sought, is
reached.

A. This method accordingly proceeds by division
and differences.

B. To take an example: Let us say that we are
seeking the definition of man. We may start with body, for it is
evident that man is something among bodily things. Hence we
divide body, into organic and inorganic, whence we arrive at living
body and non-living body. Non-living body is now eliminated, for
it is evident that man is not to be found in that member of the
division. We now divide living body, by the differences, sentient
and non-sentient, whereby we arrive at animal and plant. Plant
is now eliminated, for it is clear that man is not a plant. Now we
divide animal, by means of the differences, rational and irrational,
we eliminate irrational for man is not an irrational animal. But we
find that it is not necessary to divide rational animal further in order
to get to man, for mankind, using their common sense, agree in
calling all rational animals by the name ~an 1 and agree also in
refusing the name !man! to anything that is not a rational animal.

In other words, when we have narrowed fbody* down to rational
animal, we have narrowed it down to a term that is co-extensive with
the term ~an 1, - all rational animals being subjected to the predicate
'manl, and only rational animals receiving this predicate.

9. STARTING POINT OF THIS PURSUIT: Starting with the
admission that philosophy stands among human knowledges,

we conduct this pursuit of a definition by dividing and differentiating

human knowledges until the notion of philosophy becomes distinct.

A. SENSITIVE AND INTELLECTIVE KNOWLEDGE

10. THE DISTINCTION NOTED: Standing on the bank of a river

in which boys are swimming, | have before my eyes a vast
and varied spectacle. In this sight various things are to be disting-
uished: -

A. The very act of vision itself, which is a sensation,
which is accompanied by other sensations, such as those by which I
hear the shouts of the boys, and the noise of the waters as they are
splashed. These sensations are distinct from one another, yet by
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me they are perceived united. These sensations and perceptions are
knowledges of the senses.

B. But my knowledge goes beyond these. -Along
with the sensations and perceptions, concepts arise in my mind:
v.g. concepts of the immensity of the river, of the beauty of the
panorama, of the life and vitality of the boys. From these concepts
I pass to concepts of the immensity, of the beauty, of the life, of
God. Moreover, these concepts give rise to a cry that bursts from
my lips in the words of the psalmist: "O Lord, wonderful is Thy
name upon the whole earthl”" These concepts, and the judgment
expressed by these words, pertain to interactive knowledge.

11. SPECIFIC DISTINCTION: Sensitive knowledge and
intellective knowledge constitute the twofold source of

all our knowledge. The former we have in common with the brute

anim als; the latter is proper to man, and accordingly is specifically

distinct from the former.

B. COMMON-SENSE KNOWLEDGE .AND SCIENTIFIC
KNOWLEDGE

12. DEGREES OF INTELLECTUAL KNOWLEDGE: Intellectual
human knowledge admits degrees. For we do not, by a

single intuition, perfectly know anything; rather, v/e proceed, little

by little, from a very imperfect knowledge to a more perfect knowledge.

13. PRE-SCIENTIFIC OR COMMON-SENSE KNOWLEDGE: We

know things first in a common-sense manner. V/e know
something of them without properly knowing their nature, without
knowing the laws by which they are governed, without knowing whence
they come or whither they go.

A. In a word: we do know their causes.

B. Such is pre-scientific, or common-sense knowledge,
employed in the daily conversation of men.

14. DEGREES OF COMMON-SENSE KNOWLEDGE: Already in
common-sense knowledge, certain degrees are to be dis-
tinguished:-

A. OBSCURE OR IMPLICIT KNOV/LEDGE: It is well
known, for example, as Aristotle notes that infants at the beginning
call all men "daddy*1, regarding all men as their father: this, because
they do not yet distinguish between "man" and "father”.

a. Such knowledge is called OBSCURE, - a name given
tokiowledge in which one thing is not distinguished from another.
b. It is also called IMPLICIT, inasmuch as one thing

is known in another.

B. CLEAR KNOWLEDGE: Soon, however, the child
begins to call one man alone “daddyT’l;

a. for now the child distinguishes between "man"
and "father".

b. This knowledge is called CLEAR, a name given

to knowledge wherein one thing is distinguished from another.

C. TWO KINDS OF CLEAR KNOWLEDGE: CONFUSED
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AND DISTINCT: However, clear knowledge admits two degrees, to
wit, confused knowledge and distinct knowledge: -

a, CONFUSED KNOWLEDGE: Though the child knows
that this man alone is his father, he does not know why this man alone,
to the exclusion of all others, is his father, In other words, he does

not know what a father is essentially, to wit, one who by vital generation
produces an offspring. Therefore this knowledge is called CONFUSED
- aname given to knowledge which does not distinguish the essential
notes of a thing from accidental attributes or circumstances.

b. DISTINCT KNOWLEDGE: Distinct knowledge is
that wherein are distinguished, more or less perfectly, the intrinsic
notes of some concept or of some thing. Thus, when years later, the
child, now approaching adulthood, knows that this one man is his
father, because he is his begetter, he has at st a distinct knowledge
of " father” .

D, SUMMARY:

a. Note accordingly that OBSCURE OR IMPLICIT
knowledge is not the same as CONFUSED knowledge. Obscure
knowledge does not distinguish a thing from another thing: whereas
confused knowledge, being clear knowledge, plainly distinguishes one
thing from another, but not being distinct knowledge, does not discern
the intrinsic notes of this thing itself. Thus not to distinguish man
from kangaroo is to know man only obscurely; whereas to distinguish
man from kangaroo, yet not to know that man is a rational animal, is
to have a confused notion of man.

b. Therefore it is not to confused knowledge that clear
knowledge is opposed, but obscure knowledge. What is opposed to
confused knowledge is distinct knowledge. This will appear more
evidently from the following division: -

E. NOTE:

a. That in the pre-scientific or common-sense
knowledge of every-day conversation, are found, besides many
obscure knowledges, and clear-confused knowledges, also various
distinct knowledges.

b. But among distinct, knowledges also, degrees are
found. Besides the distinct knowledges employed in daily conversation,
there are other distinct knowledges which belong to a new order of
knowledge, to wit, science.

15. SCIENCE: Scientific knowledge is opposed to common-sense
knowledge: it is defined: "certain knowledge through causes".
To scientific knowledge accordingly two things pertain:-

A. That it be THROUGH CAUSES (i.e. that it be
EXPLICATIVE of some thing); and hence that it be DISTINCT
knowledge (for if it were not distinct it would not be explicative).

B. That it be also CERTAIN (i.e. through necessary
explanations). Every distinct knowledge, insofar as it is through in-
trinsic elements or principles of a thing, is explicative, but it does
not merit the name of science unless its explanations be necessary.
Otherwise it is only probable knowledge or mere OPINION.



C. SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY

16. DEGREES OF SCIENCE: That science is the most perfect
among knowledges is evident from what has been said.

But in the genus of science, two degrees can be found according to

which the thing considered Js more or less perfectly explained.

17. SCIENCE IS OF UNIVERSALS: AIll human science, in

sofar as it is concerned with necessaries, must be
UNIVERSAL. For the singular (at least among m aterial things,
of which it is here question,) is contingent.

A. In order to understand this, let us distinguish:

a. On the one hand*what is universally true of a subject:

b. On the other hand, what is true only of this
individual subject. Thus, that the sum of its angles equals two right
angles, is universally true of triangle. But that this triangle was

drawn by me yesterday on this papor, is true only of this triangle.

B. In other words, the former proposition is true
of triangle AS TRIANGLE: the latter proposition is true, not of
triangle as triangle, but of triangle AS THIS.

C. Now what is universally true of a subject can be
known scientifically for it can be demonstrated (i0Os. proved with
certitude) from its causes, since it is a necessary effect of neces
sitating causes,, But what is true only of this subject, cannot be
scientifically demonstrated, because it is a contingent effect (i.e.
an effect that can be and can not-be). Ox singulars, knowledge is
gained by experience or observation “#not by scientific demonstration.

18. EXPERIMENTAL SCIENCES: But auniversal explanation

can be effected in two ways: IN ONE WAY, science pursues
its explanations in the experimental order, in the order of phenomena,
in the order of the observable. It consists in the classification of
phenomena, and in knowledge of the laws of sequence in phenomena.
This kind of science is a knowledge of the natures of things, not in
them selves, but only through the laws which rule phenomena.

A, The ancient philosophers called science of this kind
llscience thatM (scientia quia), because it does not assign the reason
wherefore the subject is so or is such, but is merely knowledge that
it is so or is such.

a. It might accordingly be called SCIENCE OF
STATEMENT (science de constatation), CONSTATATIVE SCIENCE, or
SCIENCE OF ASCERTAINMENT> or FACTUAL SCIENCE.

b, (It is opposed by the "ancients to [Tscience wherefore”
(scientia propter quid), or EXPLICATIVE SCIENCE (science d!expli
cation), which is science assigning the causes on account of v/hich
the subject is so or is such.

B, All those sciences which today are called experi
mental, belong to the order of SCIENCE OF STATEMENT, though
their explanations are more or less perfect: for some among them,
such as biology and experimental psychology, are rather descriptive,
while others, such as physics and chemistry, rather assign the laws
of phenomena,

19. SUPRA-EXPERIMENTAL SCIENCES: IN ANOTHER WAY,



a science may pursue its explanations in the supra-experimental
order. It does this by assigning necessary or necessitating causes.
(It is causes that explain). Such science therefore is EXPLICATIVE
(science wherefore).

A. TWO KINDS OF EXPLICATIVE SCIENCE;
Supra-experimental or explicative science may unfold its ex-
planations either by analysing its concepts in imagination or by
analysing them in terms of being.

ax. That which analyses its concepts in imagination
is MATHEMATICS:
ba while that which analyses its concepts in terms of

being is PHILOSOPHY, (provided it proceed under the natural light
of human reason).

B. PRE-EMINENCE OF PHILOSOPHY: But
philosophy holds pre-eminence over mathematics because its analysis
is into highest causes and in terms of real being (which is being
taken in the simple or unqualified sense - simpliciter), whereas
the analysis wrought by mathematics is in terms only of imaginary
being (which is being taken only in a qualified sense - secundum
quid).

a, NOTE here the following distinctions:-
REAL: Being whose be is other than be -known. This

is being in the simple or unqualified sense of
'beingl (ens simpliciter).

MENTAL: Being whose whole b£is beknawn. In
other words, it is that being which There are
exists only as an object of thought. being in a
Bang qualified
[MAGINARY: Being as indifferent to whether it be sense of
real being or mental being. Imaginary ‘being* (ens
being either is real being or is mental secundum
being, but is called imaginary at that quid).

stage wherein it is not yet considered to

be determinately the one or the other or

is considered abstractly from the one and
the other.

b. Now philosophy analyses those things which it
considers, and sees what of real being or reality is bespoken by them.
Hence it is ONTOLOGICAL science. It is essentially concerned
therefore that the principles wherefrom it proves its conclusions,
and the conclusions which it proves, state reality, (i.e. be verified
in the real).

C. Thus philosophy analyses the notion of quantity
and sees what mode of reality or what *block of reality* is named
by the term ‘'guantity'; similarly for the notions of quality and
relation. Philosophy analyses the term 'cause* and sees which are
the diverse modes of being realised in the diverse causes; and which
are the relations of the diverse causes to being. Likewise philosophy
analyses the term 'matterl, and sees what mode of being is found in
m atter. It analyses the terms :one', 'manyl, 'order’, *true’, 'good’,
*pbeauty* and a myriad other terms, and sees what modes of being
are bespoken by these.

d. To analyse these interms of being is nothing other
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than to explore and know their causes. For it is precisely the causes
of dependent things that make them be being, and that determine what
mode or degree of being they achieve and verify. For causes are
nothing else than the reasons of be of being as dependent (i.e. the
reasons why dependent being is).

e. Therefore the act of analysing things into their
ultim ate causes is the very act of reducing them to terms of being:-
which is the philosophical act. And note here, that the being into
which philosophy ultimately resolves or analyses what it treats of,
is being in the simple, unqualified sense of the term “eingl, which
is real being.

f. This analysis, of course, supposes that the principles and
conclusions of philosophy are verified in reality, and state what is
real.

C. But the mathem atical act is quite diverse.

a. For mathematics resolves or analyses its concepts
into notions, and its conclusions into principles, which abstract
from reality (from real being), and may, as far as mathematical
consideration is concerned, be verified only in mental being. Thus
the various geometries. Euclidean, Riemannian, Lobatchewkyian,
are all equally mathematical achievements, but they are not all equally
in accord with reality (with quantity, real being), nor do they ultimately
demonstrate their postulates to be in accord with the real, nor is it
essential to a mathem atical act that its axions state what is real. If
the axioms or postulates or any mathem atical system are demon
strated to be statements of the real, it is not mathem atically, but
philosophically, that they are demonstrated to be so.

b. Hence it is said that mathem atical analysis
abstracts from whether its notions, principles and conclusions, be
in accord with the real or not. lu other words, mathem atics 1is
indifferent to whether its concepts are ultimately analysable into
real being, or only into mental being: so that the being into which
mathem atics analyses its concepts is being taken as indifferent to
whether it be real or mental: which is expressed by saying that
mathem atics analyses only into imaginary being.

D, Therefore philosophy alone can be defined:
"Science of all things through highest causes".

E. But since there is, in the supernatural order,
another supreme ontological science, to wit, supernatural or sacred
theology, which, under a supernatural light, judges all things from
above, the complete notion of philosophy ought to be so elaborated
as to show its distinction from sacred theology, as well as its
eminence over all the other sciences. Hence, in the definition of
philosophy must be indicated the natural light whereunder it proceeds,
to wit, the natural light of the principles of reason.

D. SUMMARY.

20. STATES IN THIS PURSUIT: This pursuit of a definition

of philosophy has been conducted through the following
stages, starting from the admission that philosophy is a human
knowledge.

A, Human knowledge has been divided into sensitive
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and .intellectualyand it war; found that philosophy stands, among in-
teilectual knov/icd\-ea>*

E. -Intellectual human knowledges have been divided
into common -sense knowledge and scientific knowledge; whereupon
it was found that philosophy lias its place among scientific knowledges.

C. Scientific knowledges have been divided into
experimental and supra “experimental sciences; and it was found that
philosophy is ranged among supra-experimental sciences.

D. Supra -experimental sciences have been divided
into sciences of mathematics, whose ultimate analysis is into imaginary
being, and sciences of highest causes, whose ultimate analysis is
into real being.

E. Sciences of highest causes, ultimately analysing
into real being; have been divided into sciences proceeding under
a natural light, and science proceeding under a supernatural light;
and it has been found that, whereas science of highest causes proceeding
under a supernatural light is sacred theology, sciences of supreme
causes proceeding under a natural light are philos'ophy.

F. This'process may be thus schematized: -
HUMAN KNOWLEDGE
Sensitive INTELLECTIVE

Common sense
(Frescientific)

Experimental SUPRA -EXPERIMENTAL

ONTOLOGICAL M athem atics
(On real being) (On imaginary being)

Proceedingunder Proceedinggunder <
natural light supernatural light

PHILOSOPHY Sacred lheology

21. DEFINITION OF PHILOSOPHY: We are now in a position
to formulate a definition of philosophy which expresses

its nature:

A. Philosophy is accordingly DEFINED: "Knowledge
of all things through highest causes, proceeding under the natural
light of the principles of reason*1.

B. Or again: "Science of highest causes, proceeding



utr'.cr the- natural. light of the principles of reason”.

CHATTER. TUREE
OBJECT AND SUBJECT OF PITILCSOFHY '

22. ORDER CF PROCEDURE: Philosophy belongs to the
species ‘SCIENCE* of the genus IHABITI1, therefore

it is considered more properly when considered as a science than

when considered as habit, - juast as Peter is considered more

properly when considered as man than when considered as animal.

A, But:

a. When it is question of habits, consideration must
be of their object, for it is by their object that they are specified
and diversified, and from which they are known,

b, However, when it is question of a science, since
science demonstrates predicates about a subject, -

bl. through the object of a science is well considered
- since science is a habit,

b2. yet more properly do we consider the subject
of a science, to v/it, the subject about which the science demon
strates predicates, - under which consideration the object of the
science is the very predicates themselves to which the science from
its nature attains.

B. Therefore we shall consider:

a. first, the object of philosophy,

b. secondly, its subject.

C. But before proceeding to a more technical

explanation of the object of philosophy; it will be helpful to consider
in a more popular manner how philosophy is the science of supreme
or ultimate causes, and the light of philosophy.

D. Hence this chapter is divided thus:;
Science of supreme CauSeS..cooeererrrneeeeennnnnn. Art. 1
Object and Light of philosophy... Art. 2
subject of
philosophy Distinct objects of philosophy............. . ... Art. 3
Subject of philosSOphy .cooeeeiiiiiiiiiiii Art. 4

ARTICLE ONE
PHILOSQFHY AS SCIENCE OF ULTIMATE CAUSES

23, CONCERN OF TKILCSOFTIY WITH ULTIMATE CAUSES:
Fhilosophy is a science cf the ultimate causes or reasons



of things, It gives the ultimate explanation of the existence and
nature of the things Hint we experience in the world about us arid within

us. It in concerned not merely v/lth the fact_of things, but in explicat
ive, and indeed ultimately no, analysing those objects that fail under
our experience back into their most profound causes. .

A. This, then, is the task of the philosopher; his

business is the ultimate canoes, from which things in the first instance
spring, and to which they are in the last analysis reduced, and the
unfolding or setting forth of which is their ultimate explanation.
Philosophy is the registering ar.d knowing of these causes, - just

as seeing is the registering and knowing of colour. Thus philosophy
does not rest satisfied with mere facts; it gets beyond and beneath
the facts, to their deepest causes; just as a thoughtful reader is not
content with what he actually reads with his eyes; he'grasps the
meaning and he reads other things "between the lines". The book
from which the philosopher reads are the facts experienced in this
world, and beneath these facts he reads their profoundest causes.

E. Let us, to illustrate this, take a fact and consider
how the philosopher goes on about it.

24. WHAT A PHILOSOPHER DOES ABOUT A FACT; Let us
take the fact that a dog sees and hears,

A. The philosopher analyses this fact back to the
most radical reasons why an animal sees and hears; he traces the
facts of seeing and hearing back to their deepest roots; he examines
what seeing and hearing imply. And since such a fact may make
implications along many different lines, all lines must be traced out.

B. These directions are the four lines of causation,
the four orders of causality; for a fact may be caused by something
in four different ways; the triangle may be on the blackboard because
the teacher drew it there (efficient cause); because a certain chalk
is thus strewn upon the board (m aterial cause); because a figure
bounded by three straight sides is there (formal cause); because a
geometrical truth is to be made known to the pupils (final cause).

C, Let us come back now to our dog, and his seeing
and hearing. Let us consider the fourfold analysis that the philosopher

'

makes of this fact.

25. FIRST ANALYSIS: FORMAL CAUSE: Seeing and hearing
are knowledges, for by them the dog is aware of colour
and of sound.

A. What is knowledge? Are all knowledges of the same
kind as seeing and hearing? Obviously not: What then is peculiar
about seeing and hearing? Are they knowledges of the same class
or level as feeling and smelling and tasting? How do they differ from
such knowledges as imagining and remembering? And from under
standing? Are there essentially different planes of knowledge? If
so, what are these planes? And what makes them different one from

another? o o

B. Knowledge is always relative to some object, for
to know is to know something. What is the object of seeing and
hearing? Colour, light, sound, sound waves? What are the relations



between colour, light end sight? How exactly do colour and light cause
vie Lon to bo the sort of act hurt in fact it in? And how do sound and
the sound wave determine hearing to be of the nature that it is?

C» What is the object cf other sensations, such aa
smell and taste? What is the object of imagination and memory? .Are
acts of imagination and memory sensations also? What is the object
of our understanding? Is-understanding also a sensation? If not, how
does it differ from sensation? And how does its object differ from *
the objects that are sensed? ..

D. . But let us again come back to our dog, and his
act of seeing and hearing.

26. SECOND ANALYSIS: EFFICIENT CAUSE: Seeing and
hearing are functions that we do not find exercised by

trees and pumpkin vines, nor by stones and metals. What then do

seeing and hearing pro-require in the thing that exercises them?

V/hat is it that places some things in the universe - we may call

them animals - upon such a higher level than plants and metals,

that they function in a way that is beyond the powers of these latter?

To say that they live on a higher plane of life than.the plant is not -«

to answer the question: it is merely to say that they do higher vital

actions than the plant does. The question is: Why do they clo so?

V/hat is there in them that lifts them up onto this higher plane of

life? Indeed what is life? What is it even in the plant that raises

it up to a higher level of activity than we find displayed by the

mineral? And if the plant and the animal live, and act, on different

levels of vitality, whence comes this difference? And which are

the various levels of life? What is .the relation of one level of life

to another? Can many levels of life co-exist in one thing? It appears

that they can: for the animal exercises the vital functions.of the plant,

- nutrition, growth and generation, - as well as the higher act of

seeing and hearing. |If therefore the various levels of life do co-exist

in the one same thing, does this mean that in it there is one ultimate

something that results in its living as the plant lives, and another

ultimate something in it that causes it tc live as the animal lives,

and sc on? Man indeed lives in a higher way still than the animal;

he also thinks, loves and hates; even thinks about invisible, in-

audible and intangible things, and loves or hates them. He acts

about things that arc not material. |Is there then something in man

se tting him on a level cf living-ness surpassing even the animal?

Is it a bodily, material, thing? Or is it something still higher? If

it is something higher than the m aterial, then what is it? We might

call it imm aterial, or spiritual. But what do these terms mean?

Do they indicate something that is yet dependent on bodily and m aterial

things as regards its existence and functions, or do they signify some-

thing than can exist and act independently of matter and body, and

even apart from them?

27. THIRD ANALYSIS: MATERIAL CAUSE: But to return to
the seeing and hearing that we have observed in our dogl

A. Though these functions be knowledges, are they
none the less exercised by the body of the animal? By his eye,
optic nerve, visual centre in the brain, and so on? |If they are
mere bodily functions, why are not all bodies capable of these
acts? Is it merely that some bodies, such as minerals and trees,
have not the necessary structural, nervous and cellular organisation?
Or is something else besides such organisation required? If some-
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thin# else is required, v/hat is it? |Is it something of the material,
bodily order, or is it spiritual? If it is not spiritual, then is it
something betv/een matter and spirit, that is neither the one nor
trie other? Can there be some medium standing between matter
and spirit? In any ease, v/hat is matter? And whence comes it *
that there are many kinds of material things? [

B, But we must revert to the fact noticed in our
dog, that he sees and hears*

;0. 7 FOURTH ANALYSIS: FINAL CAUSE: |Is it just a pur-
poseless accident of chance, or just a purposeless result
of some blind force or impulse of development, not aimed at any-
thing at all, that the dog sees and hears? Or is it an intended
result? If so, intended by v/hat? Or by whom? And again, is
there a goal beyond the mere seeing and hearing, which is intended
- the seeingaand hearing being for the sake of some further end?
If so, which is this ulterior target? Is it just that the animal may
find its food, and protect itself, and foster its young, and such like?
But why could animals do these things? Is there some end beyond
even these things?. If so, which? Is all nature, and are all natural,
processes and functions, ordered? If so, by whom? If so, unto
what ultimate end? .. .

29. " THE PHILOSOPHER’S TASK, AND RESPONSIBILITY:
These, and a thousand other questions, are suggested by
the mere fact that a dog sees and hears. This fact, so little in
itself, makes a thousand implications. To know all these implications,
to answer all these questions suggested by the fact, is to be a
philosopher. For it is to know the ultimate causes of a fact of
experience; the most profound reasons that explain it: that make
it, not observable by cur senses - for it is already observable and
observed before the philosopher begins his work, - butunderstand-
able, and perfectly understandable. For the philosopher is the man
who perfectly understands things, insofar as they are understandable
to our human mind, (apart from the aid furnished through divine
revelation).

A. The philosopher, then, has a tremendous task;
a work that in its magnitude might appal. The responsibility lying
upon him is tremendous; for just as by rightly answering all these,
and so many other questions, he can bestow a rich wisdom upon his
fellow men, so, if his answers be false, he disseminates among
mankind the contrary of wisdom - which i3 folly, - and may lead
men very widely astray, not only from truth, but also from duty.

B. In the next article, we shall consider briefly
mwhich are the means which the philosopher employs for the attainment

of his goals - which is the light which guides him to the ultimate
causes which he seeks.

ARTICLE TWO
THE LIGHT OF PHILOSOPHY.

30. INTELLIQHIDLE LIGHT: When the dog.sees the hare or



the cr:it, he sees under a corporonl liyht, ouch as the light of the aim or

of a it in a lif>at that rondorc colour* and coloured things* man™
ifGot or evident to bodily sight.

A. It is a light that is called sensible, for several
reasons:

ax* because it is perceived by a sense, of e« o
sight;

b. secondly, because it manifests things .(colour and
coloured things) to a sense;

c, thirdly, because it is proportionate to sense and

to what is sensed, making the latter attainable by the sense, and
moving the sense to apprehend what in fact it does apprehend (colour
and coloured things).

B. W hat the philosopher sees by his philosophical
sight is not colour and things as coloured, but causes and things as
caused. And he too performs his seeing under a light. But the light
v/hereunder he sees causes is not a sensible light. It is not a light
that is perceived by any sense, but rather it is perceived by intellect;
it is not sensed, but understood. It manifests, not colour and things
as coloured, but causes and things as caused. It manifests them, not
tc any sense, that they may be sensed, but to intellect, that they may
be understood. It is proportionate, not to sense and what is sensed,
but to understanding (intellect) and what is understood. It is there-
fore called, - not sensible light, - but intelligible (understandable) or
intellectual light.

31, THE LAMPS OF PHILOSOPHY: But this understandable

light by which the philosopher sees causes and things as
caused, proceeds also from certain sources, that we might, .by a
metaphor, call the lamps of philosophy. W hich are the lamps
which, by the light they shed, illumine the causes of things,, and
those things as caused? They are the principles of reason. Let us
endeavour to grasp what is meant by the principles cf reason, and
how they fulfil to the philosopher the function analogous to that ful-
filled to the seeing dog by the sun and the lamps.

32, THE LAWS CF THINGS: By the principles cf reason we

mean the basic laws cf reality, understood by our mind,
and consequently fulfilling the office of the basic laws of thought.
Let us try to get this clear.

A. ‘ Everything real is bound by certain laws,
observance or fulfilment is the condition of its being real.
a. Thus, if a thing is to be, it can do so only on

condition that it dees not together be-not: if, for example, a tree
exists, it does so only on condition that at the same time it is not
non-existing. Augain, if a thing is to be a whole, it can be so, only
on condition of being greater than its own part. Further, if two
things are added to two things, they are added only on condition that
t.hey°all together are four things; they cannot, if they sc please, or
if some one else pleases, be nine things. Yet again, if a figure is
a square, it is so only on condition of net being a circle.

b. Another example: there are some things that m
of themselves are indifferent to whether they exist or not; like
heat in the kettle; it can exist there; it equally can be non-existent

whose
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there; if it does exist there, it does so only on condition that it bo *
made to exist there by something else, ouch as fire; in other words,
if a contingent thing in, it is, only on condition of having an efficient
cause {that is, a cause which is responsible for its existence by
acting unto its existence).

0. There arc many other laws of reality besides ¢
these, but these examples suffice to give us an idea of what we -
mean by the laws of things. .

B, Note well that they are absolutely necessary laws;

they are not just generalities which are usually"true, but in certain
cases may be false; not just general statements stating what is usually
observed by things, but which occasionally things may escape. And
since they are absolutely necessary, they are absolutely universal.
Not even by a miracle of God are they escaped or suspended! ~

33. THE LAWS OF THINKING: Such are the laws of things.
These very same, laws are the laws of thinking. Just

as a ffoiHg cannot together be and be-net, so I cannot think that a

thing together is and is-not. Just as a thing cannot together be a

circle and a square, so | cannot think that a thing is together a

circle and a square. Just as two things and two things must be four

things, so | must think that two things and two things are four things.

Just as a contingent thing, in order to be, must have an efficient

cause, so | must think that a contingent thing, if it is, has an efficient

cause. .

A For think follows thing. The very laws that govern
things, those very same laws govern thinkings.

B. The reason for this is easy to grasp. W henever
vie know a thing that thing comes into our mind. Thus do we say that
this or that "came into my mind"; v/e tell one another to "bear this
in mind" or "keep that in mind"; we say of something that v/e have
ceased to know; "it slipped out of my mind"; we say of something
that v/e v/iere knowing: "I had it in mind"”, «But not only does the
thing that v/e know come into our mind: our mind even becomes that
thing; to know a thing is to be that thing, not indeed physically but in
higher manner than physically, - a manner that vye can call super-
physically, or cognoscitively. * Hence, when a knowing thing knows a
known thing, the knowing and the known are identified: to be -known
is, indeed, in a certain manner to be, and it is to be-knowing; for
thing-known and thing-knowing are in knov/ledge made one same. . *e

C. Since, when | know things, my intellect (that is
my'power of thinking), becomes.those things, it follows that the
laws which govern those things, begin also to govern my power of
thinking. Which means that the laws of thing, become the laws of

think.
a. It follows too that just as these laws are absolutely

necessary and absolutely universal as laws of things, so also they

are absolutely universal and absolutely necessary as laws of thinking.
b. We arc new in a position to understand what is

meant by the expression: "lIrinciples of reason”. It means the

absolutely necessary and absolutely universal laws of things, inasmuch

as those laws are the laws governing thinking, or reasoning.

34. HOW THE FKINCIFLES ILLUMINE CAUSES: Let us now
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conoidor how the principles of reason enable the philosopher to
perform his philosophical net, <the act of seeing causes, mBy our
sense experience vie become aware of things and events around us;
and from this experience v/e can make judgment of fact; such as the
judgment that movement occurs, that some things (such as animals.)
move themselves, that things begin to be and cease to be, that things
are divisible, that some things (such as colour and heat) exist only
in other things; and so cn. Those judgments are derived from
experience, and the ultimate evidence for them is their manifestness
to cur senses. The knowing of these truths is not a philosophical act,
but an act of experience: it is an act by which v/e know facts.

A. Let us now bring to bear upon these facts the light
of the principles of reason. Under this light we then see something
beyond the facts: v/e see the causes of the facts, and even see their
ultimate causes. The seeing of these is the philosophical act.

B, An example will make this clear.

35. AN EXAMPLE: Let us take the fact that movement occurs
(a fact known by experience). Apply to it the light of the
philosophical lamps, the light of the principles of reason: apply to
it the light of these two principles: MW hatever undergoes movement is
moved by another”, (principle of distinct movent), and ”In moved -
movents essentially subordinated, there is no infinite regress”
(Principle of limited regress, stating that a series of movents, each
one moved to move, - as my walking-stick moves the stone,' but is
moved to move the stone by my hand, and my hand is moved to move
the walking-stick by my arm, and my arm is moved to move my
hand by a further movent, and so on, - that such a scries cannot .
go back without end, but there must be a prime movent, itself
unmoved).

A. Well, locking at this fact under the light of these
two principles, we see something beyond the fact, - to wit,a prime
movent, the ultimate cause of movement, -(and such deserves the
name of "Godl); v/ie see that movement entails that such an ultim ate
movent exists. m*

B. Let us put this into logical form that the force
of the example may be the better appreciated:

. MOVEMENT OCCUIS i s o e e e, FACT KNOWN
mBY EXPERIENCE.

But ”whatever undergoes movement is PRINCIPLE OF
moved by another’l.........ccoooiininnnnn. MOVENT

and ’there is no infinite regress in a PRINCIPLE OF
series of movents moved-to-move” ................ LIMITED REGRESS
Therefore there exists a prime CAUSE OF THE

[0 V=1 1 1 *sFACT.

C. This process of the mind from merely knowing

the fact onwards to knowing the ultimate cause of the fact is the
philosophical process; the act of knowing the ultimate cause is the
philosophical act. But it is done under the light of those principles.
For under their light is the ultimate cause seen.

36 THE PRINCIPLES ARE NOT MERE POSTULATES; There



is one further note to be made concerning the light of the principles-
of reason, - a note which follows from what has been said:

A. The principles of reason are not to be looked on
as mere postulates of philosophical thought, i.e. .as mere requisites
without which philosophical thought cannot be enacted, - somewhat
as a hoe and a spade and soil, water and seed are postulates of
gardening, being requisites without which the activity cf gardening
cannot be exercised. :

a. Such a conception of the principles is indeed pro-

posed by many nominalists,-such as Goblot: according to whom;
L. al. we must indeed make use of, and suppose, the
principles, if we are going to think*

az2. but nevertheless we do not know whether they are
true of reality or net.

b, Rather, it must be said that the principles of

reason are laws of reality, and indeed are the SEEN LAWS OF
THINGS. - ‘ : ~ “

B. Much less are the principles to be looked upon a3
assumptions arbitrarily selected or laid down by the philosopher.

a. o No, the principles are imposed upon the philosopher

al. not indeed imposed by some authority, and merely
believed; .

az2. rather they are imposed by THINGS THEMSELVES

AS UNDERSTOOD; expressing the understood natures cf things, in
other words, they are seen to be the laws of things.

b. And therefore, in virtue of the light which they
shed upon facts, the causes of the facts are seen: seen indeed to be
causes in the order of things, to be REAL causes.

C. Thus, to the philosopher, under the intelligible
light of the principles of reason, are ultimate causes evident.

ARTICLE THREE
DISTINCT OBJECTS OF PHILOSOPHY

37. REASON FOR CONSIDERATION OF OBJECT: Since habits,
among which are to be reckoned sciences, are specified by their
object (taken formally), if we are to achieve an exact notion of the *e
nature or specific determination of philosophy, we ought to consider
and distinguish its object.

A. A warning is here necessary. As we shall see,
philosophy is not merely one habit or science, but is a group of
distinct sciences; hence it must not be thought that philosophy has
but one formal object; being many sciences, philosophy has many
formal objects, and as many formal objects as there are philosophical

sciences. -

B. When, therefore, we indicate the formal object
of philosophy, we are indicating what is really a group, and the formal
object indicated must be further distinguished into the formal object
of metaphysics, of natural philosophy, of ethics, etc.

38. NOTION AND DISTINCTIONS OF OBJECT: Note, with
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regard to these:

A. Ey the OBJECT of a habit, we mean that which is
sot before the habit, and attained (or known by it in cases where *
the habit is a habit of knowing as is science). This is inline with
the meaning of the term ’objectl, which signifies "what is thrown
up against, thrown in the way of*. Thus colour and coloured things
are thrown up against sight so as to be attained by sight; sound and
sounding things are thrown up against hearing so as to be.attained or
known by hearing. W ealth, and things constituting wealth, ,are thrown
in the way of economics, so as to be attained and known by it. Organic
structures, consisting of bones, muscles and tissues, are thrown up

against the science of anatomy, to be attained and known by that
science.

E. Now, leaving aside other habits such as moral
virtues, and‘considering only habits pertaining to the order of
knowledge, we maywell illustrate an object from the example of
bodily sight, - which, though a power and not a habit,

is, as are all powers, habits and acts, specified by its object,
that is, has its nature determined by its object.

C. *New the object of sight is thus distinguished:

MANIFESTING form (2): This

is EIGHT o .o’ R
r FORM of (5)
the object IMMEDIATELY
a> MANIFESTED or manifested (4):
SUBJECTED form This is COLOUR
(3)>sto wiit. Shape
"“Eject MEDIATELY Size
cf manifested (6> Number
sight This is Move-
ment
Stillness
MATTER of the object (7), namely, that in which
light manifests colour; This is OPAQUE SURFACE,
D. Note the traditional NAMES of the diverse
members of this distinction:
a, (1) is called: . . :
al. FORMAL OBJECT, , * '
az2. or FORMAL REASON of the object,*
b, (2) is called:
bl. FORMAL REASON WBEBEUNDER. :
.. b2, or FORMAL OBJECT WHEREBY,
e..\ _ ..b3.y"™ or-MOTIVE,_ 7 sem R L T v
*oo - -b4, .Or.LIGHTR.- *
== "'cA. (2 ) IsmaUedv. b" '
cl. FORMAL 11SASON*WHICH,

- e p Qyfietee. orJA\CEMALRIBJIECT VVHXCHA-.*Q **
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d. (4) is called:

dl. PROPER FORMAL OBJECT.

d2. or simply PROPER OBJECT,
d3. or simply IMMEDIATE OBJECT.
d4. or PROPORTIONATE OBJECT.
e. (5):

el. is called:

ela. SPECIFICATIVE PRINCIPLE
elb. or SPECIFICATIVE OBJECT.
e2. For what specifies sight is:

e2a. colour as manifested by light.
e2b. that is, colour as it falls under light, oris

subjected to light.

f. (6) is called:

fl. MEDIATE OBJECT .

f2. or SECONDARY OBJECT.

3. or COMMON OEJECT.

g. (7) is called MATERIAL OBJECT.

E. Now it is to be observed that (4), i.e.
colour, functions as a MEDIUM through which (6), i.e. shape,
size etc, are manifested, - by light.

39. THESE DISTINCTIONS IN OBJECT OF A SCIENCE:

Let us now apply these distinctions to the object of
some science.

A. For example, the object of geometry:

MANIFESTING (subjecting) FORM: This is the
AXIOMS (i.e. principles) of geometry.

FORM
of the A SPECIFICATIVE OBJECT
object
SUBJECTED FORM: MANIFESTED to be
Object MEDIATING FORM: CAUSE of the pro-
of This is geometrical perties of triangle.
geometr” \ (i.e. abstract) SHAPE So that the PROBERT »
(v.g. TRIANGLE) IES are MANIFESTED

gx# known through
cause.

, MATTER of the object: MATERIAL OBJECT: This is the

QUANTUM
B. Thus:
a just as colour, subjected to light, is the medium

through which shape, size etc, are manifested to sight.

b. so geometrical triangle, subjected to the light of
the axioms, is the medium through which the properties of triangle
are manifested to geometrical science, as caused by the very nature
of triangle:

bl, which properties are, for example:

bla. "figure having sum of its internal angles equal
to two right-angles”.

bib. "figure having area equal to base X altitude” .

2
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b2. Which properties (proper predicates) are thereby-
known through their cause.

40. DEFINITIONS OF THESE OBJECTS: We may now proceed
to define these diverse objects of science.

A. OBJECT: That which is attained by a science.

B. MANIFESTING FORM: Form or principle which
manifests what the science knows.

C. SUBJECTED FORM: MEDIATING FORM: What
is subjected to the manifesting form so that causes are manifested.

a. It may itself be manifested as a cause, as is so
for geometry.

b. Or causes of it may be manifested, as when in

natural philosophy prime matter and substantial form are manifested
to be causes of body or movable being; or when in metaphysics a
prime movent is manifested as supreme cause of movement (cf.
n.35, E), or God is manifested as supreme cause of being,

D. SPECIFICATIVE OBJECT: Subjected form as
subjected to manifesting form.

E. MATERIAL OBJECT: The matter in which the
manifesting form manifests causes.

41. OBJECT OFPHILOSOFHY: We are now in a suitable
position to indicate the distinctions which are to be made
in the object of philosophy.

A. This is done in the following schematic diagram:

MANIFESTING (subjecting) FORM: This is
the NATURAL LIGHT OF THE PRINCIPLES OF

REASON
FORM
of the SPECIFICATIVE OBIJECT
ject
objec MANIFESTED to
SUBJECTED FORM: MEDIATING proceed from
Object FORM: This is THAT WHEREOF supreme causes.
of THE SUPREME CAUSES ARE
philosophy MANIFESTED EY THE LIGHT

OF THE PRINCIPLES OF REASON So that its SUPREME
CAUSES are MAN*
IFESTED

MATTER of the object: MATERIAL OBJECT: This is

ALL THINGS

B. Thus the SUBJECTED FORM:

a. of LOGIC is: Mental being of second intention.
b. of NATURAL PHILOSOPHY is: Movable being.

o

of METAFHYSICS is: Being forasmuch as it

is being; or the very essential character of being.
d. of ETHICS is: Morality; or human acts as moral.
e. of PQIETICS is: Human acts as productive.

C. As will be said hereunder (nn. 42-43):
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a. The SUBJECTED FORM of a science is more
properly called its SUBJECT.
b. And the PREDICATES demonstrated about

such subject, to wit, the causal predicates, are more properly
called its OBJECT.

ARTICLE FOUR
SUBJECT OF PHILOSOFHY

42. SCIENCE IS MORE PROPERLY OF A SUBJECT: Since

a science demonstrates predicates of some subject,
speech is more rightly held about the subject of a science, as
explained above. Under this consideration:

A. The SUBJECT of a science is that about which
the science demonstrates predicates (Cf. n. 22, A).

a. Thus:

al. It is about (Euclidean) triangle that geometry
demonstrates the predicates nhaving the sum of its internal angles
equal to two right angles”, “having its area equal to base + altitude",
and so on. 2

a2. Likewise it is about 7 that arithmetic demonstrates
the predicates ’equal to 21/3”, ~equal to sq. root of 497, ”equal to

cube root of 343” and so on.

b. accordingly:

bl. The subject of geometry is shape (abstracted
from those things which have shape - whether houses or discs or
balls etc.).

b2* The subject of arithmetic, is number
(abstracted from those things which have number, - whether apples
or trees or sheep etc.)*

B. Then the OBJECT of the science is the predicates
demonstrated about the subject as said above (n. 22, A; n. 41, c¢),

C. In a perfect "sciencewherefore”, and also
in the sapiential stage (way of judgment) of a science, the subject
is also the MEDIUM (of demonstration) of the science.

a. Thus in the geometry of triangle the medium
of proof is the very nature of triangle.
b. Similarly in the arithmetic of 7, the medium is

the very nature of seven.

43. SUEJECT OF PHILOSOPHY: Accordingly, speaking
generally, it is to be said that:

A. The SUBJECT of philosophy is ALL REALITY
whatsoever that falls under human experience or that can be
inferred therefrom.

B. The OBJECT of philosophy is correspondingly



24.

the PREDICATES demonstrated about the aforesaid subject.

a. For these predicates are that of which philosophy
from its very nature is a knowledge - just as a hot is that
of which the action of heating is from its very nature a production.

b. Thus;

bl. N atural philosophy proves about movable or
corporal being the predicate "composed of matter and form".

b2. M etaphysics proves about all reality other

than a prime cause the predicate "having a supreme cause who is
together prime movent, prime cause, necessary being, supreme
perfection, supreme orderer, - and so meriting the name
‘Godl".

b2a. W herefore it is manifestly to be said that the
demonstration of Godfs existence and of his (naturally knowable)
attributes - that is NATURAL THEOLOGY

is a part of metaphysics: for here God occurs

AS A PREDICATE.

b2b. Which is quite distinct from that science wherein
God stands as the subject, - which is SACRED THEOLOGY,
which is accordingly well defined: "Science whose SUBJECT is God*”"

CHAPTER FOUR
PROPERTIES OF PHILOSOPHY

44, THE MARKS OF A GENUINE PHILOSOPHY: From the

notion of philosophy, as we have examined it earlier, it
follows that any genuine philosophy will be marked by certain
characteristics, which will serve to distinguish it from counterfeit
systems.

A. This does not mean that the presence of these
characteristics, which, so to speak, appear on the outside of a
philosophical system, are the ultimate evidence of the truth of its
doctrines. Each of its doctrines has to stand or fall by the evidence
which exist for it.

E. Nevertheless, these external notes already serve
to recommend the system of doctrine which bears them; and they are
of great assistance for the purpose of forming a "prima facie"” diagnosis
as to the claims of any system proposed to us for acceptance as a true
philosophy.

45. WHICH ARE THESE MARKS: Among these characteristics,

three are primary. Others are consequent upon one or
another of these primary notes. The three primary notes of a genuine
philosophy are: (1) That it will be vivified by the principles of reason;
(2) that it will be evidential; (3) that it will be ontological.

A. Because it is vivified by the principles of reason,
it will be:

a. solicitous of these principles, and

b coherent with itself, constituting, so to speak,

an organic unity.

E. Because it is evidential, it will consequently be:
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a. in line with common sense;
b. critical;
C. realist;
d. universal;
e. humble, characterized by a "sense of mystery*
C. Because it is ontological, it will consequently be:
a. intellectualist;
b, synthetic.
D. This might be aptly summarized in the following
scheme: -
citous of the principles
VIVIFIED BY
THE PRINCIPLES,
& consequently I
[Organically one
In line with common sense
i* Critical
Properties 4.
of genuine ‘9 EVIDENTIAL, & Realist
philosophy: | consequently
primarily Universal
PJumble, marked by a
"sense of mystery
i} Intellectualist
?
i .
}wSynthetlc
E. Let us now consider in turn each of these primary

characteristics, and together briefly explain the characteristics
consequent upon each respectively.

A. VIVIFIED BY THE PRINCIPLES

46. THE LIGHT OF THE PRINCIPLES IS THE SOUL OF
PHILOSOPHY: The principles of reason, as understood

and held, are, as explained above, the motive which moves and guides

the intellect in its philosophical act, that is, in its act of seeing

ultimate causes. Hence it is of capital importance that the principles

be rightly understood and firmly held. For this reason does Aristotle

say that it pertains to the philosopher to be prolix about the principles.

A. For:

a. just as sight requires:

al. that the lamps be clear, and also

a2. that the lamps play upon the object so as to
bring the colour rays to the eye,

b. so the philosopher needs:

bl. that the principles (which are his lamps, for the

purpose of seeing, not colour, but supreme causes), be clearly
understood, and also,

b2. that the principles be firmly held (i.e. be
unshakeably regarded as playing upon things, as enjoying absolute
verification in the real, and be known as laws of the real).

Be And just, as the seeer in highly solicitous of the
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lamps (for without them he does not see,) so the philosopher displays
deep concern about the principles, for without them he is philosophic-
ally blind (cause-blind - just as without the lamps the seeer is, so to
speak, colour-blind), - unable to do his philosophical act, his act of
seeing and knowing last causes.

Cv And just as the see-r does his seeing by bringing
things under the lamps, or by bringing the lamps to bear upon things,
so the philosopher does his philosophical seeing (seeing of deepest
causes) by bringing things under the principles, by bringing the
principles to bear upon facts; for ”in scientiis tota lux est ex
principiis - in sciences all light is from the principles’],

D. Thus does a genuine philosopher habitually
reduce all to the first principles. Thus too, is his whole philosophy
informed and vivified by the principles, - whose light is, so to speak,

the soul of philosophy,

47. SOLICITOUS OF THE PRINCIPLES: Therefore is a good
philosopher most solicitous about the right understanding
of the principles, and most certain of their truth,

A. He will devote much of his labour to their exact
formulation, guarding them from obscurity, vagueness and confusion,
ensuring that they be understood without error. For he lives his
philosophical life by the principles: they are even more than the
eyes of philosophy; they are its very soul. It is fitting therefore that
he be their watch-dog and their sentinel.

B. How often do we not find writers on philosophical
problems, and professors of philosophy, who never, or most lvrely,
speak of the principles, or reduce tneir conclusions to principles clearly
enunciated, or defend the principles underlying their doctrine, or
formulate the principles at all!

a. To use a homely illustration, they remind one of
those ’farmers” who display no interest in the fertility of their soil,
never seeking to maintain and increase its fertility, who make no
effort to establish and retain a high standard in the quality of their
farm animals, who study neither the effects of diverse fertilisers
nor the nutritive value of various grasses nor the art of successful
breeding. Such farmers may ”live” on the land, and live off” the
land, but they do not ’farm” the land.

b. Likewise, "philosophers” such as we have mentioned,
may be immensely learned, but it is not easy to discern in them the
veritable spirit of the philosopher.

48. ORGANICALLY ONE: Since a good philosopher habitually

reduces all conclusions to the principles, his teaching will
be coherent throughout, as reality, governed as it is by the principles,
is coherent with itself. His conclusions will be many; he will teach
many truths; but his doctrine will be marked by a unity of order.

A. It is not uncommon to read a book by a writer on
philosophical subjects, and to find that almost the only bond between
his theses is that they are all contained between the covers of the
same book. His teachings are not co-ordinated with one another,
nor subordinated all to a supreme and dominating truth, but are juxta-
posed. He does not mirror the order of reality, because, not reducing
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facts under the light of the principles to their ultimate and necessary
causes, he has net absorbed the understandability of things,

B, The good philosopher achieves unity, because he
attains the supreme reasons of be that make all things be, and that
therefore make all things be-understandable. For things be “Under-
standable inasmuch as they be.

el evidential .

49, MOVED BY EVIDENCE: Affirmation and denial must be
made according to evidence, - n k according to desire
or passion or prejudice or sentiment or fashion. None of these are
philosophical motives, and just as St. Thomas remarks that "in
philosophical things authority is the weakest argument”, so we might
adapt his words and say that "in philosophical things desire and
passion and prejudice and sentiment and fashion - even fashion among
philosophers ~are not arguments at all", In philosophy there must be
no wishful thin’ ‘ng, and as the ancient Scholastic doctors averred,
a philosophical opinion is worth only the arguments wherewith it is
supported.

A. Just as affirmation must be made wlin evidence
justifies it (for, as St. Thomas notes "stulti i non adm litere quod
manifeste admittendum est - it is the act of a fool not to adm it what
is obviously to be admitted"), and as denial must be made when
evidence warrants it, so affirmation and denial must stop where
evidence stops,, This, because the motive moving the mind to its
philosophical act, and guiding it in that act, IS the light of the
principles of reason, - which light is nothing other than the source
of philosophical evidence.

Be From the character of evidential, follow certain
other characteristics, as indicated above. These we shall now briefly
consider.

50. IN LINE WITH COMMON SENSE: For things, and the

principles of reason and the causes of things, are already
to some degree evident to common sense, and by common sense is
already achieved an initial and spontaneous penetration into the real,
even unto its causes.

A. Therefore, since both common sense and philosophy
are apprehensions of reality, philosophy must not proceed by a
rejection of common sense, but - though district from it, - must

remain in continuity with it.

B, It. is not therefore the function of the philosopher
to discard the knowledges gained by common sense, - though he may
be called upon to refine them and to precisify them, and even to correct
them, - and to build up a system divorced from common sense; rather
his function is to continue and perfect that initial penetration into the
real already achieved by common sense,

51. CRITICAL: For since philosophy must follow evidence,
it must sift for genuine evidence. The philosopher must
not accept opinions on weak grounds, nor because they are fashionable:
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nor because they are unfashionable, nor because they gain him a
reputation for originality or for independence of thought, nor because
they win for him the applause of the multitude* It is no praise for a
philosophical teaching, that it be original; it is praise for it, that

it be true and deep.

A. The philosopher therefore, as fce must be critic al
of what men commonly think, as he must take up a critical attitude with
respect to the philosophical theories of those who have taught before
him, must also be critical of his own processes of thought and of his
own opinions. The philosopher must be a questioner.

B. This, of course, does not mean that he must be
a sceptic or a cynic, or affect an attitude of cautious doctrinal or
exercised doubt with reference to all things; for when evidence
warrants certitude, the genuine philosopher is certain; and to be
dogmatic when there is certain evidence, is likewise a mark of a good
philosopher.

52. REALIST; For THINGS are evident to us, and philosophy,

like all thought, is right if it accepts THINGS, subordinates
itself to THINGS, takes the verdict that THINGS give about them selves,
and follows the contours of THE REAL.

A. For the philosopher is primarily an investigator,
an inspector, an explorer, a scout, (speculator), - not a maker nor a
creator, nor an artist. The primary function of the philosopher is
to know what THINGS are, wh&daare their modes of THING-NESS (of
reality or of real being), how THINGS are, and why THINGS are.

B. The philosopher is not a doer, not a maker, but
a looker, - and a looker at THINGS and into THINGS, and through
THINGS unto the causes of THINGS.

53. UNIVERSAL; For the philosopher must take account

of whatever is evident, and accordingly accept whatever is
certain, - even if it involves him in great difficulties and m ysteries.
Philosophy must accept ALL EVIDENT BEING.

A. The philosopher must never attempt to solve a
problem, by denying one of the evident or certain term s to the problem,
- for this is not to solve the problem, butto suppress it and evade it.
He must never avoid foundering upon Charybdis by denying that Scylla
exists, for this he will make shipwreck upon Scylla; nor must he avoid
the shoals of Scylla by overlooking the whirlpools of Charybdis, for this
leads to disaster upon Charybdis. He must recognise both obstacles,
and avoid them both; and if he be unable to steer the ship of philosophy
between them he must confess his limitations.

B. And this brings us to the next character of genuine
philosophy and of the genuine philosopher.

54. MARKED BY A "SENSE OF MYSTERY"; Philosophy is an

act of the human intellect, which is finite, which is on the
lowest level of intelligence of an intellects, to which, accordingly
things present only a limited intelligibility; indeed, as Aristotle says;
"Ea quae sunt maxime intelligibilia secundum se, sunt minus intell-
igibilia quoad nos - Those things that are most understandable according
to them selves, are less understandable to us". Hence the things of
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highest evidence present but a limited and imperfect evidence to
our intellect,

A. Therefore philosophy must be prepared to accept mysteries
for it must follow evidence, - and indeed the evidence that is presented
to the human intellect, - not going beyond evidence, nor in front of it,

nor avoiding mysteries and difficulties by denying one term to a
problem, thus rejecting the evidence establishing that term .

B. In other words, because the real is to our intellect a
Ichiaroscuro3 philosophy must be characterized by a sense of mystery.

C, ONTOLOGICAL

55. "PRIMARY CHARACTER OF REALITY AND PRIMARY
UNDERSTANDABLE: The philosophical act is the most

perfect (natural) act of the .human intellect, so that by it the human

intellect seizes and profits by all the intelligibility that things offer

to such intellect. Eut since intellect is the faculty of being, -

as the sight is the faculty of colour, «things are intelligible inasmuch

as they are being.

A. Therefore the philosophical act must proceed by
reducing its object to being, by investigating and knowing the
entity that is in all and its reasons of be. Hence a genuine phil-
osophy will be primarily ontological, *not primarily agathological,
nor kalological nor voluntarist, nor libertist, nor pragm atist, nor
empiriological; in other words, it will reduce all things into terms
of being, and explain them according to the entity which is realised
in them, - notultimately into terms of the good, nor into terms of
their relation with will or liberty or action or utility or experience.
For ultimately, all these characters of”good”, and "voluntary' and
"free" and "practical™ and "useful” and "experiential” suppose the
most fundamental character-of "being"”. For athing must be able to
be, before it is able to be-good, or "be-voluntary, or be-free, or
be-practical, and so on. These are all posterior determinations
to entity, «modes of being.

B. Therefore the profoundest analysis of things is their
analysis into being, and into the reasons of their be, - which are
their causes. Only when things are understood in terms of being
are they therefore perfectly understood, that is, philosophically
understood.

C, From the character of ontological, follow two other
main characteristics, to wit, that a genuine philosophy is intell-
ectualist and synthetic.

56* INTELLECTUALIST: For, since things are understandable
inasmuch as they are being, and since the function of
philosophy is to absorb into the mind, and profit by, the understand*

ability of thingst philosophy must give primacy in knowledge to
that by which the understandability of things is absorbed and which

profits thereby, - namely, to intellect. Hence a genuine philosophy
will not be-sensist, nor voluntarist, etc. - but intellectualist;
57. SYNTHETIC: For, since philosophy is a perfect absorption

of the understandability of things, it must order all things
under their highest causes; for things are perfectly understood only
when the reasons of their entity (i.e. their causes) are understood.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE STATES OF PHILOSOPHY

58. ACTUAL AND HABITUAL STATE: Since philosophy is a
knowledge as knowledge is found in the human intellect,

we must distinguish two states in which philosophy is found; for in

two states is human knowledge found: the actual state and the habitual

state. In other words, philosophy names both an act and a habit.

59. THE PHILOSOPHICAL ACT: The philosophical act is the

act of knowing highest causes, of penetrating into things
even unto the deepest reasons of the entity that is in them. Con
sequently the function of the philosopher is not to rear up an artistic
or poetical construction divorced from the real: rather, the philosopher
must follow the real, remain attached to the real, submit to its
dominion over his mind, accept the testimony that the real bears
about itself; the philosopher is bound, to the real, and the act of
philosophy is an absorption of the real into the human intellect, an
acceptation of the real even unto its deepest causes.

A. We may express the function of philosophy in
reflation to order. (ORDER is DEFINED: ndisposition or arrangement
of many with reference to some first”). To know things through
their highest causes is to know the order that exists in things; for
things are disposed to their highest cause as towards some first;
hence there is an order of things according to causality, and in
every order cf causality the highest cause is the first... Therefore
to know things through their highest causes is to know the order
that is in things.

B. Low we may distinguish in things a fourfold order:

a. The order which the mind discovers in natural
things; the knowledge of this order is that part of philosophy which
is called speculative (specular! - to scout out, to reconnoitre, to
explore).

b. The erder which the mind makes in its own act:
the knowledge of this order is that part of philosophy which is
called logic.

c. The order which the mind makes in the act of
the will: the knowledge of this order is that part of philosophy which
is called ethics or moral philosophy.

d. The order which the mind makes (through art
and the executive powers) in external things: The knowledge of this
order is that part of philosophy which is called poietics.

C. This may be summed up as follows

which the mind DISCOVERS: known by SPECULATIVE
PHILOSOPHY
Philosophy
is a know
ledge of the in its own act: known by LOGIC
order

jwhich the mind MAKEsj in its will’s act; known by ETHICS
in external things: known by POIETICS

60. THE HABIT OF PHILOSOPHY; The habit of philosophy is
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the habit of knowing things as ordered beneath their highest causes;
it is the knowledge, in the state of habit, of things as thus ordered.

A. -An (operative) habit is: "Objectively stable
guality by which something is either well or ill disposed in itself
with regard to operation”c

B. Hence the habit of philosophy (which indeed, as
we shall see, is not one habit, but a group of several habits), is
DEFINED: "An habitual knowledge by which the human intellect is
well disposed in itself towards the act of knowing things, under
the natural light of the principles of reason, through their highest
causes".

C. In a few words, the philosophical habit is a quality,

an habitual knowledge, lending to the mind a readiness to be moved
by the principles of reason to the philosophical act, to the act of
knowing highest causes; it is a quality rendering the intellect
easily movable by the principles to the knowing of supreme causes.
For the motive of the intellect (that which moves the intellect) in
the act of philosophy is the light of the principles of reason,

just as what mover bodily sight to see is corporeal light.

PART TWO

FHILOSOPKY CONSIDERED RELATIVELY TO ITS OWN PARTS

CHAPTER SIX
DIVISION OF PHILOSOPHY

61. MODE OF PROCEDURE: The question of the division of

philosophy is extremely difficult; the task of dividing
philosophy is a task of determining, first, which are the parts of
philosophy, and secondly, whether these parts are distinct sciences
or merely parts of one same science,

A. The solution of this problem, and the reasons
which impose that solution, involve a great knowledge of philosophy;
hence it is necessary to postpone the philosophical treatment of the
guestion until the beginner is sufficiently equipped to face the question;
for the question is not one that belongs to an introduction to philosophy;
but what does belong to an introduction to philosophy is an exposition,
to be accepted provisionally meanwhile, of the answer to the question.

B. Accordingly we shall here merely indicate which
are the parts of philosophy, laying it down also provisionally that these
parts are distinct sciences, distinct philosophies, - not merely

parts of one science nor of one philosophy,

62. DIVERSE PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES: We must first
distinguish three main orders of philosophy: -

A. PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT: This is the
philosophical knowledge of the order which the mind makes in its
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thought; it is called rational philosophy, or logic.

E. PHILOSOPHY OF THINGS; This is called real
philosophy, or speculative philosophy. It is called real, because
it is a philosophy of things as the mind finds them. It is called spec
ulative, because it consists in merely viewing (speculando) things as
they are, according to their order of dependence upon their supreme

causes, - and does not consist in knowing an order which the mind
makes (cf. n. 59), nor in directing the activity of the mind or will
or executive powers, - thus does it differ from logic, ethics

andpoietics. Now with regard to supra-experimental speculative
science, it is necessary to distinguish three grades of levels of
luminosity, and accordingly three grades of evidence, and consequently
three grades or modes of scientifically knowing.

a. An EXAMPLE will help to make this clear;

al. Imagine that the human eye could be switched
to register light rays both above and below (i.e. longer and shorter
rays) the range which it now in fact registers; that it could be
switched to register infra-red and ultra-violet rays.

a2. Imagine that the power-house sent over the wires
to the lamp-globe illuminative energy on three different planes,
with the result that according as the lamp-bulb was switched thus or
thus, it would diffuse infra-red rays, and secondly light rays ranging
between red and violet, and thirdly ultra -violet rays.

a3. The result would be three planes of luminosity or
of manifestness of things to human sight.
a4. The further result would be three planes of vision,

three levels of eyesight, to which the eye would need to
be adjusted or switched.

as. There would be a lowest grade of light (ultra-violet
light), a second grade of light (our present light), a third and highest
grade of light (infra-red light).

ab. There would be a lowest plane of manifestness or
evidence of things to sight (manifestness under ultra-violet light), a
second plane of manifestness (manifestness under our present light),
and a third and highest plane of manifestness (manifestness under
infra-red light).

a7. There would be a lowest plane of sight (sight by
ultra-violet, light), a second plane of sight (sight by our present
light), and a third and highest plane of sight (sight by infra-red light).

b. Now, in point of fact, all this is not realised in the
case of corporeal light and sight; but it is realised in the case of the
light by which our intellect sees.

bl. There are three planes or grades or levels of the
light under which things are manifest to our intellect (they are the
three grades of eminential im m ateriality or abstractedness from the
limitations to knowability that m atter imposes, - for m atter
is the obstacle to knowability).

b2. There are accordingly three planes of manifestness
of things to our intellect (i.e. three levels of intelligibility).

b3. There are again accordingly three planes of knowing
exercised by our intellect.

c. It follows from this that our intellect exercises
supra-experimental speculative science on three planes; on the first
or lowest plane, natural philosophy; on the second plane, mathem atics;
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on the third and highest plane, metaphysics.

cl. But, as we have: noted previously (nn. 19-20),
m athem atics is not a philosophical science.
c2. This leaves us two philosophical sciences of things,

to wit: natural philosophy on the lowest plane of luminosity, and
metaphysics on the highest plane thereof. For this reason speculative
philosophy is divided into natural philosophy and metaphysics.

C. PHILOSOPHY OF THE PRACTICAL: This is called
practical philosophy.

a. But practice is twofold, to wit: doing and making.

b. This distinction gives rise to two distinct practical
philosophical sciences, namely* ethics and poietics.

bl. Ethics deals with human doing, that is with human

acts inasmuch as they are uses of human freedom, ordered towards
the ultimate End of human activity, or in other words, with human
acts as they are suitable or unsuitable for man.

b2. Poietics treats of human making, that is* with
human practice inasmuch as it is unto the production of some external
effect; hence whereas ethics is concerned with human practice inasmuch
as such practice is unto the good of the agent, man, poietics is concerned
with human practice inasmuch as it is unto the good of the product,
the artifact; poietics is accordingly the philosophy of art.

C. However, with respect to ethics and poietics it is
to be noted that they are only remotely-practical, (speculative-practical,
not practice-practical);

cl. for ethics is not proximately directive or regulative
of human acts as prudence is, and one may have great ethical knowledge
and yet sin much;

c2. nor is poietics proximately directive ot regulative
of production, and one may have great knowledge by way of the theory
of art and yet be a very bad artist: just as human doing is proximately
regulated by prudence and only remotely directed by ethics or moral
theory, so human making is proximately regulated by art and only
remotely by poietics or the philosophical theory of art.

63. SCHEMATIC DIVISION OF PHILOSOPHY: The division of
philosophy can accordingly be thus schematically shown: -

RATIONAL: LOGIC: Philosophy of thought.
on 3rd grade of light:
METAPHYSICS Philosoph
Phil- ;real, speculative of things
osophy on 1st grade of light:
NATURAL PHILOSOPHY
About doing: ETHICS
PRACTICAL NPhilosophy of practice,

About making: POIETICS
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MORE ELABORATE DIVISION: The division may be presented

more elaborately thus:

64

PHILOSOPHY
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65. DEFINITIONS OF PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES: It will
be helpful now to indicate the definitions of these sciences
(Cf. n. 41, B):

A. LOGIC:
a. Its subject: Mental being of second intention (i.e.

the mental relations of concepts, which relations are predicability,
predication and illation). One may say in a popular fashion
that its subject is the narchitecture" of thought).

b. Its definition: Science of mental being of second
intention.

B. NATURAL PHILOSOPHY:

a. Its subject: Movable being considered ontologically
(i,e. being subject to sensible movement, - which is three
fold, to wit, local movement, according to place, physical or
qualitative movement, according to quality, and quantitative
movement which is increase and decrease).

b. Its definition: Perfect science of being forasmuch as it

is movable being.

0. METAPHYSICS:
a. Its subject: Being forasmuch as it is being.
b. Its definition: The perfect science of being forasmuch

as it is being.

D. ETHICS:
a. Its subject: Morality, or: Human acts as moral.

b. Its definitions: Philosophical science of morality: or
Philosophical science of moral acts.

E. POIETICS:
a. Its subject: Art.
b. Its definition: Speculative-practical science of art.

CHAPTER SIX

UNITY OF PHILOSOPHY

66. QUESTION: We have seen that there are five philosophies,
five philosophical sciences or habits. We have now
to consider the unity found between these five habits.

A. This question also is very difficult, and supposes
a grest deal of philosophical knowledge for its solution; the full
treatment of it therefore does not belong to an introduction to
philosophy; to treat it fully in the introduction is to make philosophy
itself its own introduction, - which is a fatilt of method and absurd;

it would mean that one would need to be already a philosopher in order
to be introduced to philosophy.

B. Hence here we merely indicate the answer given to this

question.

67. SOLUTION: The first division of philosophy is into philosophy
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IMPROPERLY SO-CALLED or philosophy taken IN -AQUALIFIED
SENSE (SECUNDUM QUID) and philosophy PROPERLY SO-CALLED
or philosophy taken SIMPLY.

A. Philosophy:

a. IMPROPERLY so-called or philosophy taken
'SECUNDUM QUID* is LOGIC, which is also called INSTRUMENTAL
philosophy;

al. It is said to be philosophy improperly so-called or

'SECUNDUM QUID (under qualification)for the reason that it is
not science of real being or of reality, since its subject
is not real being, but mental being.

a2. It is called instrumental philosophy for the reason
that it is, so to speak, a science which philosophy properly so-
called uses as an instrument in its processes.

b. But philosophy PROPERLY so-called or taken SIMPLY
consists of the other four philosophical sciences, to wit:
bl. natural philosophy, or philosophy of nature;

b2. metaphysics, or first philosophy;
b3. ethics, or moral philosophy;
b4. poietics, or philosophy of art.

C. The UNITY betv/een philosophy IMPROPERLY so-called
or philosophy taken IN A QUALIFIED SENSE (LOGIC) on the one hand,
and philosophy PROPERLY so-called or philosophy taken SIMFLY
on the other hand, is ANALOGICAL UNITY, and indeed unity of
analogy of proper proportionality; which is to say: both are called
philosophy, and neither of them indeed by mere metaphor, but
the genuine nature of philosophy is found in each of them, yet in
a fashion more unsame than same.

B. But philosophy PROPERLY so-called or philosophy
SIMFLY taken is a GENUS, so that SPECULATIVE philosophy and
PRACTICAL philosophy have between them a generic unity.

a. This highest genus is divided into two lower genera,
to wit, SPECULATIVE philosophy on the one hand, and PRACTICAL
philosophy on the other.

b. SPECULATIVE philosophy is therefore a genus which
is divided into TWC SPECIES, to wit:
bl. NATURAL PHILOSOPHY,

b2, and METAPHYSICS.

C. PRACTICAL philosophy is similarly a genus which is
divided into TWO SPECIES, to wit:
cl. ETHICS,

c2. and POIETICS.

68. SCHEMATIC SYNOPSIS: Accordingly the unity of philosophy
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may be thus schematically exhibited: -

PHILOSOPHY

I Improperly so-called PROPERLY SO CALLED
*and named philosophy AND NAMED FKILOSOFHY
under qualification: SIMPLY.
Logic.
SPECULATIVE PRACTICAL
PHIL(?SOPHY PHILOSOPHY

NATURAL METAPHYSICIIETHICS FOIETICS
PHILOSOPHY

CHAPTER SEVEN
ORDER AMONG THE PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES.
69t ORDER OF PROCEDURE: Among the philosophical
sciences we must distinguish four orders, corresponding

to the four causes, thus:-

according to formal cause: ORDER OF PERFECTION

Oor Of NOBILITY .o Art. T
Order according to efficient cause: ORDER OF
among SUBALTERNATION .....cccovie i, # o, Art. 2
philosophical
sciences according to final cause: ORDER OF ENDS eee Art, £

according to material cause: ORDER OF TEACHING, .Art, 4

ARTICLE ONE
ORDER OF PERFECTION

70, TWOFOLD ORDER OF NOBILITY: In sciences are to be
distinguished two orders of nobility,

A. For a first order is taken from the intrinsic nature
of science in itself; or in other words, from the science as it is
science.

E. But a second order is taken from the science as it is
as it of human value, i.e. as perfective of man,

71. ORDER OF PERFECTION AS SCIENCE*. Thus considered
the nobility or dignity of a science is taken from its
specificative object, wherefrom is taken its nature (cf, n 38D.d*

Thus taken, the order of perfection is as follows: w



38

A. First, METAPHYSICS.

B. Second, LOGIC.

C. Third, ETHICS.

D. Fourth, NATURAL FHILCSOPHY.
E. Fifth, POIETICS*

72. ORDER OF PERFECTION AS PERFECTIVE OF MAN:
According to nobility as perfective of man, ETHICS is the
noblest of the philosophical sciences;

A. For ethics is concerned about the direction of man
to that end which, if man were not elevated to a supernatural end,
would be his supreme end, and which indeed is eminently contained
in his supreme supernatural end; hence ethics is concerned about what
makes man simply good (i.e. a good man, - as distinct from a good
grammarian or good poet or good farmer or good soldier or good
engineer).

B. W hile poietics is from this point of view the lowest
of these sciences, for its concern is the direction of man to the
good of an external product, such an engine or a farm or a poem
or a statue; poietics is therefore concerned about what makes man
only Secundum quidl (under some reservation) good, - as an
artist or artificer, good in relation to an external work.

C. The remaining philosophical sciences direct man to
some particular good within himself, such as truth about being;
they accordingly occupy from this point of view an intermediate
position.

D. W hich is thus illustrated:-

About direction of man to SUPREME end.
Ethics
About what makes man SIMPLY good.

P**
About direction of man to PARTICULAR
Ends.
Order of nob- ; Metaphysics,
ility as per- Natural phil-
fective of man osophy, About what makes man good *secundum
; Logic quid* in himself ABSOLUTELY.

JAbout direction of men to PARTICULAR end.
Poietics

I About what makes man good Secundum quid* in
" Il himself RELATIVELY to external product of wqrk.

ARTICLE TWO
ORDER OF SUBALTERNATION

73. KINDS OF SUBALTERNATION FOUND HERE: The kinds of
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subalternation found among the philosophical sciences:
A. Are as thus indicated: -
bn the score of order or of definition

on the score of subject

Subalternation

of philosophical

sciences and proper
on the score Subalternation simply
of principlesv but improper

\ Subalternation 1secundum quidl

B. SUBALTERNATION of a science is the subordination
of that science to another science. Now a science may be subordinated
on one or some of three scores to another science.

C. SUBALTERNATION ON THE SCORE OF DEFINITION:

a. This kind of subalternation is had when the object and
nature of one science is determined or defined by another.

b. In this wise, that science which classifies the sciences
subalternates all other sciences to itself, - for it defines the object
and nature of each, assigning to each the matter and form of its
object.

D. SUBALTERNATION ON THE SCORE OF SUBJECT:

a. This kind of subalternation is had when the subject of
one science is contained under the subject of another science, but in
such wise that the subject of the subalternate science results from
the addition of an accidental difference to the subject of the subordinating
science.

b. Thus, the subject of geometry is quantity determined by
figure (i.e. shaped quantity); contained within this subject is line; now
if we add to line the accidental difference evisuall, we get the subject
of perspective science, - (applied in architecture taken as a fine art);
and so perspective science is subordinated or subalternated to
geometry.

E. SUBALTERNATION SIMPLY AND PROPER ON THE
SCORE OF PRINCIPLES:

a. This kind of subalternation is had when one science lacks
self-evident principles of its own, and has for its principles the
conclusions of another science.

b. This kind of subalternation always goes with the preceding
kind. Hence thus is perspective subalternated to geometry.

F. SUBALTERNATION SIMPLY BUT IMPROPER, ON THE
SCORE OF PRINCIPLES: This kind of subalternation is had when,
since the subject of one science is a contraction of the subject of
another, its principles are a contraction of the principles of the
other.

G. SUBALTERNATION *SECUNDUM QUID* ON THE SCORE
OF PRINCIPLES: This kind of subalternation is had when one science
sometimes uses the help of another, although it is essentially
independent of that other, and proves its conclusions from principles
of its own.

H. These various subalternations clear, we can now examine
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whether, and in what manner, they are found among the philosophical
sciences.

74. SUBALTERNATION AMONG PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES:
The subalternation found among philosophical sciences is
as follows:-

A. SUBALTERNATION ON THE SCORE OF DEFINITION:
Thus all other sciences are subalternated to metaphysics, for the
classification of the sciences, and the definition of the objects and
essence of each is a metaphysical act. For "sapientis est ordinare
- it is the office of the wise to set in order™, - and metaphysics is
natural wisdom in the proper sense of the term Wisdom?>*.

B. SUBALTERNATION ON THE SCORE OF SUBJECT:
Thus ethics and poietics are subalternated to natural philosophy;
for human practice is (part of) the subject of natural philosophy;

a. but ethics obtains its subject by the addition to the
human practice of the accidental difference ‘moral*;
b. while poietics obtains its subject by the addition to

it of the accidental difference ‘factive* or ‘ordered to the good on
an external product.

C. SUBALTERNATION SIMPLY AND PROPER, ON THE
SCORE OF PRINCIPLES: No such subalternation is found among the
philosophical sciences relatively to one another. For every phil-
osophical science has its own evident principles.

D. SUBALTERNATION SIMPLY BUT IMPROPER, ON
THE SCORE OF PRINCIPLES: Thus all other sciences are subalternated
to metaphysics; for the subject of all other sciences is a contraction
of being, which is the subject of metaphysics, and the principles of
all other sciences are contractions of the principles of metaphysics.

a. Thus the metaphysical principle: "If two things are
each identical with one same third thing, they are identical with
one another,” is narrowed down to: nlf two magnitudes are each
equal to one same third magnitude, they are equal to one another,”

- in which contracted form the principle is a mathematical one.

b. It follows from this that metaphysics resolves or analyses
the principles of all other sciences into its own principles, and
explains and defends them. Metaphysics is thus properly the guardian
of the principles, and more than any other science is solicitous of
the principles.

E. SUBALTERNATION IN A MERE QUALIFIED SENSE ON THE

SCORE OF PRINCIPLES: Thus all other philosophical sciences are
subalternated to metaphysics and to logic.

ARTICLE THREE
ORDER OF ENDS

75. ENDS OF PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES: The «ftd of all science
inasmuch as it is science, is truth, - which is the proper



41

perfection of intellect.

A. Speculative philosophy is ordered to speculative truth
as to its end.

B. Logic is ordered, inasmuch as it is a science, to
speculative truth, and inasmuch as it is an art to practical truth
(i.e. to truth as giving right direction in making); for logic, taken
as an art, is directed towards the right making of argumentation.

C. Practical philosophy has as its end remotely practical
truth; - remotely, because practical philosophy only remotely, not
proximately, regulates practice (i.e. doing and making), whereas
prudence and the practico-practical judgment and art regulate
practice proximately.

76. ORDER OF THESE ENDS; Speculative truth is simply higher

and more noble than is practical truth, for truth as speculative
is an end, whereas truth as practical is unto an end; but end 1is
always to be preferred to means ('Finis est potior mediis1¥). But,
speaking under qualification (secundum quid), practical truth may be
preferred to speculative truth, v.g. relatively to the necessities
imposed by the circumstances of our present life. Hence:

A. SIMPLY SPEAKING, the philosophical sciences, viewed
on the score of the excellence of their ends, are to be preferred in
this order; Metaphysics, natural philosophy, logic, ethics, poietics.

B. But SPEAKING ‘SECUNDUM QUID* they are to be
preferred in this order: Ethics, poietics, logic, metaphysics,
natural philosophy.

ARTICLE FOUR
ORDER OF TEACHING

77. PRINCIPLES DETERMINING THIS ORDER: These principles
are four:

A. To wit;

a. First, since the human intellect proceeds from the
knowledge of sensibles to the knowledge of supra-sensibles, those
philosophical sciences ought to be proposed first which are in
alower degree of abstraction.

b. Second, but since ethics and poietics are subalternated
on the score of subject to natural philosophy, they pre-require natural
philosophy.

c. Third, and the more difficult philosophical sciences

pre-require logic, because in view of their difficulty the natural
spontaneous logic of the human intellect is insufficient for their
being conducted without error.

d. Fourth, ethics supposes many things from special
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metaphysics.

B. Note well therefore that the principles determining
the order of teaching these sciences are taken from the consideration
of the human intellect, i.e. from the disposition of the subject which
is to receive these sciences.

78. ORDER OF TEACHING: It is concluded accordingly:

A. That the order of teaching the philosophical sciences
is as follows:-

a. Logic:

b. Natural philosophy;

C. Poietics;

d. M etaphysics;

e. Ethics.

B Observe that this order is very different from that

current among modern philosophers, but it accords with the
practice and the principles laid down by Aristotle and St. Thomas.

a. It accords too, as we have seen, with the principles
which should be determinative of this question, - for this question
must be determined from the consideration of the disposition and
aptitude of the human intellect, which is the subject of philos-
ophical sciences, which are the forms to be introduced into that
subject.

b. For teaching is an art, and art must proceed according to
the disposition of the matter or subject towards the form which is to be
introduced by art into that matter or subject.

PART THREE

PHILOSOPHY CONSIDERED RELATIVELY TO ITS NEIGHBOURS

CHAPTER EIGHT
PHILOSOPHY AND SENSE EXPERIENCE

79. MATERIAL DEPENDENCE AS REGARDS PRINCIPLES:
Since the human intellect depends extrinsically or objectively

for its knowledge upon the senses, it is from sense experience

that it obtains, materially, those elementary notions from which

proceeds the understanding of the principles or reason.

A. Thus the notions lbeingl and lnon-beinglare gained
to the human intellect materially through sense experience, -
since, as will be seen in natural philosophy, the senses supply
the quasi-m atter from which the intellect abstracts these notions;
these notions being understood, the intellect at once apprehends
that Ibeing is not non-beingl, which is the absolutely first
principle of reason, the chiefest lamp under whose light the
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philosophic seeing is done. Likewise from sense experience the
human intellect gains the quasi-matter from which it abstracts and
understands the terms Ilwholel and /partl, which terms being
understood, the intellect at once apprehends that ‘a whole is
greater than its part/ which also is a principle of reason, a
philosophic lamp.

B. Now philosophy proceeds under the light of the
principles of reason; and accordingly philosophy depends in a
m aterial way upon sense experience for the principles under
whose light it sees, - the principles of reason being m aterially
resolved into sense experience, and formally into intelligible and
intellective light. This dependence is somewhat like my dependence
for my act of seeing a book by electric light at night upon the miners
who extracted from the earth the steel from which is constructed
the filaments inside the electric lamp globe.

C. This is a dependence, not of a subject upon his ruler,
but of a mistress upon her servants; somewhat like the dependence
of a sculptor upon the chisel by means of which he performs his
sculptive act.

80. MATERIAL DEPENDENCE AS REGARDS SUBIJECT: In
similar fashion, philosophy depends m aterially upon
sense experience for its subject.

A. F®w»sense experience we derive in a m aterial manner
our concept, for example, of movable being, or of quantity; and
our knowledge that some being is movable or that some being is
quantic, is resolvable materially into sense experience, - the
formal resolution being of course into the light of intelligibility
and of intellect.

B. This dependence is again that of a mistress upon her
servants; it is like the dependence of a painter upon the canvas and
paints upon which he does his work.

a. It may be illustrated by the example of the celebrated
student of apiary science, Francois Huber, upon the eyes of his
servants; for he was blind; but from what his servants saw and
reported to him he elaborated a great science of bees, interpreting
by the light of his reason the data supplied by the ocular experience
of his servants.

b. It is such a dependence as is illustrated again by this,
that Aristotle, from the truth perceived by his senses and inter
preted by his intellect, that ‘there is movement in the universel,
proceeds to prove and understand that being is divided into act
and potency and that there is a Prime Movent.

c. Indeed all the five proofs of St. Thomas for the existence
of God proceed from a sensibly observed fact on the one hand and
from a principle of reason on the other; and the demonstration in
each case is formally resolved into the principle of reason and
m aterially into the sensibly observed fact; - for the demonstrative
or philosophical act is formally constituted, not when the fact is
sensibly perceived, but when it is interpreted and resolved into its
cause by the light of the principle of reason; hence it is not the sensible
perception of the fact, but the intellectual interpretation and resolution
into cause, that formally constitutes the demonstrative or philosophical
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act.

81 PHILOSOPHY JUDGES SENSE EXPERIENCE: This in
two manners, to wit:

A. NEGATIVELY: Fhilosophy has the office of guarding
the principles of reason and the certain conclusions that are arrived
at by the light of these principles. Hence whenever it would seem

as is often the case - that the senses testify
against the principles of reason, the judgment lies with philosophy.

a. Let us, to take a very easy example, suppose that
the sense of touch testifies that a stick half submerged in water is
straight, while sight gives rise to the judgment that the stick is
bent - now even if physical science, as was the case of old, were
unable to resolve the antinomy, (as it could not do before the laws
of light refraction were known), yet philosophy must give the verdict
that there is in the stick (in the real) no contradiction, that it is not
at the same time bent and straight, that one of the two verdicts
occasioned by sense experience is false; even though philosophy may
not be able to determine which of the two judgments about the stick
is true, nor show what is the cause of the discrepancy in the
judgments occasioned, but is obliged to leave these questions to the
physicist, yet philosophy must pronounce that both judgments cannot
be true, that the discrepancy or contradiction is not in the thing,
but is in the judgments occasioned by sense experiencet "not the
message, but the judge is badl (St. Austin).

b. Thus does philosophy exercise a sort of negative
judicative office in regard to sense experience, forbidding sense
experience from giving rise to judgments which are against the
principles of reason or the certain conclusions achieved by the
light of these principles.

B. POSITIVELY: It is the office of philosophy to determine
the ontological value of sense experience. Philosophy is fulfilling
this office when, v.g. it determines that the experience of the
external senses is of things existing physically outside the senses,
and that the experience of the productive imagination, such as
the imagination of winged pigs and golden mountains, is not of things
existing physically outside the sense.

CHAPTER NINE
PHILOSOPHY AND THE PRINCIPLES OF REASON

82. FORMAL RESOLUTION OF PHILOSOPHY INTO LIGHT OF
PRINCIPLES: We have seen that philosophy is resolved

or analysed in a sort of material manner into sense experience.

But since the light of the principles of reason is the manifesting

principle, of philosophy, its motive and medium, it is clear that

philosophy is resolved formally into this light; in other words,

if we analyse philosophy into its constitutive principles or sources,

it is the light of the principles that we find to be the determining

or actuating principle or source.

A. In order to understand this, let us take the example
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of an act of philosophy, - St. Thomas* first demonstration of the exist
ence of God. It begins with a sensibly experienced fact: now the
experiencing of this fact is not a philosophical act, but it is, so

to speak, the matter upon which the philosophical act is exercised.
But when the light of the principles of reason is brought to bear

upon this fact, the ultimate reason of the fact is seen, - which
ultimate reason is God,

a. To explain this, let us consider the argument: -

Things are MoOVed..ccoooevriiiiiiniiiiiiieeeeiiieeeeeis FACT KNOWN
EY SENSE EXPERIENCE

But "whatever is moved is moved by
ANO LN T e PRINCIPLE OF MOTION

and ”an infinite series of moved -
movents essentially subordinated is PRINCIPLE OF
IMPOSSIbIE™ Lo LIMITED REGRESS.

Therefore there exists a primemovent.. ULTIMATE CAUSE
OF THE FACT KNOWN
BY PHILOSOPHY.

b. Now, when the fact is known, no philosophical act is yet
done, but only an act of experience. But when the light of the
principles is brought to bear, and the ultimate cause (stated in the
conclusion) is known, the philosophical act is done. Hence it is the
light of the principles that adds the philosophical character to the
act exercised.

B. Note then that genuine philosophy proceeds, in its
knowledge under the light of the principles of reason as transparent,
i.e. inasmuch as the principles of reason in the mind (laws of thought)
are that in which and through which are seen the principles of reason
as laws of the real; for the laws governing *hink* are a transparent
reflexion of the laws governing *thing*: ”Cognosci sequitur esse -
Be-known follows be” .

a. Philosophy is based formally (i.e. as regards what
determines it to be philosophy, as distinct from raere experience or
any other such), upon the light of the principles of reason in the
mind as a transparent reflexion of the principles of reason in things
(laws of the real); so that philosophy proceeds in its act under the
light of the principles of reason as a transparent reflexion of
those same principles as evidently laws of things.

b. Philosophy is accordingly evidential, a science of evidence,
a science proceeding from evident principles, from seen principles.

C. Sacred theology in the theologian of this life proceeds
from opaque principles, - from principles, not seen, but believed.
Therefore, under a particular respect (secundum quid) philosophy is
more perfect as a science than is sacred theology in the theologian
of this life.

D. Observe well that, since the foundation of philosophy is
formally the principles of reason as evidently laws of things,
philosophy is not based upon the principles understood as a set
of postulates laid down and accepted for the sake of "philosophising”,
without being evident.

a. Some erroneously look upon Thomism as based upon
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such a set of postulates; they think that Thomism chooses to base
itself upon such a set of postulates, from the desire to prove certain
conclusions, such as the existence of God, the spirituality and im -
mortality of the human soul, the possibility of miracles, etc, -

and because this set of postulates suits it for this purpose; if this
were so, Thomism would be built upon a scaffolding of an artificial
and flimsy character, divorced from the real, - like a scaffolding
not based upon the ground.

b. Others, on the other hand, equally erroneously regard
Thomism as based upon the shifting sands of the teachings of physical
science in St Thomas* time, - so that the discrediting of the ancient

teachings of physics would be the discrediting of Thom istic philosophy.

C. Both of these opinions are false. Thomism is based
formally upon the principles of reason as evidently laws of things.
It is therefore based upon solid rock, upon the real as evident.

d. According to the two abovementioned erroneous con-
ceptions, Thomism would not be philosophy.
dl. According to the former conception, Thomism would

not be a science of evidence, but at the most would be a science of
inevidence, and at the worst would be a mere construction in the
realm of fictitious being, like a poetic or fanciful *creation™*.

d2. According to the latter conception, Thomism would
be an attempt at philosophy, but would be an unsuccessful attempt.

e. The contrast of conceptions may be shown thus:-

Thomism is based
upon the principles
of reason as evid
ently laws of the
real (i.e. upon
solid rock).

Thomism is based Thomism is based upon
upon a set of postulates the fashionable physical
laid down or accepted teachings of the time of
without evidence (i.e. its elaboration (i.e.
upon an unsupported upon shifting sands).

scaffolding).

83. PHILOSOPHY PRECISIFIES THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE
PRINCIPLES: Already by the common-sense of mankind the
principles of reason are understood, - but most often understood in

a vague and confused manner.

A. Thus every child knows that every agent acts on account
of an end, that every contingent being, if it is, has an efficient cause;
but common-sense usually does not suffice for a clear understanding
and precise formulation of such principles.

B. It is the office of philosophy to formulate the principles
exactly, that a clear and distinct understanding of them may be
possessed, - as well as to show their interdependence and subordination.

84. PHILOSOPHY DEFENDS THE PRINCIPLES OF REASON:
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For fust as corporeal sight requires that the light of the lamps
be clear and also that it be incident upon the object, so philosophy
requires that the principles of reason (which are the lamps of
philosophy) be clearly understood and firmly held (i.e. be clear,

and be regarded with certitude as playing upon things, as

realised in things). And just as the seeer displays much concern
about the lamps (for without them he does not perform his act of
seeing), so the genuine philosopher is much concerned about the
principles of reason, for without them he does not perform HIS

act, - which is to see philosophically, - to see highest causes.
And just as the seeer does his seeing by bringing things under the light
of the lamp, so the philosophical seeer sees things philosophically
and diagnoses and knows supreme causes by bringing things under
the light of the principles of reason: 1lIn scientiis tota lux get ex
principiis - In sciences all light is from the principles". Just
therefore as to break the lamps is to render sight and the perception
of colour impossible, so to reject or falsify the principles of

reason is to render philosophy and the knowing of last causes
impossible.

A. It is accordingly clear that, just as the seeer will
guard and defend the lamps, so will the philosopher guard and defend
the principles of reason.

B. The office of defending them belongs to metaphysics,
for the principles of all the sciences are defended by ultim ate re
solution to the most clear, most evident, best known and most
certain of all the principles, i.e. to the principles of metaphysics;
as metaphysics has no science above it by which its principles would
be defended, and as there is no further resolution of the principles
than that which metaphysics makes, metaphysics must defend its
own principles and those of all other (natural) sciences. (This itself
is an application of the principle of limited regress).

CHAFTER TEN
PHILOSOPHY AND COMMON SENSE.
85. ORDER OF PROCEDURE: Dealing with the relation between

philosophy and common sense, we shall proceed through two
articles, thus:

Notion of common sense.......cceeeerrnnnnne. Art. 1
On philosophy
and
common sense Relation between them .. ...........oeeee. Art. 2

ARTICLE ONE

NOTION OF COMMON SENSE

86. ELEMENTS OF COMMON SENSE: Common sense:
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A. Taken in the strict meaning of the term, is composed
of three elements:
a. Judgments immediately derived from sense experience,

such as this: LMovement occurs,1"Things begin to be and cease to
be".

b. Self-evident principles of reason, such as this:
"W henever a person acts, he does so for some end or purpose™.
C. Conclusions easily deduced from these self-evident

principles, such as this: "The chief value of books lies in their
relation to the knowledge that can be derived from them™".

B. If we take common sense in a wider and looser meaning,
it includes also a fourth element, namely: many mere opinions or
beliefs current among men at a particular time or place, such as
this: "The earth is flat;" "Tomatoes cause appendicitis;" "Tuberculosis
is caused by dampness".

C. Common sense taken in the strict sense is universal and
COMMON to mankind; it is the spontaneous or natural apprehension whicl}
the human mind has of the real, and the spontaneous judgments which
the human intellect makes about the real, - but not yet critically
reflected upon, nor sifted nor examined. It is said to be SPONTANEOUS,
as contrasted with judgments to which the mind has been led by an
artificial process such as scientific reasoning or exact observation,
and upon which the mind has critically reflected, or which it has
analysed or appraised or judged.

a. It will be seen later that by an education that is good, and
by genuine scientific discipline and sound criticism the mind advances
beyond common sense to a knowledge more perfect than that which

is called common sense, - passing onto a perfecting of that knowledge
that goes by the name of common sense;
b. by a vicious education, or by pseudo-scientific work,

or by unsound criticism, the knowledge and certitudes gained by
common sense may be corrupted or rejected.

87. IMPERFECTION OF COMMON SENSE: The certain knowledge
or judgments of common sense:

A. are as well founded as those of science, - for they are
equally caused by evidence of things and are equally a grasp of things.

B. But in the case of mere common sense alone:

a. the possessor has no dear or precise knowledge of the
cause or motive which impelled him to his judgments; he has at most
an obscure or confused knowledge.

b. Neither has he a clear and distinct and precise knowledge
of his terms, or of what the terms represent, nor can be formulate
exactly the principles which he has grasped and holds; for example,
though he has grasped and holds the principle of finality, his under-
standing of it is vague and rough and unrefined, so that he cannot
formulate it exactly.

C. Therefore the knowledgesknown as common sense are
imperfect, - notindeed in their value of truth, - but in the mode
or condition under which they exist in the mind.

88. DEFINITION OF COMMON SENSE: Common sense may
accordingly be DEFINED: "The natural or spontaneous
apprehensions and judgments of the human intellect, imperfect in
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their mode"

ARTICLE TWO
RELATIONS BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY AND COMMON SENSE

89. FOUNDATION OF PHILOSOPHY ON COMMON SENSE: Let
us here distinguish carefully.

A. NOT ON ITS AUTHORITY: Philosophy is not based
on the authority of common sense.

a. Such would mean that the philosopher would accept principles
and conclusions therefrom, simply because those judgments, principles
and conclusions, are accepted by the common run of mankind; this
would mean that philosophy would in its essential argumentation be
arguing simply from the common eonsent of mankind, - without
intrinsic evidence of its own; it would mean that philosophy would
proceed from authority as its manifesting form, and not from the
light of the self-evident principles of reason; it would mean that
philosophy would not be a science of evidence, - but of inevidence.

b. An EXAMPLE will serve to make this clear: Imagine
an angel who, on an impossible supposition, would descend on earth
with no knowledge at all (his intellect a clean slate), - but possessing
an immense intellectual and reasoning power; imagine this angel as
not seeing the first principles as evident (they would be, on this
supposition, inevident to him), but as accepting them on the authority
of men who have common sense; without ever seeing them as evident,
he would build up upon them a great edifice of system atic knowledge
of ultimate causes; this system would not be a science of evidence*
but a science of inevidence (like sacred theology in the theologian
in this life); it would not be philosophy; for it is of the essence of
philosophy that it proceed in its act under the light of the principles of
reason as evident, as seen.

B. NOT ON IT AS A BLIND INSTINCT: Some conceive
common sense as a body of judgements which the human mind makes
under a necessity proceeding from the mind*s own nature, - quite
apart from any motivating of the mind by evident things. Now this
understanding of common sense, as we shall see later, is to be rejected,
and it is not upon common sense thus understood that philosophy is
based.

C. ON COMMON SENSE AS PRESENTING EVIDENCE:
Philosophy is based on common sense understood as the spontaneous
apprehensions and judgements of the human intellect, and as
bringing with it the evidence for these apprehensions and judgments,

offering to philosophy these apprehensions and judgments, to
be accepted, not on any authority, but on the evidence that is presented
for them.

90. SUPERIORITY OF PHILOSOPHY TO COMMON SENSE:
Philosophy is more perfect than common sense inasmuch
as it:-

A. Is perfect in its mode, containing clear knowledge of
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of the causes or motives of its certitudes and affirmations.

E. Is critical, sifting out exactly what is the content of the
apprehensions and judgments of common sense, defining terms
precisely and formulating principles exactly.

C. Goes beyond common sense to further conclusions
and to a much greater knowledge of causes.

91. ON AN ACCIDENTAL TITLE (PER ACCIDENS) COMMON

SENSE JUDGES PHILOSOPHY: Common sense has .the right
to reject any conclusions that philosophers propose in contradiction
to a certitude of common sense, - just as a subject has a right to
oppose a ruler whose exactions are obviously unjust.

A. It is *per sel (according to the essential relation between
them), that a ruler judges his subject; but *per accidensl (owing to an
accidental or adventitious or extrinsic circumstance) the subject may
judge the ruler: - the accidental circumstance that the ruler acts
beyond his authority.

B. Thus did Diogenes appeal to common sense against the
teaching of Zeno, who denied the possibility of movement: Diogenes
simply stood up and walked. Such an appeal to common sense did
Henry More make against Descartes* teaching that movement is reciprocal,
so that it would be the same to say that a body is travelling towards a
goal or that the goal is travelling towards it; More retorted that when
a man runs towards a goal, panting and tiring himself, he has no doubt
which of the two, himself or the goal, is in movement.

92. ATTITUDE OF PHILOSOPHY TO COMMON SENSE: There is
a wrong attitude and a right attitude:

A. WRONG ATTITUDE: The wrong attitude of the philosopher
to common sense is to despise it as unscientific (it is indeed unscientific,
or better, prescientific, but that does not mean that it is false or even
uncertain), to reject it lock, stock and barrel, to discard it entirely and
to start off afresh to erect an edifice ofknowledge.

a. In so doing, the philosopher would cut himself from the
real, for he would be refusing to accept the most basic and most
primordial testimonies that the real gives about itself to the human
intellect;

al. in so doing, too, the philosopher would be sinning against
evidence, for common sense judgments are caused by evidence, and
to reject what is thus evident is to reject evidence;

az2. in so doing, again, the philosopher would be sinning agains]|
the light , against the very light of philosophy, against the light of
the principles of reason, for to discard common sense is to discard
the principles and their light; and to be without the light of the principles}
of reason is to be not a philosopher.

b. Moreover, to reject all the prix**riiai certitudes is to be
without a foundation upon which a scientific or philosophic edifice can be
built up; even Descartes, who endeavoured to proceed in this way,
was obliged to retain one elementary certitude from common sense,
namely, the certitude that *1think1; if he had not done this, he would
have been condemned forever to be without any certitude of any kind.
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for he would have had no premiss whatever from which to proceed

to conclusions; thus to reject common sense entirely is to abandon
philosophising completely, and to condemn oneself to complete
agnosticism, to universal scepticism; it is to lay down at the
beginning of one's attempt at philosophising that philosophy is
impossible, that the attempt to achieve truth and certitude is a

vain endeavour; - which is to commit oneself to a dogmatism of
the most rigid type, and a dogmatism that is vicious, because
opposed to evidence. Such an attitude is intrinsically absurd, because
it is to deny all certitude and reject dogmatism, and yet accept dog
matism at the same time; it is to reject evidenced certitude in order

to accept unevidenced dogmatism, - which is the very negation of
philosophy.
B. EIGHT .ATTITUDE: The right attitude of the philosopher

to common sense is to accept it as a beginning, as an initial knowledge,
imperfect indeed in its mode, but perfect in its value of truth -
insofar as on reflection he sees it to be motived by the evidence of things ?

a. Since the judgments of common sense, such as the first
principles of reason, are derived from evidence, the philosopher
must accept them, for he must never go against evidence; he should
indeed criticise common sense, sift it out, purge it of accretions
in it that are not derived from evidence of things (mere fashionable
opinions etc,) but in doing this he is merely rendering exact and
precise the content of common sense, perfecting it, not rejecting it.

b. The mind of common sense and the mind of the philosopher
are but one mind, but as it goes further from common sense into
philosophy that mind reflects on its primordial persuasions, sifting,
judging, criticising, precisifying, clarifying.

C. What on reflection it finds to be inexact, it will reject;
but what it finds on this same reflection to be evidenced by things
it will accept and learn to realise more and appreciate more, learning
to appreciate more the value of these initial but enormously fruitful
graspings of the real, seeing more and more clearly and deeply
and fully how these first principles grasped by common sense are
the supreme laws of the real and the supreme laws of thought, the
foundations of all scientific and philosophic knowledge, the lamps
by which the universe of being is lit up to the eye of the philosopher.

d. The philosopher will then come to see the primordial
certitudes as more luminous and larger and vaster realities; they
will become big to his mind, objects of prolonged and deep contem
plation; they will not be mere premises from which he will run out
syllogisms, but will be the vast and colossal and inescapable laws of
things and of thought.

CHAPTER ELEVEN

PHILOSOPHY AND THE PARTICULAR SCIENCES.

93. DISTINCTION BETWEEN THESE SCIENCES AND PHILOSOPHY?
This problem must receive a twofold consideration.

A. IN GENERAL: It is to be granted that there is identity
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between the particular or positive sciences and philosophy on the
score of MATERIAL OBJECT.*

a. Nevertheless on the score of MANIFESTED FORM
there is diversity, for the form which philosophical light manifests
is supreme cause, whereas the form manifested by the experimental
and particular sciences is proximate and merely empiriological
cause, that is, jumping off ground for a prediction.

b. Also on the score of MANIFESTING FORM do they
differ, for the MANIFESTING FORM of the experimental sciences
is an empiriological light of the principles of reason, whereas
that of philosophy is an ontological light of these principles.

bl. This distinction between the empiriological and the
ontological light of the principles of reason is thus explained;
bla. Insofar as the principles illumine the mode of

being which is found in a given object, by analysing it into being,
defining it in terms of being, and indicating its reasons of be
(i.e it s causes), the principles shed an ontological light;

bib. but insofar as the principles are used merely to classify
what is experimentally observed, and to generalise thereupon, thus
formulating general laws of observable sequence in phenomena, and
thereby indicating invariable antecedents of phenomena, and
discovering the phenomenological conditions of an observed phenomenon”®
the principles shed an empiriological light.

blc. For it is to be remembered that every scientific act,
as distinct from an experiential act, is exercised under the light
of principles of reason: if this light is restricted in such wise as to
be confined to the empiriological order (i.e, to the order of observed
phenomena), then this light is merely empiriological in character; if
however it illuminates and displays the inobservable modes or entity
or reality implied by observable modes or entity or reality implied by
observed phenomena, and the reasons of be (i.e. the causes) of
observed phenomena, then this light is ontological in character.

b2. Now, it is ultimately this distinction in the light of the
principles of reason, that distinguishes the philosophical science of
nature from the experimental sciences of nature.

B. THE PROBLEM OF NATURAL PHILOSOPHY: The
question that rises here is this: "Is there philosophical science
of nature distinct from the experimental or empiriological science
of nature” In view of what has been said above (n. 37) regarding

the specification and distinction of sciences from their object
formally considered, the question is resolved into this: Ms the
object, formally considered, of natural philosophy, distinct from
the object, formally considered, of the experimental or natural
sciences?*1

a. THE DIFFICULTY lies in this, that the subject of each
is movable being, and that both proceed under the natural light of the
principles of reason in the lowest degree of luminosity.

b. However, the ANSWER is that natural philosophy
proceeds in its act tinder thtronlulugiual light of the principles of
reason, whereas the experimental sciences proceed under the
empiriological light of these principles.

bl. This means that natural philosophy ultimately analyses
its concepts into being, while the experimental sciences ultimately
analyse their concepts into observable phenomena; it means, as a
consequence, that natural philosophy explores and establishes the
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causes of movable being, while the experimental sciences explore and
establish laws of sequence in phenomena observable.

b2. Thus, for example, experimental psychology examines,
classifies, and states the laws of sequence in, the functions of a
living organism, whereas philosophical psychology explores the
principles which these functions suppose and the causes which they
imply, and which are ultimately explicative of them.

b3. This diversity between philosophy (natural) and the
experimental sciences might be summed up by saying that the
experimental .sciences are sciences of statement (scientia quia,
science de constatation), whereas natural philosophy is a science of
explanation (scientia propter quid, science dlexplication) of the same
m aterial object:

b4. It might be summed up again by saying that the experi
mental sciences are sciences of MOVABLE being, whereas natural
philosophy is the science of movable BEING.

bSs. It is evident therefore that whereas experimental
science is imperfect science, natural philosophy is incomplete
science, requiring the experimental sciences as a complement to
itself. Hence natural philosophy is required to perfect experimental
science, and experimental science is required to complete natural
philosophy.

C. SUMMARY: It is to be concluded that:

a. Philosophy is not the v/hole of science, that it does not
absorb the experimental sciences into itself, but rather that it
leaves them in their distinctness; (this is to be noted against
Descartes, who regarded philosophy as the whole of science, there
being no science other than philosophy).

b. On the other hand it is to be concluded that the experimental
sciences do not absorb philosophy into themselves, that they are
not the whole of science, but rather that philosophy remains distinct
from them and above them; (this is to be noted against the Positivists,
such as Comte, who admitted no philosophy, but regarded the
experimental sciences as the whole of science: philosophy, if the
term be admitted, being nothing more than the co-ordination or
system atisation of the sciences).

ST THOMAS
Philosophy and the Icorpusl of the natural or
positive or experimental sciences have the
same m aterial object (everything knowable).
But philosophy proceeds under an ontological
light, whereas the experimental sciences proceed
under an empiriological light. And philosophy
establishes causes, and indeed ultimate causes,
while the experimental sciences establish laws
of sequence.

DESCARTES COMTE
Philosophy absorbs The experimental
the other sciences, sciences absorb
being itself the whole philosophy, - there
of science. is no philosophy; or

at most philosophy $s
but the systematizac
tion of the experiment
al sciences.
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94. PHILOSOPHY JUDGES THE PARTICULAR SCIENCES:

Every science is autonomous, in the sense that every science
has the sufficient means to attain truth about its own object (even
though, in some cases, it borrow these meais from a higher science,
as when a science, such as architecture, lacking self-evident
principles of its own, borrows principles from geometry;) and no
one may deny a truth established by any science; truth cannot
contradict truth, for there is no contradiction in the real.

A. But when a scientist errs, even though not passing
beyond his own domain, though he may reflect and correct himself,
it is obvious that philosophy also may judge him, should his teaching
contradict a truth of philosophy. Thus metaphysics, the highest
natural science, may judge all other natural sciences.

B. When, conversely, a philosopher arrives at a con-
clusion that contradicts a truth established by an experimental
science, it is the office of the philosopher to determine how far
there is contradiction, and to find the error in his own processes;
an experimental science cannot judge philosophy, but philosophy
may reflect upon itself, and using the testimony or verdict of
physical or experimental science, judge itself.

95. PARTICULAR SCIENCES ARE SUBALTERNATE ON THE
SCORE OF DEFINITION TO METAPHYSICS: Since

metaphysics is the highest science of the natural order, it belongs

to metaphysics to fulfil as regards all other natural sciences the

office of directive science (scientia rectrix), (cf. nn. 50-51). This

does not mean that the other sciences are incapable, without met-

aphysics, of attaining their end, - which is truth; an astronomer

can be a good astronomer without being a metaphysician. Metaphysics

does not direct the other sciences to their end. But it does mean

that metaphysics determines what is the end of each science; in other

words, it determines what is its object, - and accordingly its nature;

and accordingly too, determines the order existing between the various

sciences, and thus classifies them.

A. This Thomistic doctrine is against the teaching of
Descartes on the one hand, and of Comte on the other, thus:-

ST. THOMAS
M etaphysics is a queen, of
whom the other sciences
are subjects.

DESCARTES COMTE
M etaphysics is a The other
queen, but has no sciences have
subjects. no queen.
B. According to Thomism there is an essential order among

the sciences, inasmuch as the sciences, being subordinated to one
first or supreme science which has the office of setting order among
the rest, are co-ordinated among themselves. Note that ORDER is:
fDisposition or arrangement of many according to before and after

with reference to some first”. The Thomistic doctrine on this point
is an application of the principle: ”Non datur co-ordinatio sine
subordinatione - There is no co-ordination without subordination”.

C. Hence: the teaching of Comte really denies order among
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the sciences, - excluding the "reference to a first" which is
of the essence of order. According to Descartes also there is no
order among the sciences, - for Descartes excludes the "manyl

which is of the essence o order.

a. Thus on the one hand Descartes exaggerates the unity
of science, to the point that there is not unity of order merely,
but unity of identity.

b. On the other hand Comte minimises the unity of the
sciences to the degree that there is no unity.
c. St Thomas preserves an even and just balance, not

asserting too much unity, such as would exclude the many, nor too
little unity such as would exaggerate the many: he asserts a UNITY
OF ORDER.

d. This may be thus briefly schematized: -

ST THOMAS
The sciences constitute
a unity of many, i.e. a
unity of order.

DESCARTES COMTE
The sciences con The sciences con
stitute a pure stitute a pure
unity, i.e. unity many, i.e. many
without many. without unity.
96. PARTICULAR SCIENCES ARE SUBALTERNATE SIMPLY

BUT IMPROPERLY ON THE SCORE OF PRINCIPLES,
TO METAPHYSICS: The principles of all other sciences are dependent
on the principles of metaphysics, inasmuch as their principles are
contractions of the principles of metaphysics, and cannot be true
unless the principles of metaphysics are true. The principles of the
other sciences are not directly dependent on the principles of meta
physics, as a conclusion is directly dependent on its premises; rather,
they are themselves self-evident (in most cases), and carry conviction
in them selves; but ttoey are indirectly dependent on the principles
of metaphysics and can be resolved into them. It is by this resolution
into the principles of metaphysics that they are defended, - so that
it is the office of metaphysics to defend the principles of the other
sciences.

A. Note that we find two kinds of dependence of one truth
upon another, inasmuch as:

a. it is not true unless that is true (indirect dependence);

b. it is not known unless that i® fore-known (direct
dependence).

B. Now the principles of the lower sciences depend upon
the principles of metaphysics in the former manner only.

a. Descartes however thought that they depend in both
ways, - involving that the lower sciences would be merely parts

of metaphysics, and their conclusions only the ultimate conclusions
of metaphysics, while their principles would be the proximate con
clusions of metaphysics.

b. Comte, on the other extreme, envisaged no dependence
of the principles of the lower sciences on the principles of metaphysics,
- involving that the lower sciences would be utterly unrelated to
metaphysics.

C. The Thomistic doctrine here is what is taught in other
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places, to wit, that other principles cannot be deduced from the
principle of contradiction, nor be proved ostensively from it; but
they can be proved merely defensively or indirectly by reduction
to the principle of contradiction, inasmuch as it can be shown that
the denial of them is (implicitly) the denial of the principle of
contradiction.

D. The antithesis and synthesis of doctrine here may
be thus stated: -

ST THOMAS
The principles of the other
sciences are INDIRECTLY
DEPENDENT on those of
metaphysics.

DESCARTES COMTE
The principles of the The principles of the
other sciences are other sciences are
DIRECTLY DEPENDENT NOT DEPENDENT
on those of metaphysics, at all on those of
(the other sciences metaphysics, (there
being only parts of being no metaphysics).

metaphysics).

97. OTHER SCIENCES ARE SUBALTERNATE ON THE SCORE OF
END TO METAPHYSICS: In addition to the various subalter-

nations of sciences seen earlier (nn. 73-74), there is another on

the score of end, and it is had when the end of one science sub-

serves the end of another, - as when the end of the science of

economics subserves the end of the science of politics.

A. Now in this manner, all the lower sciences are in some
degree subalternate to metaphysics, for all lower and less perfect
knowledge is for the sake of higher and more perfect knowledge, -
which is metaphysics. This is an application of the principle:
nimperfectum propter perfectum - The lower is on account of the
higher, the less perfect on account of the perfect.’l

B. The results of the experimental sciences subserve
philosophy, and especially metaphysics, in the following manners:

a. They furnish apt illustrations for the principles and
conclusions of philosophy, - which is a great service, since the
human intellect proceeds from sensibles to supra-sensibles.

b. They in many cases confirm the conclusions reached
by philosophy, - as in fact the teachings of contemporary physics
confirm the philosophical doctrine of hylemorphism.

C. They bring factual matter upon which philosophy must
throw its light, - as indeed modern discoveries about electro-

magnetic undulations bring much matter upon which philosophy
must throw the light of the first principles, in order that the ultimate
causes of the nature of matter and of sensation may be rightly
understood.

d. They bring results which philosophy may use to refute
objections drawn from the affirmations of experimental science as
interpreted by objections.

C. It follows from this, that it is of high advantage to the
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philosopher to be well acquainted with the findings of the experimental
sciences.

98. PHILOSOPHY IS NOT BASED UPON EXPERIMENTAL
SCIENCE: We have seen that philosophy is based m aterially
as regards its subject on the experience of the senses (n. 80);
thus are the arguments of St Thomas for the existence of God based
m aterially on sense experience by wnich we see that things are
moved, that things begin to be and cease to be, ei from such
facts, known by sense experience, does philosophy, by the light of
the principles, deduce conclusions.

A. Now the philosopher must not base his conclusions
upon the affirmations of experimental science in this manner, -
because the findings of the experimental sciences, such as physics,
astronomy, genetics, palaeontology, biology etc. are in many cases
not absolutely certain, but need constant revision and modification,
as history shows.

a. Thus physicists once thought that light is propagated
instantaneously; if a philosophical doctrine were built upon that
opinion as upon a foundation, such philosophical doctrine would
now need to be discarded, for it is now known that light is not
instantaneously propogated.

b. Thus, St Thomas, though he took account of, and
explained philosophically, and used for purposes of illustration, and
applied his philosophical principles to, the astronomy of his time,
refused to build his philosophical doctrine upon it (cf. I, q. 32,

a.l, ad 2); a similar attitude d d he take with respect to the physics
of his time.

c. Fhilosophy must be kept FREE from the theories and
hypotheses of the experimental sciences, and must be based upon
its own principles and the abr lutely certain testimonies of the
senses; it must not be wedded to any physical or astronomical or
biological theory, - though it may use these and make them
subserve its own ends, as shown already (n, 97),

cl. Almost the whole system of physics which was in vogue
at the times of Aristotle and St Thomas is now discarded; and
thongh they clothed their philosophy of nature liberally in the term s
and ideas and opinions of that physical system, yet the discrediting
of that system of physics does not in any way effect the truth of
their philosophical doctrines; for they kept their philosophical
doctrines free from such a system, not basing them thereupon.

c2. This is what the scholastics of the decadence, and
many moderns, have not understood»

B. It follows that a genuine philosophy has nothing whatever
to fear from advances in experimental science, but has reasons to
welcome such advances.

a. For philosophy is never enslaved to experimental science.

b. Thus, if philosophers be true to their office and their
vocation, there is never any danger of genuine conflict between phil
osophy and the particular sciences.

c. If the decadent scholastics and modern experimentalists
had understood this, the great pseudo-problem of the conflict between
philosophy and the experimental sciences which has disturbed all
philosophic and scientific thought for the past four centures, would
never have arisen.

C. The posit4 can ke thus shown:-
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ST. THOMAS
Philosophy is FREE from experi-
mental science, but uses it
(though not based upon it nor
wedded to it) as a mistress
uses servants or a workman
an instrument. Therefore
both philosophy and experi-
mental science are to be
encouraged.

DECADENT SCHOLASTICS MANY MODERN EXPERIMENT-
ALISTS

Philosophy is wedded to the Philosophy is wedded to the

ancient physical systems; ancient physical system, and

therefore all advances in the would impose them, preventing

physical sciences are to be advances in the physical sciences

discouraged and rejected. therefore philosophy is to be

discouraged and rejected.

COMMON ERROR
Philosophy is enslaved to
experimental science (to the
experimental science of the
period when the philosophy
was elaborated). Therefore
if experimental science
advances, either philosophy
or experimental science must
be rejected.

CHAPTER TWELVE

PHILOSOPHY AND OTHER WISDOMS

99. ORDER OF PROCEDURE: This chapter will proceed thus:
Wisdom itself. . Art. 1

Philosophy and

other Wisdoms Philosophy and Sacred Theology.... Art. 2
Philosophy and Gift of Wisdom...... Art. 3

ARTICLE ONE
*WISDOM.
100. COMMON SENSE NOTION OF WISDOM: The notion of
wisdom is gathered from the estimate of the wise man

held by the common run of mankind.

A. Now the characteristics of the wise man, as perceived
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by the general run of mankind, are enumerated by Aristotle (I
Metaphys. c¢. 2). He remarks that men are called wise if the
following six characteristics are observed in them:

a. If they have a better knowledge than other men of all
that is accessible to our mind and that is worth knowing.

b. If they know even most difficult things, which other
men do not know.

C. If they know things with greater certitude than the
common run of men, so that their convictions enjoy great stability,
and their judgment about things is not liable to be changed with
every new fashion of thought and belief.

d. If they can assign the reasons of things, and therefore
are better able than others to explain and to teach.
e. If they love knowledge of truth for its own sake, and

not merely on account of the material utility or honours that it may
bring them.

f. If they know how to set things in right order, whether
in the region of theory or of practice; hence the saying: "sapientis
est ordinare - it is part of the wise man to set in order".
B. If we examine these six notes of the wise man, and

discover what it is in him that results in his possession of these
characteristics, we shall know what wisdom is. Let us then proceed
to investigate the root of these distinguishing marks of the wise.

101. UNIVERSALITY OF KNOWLEDGE: Why has this wise man,
or that,a better knowledge than the common run of men of
all things accessible to the human mind?

A. Why, in other words, does he display a greater
universality of knowledge? Why has his knowledge a wider range?

B. Because he has thought things back to their deepest
reasons - which are also their most universal reasons, the
"why and the wherefore”, not merely of this single event or that,
but of a whole class of events.

a. He knows, not merely that Mrs Brown loves her child;
but why all mothers are inclined to love their children; not merely
that my hand flies up instinctively to ward off the blow that threatens
my head; but why in every organism the less valuable members will
sacrifice themselves for the most precious.

b. He knows, not merely that Mr White must obey the
laws; but the very value of laws, and the reason why every citizen
should obey them, and whence laws derive their binding force.

cC. He knows, not merely some particular reason why
the State should govern for the benefit of Mr Green, but a universal
reason why the State should govern for the benefit of all its members.

d. He knows, not merely that man talks, and the monkey
does not; but the nature of the deep roots of speech in intellect,
and in imm ateriality.

e. He knows, not merely that this or that change occurs
in the universe, but ultimately why every change occurs, and why
the universe is subject to change, and how deep its changes go, and
what things they affect, and what is their natural.end.

f. He knows, not merely that Mr Black has never met a
square circle, but why no man ever met a square circle, nor ever
will.

102. PENETRATION OF KNOWLEDGE: Why has the wise man, in
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the second place, a knowledge of even the most difficult things?

A. Again, because he has thought things back to their
ultimate reasons.

B. And it is precisely questions demanding a knowledge
of the ultimate causes or reasons of things, that are most difficult
to answer. For our knowledge begins with what we see and hear
and feel; facts are easily observable; shallow explanations are facile;
difficulty arises, and increases, as we strive to get beneath the
facts and proximate solutions to the final explanation that elucidates
them.

103. UNSHAKEABLE CERTITUDE: Why, again, has the wise
man a firmer certitude in his knowledge? Why are his convictions
more unshakeable than the persuasions of the common run of men?
Why has he convictions, and other men only opinions?

A. Knowing the ultimate reasons of things, he is not merely
aware that things are so, but that they must be so, and why they must
be so.

B. His knowledge is rooted in necessary principles,
anchored to inescapable laws. He has fixed and evident standards
by which he adjudicates upon the passing fashions in the thought of
the moment or the age. "In security he judges"”. Intellectually,
"he stands four-square against all the winds that blow".

104. EXPLICATIVE POWER: Why can the wise man teach better
than others? Why is he able to lay his finger upon the
causes of things?

A. Precisely because he has thought back from facts to
their causes, to the reasons that explain their existence, their nature
and their characteristics. For to teach is to tell the causes of
things: "hi docent qui causas de singulis dicunt - they teach who
tell the causes of each thing™ (Aristotle: | Metaphys. ¢.2). Thus
does St Thomas also say: "llia scientia est magis doctrix vel
doctrinalis quae magis considerat causas - of more avail unto
teaching is that science which gives more consideration to causes"”
(In1 Metaphys. c.2, lect. 2).

B. Thus the man whose knowledge reaches back to causes
knows that the leaf would never fall from the tree, that the chilled
water would never be warmed, save for the motion exercised by a
Prime Movent, who is himself unmoved; but moves all things that
are moved.

a. He knows that a man who is wise, but less wise than
it is possible to be would never be wise at all, save for the influence
of One in whom wisdom attains its supreme peak, who is the model
and cause of wisdom in all others who are wise, so that they are wise
only insofar as they are modelled upon him.

b. He knows when and why the human intellect can be
trusted to grasp truth, for he knows the causes of truth and
infallibility in knowledge. For this reason he is able to teach as
no other man can teach, for in the words of "the Philosopher":
"They teach, who tell the causes of things".

105. LOVE OF TRUTH: Why, fifthly, does the wise man love
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knowledge of the truth for its own sake, not merely for the sake of
the reputation or monetary gain or power that knowledge brings
him ?

A. Because, acquainted with the ultimate reasons of
things, he knows which things are self-justified as objects of desire, and
how they are to be preferred to things rendered desirable only by their
relation to something else to which they conduce.

B. He has the right order and scale of values, and assesses
more highly that which has its reason of desirability in itself than that
to which desirability is merely derived from some other.

C. He loves wisdom because it is good to be wise - not
merely because wisdom may be the means of securing a handsome
professorial salary.

106. POWER TO ORDER: Why, finally, is he better able than
others to set things in right order, to dispose the means in
due relation to the end, to subordinate the lower to the higher?

A. Because, knowing the causes and reasons of things, he
has duly plotted the order and harmony of reality, having thus acquired
a right sense of proportion and of values.

B. Order is the footprint of intelligence, and the more fully
intelligence is developed, the more perfect is the order that is
impressed upon thought, that it can instil into conduct and into things.

a. That man who has pushed his knowledge furthest beyond
the lim its of the visible, the audible, and the tangible, furthest into
the region of the understandable, this man has most fully grasped the

order of things, for it is only by understanding - not by sense -
that order is apprehended.

b. Accordingly, he knows well that the fitness of man to
attain his ultimate goal - that is, his moral goodness - ought

never be subordinated nor sacrificed to his fitness for running races,
or playing football, or writing sensational newspaper rubbish, or
acquiring a luxurious livelihood, or aggrandizing the state.

c. He knows that there are personal values in man that
ought never to be encroached upon for the civil prosperity;
d. That a society of virtuous citizens living in humble

conditions is preferable to a nation of libertines and rogues practising
science and cultivated art, and dwelling in the midst of comfort and
enjoyment;

e. That the upright peasant is a better man and a greater
asset to society than the clever and amusing writer of filth, than the
learned professor who undermines the foundations of morality;

f. That a home-making mother, rearing a good and
healthy family, is much to be preferred to the society dame who
Mcnows everyone worth knowingl, who cuts an elegant ballroom
figure, who is adept at consuming cocktails and making nimble
sallies of smart repartee.

g. He knows that the happiness of man, in this world and
beyond, entails his freedom as a citizen; that this freedom is much
more worth effort and the ills of conflict than is a comfortable life
of material well-being and mental amusement.

107. DEFINITION OF WISDOM: Such then are the characteristics
of the wise man, and such is wisdom, which is their root. Every
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one of these characteristics is derived from the one source - a

grasp of the ultimate causes and reasons explicative of things. In
this knowledge does wisdom consist. Wisdom is mightily useful;

but its highest goodness lies not in its usefulness unto something

other; its highest goodness is its desirability for its own sake.

A. Not from the mere fact of his wisdom is the wise
man a good ruler, or a good guide, or even a good man. It is not
wisdom, but virtue of another kind, that makes us good men; for
intelligence is morally neutral.

B. It is not wisdom, but prudence, that makes us good
counsellors and good rulers; and prudence supposes many things
other than wisdom. Nevertheless, wisdom is a mighty weapon of
virtue and prudence, whereby these can achieve enormous works if
that potent instrument be at their command.

C. Wisdom accordingly is DEFINED; tICognitio rerum per
altissimas causes - Knowledge of things through their highest causes"”.

108. VARIOUS WISDOMS: Wisdom is manifold,=to wit;

A. PHILOSOPHY: Wisdom taken in the strict sense is of
course realised in philosophy, for all philosophy is a knowledge
through highest causes. And philosophy of course, is a natural
wisdom. Butthe various philosophical sciences are not all equally
wisdoms* as they are not all equally knowledges through supreme
causes:

a. METAPHYSICS is knowledge of the absolutely highest
causes, and is therefore wisdom pure and simple (simplieiter).
b. OTHER PHILOSOPHICAL. SCIENCES are knowledges

of relatively highest causes (i.e. causes highest in, and relatively
to, a certain order only); thus natural philosophy is a knowledge

of the highest causes of being as movable and as viewed in the first
degree of abstraction; therefore the other philosophical sciences
are wisdoms only Secundum quidl (secundum aliquem crdinem

- relatively to a certain order).

B. SACRED THEOLOGY: Sacred theology is a knowledge
of highest causes, but is radically supernatural, as proceeding under
the light of supernatural revealed principles, wunder the light of
virtual revelation (i.e. under the light of revealed principles as
virtually containing conclusions that can be drawn from them).

Hence sacred theology is supernatural in its roots (radically). It
is a radically supernatural wisdom.

C. INFUSED GIFT OF WISDOM: This is a gift of the Holy

Spirit: it is a formally supernatural wisdom. It is a quasi“experi-
mental knowledge of the Highest Cause in the supernatural order
through the connaturality established by charity between the soul
and God; in the light of this knowledge through connaturality of the
Highest Cause the soul knows and judges other things: "Spiritualis
homo iudicatde omnibus - The spiritual man judgeth about all
things" says St. Paul.

D. The various wisdoms strictly so-called attainable by
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man in this life can accordingly be thus schem atized: -

and formally SO ..cccoevvvvunernnnnnn. GIFT OF
WISDOM

Supernatural

but only radically s0O............... SACRED
Wisdom of man THEOLOGY
in this life

Wisdom simply..ccoevviiennnnnnnnn. METAPHYSICS

N atural

Wisdom *secundum quid*.. OTHER
- PHILOSOPHICAL
SCIENCES

ARTICLE TWO
PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY.

109. NOTION OF SACRED THEOLOGY; This is briefly explained
thus:

A. OBJECT: Sacred theology has as its manifested form
God under the very character of his God-head (Deus sub ipsa
ratione deitatis). Or in other words, its subject is God. Its
m anifesting form is the light of supernatural revealed principles;
or, in other words, virtual revelation (i.e. revelation as virtually
containing conclusions which can be drawn therefrom). HENCE:

a. Theology is not a mere application of philosophy, nor
is it a mere applied philosophy as we speak of applied mathem atics,
but is a distinct and superior science, concerned about a different
object and proceeding under a different light.

b. It is important to distinguish sacred theology (i.e.
theology properly and strictly so-called) from natural theology
which is that part of metaphysics which treats of God under the
character of being (of first being and highest cause), God appearing
in metaphysics by way of predicate.

B. DEFINITION: Sacred theology is accordingly
DEFINED: "Science whose subject is God".

110. SUPERIORITY OF SACRED THEOLOGY TO PHILOSOPHY:
On the score of excellence, sacred theology is imply
superior to philosophy, though on a certain secondary consideration
(secundum quid) philosophy is better than sacred theology. Let

us briefly explain this.

A. SIMPLY SPEAKING: A science is considered simply
(sim pliciter) when it is considered purely as knowledge, or
according to its object taken formally. But sacred theology is
better and higher than philosophy by reason both of its manifesting
form and of its manifested form. Therefore sacred theology is,
simply speaking, better and nobler than philosophy.



64

B. *SECUNDUM QUID*: But under the character of
evidentiality (sub ratione evidentiae) philosophy is better than
sacred theology in the theologian in thi3 life. For philosophy
proceeds under the light of evident or transparent principles,
whereas sacred theology in the theologian in this life proceeds
under the light of inevident or opaque principles. Philosophy
sees its principles; but the principles of sacred theology are
believed by the theologian in this life. Thus, under a certain respect
philosophy is better than sacred theology.

111. SACRED THEOLOGY JUDGES PHILOSOPHY: Here a
distinction is to be made:

A. NEGATIVELY AS REGARDS CONCLUSIONS: Sacred
theology judges philosophy negatively, in the same sense as
philosophy itself judges the experimental sciences (cf. n. 94). This
is a negative judicative office, inasmuch as sacred theology can
condemn any coodusica drawn by a philosopher against a certain
theological proposition.

B. NOT POSITIVELY, NOR AS REGARDS PRINCIPLES:
But sacred theology has no dominion over, nor any right to judge,
the principles of philosophy.

a. The principles of philosophy are not drawn from theology
(as those of music are drawn from arithmetic), but are self-evident and
self-supported. Hence philosophy is not positively judged by sacred
theology.

b. Nor has philosophy any need of sacred theology for the
defence of its principles, as the particular sciences have need of
metaphysics to defend theirs.

112. PHILOSOPHY IS THE HAND-MAID OF THEOLOGY: Philosophy
renders to sacred theology services of the greatest value when

employed by the latter. Theology employs in its demonstrations

truths proved by philosophy, and for this reason philosophy is called

the instrument or hand-maid of theology (ancilla theologiae).

A. ABSOLUTELY SPEAKING THEOLOGY IS INDEPENDENT
OF PHILOSOPHY: Philosophy, as we have seen, must from the
nature of things use sense-experience, and even in some measure
the conclusions of the experimental sciences. Theology, absolutely
speaking, is not in this fashion dependent on philosophy, but,
absolutely speaking, is independent thereof.

B. BY REASON OF ITS STATE THEOLOGY IS DEPENDENT
ON PHILOSOPHY: But given that it exist in a particular state, sacred
theology is dependent on philosophy, and indeed much more dependent
on it than is philosophy upon the experimental sciences or even upon
sense -experience.

a. The state of theology to which reference is made here
is its state according as it exists in the intellect of the wayfarer
(in other words, in the intellect of the theologian who has not yet
the beatific vision); on account of the weakness of human under-
standing, theology needs philosophy by a strict need; the reason is
that the human intellect in this life can understand God and the
things of God only by the aid of analogies drawn from creatures.

b. But in this regard theology does not, as we have just
indicated, stand in the same relation to philosophy as dctte this
latter to the inferior sciences.

bl. The philosopher should employ the conclusions of the
experimental sciences only to illustrate his own principles; and
therefore the truth of a metaphysical or philosophic system does not
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depend on the truth of the scientific conclusions that it employs.

b2. But sacred theology uses philosophical propositions to
prove its conclusions; therefore a system of theology cannot be
true if the philosophical propositions v/hich it employs are false.
The theologian in this life must therefore of strict necessity have
at his disposal true philosophy.

113. MANNERS IN WHICH PHILOSOPHY SERVES SACRED THEOLOGY
Philosophy as the handmaid of sacred theology, serves this
latter chiefly in three manners:

A. Theology employs philosophy to defend and prove those
truths which belong to the pre-ambles of faith, such as the truth
of the existence of God, the truth of the possibility and discernibility
of miracles etc. Thus does theology (that department of it which
is called apologetics) employ philosophy to defend its own principles;
not that philosophy proves the principles of sacred theology (for these
are revealed and remain inevident); but philosophy defends and proves
the conditions pre-required of the acceptance, by faith, of the
principles of theology.

B. Theology employs philosophy in order to gain some
understanding of the mysteries of faith, for theology understands
these supernatural truths by the aid of analogies drawn from creatures:-
as, v.g. when theology uses the philosophic concept and doctrine
of the mental word to gain some understanding of the Holy Trinity.
In this regard, theology uses the concepts prepared and elaborated
by philosophy, and uses philosophical conclusions as an instrument
of demonstration.

C. Theology employs philosophy to refute the adversaries
of the faith, - as when theology shows by means of the philosophic
theory of quantity that the mystery of the Eucharist is not opposed
to reason.

114. PHILOSOPHY PRECEDES THEOLOGY: Philosophy is pre-
required to theology; one must be a philosopher before he attempts to
become a theologian. This is so because:

A. As certain truths of the natural order, knowable by
common sense, such as the truth of the existence of God, are the
pre-ambles to the faith, so the scientific or philosophic knowledge
of these truths is the preamble to the science of the faith, i.e.
to sacred theology.

B. Sacred theology needs the threefold service rendered
by philosophy (cf. n. 114); therefore philosophical knowledge must
be had in order that theology may be able to make use of it.

C. Philosophy is pre-required to sacred theology by way
of subjective disposition; for sacred theology is in a degree of
abstraction higher even than that of metaphysics; but the human
intellect, which begins from the knowledge of sensible things, con-
naturally rises to the higher degrees of abstraction through a pre-
paration in the lov/er; the lower degrees of abstraction prepare
and dispose the mind for the higher. Thus philosophy lends to the
mind a sort of disposition or readiness for the habit of theology.

115. PHILOSOPHY IS HELPED BY SACRED THEOLOGY: This
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in three fashions:

A. GUARDED AGAINST ERRORS: Inasmuch as philosophy
is negatively controlled by sacred theology (cf. n. Ill), it is guarded
against a multitude of errors; though this entails a restriction of the
philosopher's freedom to err (which freedom is an imperfection, so
that its restriction is a good), yet it safeguards the philosopher's
freedom to attain truth.

B. LSD TO PERFECT ITSELF: Since sacred theology
demands many and great services from philosophy, it demands that
philosophy be able to satisfy these requirements; this entails that
philosophy perfect itself up to the point that it can give to sacred
theology the services which this latter requires. It was thus under
the impulse of the requirements of sacred theology that Thomistic
philosophy perfected the notions and theory of nature and person and
of generation and of the divine concurrence to the operations of the
creature, and of the divine knowledge. But nevertheless, in thus
perfecting itself under an impulse from theology, philosophy pro
ceeds entirely philosophically, proceeding under its own light,
not under the light of theology.

C. 'PER ACCIDENS* PHILOSOPHY MAY BE CONFIRMED
IN THE CERTITUDE OF ITS CONCLUSIONS BY THEOLOGY: It
sometimes happens that a philosophical conclusion is also 'per
accidens' a theological conclusion. The certitude of theology in
such cases re-inforces the certitude of philosophy. For example:

a. The philosophical conclusion that there is a real distinction
in creatures between a thing and its be appears also to be a theological
conclusion from the revealed truth of the Incarnation; hence the certitude
of the philosophical conclusion is re -inforced by the certitude of the
theological conclusion.

b. Such is also the case with the philosophical doctrine
of the divine premotion of created agents;
c. Such is the case again with the philosophical conclusion

that the medium of the divine foreknowledge of future and futurible
events is the predetermining decree of the divine reason sealed by
the divine will.

ARTICLE THREE
PHILOSOPHY AND THE GIFT OF WISDOM .

116. NOTION OF THE GIFT OF WISDOM: First its object, then
its definition;

A. OBJECT: The manifested form of the gift of wisdom
is nDeus sub intima ratione deitatis ut quasi-experimentaliter
cognoscibilis - God under the intimate character of God-ness, as
knowable quasi-experimentally". The manifesting form is the

objective light of the connaturality between the deiform soul and God
through charity and the subjective light of the instinctive illuminations
of the Holy Spirit. HENCE, whereas philosophy is regulated by
evident being, by things as evident under the light of the principles

of reason, the knowledge proceeding from the gift of wisdom is re
gulated by things (God and the things of God) as mediately but quasi-
experimentally evident under the objective light of the connaturality
between the deiform soul and God through charity and the
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subjective light of the instinctive illuminations of the Holy Spirit.

B. DEFINITION: The gift of wisdom is accordingly DEFINED:
"An habitual knowledge of God under the character of God-ness, as
quasi-experimentally but mediately known under the objective light
of connaturality arising from charity and the subjective light of the
instinctive illuminations of the Holy Spirit".

117. SUPERIORITY OF GIFT OF WISDOM: Here a distinction is
to be made:

A. SIMPLY: The knowledge proceeding from the gift of
wisdom is dimply* superior to philosophy, since its specificative
object is superior to that of philosophy. Since knowledges are
specified by their formal object, that knowledge is 'simply* or
according to its essence nobler, which has a nobler formal object.

B. 'SECUNDUM QUID": Philosophical knowledge is better
than that proceeding from the gift of wisdom in this respect, that
many propositions and conclusions of philosophy are absolutely
certain, whereas there is a defect of certitude in the knowledge of
the gift of wisdom inasmuch as it is for the most part impossible to
distinguish with certitude between the movementsof filial love which
are the medium of the knowledge proceeding from the gift of wisdom
and certain natural movements or aspirations.

118. INDEPENDENCE OF GIFT OF WISDOM FROM FHILOSOPHY:
The knowledge proceeding from the gift of wisdom has not

the dependence on philosophy that we have seen theology to have;

the reason is that the gift of wisdom does not operate discursively

(by reasoning), nor does it require the conceptual apparatus which

philosophy elaborates. Neither does the gift of wisdom require the

services of philosophy as theology requires them.

A. Thus it is that even in scientifically ignorant persons
the gift of wisdom may operate with very great perfection (there have
been great contemplatives and great mystics among persons lacking
all scientific, philosophical or theological knowledge: "Non in
dialectica placuit Deo salvum facere populum suum - It is notin
dialectics that it pleased God to bring his people to salvation"*
as St. Ambrose says).

B. What prepares 'per se' for the knowledge proceeding
from the gift of wisdom is not philosophy, nor theology, but
proximately the theological virtues, and most proximately charity.

1109. THE GIFT OF WISDOM MAY HELF PHILOSOPHY: And
this in two manners:

A. BY CONFIRMING SOME OF ITS CONCLUSIONS:
There are certain conclusions of philosophy of which the certitude
can be re -inforced by knowledge or contemplation proceeding from
the gift of wisdom (as also by knowledge proceeding from the gift
of science).
a. Thus philosophy teaches that the creature is utterly
dependent upon God; the mystic, by the contemplation of the gift
of wisdom as it were feels this utter dependence, and therefore
if the philosopher be at the same time a genuine mystic or contemplative
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his certitude of this truth is re -inforced,

b. Again philosophy teaches that the- creature is
entirely for God; the certitude of this truth may be similarly
re-inforced by the quasi-experimental knowledge of the gift
of wisdom.

B. BY YIELDING A REALISATION OF CERTAIN
TRUTHS: It is of capital importance to the philosopher to have a right
appreciation of relative values, a realisation of dominant and fecund
truths, an appraisement of things proportionate to the things them -
selves; it is ofthe highest importance to him that big things loom
large in his mind, and that little things, things of small consequence,
take a backward place; otherwise all things are on the same plane
for him, and the order of the real is distorted in his mind; his mind
loses the proportion of things.

a. Now mystic contemplation proceeding from the gift
of wisdom yields a due appreciation, evaluation and realisation
of many of the great truths which must be considered by philosophy
(by philosophy of course, under its own light).

b. Such, for example, are the two immense truths
mentioned above, namely that in the created order all is from
God and all is for God;

bl. or again, of the principle on predilection; "Aliquid
non esset alio melius, nisi Deus ei vellet rnaius bonum - One
thing would not be better than another were it not that God willed to
it a greater good;2 (I, .20, a. 3-4);

b2. or again the principle on God*s causative love; "Amor
Dei est infundens et creans benitatem in rebus - The love of God
infuses and creates goodness inthingsn. (I, q.20, a. 2).

CHAPTER THIRTEEN

PHILOSOPHY AND THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION

120. PROBLEM: The relations between philosophy and the Christian
Revelation can be seen and understood in the handling of the

problem that has in recent times greatly exercised thinkers upon the

question as to whether there can be, and whether there is in point

of fact, a Christian philosophy.

A. It is clear, for example, that in no proper sense is
there, or can there be, a Christian geometry or a Christian
chemistry.

B. But philosophy also is a natural and rational science.
Would it lose its natural and rational character in being Christian,
and therefore lose its essential character as philosophy, and so be
no longer philosophy? Nevertheless on the other hand, historically
speaking, there does appear to be a body of philosophy, and a
philosophical tradition, which rightly merit the name 1Christian*.
It is to the solution of this problem that we now address ourselves.

121. RATIONALISTIC CONCEPTION: The rationalistie maintain
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that philosophy is obliged to deny, or at least doubt, the mysteries
of Christian revelation. Their principle is: "W hatever is not
knowable by the natural powers of the human mind is not to be
admitted”. Such a doctrine is taught today by Brunsehvicq and
others. Rationalists accordingly establish absolute opposition
between philosophy and the Christian faith,

122. SEMI-RATIONALISM AND FIDEISM: These will be briefly
explained:

A. SEMI-RATIONALISM: Semi-rationalists, such as
Guenther and Frohscham mer, taught that Christian mysteries can
be demonstrated by the natural powers of the human mind; they
thus reduce these mysteries to philosophic truths.

a. Thus they maintained that the truth of the Holy Trinity
can be demonstrated from reason, (ifthere be some Christian
truths which cannot be proved from reason, this is only because
they are contingent, not because they are supernatural); thus,
according to them, the Incarnation is unknowable by our natural
powers for the same reason that the day of the end of the physical

world is unknowable by them, - unknowable because it is con-
tingent, dependent on God's freewill, not because it is supernatural.
b. This doctrine is an exaggeration of the natural powers

of the human intellect, which exaggeration lends to a reduction of
the supernatural order to the natural.

E. FIDEISM: Fideists, such as De Bonald and Ubaghs,
taught that the human intellect is so -weak that it needs revelation
and faith in order to know any truths transcending experience, such
as the existence of God, the distinction of God from the world,
the spirituality and immortality of the human soul.

a. Thus under pretext of affirming the value of the
Christian spirit, they denied the value of philosophy, and thereby
denied the rational defenflibility of the preambles of faith and of the
divine origin of Christian doctrine.

b. Thus they too, by diminishing the natural powers of
the human intellect, made supernatural revelation necessary and
due to man, with the result that its supernaturality is destroyed,
and the supernatural order is reduced to the natural,

C. Hence, though semi-rationalism begins by exaggerating
the natural powers of the human mind, and fideism begins by
minimising these powers, both end in the same error, the reduction
of the supernatural to the natural.

123. OPPOSED TENDENCIES TODAY: Recently a strenuous

controversy has been waged among Catholic philosophers on
the question as to whether philosophy can be called Christian, and
whether there be such a thing as Christian philosophy. In this
controversy two main tendencies can be noted:-

A. EXAGGERATION OF CHRISTIAN SPIRIT OF PHILOSOPHY::
Some, such as Blondel, insist on the Christian spirit of Christian
philosophy; they diminish the powers of reason, and so emphasise
the deficiency of our rational knowledge as to speak of a natural
desire for a higher knowledge needed to supply for the deficiency of our
natural knowledge;

a. this higher knowledge which they say to be naturally
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desired by man and needed by man, is nothing other than the
beatific vision; they so magnify the natural desire of the beatific

vision as to make it, or at least that grace which conduces to it,
in some manner due to man.
b. In this teaching there is a vestige of fidelsm.

E. TENDENCY TO DIMINISH CHRISTIAN SFIRIT OF
FHILOSOPHY: Others, such as Brehier, Mandonnet and Munnynck,
minimise the Christian spirit of philosophy; they insist on the natural
and rational character of philosophy, and say that philosophy can
be called Christian only negatively (inasmuch as it must never deny
any part of the Christian revelation) and by reason of subject
(inasmuch as philosophy is found in a man who is a Christian).

a. According to these thinkers, philosophy can no more
be rightly called Christian than can geometry or chemistry.
b. This teaching is a reaction against that of Blondel etc.

but the reaction is carried a little too far, and savours a little of
sem i-rationalistic tendencies.

124. SOLUTION OF THIS PROBLEM: The synthesis in which
what is true in each of the abovementioned opposite tendencies
is maintained and reconciled, while what is false in each is excluded:

A. May be summed up in the following THREEFOLD
CONCLUSION:

a. Christian philosophy is negatively and by reason of
its subject Christian;

b. and though by reason of its specific nature it is not
positively and in itself Christian,

c. yet it is Christian by reason of its state, inasmuch

as by receiving from Christian revelation a twofold confortation,
objective and subjective, it is constituted in a more perfect state.

B. The first conclusion is admitted by both the abovementioned
schools of thought;

a. the second is denied by Blondel etc. and is directed
against them;

b. the third is denied by Erehier, Mandonnet and de
Munnynck, and is directed against them.

125. FIRST CONCLUSION: Christian philosophy is negatively
and by reason of its subject Christian.

A. NEGATIVELY: Since Christian faith is simply higher
than philosophy and is a participation in the divine knowledge as
divine, it negatively judges philosophy, forbidding philosophy to
arrive at any conclusion that contradicts Christian revelation. Thus
it is commonly said that "Revelation is a negative norm unto
philosophy".

B. BY REASON OF SUBJECT: In a Christian philosopher,
philosophy submits to the negative judgment, and abides by the
negative norm, of the Christian revelation.

126. SECOND CONCLUSION: Philosophy by reason of its specific
nature is not positively and in itself Christian. The specific
nature of philosophy is taken from the form of its object (manifested
and manifesting): but these are independent of Christian revelation;
for philosophy does not borrow its principles from revelation, nor
does it know highest causes as these are manifested by revelation.
Hence according to its specific nature alone there is nothing positive
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in philosophy that makes it positively dependent on Christian
revelation.

127. THIRD CONCLUSION: Eut it remains to be seen how a

science or wisdom of the natural order, specified by a
natural formal object, oan while keeping its own nature intact,
be positively and in itself Christian. This problem is solved
by distinguishing between the nature and state of philosophy.

A. NATURE AND STATE OF PHILOSOPHY: A science,
keeping its own nature intact, can be in one of two states: *in
statu imperfecto*, as in a disciple, or lin statu perfectol, as
In a great master;

a. (Somewhat as the acquired moral virtues can be in
a twofold state, in an imperfect state without charity, in a perfect
state with charity;

b. somewhat also as sacred theology, keeping its own
nature intact, is in an imperfect state in a theologian in this life
when the principles of theology are not evident to him, and is in
a perfect state in a theologian in heaven, when the principles of
theology are evident to him).

c. In like fashion, philosophy, keeping intact its own
nature of wisdom of the natural order, can be either in an imperfect
state, existing without subordination to divine revelation as in
Aristotle, or in a more perfect state, existing subordinated to
divine revelation, as in St Thomas. This more perfect state is
due to the twofold confortation which philosophy receives from
divine revelation or faith.

E. TWOFOLD CONFORTATION OF PHILOSOPHY BY
REVELATION OR FAITH: Here we must distinguish two con-
formations, objective and subjective; they are explained thus:

a. OBJECTIVE CONFORTATION: This confortation
proceeds chiefly from supernatural revelation of natural truths
knowable by reason of itself alone, but/to which in the present
state of man after original sin reason of itself alone does not
easily attain with certitude and without error. Among these natural
truths may be reckoned chiefly the following:

al. Free creation from nothing unto the manifestation of
the divine goodness: This threefold doctrine (creation, God*s
freedom, and the ordination of creatures unto the manifestation of
God*s goodness) was not attained by the Greek philosophers, not

even by Plato or Aristotle; nor have non-Christian philosophers
of more recent ages attained to it, at least for the most part.

az. Universal divine providence: Neither did the great
Greeks arrive at this, and most modern non-Catholic thinkers
have abandoned it; the same is to be said respecting the connected
doctrines of divine conservation and premotion of created agents.

a3. Spirituality and personal immortality of the human
soul: This doctrine was affirmed by Plato, though with acertain
admixture of error; but it has been rejected or called into doubt
by many ancient and modern philosophers; but the Christian faith
holds with firm certitude that the soul is destined for a future life,
and even is ordained towards Eternal Life which is a formal part-
icipation of the intimate life of God.

as. Freedom of choice: This doctrine also has been denied
by innumerable philosophers who have not accepted the doctrines of
revelation; but it is contained in, and guaranteed by Christian revel-
ation.

ab. Obligations and precepts pf~the natural law: About many
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of his obligations man's reason has been clouded by the wounds con-
sequent upon original sin, chiefly by the wounds of ignorance and
concupiscence; thus it is that many do not see clearly that matrimony
is indissoluble and that contraception is always sin, and that the
state must recognise in parents a right over the education of their
children.

b. SUBJECTIVE CONFQRTATION: This confortation is
given both by the habit of faith and by the act of faith, as well as by
certain gifts of the Holy Spirit, such as the gifts of understanding,
knowledge and wisdom (cf. nn. 116-118).

bl. Although faith leaves supernatural truths still inevident,
and although the same truth cannot be together evident and inevident
to the same intellect (nottogether seen and believed), yet the act of
faith, for example, in the existence of God as the author of grace
and the supernatural rewarder, confirms from above the philosophic
certitude about the existence of God as the author of nature.

b2. Likewise the supernatural certitude of faith subjectively
confirms from above the philosophic .certitude about the spirituality
and immortality of the human soul, for we have the certitude of
faith for the destination of the soul towards Eternal Life. For it is
impossible that in the same power of the soul there be one habit
subordinated to another without the higher vitally influencing the
lower; for the subordination is not static, but dynamic.

b3. Thus St Thomas teaches that though the natural certitude
of the judgment of credibility is pre-required to the act of faith, yet
afterwards the act of faith, especially when perfected by the gifts of
understanding and wisdom re-inforces the natural and rational certitude
of the preambles of a faith; this is an application of the Principle of

reciprocity of causes; "Causae sunt ad invicem causae in diverso
genere causae - Causes are causes to one another, in a diverse order
of causality’. (Cf. II-Il, g.l, a.5, ad 1; a.4, ad 2 et 3; Billuart,

De Fide, diss.i, a.VI).

C. THEREFORE:

a. Just as the naturalmoral virtues are in an imperfect
state without charity, and at the advent of charity are raised to a
more perfect state, while still remaining natural virtues and still
specified by a natural formal object; and just as sacred theology is
in an imperfect state in the intellect of a theologian in this life when
he does not see the principles of theology, but is raised in heaven
to a more perfect state, the principles of theology being then seen, but
all the same still remains theology, its specific nature still remaining
intact;

b. So likewise philosophy, while still retaining its specific
nature of wisdom cf the natural order, can be in an imperfect state
in a non-Christian philosopher such as Aristotle, but in a more
perfect state in a Christian philosopher such as St Thomas, for
while retaining in both states the same specific nature of natural
wisdom, in the second state it is perfected by a twofold confortation,
objective and subjective.

128. SFECIAL SUBORDINATION OF ETHICS TO REVELATION:
Moral philosophy (ethics) is specially subordinated to divine
revelation.

A. For ethics does not consider the natures of things in an
abstract manner, but considers the last end to which man in the
concrete, in his present state of elevation to the supernatural order,
must tend, in the midst of many difficulties and very complex problems
which require the examination, not only of the theologian, but also of
the Christian philosopher.
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E. This special subordination is similar to that which must
be observed by the jurist inasmuch as he must, in the civil order,
elaborate just laws (v. g. about matrimony), taking account of the
revealed truth (v.g. about the indissolubility of matrimony).
Likewise in the practico-practical order, acquired or natural
prudence which directs our life under the light of reason, must
in our present state be subordinated in the just man to infused
or supernatural prudence which directs our life under the light
of divine faith.

a. It is somewhat similar with moral philosophy adequately
considered. The position of the Christian philosopher in the moral
order bears an analogy with that of the medical physician whose duty
it is to heal a person consecrated to God (v.g. priest or religious);
the medical practitioner must take account of the state of this person,
and in his medical prescriptions must prescribe nothing that would
be against the sanctity of this state. But he remains a medical
practitioner, and his prescriptions are still medical prescriptions;
he is not a spiritual director, his act is not spiritual direction,
and his prescriptions are not counsels of spiritual perfection.

b. Likewise the Christian philosopher, even in moral
philosophy, still remains a philosopher; he does not become a
theologian; his act is still a philosophical act, not a theological act;
his conclusions are still philosophical conclusions, not theological
conclusions; his knowledge is still philosophy, not theology.

129. SYNTHETIC CONCLUSION: The solution thus outlined of

the problem of Christian philosophy is the culmen reconciling
from above what of truth there is in each of the two tendencies
mentioned above, (n. 123), and excluding what of falsity is in each.
Hence this doctrinal position:

SYNTHESIS
Philosophy is not by its
nature not-C hristian; and
it is not by its nature
Christian. (According to
its nature, it is indifferent
to be Christian and not-
Christian).

MANDONNET ET C ELONDEL ETC
Philosophy is by its nature Philosophy is by its nature
not-Christian, (so that to Christian, (so that to leave
make it Christian is to out its Christian element is

destroy its nature). to destroy its nature).



130. SETTING OF

74
DOCTRINES:

The wider setting of doctrines
is as follows:~

SYNTHESIS

Faith and reason (philosophy)

MANDONNET ETC
Since philosophy is
natural and rational,
it cannot be Christian.

are not contradictory; the
sphere of each is maintained
according to formal objects;
philosophy is natural and
rational according to its
nature, but can be positively
and in itself Christian

according to state, as sub-
ordinated to faith.

BLONDEL ETC
Since philosophy is
essentially Christian,
it is not natural,

SEMI-RATIONALISTS FIDEISTS
Since the sphere of reason

must be kept intact, the
sphere of faith must be
restricted.

RATIONALISTS
Since faith contradicts

reason, faith must be
rejected.

Since faith must be

maintained, the sphere
of reason must be
restricted.

LUTHER ETC
Since reason contra-
dicts faith, reason
must be rejected.

ROOT ERROR

Confusion of formal objects,
according as the formal ob-
jects of the human intellect

and

of faith are confused.



PRACTITIONERS OF PHILOSOPHY

PART FOUR

CHAPTER FIFTEEN

NOTABLE PHILOSOPHERS

131. ANCIENT GREEKS
Thales: W ater
Apaximioear Air
Anaximander: Apeiron

HERACLITUS;
Pythagoras:
Xenophanes:
PARMENIDES:
Zeno:

M elissos:
ANAXAGORAS:
Gorgias:
Democritus:
Protagoras:
SOCRATES:
PLATO:
ARISTOTLE:
Theophrastus:
Pyrrho:
Epicurus:

Zeno of Citium:
Chrysippus:
Carneades:

Andronicus of Rhodes:

132. GRECO-ORIENTAL:

Philo the Jew:
Galen
Valentinus:

Sextus Empiricus:

M anes:

M arcion:
PLOTINUS:
Porphyry:
Proclus:
Ammonius:

John Philoponus:
Simplicius:

ITHEOLOGIA ARISTOTELIS:
WorksJLIBER DE CAUSIS;

PURE EECOME
Number

Pre -Parmenidean
"Father of Metaphysicians"

No movement
Parmenidean

"Like sober amongl drunken"

Sophist
Atomism
Sophist

"Father of dial*p”icj™"
EXTREME REALISM
"M aster of them that know"

Aristotelean
Sceptic

Pleasure

Stoic

Stoic

Probabilism
Aristotle*s works

A gnostic leaning
Platonistic
Gnostic
Sceptic

M anicheeism
Gnostic
Neo-Platonism
Neo-Platonist
Neo-Flatonist
Aristotelian
Aristotelian
Aristotelian

NON CHRISTIAN

From Enneads
From procius

75

E.C.

Late 7th cent.

6th cent.
6th cent.
Late 6th cent.
e. 582 - 500
c. 572 - 497
c. 475
c. 520
c. 500
c. 500
c. 480
c. 460
c. 440
469 - 399
428 - 347
384 - 322
375 - 288
365 - 275
341 - 270
c. 336 - 264
280 - 233
214 - 129
C. 70
A .D.

c. 25 b.c.

131 - 200

2nd century
Late 2nd century

c. 216
3rd century
208 - 270
233 - 305
410 — 485

6th century
6th century
6th century
6th century
6th century



133. GRECO-ORIENTAL: CHRISTIAN

ST. AUSTIN:
Cassiodorus:
BOETHIUS:

St. Isidore of Seville:
PSEUDO-DENIS:

"Maximus post apostolos™
Mild Platonism
Definitions
Encyclopaedist

Use of Neo-Platonism

134. PREPARING SCHOLASTICISM: WESTERN

Scotus Erigina:

ST. ANSELM:
Roscelin:

W illiam of Champeaux:
Peter Abelard:
Gilbert de la Porree:

Pantheistic
Ontological argument
Nominalist

Extreme Realist
Abstraction

Six predicaments

135. PREPARING SCHOLASTICISM: ARABS

Al-Kindi:

Al-Farabi:

IBN -SINA:AVICENNA
Al-Gazali: Algazel
Ibn-Badja: Avempace

Agnostic leaning
Pantheictic leaning
Aristotelian
Occasionalism
Forms

IBN-ROSCHD: AVERROES One intellect

136. PREFARING SCHOLASTICISM: JEWS

Isaac Israeli:

Defined truth

Ibn-Gebirol: Avicebron: Pantheistic leaning

MOSES MAIMONIDES:

137. SCHOLASTICS:

W illiam of Auxerre:
Michael Scot:

John of Rupella:

W illiam of Auvergne:
Alaxander of Hales
Richard Fishacre:
Robert Grosseteste:
Roland of Cremona:
Hugh of St. Cher
ST. ALBERT:

ST. EONAVENTURE:

Dogmatic Agnostic

HIGH PERIOD

Aristotelian
Averroist leaning
No spiritual matter
"REAL DISTINCTION™"
"Real distinction™
Augustinian leaning
Neo-Platonistic
Neo-Platonistic
Aristotelian leaning
"Universal doctor™
"Seraphic doctor"

ST. THOMAS AQUINAS: "Angelic doctor”

Peter of Spain:

John Peckham:
Henry of Ghent:
Roger Bacon:

Peter Olivi:
Godfrey of Fontaine:
Richard Middleton:
Peter of Auvergne:
Thomas Sutton:
James of Viterbo:

Logician
Anti-Thomist
Augustinensian
Experimentalism
Plurality of forms
No "real distinction”
Aristotelian
Thomist

Thomist

Thom istic

76

354 - 430
477 - 570
480 - 525
560 - 636

6th century

9th century

1033 - 1109
1127

1120

1079 - 1142

1076 - 1154
873
950

980 - 1037
1058 - 1111
1138

1126 - 1198

940

1020 - 1070

1135 - 1204
1231

1230

1238

1249

1245

1250

1175 -1253
1258

1264

1206 -1280
1221 -1275
1224-1274
1226-1277
1240-1292
1293
1214-1294
1248-1298
1303

1307

1314

1320

1308
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Raymond Lull: Semirationalism 1232-1316
Henry Eate: Encyclopaedist 1246-1316
Siger of Brabant: Averroist 1240-1284
Giles of Rome: Thomistic 1247-1316
JOHN DUNS SCQTUS: "Subtle doctor*’ 1266-1308
W alter Burleigh: Scotistic 1275-1342

138. SCHOLASTICISM: DECLINE

Herve de Nedellea: Thom istic 1323
Feter Aureole: Nominalistic 1322
Durand de St.Pourcain: Nominalistic 1334
John of Naples: Thomist 1330
Feter de la Palude: Thomist 1334
John Bacon: Avervoist 1346
Raymond of Sabundia: Semirationalistic 1342
WILLIAM OCKHAM: TERM: CONCEPTUALISM 1250-1350
John Buridan: Ockhamist 1358
Thomas Bradv/ardine: Deterministic 1290-1349
Gregory of Arimini: Ockhamist 1358
Nicholas of Autrecourt: Nominalist 14th century
Nicholas Oresme Ockhamist 1382
Peter d'Ailly: Ockhamist 1350-1420
JOHN CAPRECLUS: "Princeps Thomistarum" 1380-1444
St. Antoninus: M oralist 1389-1459
Nicholas of Cusa: A gnostic leaning" 1401-1464
Denis the Carthusian: Thomist 1402-1471
G abriel Biel: Nominalist 1425-1495

138. SCHOLASTICISM: REVIVAL

Gennadius: George

Scholar: Aristotelian c. 1464
Soncinas: Thomist 1494
Pico della Mirandola: Eclectic 1463-1494
Dominic of Flanders: Thomist 1500
Anthony Trombeta: Scotist 1518
Pomponatius: Aristotelian 1462-1524
CAJETAN: Thomas

de Vio: ’Summa Theologiesl 1468-1534
FERRARIENSIS:

Sylvester: IContra Gentes* 1474-1528
John Driedo: Thomist 1535
Conrad Koellin: Thomist 1476-1536
Louis Vives: Psychology 1492-1549
Tlavelli: Thomist 1488-1550
Catharinus: Nominalist 1553
Dominic Soto: Thomist 1494-1560
M elchior Cano: Theological Sources 1509-1560
Peter Soto Thomist 1563
FRANCIS OF VITTORIA LAW 1480-1566
Ramus: De la Ramee: Anti-Aristotle 1515-1572
De Medina: Thomist 1529-1581
Bernard Telesius: Anti-Aristotle 1508-1588
Francis Patrizzi: Pantheism 1529-1597
Toletus: Thomist Jesuit 1532-1596
Fonseca: Thomist Jesuit 1548-1599

LOUIS MOLINA: MOLINISM 1536-1600



DOMINIC EANEZ:
Jordano Bruno:

Gregory de Valentia:

Raphael Ripa: Riva
Gabriel Vasquez:
FRANCIS SUAREZ:
Leonard Lessius:

St. Robert Bellarmin

Balthasar Alvarez:
Didacus Alvarez:

Predetermination
Pantheistic
Molinist
Thomist

Molinist

UDoctor eximius”
Molinist
Molinist

Commented Aristotle

Thomist

139. FROM DESCARTES TO KANT

COLLABORATORS

Francis Bacon:
Thomas de Lemos:
Giles de Conninck:

Thomas Campanella:

Alamannus:

Ruiz:

De Lerma:
Grotius: De Groot:
Tiphanius:

John Nazarius:

Complutensians:
Saimunticensians:

Herald of moderns
Thomist

Thom istic

Herald of Moderns
Thomist

Molinist

Thomist

LAW

Molinist

Thomist

JOHN OF ST. THOMAS: Thomist

Sylvius: F. Dubois:

DESCARTES:
Mersenne:
Francis Oviedo:
Peter Oviedo:
Gassendi:

De Lugo

Francis Gonzales:
Blaise Pascal:
Geulinx:

De Arriaga:
Baruch Spinoza:
M astrius:
Thomas Hobbes:
Sylvester Maurus:
Gonet

Henry More:
Honore Fabri:
Ralph Cudworth:
Louis Thomassin:
Antoine Arnaud:
Nicholas Arnu:
Aguirre:

Antoine Gordin:
Sfondtati:
Jacques Guerinois:
Alexander Finy:
De Benedictis:
Peter Bayle
Claude Frassen
Shaftesburys

Thomist

“Father of modern philosophy”

Cartesian
Ockhamistic
Thomist
Atomist
Molinist
Molinist
Jansenist
Cartesian
Ockhamistic
Pantheism
Scotist

M aterialist
Thomist
Thomist
Anti-Cartesian
Scholastic
Platonist
Thomist
Jansenist
Thomist
Thomist
Thomist
Thomist
Thomist
Thomist
Aristotelian
Sceptic
Scotist
Affective ethics
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1528-1604
1548-1600
1551-1603
1611
1551-1614
1548-1617
1544-1623
1542-1625
1561-1630
1635

1624-

1631-1744

1561-1626
1629
1633
1568-1639
1559-1634
1562-1632
1642
1583-1645
1641
1556-1646
1589-1644
1649
1596-1650
1650
1602-1651
1649
1592-1655
1583-1660
1591-1661
1623-1662
1625-1669
1592-1667
1632-1677
1673
1588-1679
1619-1687
1681
1614-1687
1607-1688
1617-1688
1695
1612-1694
1629-1695
1630-1699
1639-1695
1644-1696
1640-1703
1709
1622-1706
1647-1706
1620-1711
1671-1713



LEIBNITZ:

Cumberland:
John Locke:

M alebranche:
Fardella:
Palanco:
Daniel Huet:
Toland:
Chauvin:
Tolomei:
Arthur Collier:
Bernard Mandeville:
Samuel Clarke:
Berkeley:
Placid Renz*.
Vincent Gotti:
Babenstuber:
Lossada:

John Vico:
Billuart:

David Hartley:
M aupertuis:
Christian W olff:
Baumgarten:
David Hume:
Roselli:
Thomas Reid:
Mendelssohn
Lessing:
Stattler:
Storchenau:
Zallinger:
Francois Bichat

140. SINCE KANT

EMMANUEL KANT:
Herder:

Jacobi:

Eberlard:

De Bonald:
Salomon Maimon:
Bouterweck:
Gottlieb Fichte:
Wirceburgensians:
Maine de Biran:
Thomas Brown:
Dugald -Stew art:
Schelling:
GEORGE HEGEL:
Schopenhauer:
Ventura:

Herxnefl:

Gunther:

Bolzano:
Liberatore:
Schleiermacher:
Herbart:

Bautain:

Rosmini:

”Perennial philosophy”

Affective ethics
Em piricist

Ontologism -Occasionalism

Cartesian
Thomist
Eclectic

M aterialistic
Cartesian
Aristotelian
Idealistic
Amoralism
Anti-m aterialist
Em piricist
Thomist
Thomist
Thomist
Nominalistic
Eclectic
Thomist

Em piricist
Em piricist
Leibnitzean
Leibnitzean
Phenominism
Thomist
Scotch school
Leibnitzean
Leibnitzean
W olffian
Scholastic
Natural lav/
Anti-sensist

SUBJECTIVISM
Anti-Kant
Anti-Kant
Anti-Kant
Fideist
Kantian
Kantian
Idealist
Scholastic
Anti-sensist
Scotch school
Scotoll school
Idealist
Idealist
Pessimist
Fideist
Semirationalist
Semirationalist
Amti-Kant
Scholastic
Hegelianistic
Kanbianistic
Fideist
Pantheistic leaning
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1646-1716

1632-1719
1632-1714
1638-1715
1650-1718
1720
1630-1721
1670-1722
1640-1726
1653-1726
1680-1732
1670-1733
1675-1729
1685-1733
1730
1742
1660-1746
1681-1748
1668-1744
1685-1757
1704-1757
1698-1757
1679-1754
1714-1762
1711-1776
1783
1704-1796
1729-1786
1729-1781
1728-1797
1751-1797
1735-1813
1771-1802

1724-1804
1744-1803
1743-1819
1738-1809
1753-1840
1754-1800
1766-1848
1762-1814
1766-1771
1776-1824
1778-1820
1753-1825
1775-1854
1770-1831
1788-1860
1792-1861
1775-1831
1785-1863
1781-1848
1777-1824
1768=1834
1776-1841
1796-1867
1797-1855



Bonnetty:
Gioberti:
Hajnilton:

AUGUSTE COMTE:

Victor Cousin:
Hermann Fichte:
Fechner:
Feuerbach:
James Balmes:
Sanseverino:
Kleutgen:

Karl Marx:
Engels:
Froschammer:
Lotze:
Helmholtz

Jean Ravaisson:

Soren Kierkeguard:

Renouvier:
Secretan:
Tongiorgi:
Herbert Spencer:
John Stuart Mill:
Frederick Lange:
Alexander Bain:
Hyppolite Taine:
W undt:

Domet de Vovges:
Lachelier:
Thomas Green:
Edward Caird:
Alfred Fcuillee
Franz Brentano:

Zepherin Gonzalez:

Gutberlet:
Zigliara:

Satolli:

Edward Hartmann:
Vincent Remer:
Nietzsche:
Urraburu:
Lepidi:

Paulsen:

W illiam James:
Emile Boutroux:
Francis Bradley:
Rudolph Eucken
Bosanquet:

Louis Billot:

De Mandate:
Mercier:
Buonpensiere
Tilmann Pesch
Christian Pesb
Del Prado:
Octave Hamelin
Durkheim:
Edmund Husserl:
Dewey:

Henri Bergson:
Levy-Eruhl

Fideist
Ontologism
Scotch school
POSITIVISM
Eclectic
Hegelianistic
Parallelism
Hegelian
Scholastic
Thomist
Thomistic
Communism
Communism
Semirationalist
Kantianistic
Neo-Kantian
Pantheistic
Herald of Existentialism
Idealist
Voluntarist
Scholastic
Agnosticism
Fositivist
Neo-Kantian
Fositivist
Positivist
“Theory of actualityl
Thomist

Idealist

Idealist

Idealist

Idealist
Phenomenologism
Thomist
Thomistic
Thomist
Scholastic
Pessimist
Thomist
“Superman”
Suarezian
Thomist

Idealist

Pragm atist
Kantianistic
Idealist
Noological method
Idealist

Thomist

Thomist

Thomist

Thomist
Scholastic
Scholastic
Thomist

Idealist
Sociological school
Phenomenologism
Pragm atist

1Elan vitall
Sociological school
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1798-1879
1801-1852
1788-1856
1798-1857
1792-1847
1794-1861
1801-1887
1804-1872
1810-1843
1811-1865
1811-1883
1818-1883
1820-1895
1821-1893
1817-1881
1821-1894
1813-1900
1813-1855
1815-1903
1815-1895
1820-1865
1820-1903
1816-1873
1828-1875
1818-1904
1828-1893
1832-1920
1829-1910
1832-1918
1836-1882
1835-1908
1838-1912
1838-1917
1831-1895
1837=1928
1833-1893
1839-1909
1842-1906
1843-1910
1844-1900
1844-1904
1838-1922
1846-1908
1842-1910
1845-1921
1846-1924
1846-1926
1848-1923
1846-1931
1850-1914
1851-1926
1853 1929
1836-1899
1835-1925
1852-1918
1856-1907
1858-1917
1859-1938
1859-1952
1859-1941
1857-1939



Henri Poihcare
Guido M attiussi:
Meinong:

Josiah Royce:
Paul Natorp:
Emile Meyerson:
Samuel Alexander:
Leon Brunschicq:
Pierre Duhem:

M aurice Elondel:
Alfred W hitehead:
Sertillanges:
Joseph Gredt
Benedetto Croce:
Edouard Hugon
Le Dantec:
Edouard le Roy:

M aurice de la Taille:

Max Scheler:
Ernest Casirer:
Giovanni Gentile:
Descoqgs:
Garrigou-Lagrange:
Fierre Rousselot:
Joseph M arechal:
Amato Masnovo:
Nicholas Hartmann:
Karl Jaspers:

Rene Le Senne:
Jacques M aritain:
Louis Lavelle:
Sandor Horvath:
Etienne Gilson
Frietoff:

Francesco Olgiati:

Ludwig W ittgenstein:

Gabriel Marcel

M artin Heiddiger:
Ramirez:

Regis Jolivet:
Gilbert Ryle:
Josef Bochenski
Bernard Lonergan
Jean Paul Sartre:
Charles de Koninck:
Merleau -Fonty:
Cornelio Fabro

Fhilosophy of science
Thomist
Phenomenology
Idealist
Neo-Kantian
Fhilosophy of science
Idealistic

Idealist

Philosophy of science
"Notional” - "Real"
Idealistic

Thomist

Thomist

Idealist

Thomist

M aterialist
Eergsonian
Thomist
Phenomenology
Neo-Kantian
Idealist

Suarezian

Thomist

Thomist

Scholastic

Thomist
Phenomenology
Existentialist
Idealistic

Thomist

Idealistic

Thomist

Thomist

Thomist

Thomist

Linguistic Analysis

Christian Existentialist

Existentialist
Thomist

Thomist

Linguistic analysis
Thomist

Thomistic
Existentialist
Thomist
Existentialist
Thomist

1854-1912
1952-1926
1853-1930
1855-1916
1854-1924
1859-1933
1859-1938
1859-1954
1861-1916
1861-1949
1861-1947
1863-1948
1863-1940
1866-1952
1867-1929
1869-1917
1870-1954
1872-1934
1874-1925
1874-1945
1875-1944
1877-1946
1877-1964
1878-1915
1878-1944
1880-1955
1882-1950
1883-1969
1882-1954
1882-1973
1883-1951
1884-1956
1884-
1939
1886-
1889-1951
1889-
1889-
1891-
1891-
1900-
1902-
1903-
1905-
1906-1965
1908-
1908-



APPENDIX 1

EMFIROLOGICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL

141. INTENTION: In the course of the foregoing introduction

to philosophy allusion has been made (cf. n. 20; n. 93)
to distinction between empirological (empirio-schematic or
empirio-metric) science and ontological science. Some explan-
ations may be helpful.

142. TWO MANNERS OF CONCEIVING: There are two manners
in which we may conceive some thing, to wit:

A. ONTOLOGICAL MANNER OF CONCEIVING: In this
manner of conceiving a thing is conceived as some kind of some

mode of BEING, i.e. according to what of being, or how much of
being or of reality is exercised in it, and so is to be found in it.

a. Then the concept will be an ontological concept dis-
playing to the mind the entity or reality of the thing.

b. It will accordingly be a concept constructed from
notes each of which is something of being - somewhat as a house
may be constructed from clay bricks.

C. Such a concept is resolved or analysed into BEING.

B. EMPIRIOLCGICAL MANNER OF CONCEIVING:
In this manner is a thing conceived as what is indicated by some
unified aggregate of sensible appearances (phenomena) or as what is
indicated by some aggregate of sensations, or operations.

a. Then the concept will be an empiriological concept
by which the thing is understood only through its observable
phenomena, which are SIGNS of it, - not being understood in itself.

bl The case is somewhat like this: Suppose that Feterfs

only knowledge of Birmingham is that it is what (whether a city,
or a lake, or a mountain, or a castle or what-not) is pointed to by
a road-sign from the north of it saying "To Birmingham" and by
a road-sign from the south of it saying "To Birmingham™ , and by
a road-sign from the west of it saying "To Birmingham" , and by

a road-sign from the east of it saying "To Birmingham": what
Birmingham is in itself, he does not know.
C. Accordingly the concept formed by empiriological

conception will be a concept constructed from notes each of which
is some observable phenomenon or some sensation or operation

of the one conceiving the thing, - somewhat as a house constructed
from cement bricks;
d. Such a concept is resolvable into the OBSERVABLE or

into observation.

143. EXAMPLE OF ONTOLOGICAL CONCEPTION: Man is
conceived by philosophers as "rational animal".

A. Let us take one element of this definition, v.g. ’animal*.
a. "Animall means "body living by sensi live life" . Let

us from this consider ’living".
b. 1Living” means "moving self'. Let us take 'moving*

C. IMoving means "actualizing a potencyl, or "bringing



something from potency to act" . Let us consider 'potencyl and 'actl.
d. But:
dl. 'Act' is the "principle whereby being is perfect";
d2. 'Potency' is the "principle whereby being is
perfectible".

d3. While division of being into act and potency is the
most basic division of being.

e. But let us consider 'perfectionl. This is "fulness
of being*1.

B. Thus the concept 'man' is resolved ultimately into
"BEING". (The same would eventuate if we analysed 'rational’).

144. EXAMPLE OF EMPIRIOLOGICAL CONCEPTION: Man
is conceived by zoologists as a "mammal of the order of
prim ates".

A. Let us take the term 'mamm al'.

a. The zoologist defines a mammal as a "vertebrate
characterized by possession of special glands secreting milk".
Let us consider 'milk".

b. '"Milk' is defined, in term s of colour, taste,
average density, chemical components (such as fats, proteins,
non-fat solids, water) and biological function etc. Let us
consider 'taste*.

c. 'Taste' is understood as a certain sensation.

B. Thus the resolution is ultimately into some sensible
datum or sense-experience.

a. This resolution of a concept into sensible phenomena

or sensation or operations of measurement etc. may be enacted
through only a few stages, (as in the example given) which suffice
to analyse the concept into its ultimate components.

b. But when it is question of mathem atized sciences,
such as physics, the observable ultim ates are reached only through
very many stages of reduction.

145. FURTHER EXAMPLE OF EMPIRIOLOGICAL CONCEPTION:

Silver is defined by mineralogists somewhat in this fashion:
"metal whichis sonorous, ductile, very malleable, highly polish-
able, having a higher thermic and electricoonductivity than any other
metal known, melting when heated to C. 960.5, boiling when heated
to C. 2000,r;

A. The mineralogist, if pressed for the meaning of any
one of the components of this definition, will ultimately define it
by certain indefinable elements which will be OBSERVED PHEN-
OMENA or SENSATIONS or OPERATIONS OF OBSERVATION or
of MEASUREMENT.

B. Therefore this concept is ultimately composed from,
and is ultimately analysed into SUCH EXTERNAL AND OBSERV-
AELE SIGNS of silver.

a. But THAT WHICH SILVER IS (i.e. the essence of
silver) is not by this concept disclosed IN ITSELF, being disclosed
ONLY IN ITS EXTERNAL AND OBSERVABLE SIGNS.

b. One who thus conceives silver knows indeed what
silver is (i.e. the essence of silver), for he knows that silver



is "that hidden something (undisclosed in itself) which exhibits
those observable or measurable phenomena".

C. These OBSERVABLE SIGNS of the essence,

a. not manifesting what the essence is in itself,
b. but indicating the essence as their own ultimate
explicative, - without however indicating how it explains them, and
leaving the essence unknown and undisclosed in itself,
C. are called its EMPIRIOLOGICAL PROPERTIES.

146. CONCLUSIONS: From what has been said (nn. 141-145)
follow two conclusions of very great moment, to wit:

A. FIRST CONCLUSION: There are two orders of
sciences of reality according as they conceive the objects which
they investigate either empiriologically or ontologically:

a. Sciences which are limited to conceiving things
empiriologically are called EMPIRIOLOGICAL sciences;

al. and for convenience they are more usually called
just SCIENCES.

az2. And their manner of conceiving is often called
SCIENTIFIC CONCEPTION.

b. But sciences of reality which conceive ontologically
are called PHILOSOPHICAL sciences;

bl. and are more usually called PHILOSOPHY rather than
by the name Science™.

b2. And their manner of conceiving is often called

PHILOSOPHICAL CONCEPTION.

B. SECOND CONCLUSION: Noterm or word is ever
used in science and in philosophy WITH THE SAME IMMEDIATE
MEANING, even though it may denote (or suppose for) the same
thing.

a. Thus, besides the examples given here above (nn.
143-145), we may take the examples of 'cause' and of 'matterl.

b. Indeed:

bl. 'M atter' means:

bla. for the scientist: "Body taken indeterminately, ab-
stracting from whether it be this sort of body or that sort . But

it DOES-BE body;

bib. but for the philosopher: "That which CAN-BE all
bodies and therefore not of itself does-be any body*.

b2. '‘Cause’ means:

b2a. for the scientist: "invariable antecedent™, or "jumping
off-ground for a prediction";

APPENDIX Il
PERINOETIC AND DIANOETIC

147. DIANOETIC UNDERSTANDING: This is an understanding



of some object according as its essence is understood IN ITSELF,
so that the properties of such object can be inferred from, or at
least, can be explained by, its essence.

A. Accordingly the process of a dianoetic science is
OUTWARDS, i.e. from essence to properties.

B. Let us take the example of the geometry of
(Euclidean) triangle:
a. The process of knowledge is from the essence of

triangle (plane figure bounded by three straight sides) to the
properties of triangle, that is, to the consequents of that essence.
b. Which may be schematically represented thus:

Figure the sum
of whose internal
angles = 2 rt.

Figure whose area
= base X altitude

2
angles
Propert
(Property) ( perty)
Figure each of
whose apices is
tangent on the
circunference of
some circle
(Property)
C. Sciences whose understanding and processes
are dianoetic are mathematics and philosophy.
a. But, whereas the object of mathem atics is
imaginary, being,
al. for it suffices for the object of mathem atics

that it be imagined, as a triangle can be imaged in a vacuum
or in space imagined beyond the limits of the real material
universe, - and therefore without reality,

az. for which reason mathematics is not science of
reality (i.e. of real being);

b. The object of philosophy is real being; wherefore
philosophy is science of reality.

148. PERINOETIC UNDERSTANDING: This is an understanding
of something according as it ie understood only according to
something preter-essential, such as its properties or its

effects,

A. Hence betterment in the mode of this understanding
is obtained only through process INWARDS to more immediate
properties or effects.

B. Which may be illustrated schematically thus:



Sonorous
C. Accordingly it is clear that empiriological sciences
are PERINOETIC.
D. In perinoetic science formal or intensive progress

is made according as more intimate properties are found, explaining
the observable properties, or more immediate effects are found
which explain the effects earlier observed.



